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INSTITUDLE FOR STRATHEGIC STUDIES

LUROPEAN STUDY COMMISSION

Minutes of the PFirst Meeting, held at
the Centre d'Iltudes de Politique Etrangére,
54, rue de Varenne, Paris Te, on
29th and 30th November, 1063

Presents . Génédral d'Armée Beaufre (in the Chair)
"Signor A, Albonetti  Général del Marmol
fir. L. Beaton Herr U. Nerlich
Admiral Bos I, K. Ritter
Hr. A. Buchan Mr. L, Seidenfaden
Herr W, Cornides Dr. T. Sommer
M. de Rose Signor A, Spinelli

Profegsor . Howard ., J, Vernant

 Absent: Dr. N. @rvik

PINANCE

Mr. Buchan recalled the decision reached at the
preliminary meeting in Cambridge that (except in the case
of the Italian members) the various national Institutes
should be responsible for the travel arrangements and
costs of their members, but that the Institute for Sirategic
Studies would set up a central fund to cover administrative
expenses and the costs of accommodation and meals involved
in attendance at meetings. The contribution regquired from
each member of the Commission to this central fund had been
agsessed at £180, based on the estimated cost of two nights'
accommodation and meals for a total of six meetings. It

‘was understood that a careful account would be kept of the

costing and any monies unspent would be refunded to members

. on a per capitae basis at the end of one year,

It was agreed to accept this figure for the initial
ner capita contribution to the costs of the Commission,

MOMBIRSHIP OF TIls COMMISSION

(a) Signor Spinelli proposed that M, Etienne Hirsch be
invited to join the Commission.

It was agreed that it might be more appropriate to
consider inviting M. Hirsch to attend a particular meeting
of the Commission if and when it was thought that his views
would be of special interest to the subject under discussion,

(v) 1Mr. Seidenfaden raised the question of Swedish part-
icipation in the work of the Commission.

It was felt that associateship wcould be more appropriate
than membership. It was agreed to give further consideration
to this possibility at the next meeting, and in the meantime
Kr, Seidenfaden undertook to sound his Secandinavian colleagues
on the matier and also to try to ascertain what the Swedish
reaction would be to an invitation to be associated in gome
way with the work or the Commission.
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RECORDS OF MERTINGS

It was agreed that a fairly extensive summary report
of proceedings be prepared after each meeting, for 01rcu1at10n
to members of the Commission as a private document.

It was further agreed that the author of the working
paper, which would be prepared as a basis for discussion on
the special subject on the agenda for each meeting, should
redraft his paper in the light of the discussion, in a
suitable form for circulation under his name outside the
Commission,

SECOND MILSTING OF THH COMMISSION

It was agreed to hold the second meeting of the
Commission in London, at the Institute for Stragegic Studies,
on Friday and Saturday, 3lst January and lst February, 1964

It was agreed that the Centre d4'l tudes de Politique
Etrangdre should prepare the working paper for the special
subject, which would be "The desirability of a European
system of strategic deterrence. ILuropean interdependence
in weapons and forces.". '

CONTsNTS OF SUMMARY RLPORT

Friday morning: General discussion on the Internatlonal
' .Sltuatlon - pages 1~ 5
Friday afternoon: Discussion on the Luropean Assessment of
Developments in the Communist Bloc' -
pages 6-12
Saturday morning:  Implications of the Moscow Test Ban

Agreement - pages 13-18

Saturday afternoon: Implications of the hoscow Test Ban-
Agreement (continued) -~ pages 19-24:



INSTITUTE PFPOR STRATLGIC S TUDI E S

LUROPEAN STUDY COMMISSION

Summary of Discussion
at the First Meeting,
held in-Paris on
29th~-30th November, 1963

FRIDAY MORNING, 29th NOVIMBER

DISCUS3ION ON THI INTLRNATIONAL SITUATION

L. The United'States

K. Vernant, opening the discussion, put as the main question
whether the Unlted ovtates was entering a period of internal
political instability which would have its effect on her foreign
policy. He felt this instability did exist, and would have had to
be reckoned with ¢rrebpect1ve of President Kennedy's assassination.
The civil rlghts issue was a major factor, and so was the need for
a revolution in american political institutions. WwWithout a radical
modification of these institutions he did not see how any important
problem could he solved, The United otates was also facing a
difficult period in her international relations, partlcularly with
Latin America and Vietnam.

Mr., Buchan doubted whether Kennedy's death would make a great
difference to the United States' external policy. It might in
fact facilitate certain modifications, particularly a move.towards
some accommodation with France which Kennedy had seemed to have in
mind. But who-ever becomes the next President, he will not have
the scope for action that Kennedy would have enjoyed during his
second term. Ve must be prepared for a lack of imaginatidon in
American leadership over a periol; Kennedy's authority, drive and
style would be sadly missed, He was convinced that the american
system was inherently stable. The assassination had damaged the
extreme right and he expected the Republicans to nominate. Nixon
or Rockefeller rather than Goldwater,

Herr Cornides agreed with Mr, Buchan's observations. It was
tragic that many of Kennedy's aims would be easier to achieve after
his death. He had spelled out his policy on a great range of major
issues, but he had pushed his ideas so far and so fast, while
failing to establish clear priorities, that a kind of cramp had

" set in in Congress, the Administration and the universities.
President Johnson might have more success, especially in the new
climate of opinion; the tragedy itself may have a cathartic
effect. His main concern was whether a dialectical policy can be
carried on by Johnson within the framework of the existing
American ingtitutions., He agreed with M. Vernant that reform
was essential; we must try to change the Washington system and
not compromise with it. But if institutional reforms were not
forthcoming, it would be even more essential for Johnson to lay
dovm priorities., It would probably be best for #dmerica if he
were to decide to concentrate on urgent domestic issues and slow
down on smast-est negotiations and problems affecting the alliance,
But the important thing for surope was to discover whether the
Americans are capable of deciding on prioritiess; 1if Johnson tri-d
to do everything at once he would succeed with nothing,
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Dr, Sommer was not too hopeful about the internal prospects;
much depended on the long-term emotional reaction of the American
people to the assassination and this would not make itself felt
until the motive had been established., We could not depend on
the effect of the shock being cathartic., He agreed with M. Vernan
about a period of political -instability; this would be with us fo
a good many Presidents yet, although one could not say whether it
would be a disabling instobility preventing the United States from
actlng on the world scene. wuropeans who had been speaking out
for Uuropean separatism would have to be very careful now; there
was a risk that they might be taken seriously.

He could not accept Herr Cornides' argument in favour of
priorities. American policy was like a four-lane highway and
issues must be-dealt with as they crop up; Johnson could not take
a sovereign decision to establish priorities. The important
gquestion was whether Johnson is prepared to strive* for leadership
as hard as Kennedy did; if he is not, then there would be sfrains
within the alliance. On balance, however, he thought the Americans

- . had come out of the crisis rather well; we should not portray them

‘a8 wealker than they are or ourselves as stronger than we are,
. B y b LY H

. Herr Cornides maintained his position on the need for
priorities; even on a four-lane highway one can install traffic
lights, .- . ' ' ' ’ :

Professor Howard thoughf there was a danger that no motive
would be, established for the assassination, so that it “muld.remaln
a continuing source of bitterness dividing public opinion,

il, “Vernant concurred on this point.

Signor-Spinelli said that Kennedy had induced a kind of
instability in the United States, although of a fertile nature,
through the pressure of all-his new ideas, The main character-
istics of his policy were: (1) In his Administration he had given
an -important role in policy-making to the intellectuals. °
(2) He had shown great energy in tackling the civil rights problem
and other domestic issues, (3) lle was seeking co-existence with
the USaR )

Pe doubted wbether Johnson would follow Kennedy s ‘example
on {(1). On (2), despite Johnson's declared intentions, he feared
a more cautious attitude and a peneral-slowing-down on domestic
issues. Goldwater's diminished chances indicated that the United
States is goirg to sleep; the expected confrontation between
concervative and progressive elements was now unlikely, On (3)
the key question was -whether Johnson would try to carry on
Kennedy s pollcy.

Herr Cornldes agreed that fertile instability was a Kennedy
creation. Whether this would lead to immobilism or to disabling
ingtability would depend, in the forelgn pollcy fleld “on the
Luropean attitude.

Admlral Bos was moderately optimistic about prospects under
. the Johnson administration on internal gquestions; Johnson's
longer political experience and greater ability to win public
support should enable him to avoid the frustrations that had
latterly beset Kennedy. The demands of the election campaign
would inhibit much activity ‘on the international scene,

e
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.. thgenéra% %81 M%rmol expressed optimism about American policy
%n ‘31?§0?dwﬁerm Be§3?2°tﬁghn§on would profit from the force of
Henne J‘E 1 gdif " U W“% _“g“+fbhappen after the next elections?
© consicered thal uncertainty fbOUV wme pomingtions even, and the
- ferment of political forces which must be c.. . 4o4 in comnection
with the election campailgn were a source of inStew: 75 4y, '

Dr. Ritter believed that Johnson would find a way of sta.
ilising the internal situation, but he was not optimistic about
his ability to continue Kennedy's wuwast-%“est policy. This had been
based not upon any expectation of practical achievements but upon
the hope that 2 gradual change might come about in the Soviet
system as a2 result of tle strains which a policy of co-existence
would impose on the communist parties. Because Johnson was more
interested in striking bargains and less interested in what went
on inside the Joviet bloc, and the Russians were unlikely to make
any real concessions, Johnson was likely to lose interest in a
policy of detente. For the vresent the Russians were moving very
cautiously, but recent incidents indicated that they were again
focussing their attention on ¢entral Luropean problems. vince it
would ve more dAifficult for Johnson to make progress with approaches
to theUsSR he might pay more attention to questions affecting: the
alliance, such as the MLF. : :

Général Beaufre expressed his concern about the vislence
lying just below the surface in Americun life,

Lr, Beaton said his instinct was that any serious violence
or instability in the aAmerican system was unlikely; he expected a
surge of conservative sanity which would manifest itself soon in a
collective attachment to a new father figure. He felt the main
dangers to be that imerica may fail to get her economy moving, and
that the Russians may misunderstand Johnson as they sad misunderstoc
Kennedy in the carly part of his administration.

Professor Howard considered that a real difficuliy for
Johnson arose from the reaction to Kennedy's death in many .suropean
quarters. The claims for leadership which were bheing voiced, even
if temporary, would exert a centrifugal pull on the alliance,

M, Vernant agreed with Professor Howard that the assassiration
had reinforced some pecople's convictions.

Général Beaufre observed that Kennedy's prestige was sufficient
to maintain his.position, wherezs Johnson had still to show his
capacity for leadership.:

Admiral Bos pointed out that the change of President did not
chiange the wast-West military relationship. 97% of the military
potential of the West was in the hands of the American President,
whoever he may be, and this fact could not be ignored.

Mr, Seidenfaden felt there were two main considerations for
Furope: (1) Would the relative importance of lurope within the
Atlantic alliance change? “hether there were a more united suropear
attitude would depend very much on de Gaulle. (2) wWhat would be the
psychological effect of Kennedy's death on iuropean opinion? The
Kennedy mystique had had an impact on some fringes of opinion that
were not necessarily pro-NATO. :




2, Germany

Dr. Sommer said tiiat he did not expect the change of
Chancellor to lead to any significant change in policy. f{here
would be a greater dedic-tion to the Atlantic cause, ILrhard
was as committed to friendship with France as Adenauver had been,
but he was not as committed to the specific policies pursued by
de Gaulle, There was an increasing inelination to be more
critical of France, particularly in the military field,
Schroeder vas a Kennedy man and he felt freer now than under
Adenauer. It would depend on eveats in America whether a greater
reluctance cmerged to tying Germany so closely to the United
States; he felt however thait there was no real political or
military alternative to the Americans. Although there was an
understandable reluctance to express a choice between France and
the United States, a choice had already been made.

In reply to a questiorn from Mr, Buchan, he agreed that a
bipartisan foreign policy had emergzed covering a large part of the
politiccl spectrum. The main opposition to the Government now
came from the Bavarian wing of the C.D.,U. The 3.r.D. was alsp
divided, although mainly on policy towards the wast. On wsuropean
policy, =srhard would work hard for an extrovert surope, if only
for economic reasons., He would make g sincere effort to settle
econonic problems with France, but here much depended on whether
the French would =accept the liansholt plan. MWany people in Germany
saw this plan as their one chance to impose a solution of the
difficult agriculitural problem on the Germans themselves. '

Herr Cornides broadly agreed with Dr. Sommer. One difference
under Lrhard was that economic problems would now be discussed
with France. Because lirhard wanted to make a success of the
Franco-German relationship and understood economic affairs, he
stood a chance of finding some solutions. . A main aim of Geryman
policy was to keep in halance her relations with the United-
States and with France. If solutions could be found within the
framework of the Community, this would balance the priority
accorded to the United States in the military field.

Signor Spinelli said that the decision of the Socialist Party
to join a coalition with the Christian Democrats had great import-
ance for Italian political life and if this coalition demonstrated
its capacity to govern, and perticularly to achieve some domestic
reforms, it would open up new perusectives., In any event it would
have a profound effect on the Italian cempynist Party, which was
divided in its attitude towards this eXpPerl..m»t snd had been on
the edge of a crisis for some time, .

There was inflation in Italy at the moment, and the
coalition parties had agreed on short-term measures to conte ..
this before tackling economic reforms; there would be a two-
stage programme, However, this inflation was not so serious as
had been represented; partly it reflected a confrontation bgtwgen
capitalist and labour forces and big business had been cawmpalgning
vigorously. Production was good and the economy was basically
sound., 'The real problem was whether Italian political insti-~
tutions ~ould survive in their present form. <There had been a
shifting oI £orces now that the Christian Democcrat Party could no
longer be identiried with the state; it remained to be seen if
the Italian ruling class could adjust to this situation.



He believed the new Government would pursue a more active
Ppolicy towards the Community. sxternal policy mizht be more
difficult: the Jocialist Party were the major problem here and
lengthy negotiations had been necessary to produce a formula to
allow discussions on the MLF to continue. But on balance he was
optimistic about the new Government's chances.

4. Britain

Professor Howard said that Sir Alec faced the same task as
Lyndon Johnson -~ to win an election in less than a year.,
Llectoral considerations would therefore influence every step the
Government took. There were signs of a crash programme of
domestic reform, but complete immobility must be expected in inter-
national affairs until we had a new Government. Sir Alec would try.
to project himself as a marn of peace bridging the gap between ILast
and Test, although from a position of strength; maintenance of the:
independent nuclear deterrent would be a main Conservative election
plank, The Labour Party would try to outbid the Conservatives on
domestic reforms but had become very cautious on the subject of the:
deterrent and would try to avoid this becoming an election issue.
Feither side was prepared to advocate national service or increased
defence expenditure or to introduce any change in the status of the.
independent deterrent. :

Mr, Beaton wished to add that the economy was stronger now,
and this had generated confidence; there was a belief that the
country was at last getting the better of its deep-seated economic
problems., There was no need for apprehension about Sir Alec's
attitude towards Lioscow; he was a strong member of the Washington
camp and his heart was in the special British relationship with the
United States. The donger was that he would fail to pay enough
attention to relations with Europe.

The Labour Party did not like the MLF and was more concerned
with how to multilateralise the nuclear power which already existed
Sir Aleec's view of the MLF was that Britain should know what the
rest were up to; he was a man to try and influence policies he did
not like, not to ignore them. On present form Labour was expected
to win the election; but the Conservatives' prospects were brighte:
under wir Alec, who might well prove a formidable vote-winner,

tr, Buchan agreed with Mr, Beaton's point about iurope,
although no British Government was likely to consider re-opening
negotiations with the 3ix for another two years or so., Many people
felt it was time the Government made a gesture to strengthen
relations with Gerrany. Persoral animosity between Macmillan and
Adenauer had militated against such a step, but with new leaders in
both countries a different relationship could be considered.

5.  Erance

M. Vernant, replying to a question from Dr. Sommer about the
~effect on French diplomacy of the coming into existence of the
force de frappe, said he did not consider that the situation had
changed. The actual arrival of the force de frappe was not an
event but a developument in a situation wliich nad existed for some
time.

Général Beaufre said that de Gaulle had wnade it clear that
France did not conceive her defence other than through the Atlantic
alliance and the alliance was the basis of her policy. There was
no inconsistency in France having her own ideas and her own
policies, which she would mesintain,
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FRIDAY ATTERNOON, 29th NOVEMBER

DISCUSSION ON THE EUROPEAN ASSESSMENT OF DEVELOPMENTS IN THE
COMMUNIST BLOC

Général Beaufre began by expressing the view that there were
really three aspects to & study of developments in the Communist
tloe: (1) The events themselves so far as we can understand them:
(2) The effect of these events on the United States: (3) The
consequences for Europe of these events and the American reaction
to them. He felt that the paper prepared by the Deutsche Gesell-
schaft flr Auswd3rtige Politik, although excellent in itself, was
only concerned with the first part of this study. However, it
might be advisable to concentrate on the first of these aspects
today, basing discussion on the German paper, and to consider
Soviet-American relations and the wider consequences for Europe
the following day.

Signor Spinelli openéed the discussion by putting forward
some important considerations which he felt were either missing
from the paper or insufficiently dealt with. (1) There seemed
to be a basic assumption that Scviet foreign policy is aggressive.
He could nct accept this. 0f course the USSR seeks to expand her
influence; but cne cannot say that her policy is aggressive in
the sense that Hitler's was. Believing that the enemy will fall
apart through internal contradictions, she is waiting for power
to drop into her lap, not planning military conguest. Yet Western
military planning is based on the hypothesis of a massive Soviet
attack. (2) Wo consideration was given to areas of possible
agreement between East and West, which are important for trying to
find a modus vivendi with the Soviet bloc. These areas do exist.
Khrushchev is ati one with the West in wishing to avoid nuclear
war - he 1is prepared for limited war, but he wants to leave a way
open for compromise to prevent total war. Another common interest
is in a gualified liberalisation of the Communist bloc. (3) On
the German problem, the USSR considers the division of Germany
_aaséful for maintaining a stable balance in the world.  The
continued division violates the national principle, but it dpes
help to maintain stability. What it amounts to is that Russia
today wants her adversary to accept the result of the war; while
this may not please us, we camnot call that aggressive. He
believed there is a tacit understanding between Eazst and West to
maintain the present frontier in Germany, which is not the same
thing as maintaining the Ulbricht regime in power.

M. Vernant wished to add to Sighor Spinelli's general impress-
ions. The lesson of the German paper was that the present Soviet
attitude is essentially tactical. But is the policy of a detente
itself only tactical? The hypothesis that it is something more
was insufficiently explored in the paper, and developments inside
the USSR which will have their effect on her external policy were
insufficiently discussed., The problem of Eastern Europe and East-
ern Germany was different, however; it would be wrong to see her
European policy in terms of her policy for East Germany.

Herr Cornides pointed out first of all that the purpose of
the paper was to produce chapter headings fordscussion, not to
argue a detalled case for a particular viewpoint. On the other
hand, they had to start with some assumptions. He agreed that the
bagic agsumption, that there is an expansionist dynamism in Soviet
policy, was not discussed in the paper. He could nnot agreed with
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Signor Spinelli's interpretatlon of what the text assumes.

(1). The paper -stated that Europe continues to be in the focal
point of the Soviet political ‘offensive. Nowhere was it
stated that Soviet policy is one of military aggression, in
Europe or anywhere else. He quite ggrecd that it would be

a mistake to compare Khrushchev with Hitler. (2) The paper
did not deny the existence of points of agreement between East
and West; their assumptions were more narrow. Certainly the
p0351b111ty that the USSR does wish to avoid nuclear war, or
war by miscalculation, was not excluded by the paper. He did
"not agree however w1th the idea that the political offensive of
the West cancels the political offensive of the East is a point
in common. The West is working for liberalisation in the Soviet
bloc in the hope of slowing down the Soviet system as much as of
easing tension. (3) While unwilling- to discuss the German
problem at this stage, he considered Signor Spinelli's argument
logical only if the German problem today is seen as the problenm
of Hitlerite Germany - which is surely not the case. Angd
could one really accept that the final objective of the USSR is
the acceptance of two Germanies - surely she wants the Western
part .to go Communist so that the political balance is upset in
favour of the USSR?

Professor Howard questloned how far it is true to say that
Europe continues to be in a focal point of the Soviet political
offensive, Soviet pollcy, like American policy, is a four--
line highway. There is an abiding Soviet interest in Furope
because the USSR is half in Europe; - but that does not mean
that Furope bulks largest in Soviet pollcy, any more than that
her intention in Eurone is basically aggressive. He admired
the paper as a whole, but felt it did not give enough emphasis
to the USSR as a world power and to her interest in exploiting
difficulties abroad. It was arguable- that the short-term Soviet
interest in Europe is to achieve some sort of settlement so as
to make it possible to push forward in other areas, e.g. in
Tatin America, where the opportunities for Communism seem more
favourable. The USSR assumes that West Germany will go
Communist finally;- the question is whether it is in a ripe
state now. L - e

.. Al
-

Signor Spinelli supported Professor Howard. ' Historically
the Communists were very intersted in Europe as their source of
power and influence. But Russia is now a world power ‘and. has
drawn the conseguences from this fact. -~ From the p01nt of
view of Communist doctrlne, the USSR realises that there is
no prospect of economic revolutlon in Western Europe, ‘although
there may be such prospects,in other parts of the world; she
can win in Europe only by a military offensive. Since Soviet
policy towards Europe is no 1onger offensive in mllltary terms,
this means that in Europe there is an intention to arrive at
an agreement. One must tnderstand the difference in Khrushchev's
views on world. Communlst strategy compared, to Stalin's.,

Général del Marmol wondered to what_extent,the USSR was
developing more truly national interests in relation to the
outside world along with her 1de010g1ca1 intérest in revolutlons.

Dr -Sommer felt that some courses of revolutlonary action
are 11Ler to be detrimental to the national interests of the
. USSR. The Cuba crigis was one incident where the instinct of
self-preservation prevailed over revolutionary interest.
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Mr Buchan, in answer to Professor Howard, made the point
that if the four-lane highway analogy was correct, there was
no need for the USSR to reach a settlement in Europe to be
active in Latin America. If the USSR wanted a settlement in
Europe, it would be for intrinsically European reasons. ‘

Herr Cornides repeated that the paper aimed at defining
problems rather than solutions. Clearly the question whether
there is still a master plan of campaign governing Soviet policy,
whether what happens in Latin Amerieca, for example, is strateg-
_ically related to the situation in Europe, is of major importance..
We must accept that in the long term the Soviet leaders want to
change the status quo in Burope in their favour.

Général Beaufre pointed out that the problem of trying to
assess Soviet policy is not new: an 18th century French diplomat
had written that Russia never pursues less than three policies
at a time; 1f you succeed in isolating one, there are always
two alternatives which can be brought into play. The present
Soviet leaders proceed in the same fashion, To help the dis-
cugssion, he had drawn up a list of the main factors which he
believed are influencing Soviet policy today: (1) economic.
congiderations: (2) the tendency of Soviet society to take on
an increasingly bourgecis character: (3) her dispute with -
China: (4) purely tactical considerations: (5) a deliberate
attempt to deceive the West and lead us into a trap. '

Signor Albonetti. He to0 had prepared a list, although
under somewhat different headings. (1) The will and the paower
of the West to resist Soviet aggression in the political, .
economic and military fields: 2) internal factors: the Soviet
leaders are trying to control an empire, and the difficulties
with China a'd with the satellites arise from this: one could
call it the difficulties of a great power: (3) economic
difficulties -~ the guns and butter problem: (4) her policy
towards the Third Countries. He agreed with Général Beaufre
that Russia never follows a single line of policy. He felt
that whether her present policy is tactical or long-term '
depends partly on whether we in Europe keep up the resistance
we have shown hitherto. He believed Russia's economic 4iff-
iculties were only short term: the difficulty of holding an
empire together, with which was bound up the question of
Mcscow's place as the centre of the Communist world, is cert-
ainly long term. Russia had concentrated her efforts in the
third countries, particularly the former colonial territories,
where one would have considered the chances brightest for a
Communist take-over; nevertheless the third world is going
its own way, independent of Russia.

Mr Beaton took the author's side against Signor Spinelli
and Professor Howard, maintaining that Russia. is fundamentally
a European power. She is very interested in maintaining a
bilateral world with the US in which she is the equal of the
United States; but her whole military policy reveals that in
comparison with the Americans she does not pretend to be a
world power. It is a mistake to speak of any government's
long-term objectives; governments operate only in the short-
term and the USSR sees as her short-term interest to hang on
to what she has in Europe. ©She wants to maintain a stable
situation in Europe so that she can get by with a lower defence
expenditure and improve her economy. a
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Admiral Bos wished to raise one point on the German paper:
he wondered why, if one takes the line that the signature of
the test ban treaty was an example of a change in Soviet tactics
following the sharp lesson of the Cuba crisis, Khrushchev had
not made great efforts to follow this up with further agreements.
He had not even tried to put those Western governments who might
have been opposed to next steps in & difficult position with
their public opinion, which would have been to his advantage.
The paper did mention that the Russians have backed down on.
next steps, but he would have liked to see this aspect dealt
with more fully. In regard to Soviet policy having failed to
win power in the third countries and having failed to stir up
revolutionary movements in Burope (which he agreed with the
paper was still their main target), the Russians are now trying
to achieve the same result by other means. They are now trying
to make Communism respectable. The national Communist parties
are being given instructions to join up with socialist movements,
in the hope of achieving popular front governments. Perhaps
this primary interest in the industrialised countries of Western
”Europe is one explanation for Khrushchev's insistence on preach-
ing a different line from Mao about the way to achieve world
Communism,

Général Beaufre felt that this view reflected Soviet tactics
rather than policy. The central problem was, had there been a
fundamental change in the Soviet situation or were they pursulng
the same policy with different applications?

Professor Howard agreed with Admiral Bos about present
Soviet tactics in Western BEurope. But he felt there was a new
element in the situation, which must affect Soviet policy towards
Communist parties overseas - the existence of two Communist-Popes.
Already many Communist parties were deeply divided. If the USSR
tries to be simply a European power, or if she does not show
herself just as concerned as the Chinese with the spreading of
world revolution, then she will forfeit world Communist leader-
ship to Peking.

Mr Buchan suggested that there was a geographical conflict
of Interest as well as an ideological conflict between Russia
and China. Russia has had Asian interests for over 150 years
which she cannot liquidate.

Général del Marmocl wondered to what extent Khrushchev's
policy towards China was a personal one, in the sense that
what would happen to Sino-Soviet relations when he died?

Dr Sommer commented that one element not mentioned in either

. .Général Beaufre's or Signor :Albonetti's list was the fact that we
~are now living in the nuclear age. The Russians may want to be
"~ offensive, but so long ag we have the strength and the will to
"inflict unacceptable damage on them they can only be aggressive
at a suicidal risk. Therefore their policy of a detente is not
tactical - they have no alternative. The popular front policy
is & faute de mieux. He agreed with Mr Beaton that Russia is

for the status guo in Europe. Both sides want to survive

because they both think they will win in the end. Communism
" is in the position of Chrigtianity after its failure to. convert
the world: they want it, but they will not fight for ift.
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Sign-r Spinelldi agreed with Dr Sommer. He was convinced
that the fundamental aim of Soviet policy to avoid nuclear war
is the underlying cause of the great polemic between the Soviet
and Chinese parties.

Signor Albonetti considered this a dangerous attitude:
if you think the Russians cannot do otherwise than support
the status guo, then you run*into the deceit which Beaufre
mentioned on his list. = The Ru851an£a;ﬂve adopted their present

at‘tltude becauqe ]r,,c,.p,\.,,.,, et ke IOrvee wae. . =x. ey .; . and
it ig essenvial for us to maintain our position. He coujg won

+ that the USSR had reached the stage of interpreting co-
ence 1n the sense of excluding resort to nuclear war.

accep
exisi

Dr Sommer intervened to say that he agreed we nmust not
ive the Russians cpenings - he had certainly not intended
Teaving security out of the picture.

Général del Marmol wished to raise a point on the military
‘aspect. The paper seemed to assume that a chenge in Soviet’
military posture was probable, with less importance being accord-
ed to ground forces. He questioned the grounds for belleving
that this was a long-term trend.

Herr Cornldes explained that the paper reflected the
McNamara speech and other American information that the Russians
are losing interest in conventional strength. :

Général Beaufre suggested that if the nuclear stalemate
is acceplied a5 a factor in preserving peace, we should consider
how far Soviet policy is one of military aggression in Europe
or whether they intended to exploit the cold war in all parts
of the world; or do they really want peaceful co-existence as
as kind of aIMIStlce to allow them to grapple with their 1nterna1
political and economic problems. :

M. Vernant using the word cold war to describe the whole
range of action short of military conflict, said he felt that
what we have called peace has always been cold war to some extent.
The question was whether the USSR is disposed today to seek
solutions to her own advantage to conflicts which exist in
Europe and elsewhere other than by force. If we accept Spinelli's
argument that she has excluded force, that still leaves all sorts
of guestiocns open.

Dr Ritter wished to take up Dr Sommer's point about the mean-
ing of the detente for the USSR, He felt that Soviet strategy has
not changed so much in a situation of nuclear stalemate, bacause
the military aspect of Soviet policy was in some respects always
deterrent rather than offensive - it was designed to block
. counteraction against Soviet dynmanism. The problem for the

USSR today is much more how to launch a new dynamism when the
old-fashioned dynamism is dying out, and this was the great
problem for Khrushchev after Stalin.

He traced Khrushchev's efforts to make Communism more
attractive, his early concentration on the third countries as the
most promising field for the development of a new dynamic, his
activities in the Near East and Far Bast and in particular his
provocation of crises in an attempt to bring about negotiations
at the highest level; the gradual development of the rift with
China; his turning of ‘attention to Europe with the Berlin crisis
of 1958 in his ceaseless search for a political break-through.



- 11 -

Professor Howard complimented Dr Ritter on his analysis,
but disagreed with the suggestion that the various crises which
have developed in parts of the world where the USSR has attempted
to press her case have been manufactured by the USSR. The USSR
will intervene and exploit a situation, but that is not the
same as manufacturing a crisis.

My Beatcn agreed about the splendid opportunltles the
USSR hds enjoyed for exploiting situations in the ‘ex-colonial
territories. He wondered however to what extent she would wish
to get involved in disputes in those areas now, such as the
India~Pakistan and the Indonesia-Malaya conflicts, when the
arguments are between former colonial territories themselves.
His impression was that the Russians are mov11g rather cautlous—
ly in this regard.

Herr Cornides could not go so far as to agree that every-
thing happens and the USSR just uses opportunities as they arise.
He felt that the Soviet system was really in the throes of a
religious transformation. The Russians have accepted their
ideology rather as we have accepted Christianity in Europe; but
now there is China pressing Russia hard for a strictly orthodox
interpretation of the Communist gospel and this makes more
difficult the natural evolution of Communist ideology. He saw
Soviet poliey as working mainly for summit conferences, for
pcpular front parties combined with a policy of moving towards
a Soviet-American bilateralism and avoiding nuclear conflicts,
and for neutralisation in Europe by weakening the dynamism in
Western Europe and strengthening Soviet Europe. :

He thought it might be helpful if he tried to put the
German problem into perspective at this point, although the paper
had not been drafted with the idea of calling special attention
tc the German position. There were two aspects of Soviet policy
towards Germany which the paper had tried to bring out: it was
militgrily defensive but politically offensive. It is important
to see what can be done to stabilise the military aspect still
further without completely closing the door to further pogsibil-
ities fecr political evolution. The dilemma for the West Germans
is that they would like to profit from every element of flexibil-
ity that exists to keep the situation open, but at the same time
cause as little inconvenience as possible to Western policy in
order tc have the full support of the Western alliance on the
German side. He added that he realised Spinelli was not alone
in advocating a permanent settlement based on the present div-
igion of Germany: this view was widely held in Europe and even
in America. Bascially only the Germans themselves - and perhaps
the East Europeans - have an interest in wmoving away from the
status quo.

. Professor Howard added that he did not want to give the
impression that all crises were spontaneous. The Communist party
in various parts of the world does provoke or exacerbate trouble,
even if Russia is not immediately involved; the extent to which
Russian national policy is defensive or offensive has only a
limited effect on the attempts of the world Communist movement

to make trouble.

Signor Spinelli agreed with Professor Howard, but main-
tained that in certain societies the Communist parties were
developing along rather different lines. One could not compare
an elite party 1like the British CP, for example, with mass
parties like the Frenech or Italian which were becoming part of
the fabric of the state.
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Admiral Bos expressed concern about the opportunity for a
Communist party with mass support (like the Italian) to come to
power in the guise of a socialist movement; +the hard core. of
elite Communists in such a party would surely manage to 1mpose
their will on the not-sc-doctrinaire majority.

Signor Spinelli agreed that this could happen in times
of great social crisis such as in 1931 in Italy. But Communist
revolution had no significance in affluent societies, where the
dilemma for the Communist parties was that they wanted power,
but could only hope to achieve it if they take on the charsgcter
of social democratic parties. Personally he expected the
Italian Communist party to be in coalition with the Christian
Democrats in 10 yeéars.

M. Vernant broadly agreed with Spinelli.

Dr Ritter said he felt a little uneasy about the view taken:
of Communist party activities in relation to Soviet policy. It
is all bound up with the current 1deologlcal dispute within the
international proletariat. The question is whether the modern
class struggle should be in terms of a socialist country or a
capitalist country or lifted to the level of the international
struggle, i.e. the policy of co-existence. . The Chinese say that
Khrushchev has betrayed the idea of revolution if he says that
a policy of co-existence is the class struggle in the internat-
ional setting. The Italian Communist Party's support for &
co—-existence rather than an old-fashioned revolutionary policy
reflects Moscow's view in opposition to Peking. The European
CPs do not get orders to be aggressive and revolutionary; but
this does not mean that a revolutionary and offensive policy is
not to be tried elsewhere. Khrushchev has to apply his policy
of co-existence where he can; Central Europe happens to be an
area where the possibilities for such a policy exist,.

He maintained in opposition to Spinelli that there is a
politically aggressive aspect of the Soviet status quo policy
in Germany. There is utremendous unofficial pressure on Bonn
to accept recognition of Eastern Germany. Brzezinski, who
could hardly be suspected of partiality towards the German case,
had commented that the Americans must face the fact that ievery
step in the disarmament field - the test ban, talks on control
posts, etec. - is linked so as to get one step forward towards
acceptance of the status guo, and that the Russians should not
be allowed to make any progress against the West's policy of
non-recognition of the DDR, because that is precisely what the
Russians are working for so as to de-gstabilise the Western
alliance. He believed that through all the turns of Soviet
tactics, all the crises she has created, she has been working
for negotiations with the Americans w1th the aim of getting com-
promises by small ‘steps, one at a time, so that the actual degree
of compromise can be concealed and the Americans are persuaded
to act as Russia's accompllces.

Général Beaufre regretted that the discussion on this aspec
of Soviet policy could not be continued. The general consensus
seemed to be that the Russians are always themselves: conditions
change but they do not. :
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DILCUSSION ON TH.o TLPLICATIONS OF Tl HOSCOW TREATY

Général Beaufre opened the discussion by listing the reasons
which he considered most likely to have influenced the USSR in
favour of concluding the test ban agreement: (1) A reciprocal
interest in making bilateral agreements with the United otates.
(2) A desire to avoid the proliferation of nuclear weapons. -
(3) A desire to slow down, or begin to slow down, the arms race
and the expenditure involved for the two powers. (4) An interest
in a bipolar policy or condominium. He agreed that there was a
connection between the first and laest points; but the first was
factual and reflected a present interest while the last was
philosophical and a possibility for the future.

Signor Albonetti wished to present his own list: (1) ie
linked Général Beaufre's first and last points, which he saw as
two stages of the same policy. He would call this an interest in
monopoly, since it would he to Soviet advantage to establish a
monopoly of nuclear power between herself and the United otates.
(2) Non-proliferation; he saw ithis as aimed particularly at German
and China. (3) Fear of Chinese influence in the third countries.
This really arose out of point (2) but was important enough to
warrant separate mention. He recalled Professor Howard's observati
the day before that strong competition from Cuina must have an
effect upon Soviet policy towards the third countries; he consideret
the test ban agreement a powerful weapon in Russian hands to counte
Chinese influence, because Russia could claim that if China persist
in trying to tecome a nuclear power, she would be working agéinst
peace. %4) An economic interest in easing tihe burden of arms
expenditure. (5) Technical reasons: it had been said that Russia
had no more need to test large nuclear weapons - her problem was
miniaturisation, and underground testing would permit this - hile
the United .tates' problem was the exact opposite. (6) Political
reasons - & desire to divide the test by creating discrimination
within the Atlantic alliance.

1, de Rose considered that apart from the number of countries
which had signed the treaty, the agreement could not be considered
a bilateral one if it was intended to stop proliferation. Person-
ally he doubted whether it had anything Yo do with non-proliferatio:

M, Vernant pointed out that one must distinguish between form
and substance, FPFormally the aim was to include as many powers as
possible; but in reality one could speak of the agreement in terms
of a bilateral interest since it was intended to show world opinion
that the US and the USSR could come to an agreement on something.

Professor Howard suggested that one boviet motive for signing
the treaty was simply that there was so many propaganda reasons for
gigning and no strong arguments against. The USSR had gained
prestige for many years through her propaganda initiatives in
favour of complete disarmament; since 1961, however, the West had
managed to expose Soviet insincerity and the USSR was under heavy
pressure to zive proof of ner professions of world peace,

M., Vernant agreed with Professor Howard. Given the Soviet and
the American desire to demonstrate their will to reach a minimum
agreement, btiie almost mechanical sgsearch for an area where there
were least obstacles had led to the test ban agreement.




Admiral Bos expressed interest in Professor's Howard's point.

Why had the Soviet need to show that her interest in peace was not
nerely propagzanda only become apparent in the last two years?
In 1960 or early 1961 the same proposals as led to the. present
agreement had heen submitted by tie Americans but were rejected by
the Russians as a dirty Western trick, and the Chinese now confront
the Russiane with this. Ie believed 1% was the West beating Russia
at her own gams which had brought about the changed Soviet
attitude.

Signor Spinelli agreed that the US and the USSR were obliged
by their propagandaa to come to some apreement, but the underlying
motives for the agreement were very 1mportant. He considered the
nmost important reason to be the need of the two countries which hav
the capacity to wage total nuclear war to agree on some rules of
co~existence. The test ban was the easiest minimal step in this
direction, and he saw the treaty more as a declaration of intent
than as a real contribution to disarmament. He expected the search

- for bilateral agrecments to continue between the rival nuclear
powers.,

Jderr Cornides considered the timing of the change in the Sovie
attitude, to which reference had been made, very significant, It
occurred in November 1961, when a new round of bilateral telks with
the US began in Moscow after the Berlin crisis had ceased %o be
acute. Therefore this great shift in Soviet peolicy had come about
when the whole problem of central iurope and Berlin was under
discussion in bilateral talks with the US. In fact all the points
to which the Germans had objected in 1963 when the treaty was
signed, had nearly come to be agreed during the 1961 negotiations.

Dr, Ritter believed it would be helpful, before asking why the
USSR had changed her mind in 1961, to compare the difference in the
situation in 1958 (when agreement on some kind of test ban was
relatively close, until the americans changed all their figures)
and in 1963, He felt the Soviet desire in 1958 may have been to
find a way of putting their agreement of 1957 to share some nuclear
information with China under an international arrangement; in 1959
this agreement with China was broken off. 1In 1963, at the Rusk-
Gromyko talks, the Russians said they must have some point of
agreement because of developments inside the lastern bloc. The
develspment of the dispute with China was an important factor in
the decision to conclude the treaty. ‘he timing of the test ban
negotiations was imnediately after the July 5th meeting between the
voviet and Chinese parties, when negotiations broke down. So far
as Washington's motives were concerned he believed the treaty was

"seen 28 a clever move o influence ! hrusnchev s turn against the

Chinese line far more than as a contrlbutlon to dlsarmament or even
non-proliferation,

Général Beaufre observed that there were now five more reasons
(1) Technical reasons. (2) 4 desire to divide the West politically
(Signor Albonetti). (3) Strength of propaganda (Professor Howard).
(4) Gstablishment of new rules between the two nuclear powers
(Signor Spinelli). (5) A technique to put the Chinese diehards out
of court (Dr. Ritter).

Général del Marmol agreed with Professor Howard about the
propaganda aspect, but he thou:ht technology came into the picture
too. wince 1963 a nuclear balance had existed between Bast and
West, and He believed that this feeling of being on the same footin
as the americans had influenced the fussians in favour of coming to
an agreement,




- 15 -

.. ouchan expressed the view that = great deal of the
.varusion of the first two or three years of test ban negotiations
had been due to nobody on either side understanding much about the
science of detection of tests. Tremendous work had been done on
seismology and atmospheric monitoring between 1953 and 1963,
Considering that the control aspect had always been a stumbling
block, it was reasonable to suppose that the availability of
technical means of detecting explosions at a considerable distance
was an important consideration.

M. de Rose said that on the political level, he was reminded
somewhat of the Russian agreement to the Austrian state Treaty
which they had opposed for years. No-one really understood why th
agreed to it. He thought the tactical considerations had tn 4V
with the smerican position as much as with China., It w~«~ Signif-
teant that the treaty was signed after the Cphe »«181s, when

i:hruSlth{:v had Serlo'usly revised hls nn«b.f.ula“tiOIl Of PI‘eSiden‘t
Kennedy and when the world wso wia€l the influence of the Russian
retreat. Khrushohew realised that he could not beat the US
through a trial of strength and. changed his -methods, He was lookir
forsmomething-whHich woiild look new and erase the memory ¢f Cuba,
without compromising the USSR's fundamental interests., 1L propa-
ganda aspect also came into it, of course, He believed that instes
of concluding the treaty as a move in his dispute with Peking,
Khrushechev had been forced to do this in spite of the bad effect it
would have on relations with China, '

Signor albonetti agreed with ¥, de Rose about tiie timing of
the treaty in relation io the Cuba crisis. DBut it must also be
recalled that the agreement took place in a difficult situation
within the Atlantie alliance: there was a crisis about nuclear
control, the ¥rench strike force was coning on the scene, there
was uncertainty abvout German ambitions and the MLF project was
under consideration. The Russians threw the test ban agreement int
the arena as an obstacle to the discussions which were going on
within the zlliance and the effect was to make all the problems
more difficult. This was the political motive for the agreement -
to undermine the vWest by strengthening the centrifugal forces of
the alliance, '

i, Vernant felt one should be careful not to ¢ ’nfuse the effec
with the motives.

Dr, Sommer, commenting on »ignor Albonetti's observations,
doubted whetlier the VWestern world was any more divided now than it
had been before the test ban agreement. e felt rather that it was
the conflict in the Bastern camp which had been sharpened.

Dr. Ritter returned to the Rusk+Gromyko hegotiations, when the
Russians had 5aid they must find a way closer to the Chinese, or go
on with their co-existence policy. Hoviet policy from 1958-63
reflected the problem. of how to make progress with a pelicy of co-
existence without making the rift between Peking and Moscow too
deep. '

The parting of the ways between Russia and China in the
externsal field came in 1959, over the Camp David meeting. Despite
Khrushchev's strange performance over the 1960 Paris conference,
discugsions continued inside the Soviet blce on the implications of
the Camp David policy of co-existence and the problem of Low to use
it in the under-developed countries. In 1960 the Hussians tried to
reach a compromise with the Chinese at the conference of 81 parties

/by establishing



—- 16 -

by establishing a formal equality of all parties, but this broke
down the following year, when the Russians came up with a new
party programme laying down new rules for making the transition to:
socialism., The boviet and Chinese parties were even more bitterly
divided in 1962 over the Cuba crisis, and by July 1963 the point
was reached when negotiations between them broke down completely.
The Russians then decided to push their co-existence policy harder

The Russians really wanted a non-~aggression pact, because

that would serve as a framework for a political settlement in
ccntral wurcpe, and it was interesting that Kennedy had proposed
such a pact after the Cuba crisis; however, because of strong
opposition to the idea in NATO and of course from the German side,
wsk suggested to Gromyko that they should conclude a test ban
treaty instead, as a symbol of a readiness to co-operate, The test
ban agreement only came about bécause the americans said that if
the Russians would cut the formal link between a test ban and a
non-aggression pact, in return for a promise to tske up the gquestio
of a pact immediately afterwards, the Americans would sign a treaty
with them. He believed the link between these two questions
indicated that the Soviet Union's main aim is to bring about a
political settlement in central urope based on the division of
Germany by a process of one step at a time - a test ban agreement,
tnen a non-aggression pact, then control posts, and so0 on.

M, Vernant felt that perhaps Dr., Ritter was laying too much
emphasis on the relationship of the rioscow treaty to the central
suropean problem, This aspect was important, but it was not the
only one.,

Dr. Ritter replied that he had been trying to illustrate the
connection between internal problems facing the USSR and her use of
various steps under the broad heading of disarmament as an
Jinstrument for making a political breakthrough.

He would like to add anotiher point: one must keep in pind
that the Nassau agreement and the Gerwman-French treaty both came
up in 1962-3; there was also the growing strength of the Western
economy, and in particular the difficult problem of the Soviet bloc
attitude towards the Juropean Community; all these were a stimulus
to the USSR to try to loosen up the Western Ifront,.

iir, Beaton wished to put forward some technical considerations.
(1) Underground testing would meet the needs of any country wishing
to develop a smaller nuclear weapons programme because it would be
adequate for testing plutonium, which is. relatively cheap to
acquire but must be tested to make sure it will explode. In this
sense the exclusion of underground testing from the agreement was
important, (2} The US :was taklng a gamble that she would never
need very large nuclear weapons, leaving a monopoly of the 100 MT
weapons to the Bussians.

Une effect of the treaty had been to throw responsibility for
nuclear weapons off the original nuclenr powers and onto the nascent
nuclear powers. The French and Chinese Governments had been put in
a difficult position politically. But countries like India or
oweden, vthich might wish one day to becowe nuclear powers, would be
in an even more embarrassing position, firstly because of thelr
somewhat lesg important place in the world and secondly because they
have already signed the treaty. Another effect could be that the
great powers would fina that they =ad a moral obligation to co-
operate with their allies. This would pose an acute dilemma for
the Americans at present 1f their relations with France happened
to be good.
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. M. de Rose agreed with Mr, Seaton that the treaty does not
prevent third nations from bhscoming nuclear powers by underground
testing. On the other hand it did serve as an excuse for countrie
which are capable of becoming nucliear powers but do not wish to dc
sc. The treaty was, however, designed to prevent any other count:
from becoming a thermonuclear power. +This was its only bearing or
the proliferation argument, and since so few countries would
conceivably wish to become thermonuclear powers, ne did not see tr
the treaty would have much influence in limiting proliferation.

On the plane of Franco-American relations, he did not deny tf
tensions existed; but he doubted whether this aspect had influenc
the Russians. The Russians admit that there was nothing to rraver
the Americans from concluding an agreement on the sharing of nucle
information with France when they signed the test ban agreement,
and the treaty could have had the effect of making France a nucles
power earlier than she would have been without it.

Signor Albonetti agreed with M. de Rose about the implicatior
for Franco-American relations, although he ima.ined that US contrc
over Fr.nch policy might he strengthened as a result., The US-
Soviet interest in creating a bipolar world did not exclude powers
like Britain or France connected with one of the poles possessing
independent nueclear facilities, although a bipolar world made it
easier to keep down proliferation and the emergence of nucl?ar
powers,

Professor Howard observed that the Hussians were belng eredit
with two mutually contradictory intentions: (1) to create a
bipolar worlc with the #mericans so that negotiations would -be
simpler and the balance more stable: (2) to create dissension
within the alliance, which works against a bipolar world. In fact
the est has these same contradlctory intentions towards the Dovie
bloc, so no doubt the USSR d4id have both these aims in mind, Le 4
not agree that one woviet motive for the test ban was to dlvlae tt
West, however, because on that level the Russians seemed genuinely
anx1ou& to reach some stable agreement with the US as the leader ¢
the "est, and the dissenting voices of the west were an embarrassa
to Joscow bzcause they embarrass the Ub. :

Gé€néral Beaufre suggested that this intervention involved the
last point on his list, the guestion of a condominium,

i

Herr Cornides stressed that a careful distinction should be
made between the concepts of bilateralism and condominium. The
Americans were very interested in the concept of bilateral crisis
management, in Soviet-sAmerican techniques for avoiding war by mis-
calculation or accident, avoiding escalation of any hostilities
that did break out, or a new Cuba-type situation. He felt the
Western allies could accept that the U3 and the USSR do have a
bilateral interest, which they do not themselves share, in this t3
of management. Some of the suspicion directed against smaller gte
like the establishment of control posts arose from the not too
clear relationship between crisis management and condominiuvm, and
was directed against a condominium, not crisis management.

Dr. Sommer added that bilateral crisis management implied
certain steps to make it possible, and that was where the test bar
treaty, a non—aggression pact, ground coantrol posts and 30 on came
in. wuch measures would be acceptable so long as they referred tc
the management of crises mainly or directly involving the US and
USSR. But condominium was sometiiding different - 1t amounted to
multilateral crisic management.
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Herr Cornides felt that the key question was which measures
would contribute to- crisis menagement and which would lead towards
a condominium, Steps up to a non-aggression pact could be con-
sidered in the first category; but a non-aggression pact would be
a political agreement on the status guo in surope., He was not gquite

- certain where to place control posts.

Dr. bommer agreed that a non-aggression pact would put the seal
on the status guo, but he considered that it also contained an
element of crisis management. At the moment no-one in Germany was
talking of a non-aggression pact; but a mutual declaration of non-
aggressive intent was under dlscu851on and he believed that the
Pederal Government might accept this if it were linked to guarantees
for access to Berlin and the eafety of Berlln.

-Pignor Albenetti con31dered a soviet-American condominium
unworkable, ie saw no contradiction in saying that the USSR wants
a bipolar world and also seeks to increase divisions in the atlantic
alliance, because a bipolar world did rot exclude differences within
each of the bloes. iHe considered the fundamental Soviet aim to be to
establish themselves and the Americans as the only two nuclear powers.
and he believed the Hussians would be willing %o pay a heavy prlce
fcr that.

M. Vernant pointed out that by definition a condominium was not
the same thing as the bipolar world which geemed to be env1saged.

br, Buchan agreed with M. Vernant. Iie con51dered the condom—
inium idea hopelessly unreal - it would only lead to the formation
of a Luropezn~Chinese alliance. No Russian could think that a
condominium wi*th an anti-communist power like the US would be ideal.
The US was thinking in terms of bipolar crisis management, as Herr
Cornides had outlined, which was quite a different concept.

Général Beaafre then adjovrned the discussion for lunch.
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SATURDAY- AFTERNOON, 30th NOVEMBER

 DISCUSSION OF THE IMPLICATIONS OF TEE LOSCOY TREATY (Cont.)

M. Vernant (in the Chair) suggested that the discussion on a condominium
ve continied. He wondered how far the world situation would permit.a condominium,
particularly from the point of view of the existence of two poles within the
‘Eastern vloc, the Russian rnd the Chinese.

- S8igmor Spinelli maintained that a Soviet-American condominium was not possible
precisely because of the existing state of bdipolarity. The two great powers
which have the power to make nuclear war have a major responsiwility for avoiding
it and an interest in agreeing to maintain this situation: but all parties have
freedom of movement. Condominium would depend on the two great powers agreeing
on some form of world government, and that could be envisaged only in the very
"long term. He hoped this bipolarity would continue; the emergence of a third
or fourth nuclear element would be a bad thing. '

From the European side there were two main perspectives: (1) to break the
bipolarity. He considered that de Zaulle's great aim was to he able to deploy
French power to get a European force to break the bipolarity. (2) to exercise
a growing influence on the strategy and policy of the United States. The
second perspective was aimed not at breaking the polarity, but at winning a
greater volce in decisions of a bipclar type. He thought Britain was more
interested in the second perspective. In regard to the Communist world, he did
noet believe the division between Hussia.and China would be permanent. It was
possible that China wished to become an independent nuclear power, to create a
tripolar world, but he believed the nuclear ambitions attributed to Ching were
exaggerated.

M. de Rose agreed that bipolarity existed in the military field; 1% would
remain so for a long time, irrespective of the fact that Great Brltaln had a
nuclear force and France was about to have one. But a system whereby ultimate
responsibility belonged to two men, Khrushchev and the man in the White House,
was not condominium, because condominium would amount to agreement between the
two powers to govern the world in a certain way., In the existing situation of
military bipolarity the confrontation remained between the communist and
capitalist systems, and the ideological struggle would continue. In fact the
only thing in common was a negative thing, a desire not to bring the conflict
up to the level of violence. Taking up Signor Spinelli's perspectives, he did
not see any justification for Western Europe seeking to reach a tripclar military
level. It was a defamation of French policy to present it in those teyms or
as seeking to rupture the Vestern alliance. France was seeking much greater
political independence and on the military level a counter-assurance vis-a-vis
the Americans, which %as a different thing. .

Mr. Buchen held that there was a fundamental difference between condominium,
which implies long-term policies enforced throughout the world, and bilateral
action in a crisis. The argument was sometimes put forward that over the very
long torm the American and Soviet societies would tend to resemble each:other; so
that the ideological contest would die out. But c¢von so, he found the idea of
condominium impossible because he did'not see how the will of the condominium
could be enforced in the rest of the world, given the unusablllty of nuclear
weapons in such circumstances.
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Signor Albonettl maintained that the threat of nuclear’ weapons
would suffice in such a case. ile expected the ideological struggle
to continue, and- there was no question of an absfdlute condominium.
But in a world where only two countries have nuclear power, then in
matters on which they were in agreement other countries would have
to do what they Sald . Xcept for Brltaln and France, we should be
in that -state now.’ Bolltlcally, he could not see a significant
difference between power and .nuclear power. -He agreed that there
were other forms of power which contributed towards a nation's
strength, but one could not avoid the.fact that the greatest powers
today are those with nuclear.¢apability, and this would remain so
until general’ dlsarmament were achleved -

‘Personally he’ preferred a bi-ploc world to a- blpolar world,
with peace maintained by the USSR and the Western alliance; but
then one comes to. the problem of the organisation of the alliance.
He agreed with trying to influence American policy, and was ready to
begin by denationalising the French buropean deterrent, but what
would happen if the Americans refused to denationalise their"
deterrent? He could not consider a Western alliance with only.
conventional power on. the Juropean side a. true alllance of. equal
partners. .

bir. Beaton could not agree that nuclear power was the same as

power, because nuclear power was too unusable, The nuclear weapons
- in Washlngton and Moscow _had not made much’ difference to the devel-
opment of events in the Congo, for example. He believed a tussian-
Ameri¢an condominium could never work because, cven assuming the
Americans made the Russians their prime allies, those -in whose
interest it would be to stop the condominium operating in a given

- situation could always succeed in Spllttlnv the. two powers. And

1mmed1ate1y the US made the USSR her prlme ally, her Juropean policy
would be 1n ruins. _ .

M."Vernant, commenting . oh Mr. Beaton' s point about the
possibilities which would always exist for preventing a political
rapprochement between the US and USSR, ‘drew the conclusion that
condominium could only be established to the extent that -the USSR
abandoned her position in ,central _urope, because so long as Lurope
remained divided one or other of the suropean peoples could always
make agréement impossible, If the USSR and the US both felt that
central Lurope was a vital field of interest to themselves, then
they could only make a relatlvely secondary agreement and not
establlsh a true condom nium in the area,

Mr. Buchan considered that if there were aqythlng in the concept
of condominium it was more likely to apply outside .urope than
inside.- -The securlty of India was one 90831b111ty.. :

Dr. Ritter considered that blpolarlty rested prlmarlly on three
Eeters: (1) on the ovérwhelming power of the two great states,
especially in the ‘nuclear field; (2) on the existence of 4lliances
and the interplay -of political and economic factors between them;
(3) on political tensions between the two poles. .This kind of,
bipolarity always contained a certain degree of condominium in so
far as hoth poles had an interest in malntalnlng the nuclear
stalemate. But if the trend went so far as to replace the third
element, political tensions, and open up the second, a rapprochement
of the countries within the alliances so as %o allow a certain
mutual exchange between the two blocs, then the bipolarity would
break down., There might be local exceptions to this rule in Asia
or Latin America, but not in the main areas of conflict.
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Signor Spinelli supported Dr. Ritter. When we spoke of
bipolarity we meant a joint interest in avoiding nuclear war; but
there were certain consecuences which went beyond that., The great
world powers had a common interest in controlling the development
of all wars, even those between other countries, which was greater
than the desire of each to exploit the wars of others to its own
advantage. Perhaps there was an element of condominium in this,
but it did not prevent a diversity of attitudes in other fields.

“lowever, one consequence was thait there was a certain consol-
idation of agreed frontiers. 3o far as .urope was concerned, this
meant that it was unecessary to say that if the future of humanity
must be based on these perspectives, we could not promise reunificatic:
to the Germans. Dastern Germany must be accepted as something which
existed. The great weakness of Western policy was that it was
following two policies as¢ the same time - accepting the status quo,
while trying to keep perspectives open for making the Soviet
position in wastern surope crumble. For Russia to abandon Zastern
~urope would mean a major defeat in the cold war. We must accept
that the destiny of the Iast Germans was the same as that of the

-Pcles and the Russians: they must accept communism until the very
end. ‘

Admiral Bos opposed Sighor Albonetti's eguation of power with
nuclear power. A great state could not impose its will on its allies,
however great its military power. Kennedy had said that not until
he became President did he become aware of the limitations of his
power., The United States could prevent war breaking out through the
existence of a bipolar military situation; but she could not
force the 4duropean countries to accept an agreement that was’
detrimental to their interest. £ true condominium was not possible
because evaen the U3 needed the co-operation of her most interested
allies in an important political question, that was, in central
Burope., If America decided to go it alone, she would defeat her
own ends, We must keep in mind that the aim of the US was to keep
Jestern .urope on her sgide. ©Since she needed the support and co-
cperation of Germany, she could not accept the existing line of
divigion in central .urope.

Herr Cornides felt there was & certain ambiguity in the American
outlook on this possibility, mentioned by Mr., Beaton, of having the
USSR one day as her prime ally. There were three elements in this:
(1) the gradual evclution of a similar econcmic and social pattern
in the two countries; (2) the idea of a military, stable bipolar
system based on iLmerican sea and air poOWE: ww3 “Ayiat 1and power;
(3) the #ilsontian dream of & wordid government which .. .. Limet
stage of arms control would be based on a stable bipolar system.

e considered these were theories rather than practical possibil-
ities. However, the result was a tendency to try to return tg an
ameriocan monopoly in the nuclear field, and he wanted to relate
this to American policy towards Germany.

The essence of this was the offer of the MLF project to the

. Germans to satisfy their ambitions within the framework of the
alliance. Some American spokesmen have implied that'the prqgecﬁ
would lead to uropean control and partnership, but in ;eallty it
meant restoring the American monopoly and the joint assistance was
intended as an interim arrangement only; and German pressur: on
Wrance was expected in return. But in ordgr'to enlist German

$UVr ~t . something was promised which was in complete contra-
diction - nig paeic trend, namely reunification and permancnt
I}I‘Otectlon o1 - Raplin 81 buobien ‘
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He believed that if the thesis of bipolarity were taken
Serigusly, it implied the status guo in Germany and the Soviet
position an Berlin seewner or later. The americans could not give
up their position in West Be.lim now, kut logirally neutralisation
over the next ten years was t0o be expected. He felt that sooner
or later this ambiguity must be resolved: the Germans must either
accept the consequences of joining a multilateral force, which
would amount to a hardening of the division of Lurope, or give up
their ambitions in the nuclear field and accept some éegree of
discrimination in order to be able to maintain a sincere interest
in every sort of flexibility in -urope. It was no less important
for- the Americans to face up to this ambiguity too,

Geénéral del Marmol appreciated Herr Cornides point, but could
not understand how the gesture which the Americans were making to
associates certain muropean powers besides Germany more closely with
nuclear policy could be considered damaging.

Herr Cornides replied that he was sure the Americans were not
aware of the ambiguity in their policy. If one asks Americans how
they reconcile their interest in the INLF with their insistence that
negotiations on arms control measures shall continue, they say there
is no contradiction because the Russians have said they are not too
worried about the MLF because it is a means of controlling German
nuclear ambitions., But nevertheless a contradiction did exist:
if the Russians were to accept the MLF as a means of controlling the
German national deterrent they would do so in the framework of a
bipolar world in which West Germany is brought under the control of
American nuclear strategy and last wermany is brought under that of
the Soviet Union. It was true that Berlin could still be main-
tained as an enclave under American protection. DBut once the Vest
Germans accepted the concept of two Germanies they would have to
accept that Berlin would never be the capital of a united Germany;
west Berlin would gradually fade away a2s a politiecal symbol. The
Russians were perfectly aware of this, The Americans were not
consciously playing a double game -~ the dialectic of the situation
was not fully clear to everybody.

Dr., Sommer considered that Herr Cornides had over-simplified
the argument. Germany was at a cross-roads - just as when she had
decided to rearm, to join NATO, or even to have a est German Mark,
‘'he real problem was that today a solution of the German problenm
could be hoped for only within the framework of an iast-West
detente. ‘This depended on maintaining the alliance intact, and in
order to keep it intact (which was the German reason for supporting
the WMLF) the Germans wanted a stronger link with the US. If they
gained that, they could then wait on events. Perhaps the American
and Soviet societies would draw closer together as ¥Mr, Buchan had
said, But if the Germans did not go alonrg with the West on projects
for closer integrgiion they would lose the backing of the alliance;
and they might lose the alliance without regaining reunification.

He did not see what the East Germans could do about the MLF.
He did not share Herr Cornides' fear that the division of Germany
would be hardened - the point of no return had been reached already.
If the Germans were to put reunification first, they would have to
pray for a Soviet-American condominium, because only under such
circumstances could the situation arise in which the Germar. problem
could be settled in isolation from other world issues. But in
present circumstances, he firmly believed that ‘/est Germany must
continue to co-operate with the alliance; moves towards integration
with the West could hardly make the German situation much worse, and
they might help in the future to mske Russia change her views.
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M. de Rose ~ - that the discussion had moved right away
from the subject on the agenda - the Moscow agreement. It justified
his own conclusions, however, that the treaty had been signed by
all three parties, and especially the Russians, without any idea
that it could have an important bearing on any major international
problam between Hac+ wad WeSl.

Herr Cornides maintained that there was a link between the
treaty and the central suropean problem, at least as far as the
Germans were concerned, because of the connection with the non-
aggregsion pact as the next step. Lven accepting all the reser-
vations made by Britain and America, the Germans felt that this had
been the last occasion on which such negotiations could take place
without having an immediate bearing on the German situation. They
feared that the next round of East-West negotiations, whether on a
non-aggression pact or any other proposal, would lead to the division
of Germany being finalised. :

He differed from Dr., Sommer only on the issue of the MHMLF. If
one accepted the idea of Tom Schelling that progress in magt-West
negotiations is only made after a major crisis has been successfully
overcome, then when the next crisis came 1t would matter whether or
not the Germans were members of the MLF, If they became members,
then the negotiations would be about a non-aggression pact, or some
other proposal, not linked with the Berlin situation but simply
intended to offset the MLF, 3But if the Germans did not join, or
preferred other multilateral arrangements not linked with the MLPF,
then their position would be slightly better because they would not
stand revealed as wanting nuclear weapons. Once the gstep of joining
the MLF had been taken, the Russians might turn all their propa-
ganda against Germany and demand assurances. He urged that. the
Germans should find out beforehand whether involvement in the MLF
wr.;  really worthwhile.

Dr., Ritter supported Herr Cornides' argument,

M. de Rose said that personally he had never been convinced
thiat the Hussians sincerely believed that German nuclear rearmament
would be a threat to themselves. The possession of some nuclear
weapons by Germany would not fundamentally change the situation
inside the alliance; in case of war it would be the overwhelming
American forces with which they would have to deal. The possibility
for West Germany to influence the military policy of the US existed
already. %he Soviet claim that nuclear weapons for Germany would
be a danger for the world was just propaganda,

He believed the position of Germany in the nuclear problem was
given an importance it did not have., UHe did not consider that the
MLF concept changed anything. Mixed crews would not affect the
situation fundamentally at all., He was not convinced that the
Moscow agreement was the ldst thing that the Germans could sign
without being obliged to admit the division of Germany, but if
considered from a tactical standpoint as a move in a game of chess,
he could see the point.

Mr, Buchan considered the Geruwan analysis much too subtle and
much too German-centred. Germany did play an enormous role in
internaticonal diplomacy, but not so large as Germans tended to think.
Herr Cornides had quoted Schelling's view that progress comes out of
each crisis; but the achievement from the Cuba crisis was the hot
line, not the test ban. He considered that one motive for the test
ban, which had not been explored, was the fantastic cost which
both the super-powers would incur if they were to zo into the anti-~
missile field, The Americans could perhaps afford the necessary
effort, but he doubted whether the Russians could.
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Dr, Ritter said how painful it was as a German to have to
stress that voviet policy was at present primarily focussed on
central suropean problems, because this inevitably gave rise to
the suspicion that he was over-stating the case. This was why he
had deliberately cited Brzezinski yesterday, as being o daes not
- consider these probléms from the German point of view,

He guite agreed with lr. Buchan that the hot line was the
direct result of the Cuba crisis. On the other hand, the hot line
would not settle any problem i itself.. ile believed the Cuba crisis
had been really a political adventure on the part of Khrushchev to
build up the possibility of pressure on Berlin, not intended as a
bargaining position to bring abdut the withdrawal of American
missiles from Turkey, for example,

Signor Spinelli stated that Dr. Ritter seemed to take the view
that the west, Lurope and the US, must probe all the possibilities
of flexibility on the part of the U3SR. But if some agreement 7
was to be reached, the ‘estern side must be flexible too. Where were
we disposed to make some concessions? It was essential to know,
‘with reference to Herr Cornides' argument, whether some development
of the policy that has led to the hot line and the test ban treaty
would go to the point of accepting the present situation in purope.
The guestion was whether the principal act of fleylblllty should be
nade by the Yest, not by the East.

Dr. Ritter maintained that the West had shown some flexibility
in making the test ban treaty; Vest Germany had shown flexibility
in maiing her recent commercial agreements with some Last .uropean
countries. But the probing discussions that were taking place
between Washington and lkioscow on a variety of problems were not
getting very far. The talks must have some substance. Why do the
Russians refuse t0 give a guarantee on the problem of access to
Berlin? They just want a non-aggression pact, in isolation, and they
want to link the problem of access with ending the occupation status
of Berlin so that through the back door they could achieve recog-
nition that the gtatus quo is normal and the status of Berlin
abnormal.

Dr. Sommer underlined Dr. Ritter's observations. German policy
was becoming much more flexible, <There had been a relaxation of the
Hallistein doctrine as regards the countries in wastern —urope under
Soviet domination. ilemaintained, however, that the Germans must not
let themselves get into the pO%ltlon of always acting with two eyes
cocked on Russia instead of trying to see sense in the policies of
the West, or they would condemn themselves to immobility.

Général dél Marmol supported Dr. Sommer. He felt there was a
tendency 0 pay to0 much attention to the Russians. He algo
supported Mr, Buchan's point that the problem of the anti-missile
missile may have been a factor in the decision to conclude the. test
ban agreement; a non-aggression pact was not necessarily the most
important voviet objective. :

At this point the discussion was concluded.
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the Institute for Strategic Studies,
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Present: Mr. A. Buchan (in the Chair)
Signor A. Albonetti Professor M. Howard
WMr. L, Beaton Général Baron A. del Marmol
Général d'iLrmée Beaufre Ir, E: frvik .
Admiral H, Bos . Dr, K. Ritter
Herr W. Cornides .- Dr, T. Sommer
M, F. de Rose Signor A. Spinelli

Mr. N. Haagerup : M. J. Vernant
: Herr U Nerlich

1. SWEDISH PARTICIPATION IN THE COMMIbSION

Mr, Buchan reported on correspondence with the Danish
and Norwegian representatives on the ESC on the desirability
of associating the Swedish Institute of International Affairs
with the work of the Commission, such association to take
the form of receiving all reports of meetings of the Commission
but only beihg invited to attend meetings when the main
subject for discussion would be of special interest to
Sweden. :

Mr, haagerup reported that he had heard from Dr. Blrn-
baum, the Head of the Swedish Institute, that he would like
to receive reports of the Commission's proceedings and that
he would accept any form of a85001at10n that the Gomm1s31on
agreed would be approprlate for Weden.

Wlthout wishing to press a- formal objection, M. Verrant
expressed doubts about the wisdom of sending Dr. Birmbaum's
Institute the procds-verbal of meetings of the Commission
because this would create a precedent; recuests for  these
reports might be received from Institutes of International
Affairs in other countries besides Sweden, and this could lead
to difficulties. He agreed with the principle of inviting
a Swedish representative to certain meetings of the -
Commission, but he felt that the decision to restrict the
distribution of the proces-verbal to the persons who had
attended each meeting should be upheld. M.  de Rose supported
M. Vernant. - X T

Mr. Buchan explained that the ISS was particularly :
interested in keeping in touch with the Swedish Institute
because they do some of the best. research on defence and
related problems in Burope and because he was anxious that the
Study Commission should not consist entirely of countries
members of NATO., He proposed that Dr. Birnbaum be sent the
working papers which would be prepared as a basis for
discussion of the special subject for each meeting of the
Commission together with any studies which might be produced
emanating from these discussions (which would take the form



of one individual's interpretation o6f the discussion, as
agreed at the first meeting of the Commission) and that the
Commission should consider from time to time whether it
would be desirable to 1nv1te a bwedlsh observer to. attend
a particular meeting.. : :

Mr. Buchan's proposal was agreed.

STUDY PAPIIRS

(a) Wr. Buchan reported that Herr Nerlich had prepared a
revised version of the working paper considered at the
first meeting of the Commission and copies were available
in German, Herr Nerlich.was working on an expanded versioen
of this study which would be published by the Instltute for
Strategic Studies ag an Adelphl Paper,

It was agreed that on the understandlng that this paper
would reflect an individual interpretation of the sense of
the discussion, as had been agreed at the meeting in Paris, -
there would be no need to circulate Herr Nerlich's draft to
members of the Commission before it was printed.

{b) It was agreed that the French members of -the Commission
would produce a similar study paper based on the discussion
of a Huropean strategic force at the second meeting of the
Commission, : ,

EUROPEAN-AMERICAN CONFPURENCE IN VENICE

Mr., Buchan reported on discussions with Signor Albonetti
and Signor Gaja in Rome on the possibility of organising a
Furopean-American Conference in Venice towards the end of. iay
on similar lines to that held at Harvard in 1963, It was
proposed that members of the Luropean Study Commission
should form the nucleus of the European membership of the
conference, to which would be added some 15 sfuropeans and 10
Americans, to make a. total conference of 40 persons plus
staff. The conference would be corganised jointly by the
Institute for DStrategic Studies and the Italian Atlantic
Committee, and sufficient funds would be available to pay
for the conference centre and for the board and lodging of
the participants. The Fondazione Cini was available as a
conference centre, and the ISS would make arrangements to
accommodate everyone concerned 1n hotels in. Venlce,

It was proposed that the conference should be held ,
over four working days, Friday to londay-(with Sunday as a .
half-day) May 22nd-25th., A tentative agenda had been drawn
up as follows: .

Friday’22nd May )
. Morming' * The end df a bipolar world:
- the strategic implications

Affernoon , The 31gn1flcance of Amerloan
' - strateglc superlorlty

"=,



4,

Saturday 2%rd May

Morning The control of Western strategy °
' e (1) 4n Atlantit system of planning
and control of the forceés of _
the present NATO nuclea?r powers'

Afternoon (2)”Control through multllateral
forces

Sunday 24th HMay

Morning ' "~ (3) A Burdopean nuclear force and
‘ - & puropean-American strateglc
partnershlp

Afternoon ~ Free

Monday 25th May

Morning The Objectives of Arms Control
- Policy
Afternbon " The Foundations of Co-existence

It was agreed to accept the proposal as outlined by
Mr. Buchan. It was further .agreed:

(a2) to treat the conference as & regular meeting of the
Commission, so that members' fares to Venice would be pald

by their Institutes;

(b) to seek o reimburse the bcand1nav1an members of the
Commission for part of the cost of their fares from the
monies contributed by the FIAT Foundation to pay the travel

-expenses of the Italian members;

(e} %o decidé the time of the opening of the conference in

the light of ailr transport to Venice.

As regards the selection of participants other than
members of the Commission, after some discussion of

possible participants it was agreed that Mr. Buchan should
correspond with various personalities to obtain a balanced
representation from each country concerned. It was further
agreed that it would be desirable to invite a representative
from the Commission of the Luropean Lconomic Community, if
possible M., Marjolin,

THIRD MEBTING OF THi COMMISSION

It was agreed to hold the third meetianz of the
Commission in Paris, at the Centre d'Etudes de Politique
ftrangére, on Friday and Saturday, 20-21 March 1964.

It was agreed that the specizl subject for discussion
would be "The Huropean view of American strategic policy and
doctrine, and command and control of NATO" and that the
Institute for vtrategic Studies would be responsible for
drafting the working paper for this discussion., Mr. Buchan
explained that he personally would be unable to present
this paper because he was already committed to a conference
in the United States at that time.




CONTENTS OF SUMMARY REPORT

‘Friday morning:

FPriday afternoon:

Saturday morning:

Saturday afternoon: -

_ Dlscu351on on a uuropean Strategic
 Nuclear Force

(Desirability of a European
Nuclear Porce) = -
Pages 1-8

Discussion on a European Strategic
Nuclear Forece (contlnued)

(Implications for Luropean—Amerlcan

Relations;

Possible Models for a Buropean
FMorce;.

Implications for uuropean Uhlty)

Pages 9-21

Discussion on a European Strateglo
Nuclear Force (COncluded)

(1. Requirements for a Luropean
nuclear force to become operational
in 1972 in terms of command and
.control and in terms of polltlcal
institutions;

2, The minimum size, weapons system
and cost of a buropean force;

3., The American reaction to a
Luropean force and what system of
co-ordination could be envisaged;
and the guestion whether a multi-
polar system of deterrence would be
more oOr less stable than the

. present system)

: ‘ - Pages 22-32

General Discussion on the Inter—
national Situation

e Pages_33—41
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FRIDAY MORNING, 31st JANUARY

-DISCUSSION ON A FUROPEAN STRATHEGIC NUCLEAR FORCE

'De81rab111ty of.a curopean Nuclear Force

Mr, Buchan (in the Chair) proposed that the morning be
devoted to discussion of the desirability of a furopegn
nuclear force. He noted however that the French paper had
not defined "Europe" in that context.

M, de Rose said that in drafting their paper the French
members had been very careful not to raise this issue because
they did not want to turn thé discussion towards a political
argument about a Europe of the & or the 7 or the 15, They
nad defined the force as a military instrument independent
of the American nuclear force. The problem must be viewed
from the military aspect, and the first question to be
discussed was whether the defence of Europe and the defence
of the United States.were the same thing. If it was agreed
that there was a reguirement for a nuclear force in Jdurope
independent of American control, the next points to be
considered would be the capability of that force and the
nature of its mission, The question of who would form a
wuropean force could be left open for the time being, until
the desirability of the force itself had been agreed upon.

Admiral Bog agreed with M, de Rose, with the reser-
vation that if such a force were considered desirable the
question posed on page 5 of the French paper, that there
must be a politically united Lurope in order to command and
control such a force as well as to constitute it, would
arise, We might find that we agreed that a Ifuropean force
woluld be desirable, but that it would not be feasible,

Mr, Buchan suggested that deéirability had a great
influence on practicability. However, he thought M. de
Rose's definition very useful and proposed that consideration

. be given first to the question whether Amerlcan and Juropean -

strategic interests were identical.

Général Beaufre said the arguments were set out in
the French paper; he would like to know the reactions,




Herr Cornides considered that it depended a great deal
on the map one used and how one looked at it. If one
focussed on the Atlantic as the lMediterranean of the modern
world, there was a real identity of interest on both shores;

but then what about the Pacific and Asian interests? He
felt obliged to agree with the first sentence of the French
paper. There was an identity of interest in the context of
a bipolar world. But once we accepted a world with
different centres, the interests of Burope and the United
states were no longer identical, And the further away we
moved from a purely nuclear deterrent, the greater the
differentiation of interests. Solidarity was another matter,
of course,

Professor Howard suggested it was a matter of priorities
rather than interests. A division of interests was bound to
arise in any large and complex political unit.  During the
Jecond World War the British Empire had had to face the
problem whether the strategic interests of Australia and New
Zealand and India were identical with those of Brltaln,
they were not identical from a geographical point of view,
but they were within the political context. The question was
whether the Western world were to be regarded as something
comparable to the British Empire during World wWar I1I, e.g.
something which in the last resort would accept some over-
riding power in the general interest, or whether we admitted
we were not yet at that stage of political integration.

Signor Albonetti welcomed Professor Howard's inter-
vention bzacause it brought members & little further away
from the purely geostrategic appreciation of the differences
between the United States and Lurope. It was dangerous to
try and divide up the discussion, because starting from
geographical data one could jump to conclusions which had
political implications. saven if one wanted to argue that
there was an identity of interest, 1t must surely be
admitted that in certain areas there could be a difference
of appreciation due %o the fact that the strategic, geo-
graphical and even political positions were not the same for
a2ll membhers of the same community. This did not in itself
justify Jjumping to the conclusion that Lurope needed a
‘separate centre of military decision. However, Burope d4id
face a more general problem in her relations with the
United States than the guestion whether the US would
_intervene in the event of any attack on surope. This
problem dii not only involve current issues; it was essential
to think ahead %o the situation in 5, 10 or 20 years' time,
The French paper was subtly argued and he believed it should
certainly be accepted as a useful basis for discussion.

Admiral Bos commented that in global terms the
strategic interests of the United States and Burope could not
possibly be identical; the strategic interests of the
different suropean NATO members were not even identical.
But this was not relevant to the discussion, which was
specifically concerned with the defence of Europe. He
therefore proposed leaving out -consideration of all
interests outside zurope.




He took issue with the French paper on the examples
cited to illustrate differences in the appreciation of
interests between the United States and surope. He could
not see what Munich and Dunkirk had to do with it. Yalta
was another matter; but even so, times had changed so much
that he would not choose Yalta to illustrate present
differences. He could accept that the US and Lurope would
not necessarily take the same attitude towards an incident
involving Berlin, for example; on the other hand would the
suropean powers take an identical view of the same guestion?
He could not see any justification for arguing that there
had recently been any clear difference in outlook between
the US and kurope on an issue of primary concern to Lurope.

Mr. Buchan thought it unwise to key the question of a
suropean force entirely to the defence of wurope. L1n 20
years' time, for exdmple, uvurope might conclude that she
needed some expression of power like an independent nuclear
force not only for usuropean defence but against the
encroachment of Chinese influence on .uropean interests.

Admiral Bos agreed with Mr., Buchan. He felt however
that the problem for the future was guite different from
the desirability of creating an independent Zuropean nuclear
force while the NATQ treaty was in force, and he therefore
proposed that the two issues be discugsed separately.

Dr. Sommer seconded Admiral Bos's proposal., He also
agreed with him that the French examples were not particularly
relevant. He thought there had bheen two recent examples -
Berlin and Hungary. But these revealed not a definite
divergence of interest but a community of non~interest.

It was theoretically conceivable for ..urope to have a
difference of interest with the United States. In practice,
however, .urope would react in the same way as the United
States because she was subject to the same threat - a
greater threat even, because Zurope stood to suffer greater
destruction; both would be reluctant to use nuclear
weapons. Over Berlin in 1961 and over Hungary in 1956,
there had been stronger reluctance to take any decisive
action in Bonn than there had been in Washington. He
believed that when the chips were down, the turopeans and
Americans alike would back down.

Signor Spinelli taking up Professor Howard's point
observed that differences of opinion were as inevitable
among coalitions as they were between political parties in
a single state. But the interest of the whole must surely
prevail over the interest of any one part. Western
military defence was organised on the basis that an identity
of interest did exist, and he believed this was so, although
there were certain tendencies which sought to break it.

The problem for Jurope was, was it better to try and
strengthen this identity of interest or to try and break it?
Two different conceptions were involved and must be
considered before taking up Signor Albonetti's point about
looking 20 years ahead, because Lurope would be developing
in one direction or the other. Personally he believed that
the Luropean-smerican identity of strategic interest was
worth maintaining and strengthening. But if one argued the
contrary, then the questions of a multipolar system and the
feagibility and c¢redibility of an independent Juropean
deterrent had to be considered. <The essential choice was
between building on the present basis or trying to transform
it.




. M, Vernant did not see how dlfferences of interest
" could be avoided between members of an alliance which like
NATO. remained a multinational system; and the more widely
separated neographlcally the members the more  divergent their
‘interests. In a crisis France would have a greater identity
. of strateglc interest with Belgium.and Germany because of

" their propinquity than she would have with the United States,
leaving aside. the questlon of power or whet .each member
_.contrlbuted to the .alliance. Therefore because of her
geographical position,. furope had solid interests whlcﬂvﬁg@'
be the same as those of the United States, independent of
the degree of political integration in that Europe.

.Commenting on Signor Spinelli's intervention, he feared
that misunderstandings might arise if the problem were
considered in a military -or gquasi-military framework., -To
give priority to a iduropean-American identity of interest
would mean admitting that we were in a military situation
. requiring the organisation of the alliance on-a war footing
with'a single command system and oyerriding control
_exercised by the most powerful member. Bul we were not in
a . state of war, or. even in a situation where military action
was envisaged. And NATO was not comparable with the British

Bmpire during World War II. The problem facing curope today
_was to make sure in time of peace that the essential
interests of turope would be maintained while maintaining
peace.. A CSuropean deterrent only made sense in this context.

'Général del Marmol.said the main consideration was,
would a Luropean nuclear element contribute to the security
of the whole free world as well as to the security of
Zurope? He believed it would. The credibility of a .
detérrent was highly important: would it add to the factors
which a potentlal enemy would have.to take into. account?

He believed a uuropean force would act as a deterrent
because it.would increase Soviet uncertainty about Western
intentions. It would also be politically significant for
suropean-American’ relations, because if we accepted that
the nuclear element should be solely in American hands the
Atlantie alliance would become a protectorate rather than a
partnership. ‘

M. de Rose. taking up Signor Spinelli's. argument said
the problem was not whether we favoured breaklng the 1dent1ty
‘of interest between Burope and the US but whether we were
- adding to the division which existed already. Because of
geography, zurope could be attacked .by the USSR by an
infinity of means from a.few battalions to an all-out
-attack, whereas North America could only be attacked by
an all—out nuclear attack, and this created a certain

- difference in appreciation and assessment of the situation.
- And he felt that overseas interests must be taken into

account. The totally different reactions of the United
States to the recent Panama Canal crisis and to the Suez
. Canal crisis were very significant. .



) However, over and above Buropean-Americen differences,

the overriding concern was the reaction of the USSR in a
given situation. The USSR was under no illusion about
American-suropean solidarity at present; but it would be
dangerous for Jurope to assume that this.would always be the
case., The Russlang were not infallible; if they could make
a mistake avbout the American reaction to their placing
missiles in Cuba, almost on America's doorstep, they could
make a mistake about America's reaction to a situation in
surope. The existence of a non-~-American deterrent force
would be helpful because it would add to the factors to be
taken into account by the Russians, as Général del liarmol
had concluded. A Buropean force would add little to the
total strength of the West, although it wculd add something.
But this was not the main consideration. Its importance
would be primarily political, to contribute to Western .
security by adding to Soviet uncertainty. There was no
guestion of a iuropean force gubstituting for the Amerlcan
force, :

Général Beaufre took up Admiral Bos's gquestion about
Munich. The importance of Munich was that it illustrated a
case where allies made a change of strategy because of
circumstances. Why had Britain and France changed their
strategy, which resulted in their abandoning an ally?
Because they reasoned that it was better to sacrifice
‘Czechoslovakia than risk a world war at that particular
time. But if Czechoslovakia had possessed nuclear weapons
and had been prepared to go to war in her own defence,
the decision of France and Britain would have been very
different. Mentioning a series of discussions held at the
Parls Centre about the nature of deterrence, he said the
first tentative conclusion reached was that a multiplicity
of centres of decision increased the deterring effect on
a potential aggressor (which was in line with Général del
Marmol's argument); the second conclusion reached was that
an independent nuclear force created additional bonds ~
between those countries making up the force, greater than
the normal solidarity between allies: the solidarity of
risk. If there had been this nuclear bond between Czecho-
slovakia and France, say, at the time of Munich, Hitler
would have been deterred from applying the pressure he did
apply to the Czechs because of the greater risk of war.

But besides creating a stronger reciprocal solidarity
between allies, nuclear weapons also created a certain
solidarity among. all nuclear powers towards the outside
world, independent of their political will. Because of the
instruments of destruction in their possession, nuclear
nations did not have the same liberty of action as non-
nuclear powers. ‘The Russians and the Americans were almost
tied to one another because of the balance they nmust .
preserve, Therefore, because of this inter-dependence of
nuclear weapons systems, a Luropean nuclear force would
create much stronger ties between wurope and America than
existed today.



Mr., Buchan did not find Général Beaufre's analogy of
Munich in the nuclear age very convincing. He considered
that if Germany, Britain and France had been major nuclear
powers and Czechoslovakia had had a very small forcde (which
was all her economy could have supported), the desertion of
Britain and France might have convinced Benes that he could
not use his nuclear force; and without the intervention of
Britain and France to limit the destruction and cripple
Germany, Czechoslovakia would have been so destroyed that
Benes would have had no alternative but to surrender.

~ Général Beaufre maintained that if the Czechs had
resisted militarily with conventional weapons but with the
ability to wage a nuclear war, Britain and France would

have stepped in because of the danger to the whole world.

- He reaffirmed his previous arguments, and added that in 1939
novody could have foreseen the situation that existed today.
It was equally impossible to foretell the situation 25 years

hence. #r, Buchan had already mentioned the example of
China. Given this uncertainty, it would be very serious

for kurope 1o renounce ameens of adapting herself to any
situation which might arise.

Herr Cornides asked for clarification of the second
sentence of the French paper about Lurope forming a system
of cutposts iast of the Atlantic, The references to iLurope
so far had really been to Western BEurope; yet implicit in
the argument was the existence of Russian as well as
American outposts on _uropean soil, with the larger sSurope
acting as a trial ground for the two major powers which were
tesed well back from the area. In such a situation, how
was security increased if Western Lurope had its own
element of security, in the light of the French view about
the common interest between the U3 and the USBR arising from
their both being nuclear powers?

Mr. Buchan agreed that this was an important consid-
eration; he believed the idea of an independent European
force would tend to solidify the division of Lurope.

Slgnor Albonetti said the main objection agalnst a
wuropean deterrent was the fear of d1v1d1ng the West., But
on political grounds, he believed a uLuropean deterrent was
necessary to maintain Western unity, for the following
reasons: (1) In the long run Western unity depended on the
creation of an Atlantic community. But even if an Atlantic
federation were possible, it could not. be reached by 15
states in the relationship of one giant to 14 dwarfs; there
must be partnership. And he could not envisage wuropean
political and econcmic unity, which was essential to make
the partnership a reality, without a defence system., The
relationship between the allies would not be healthy if
it were based on the American nuclear monopoly - and indeed
monopoly did not work now, The growth of economic and
political reconstruction in Lurope would increase the need
for Durope to have influence and responsibility; and res-
ponsibility meant nuclear responsibility. '




(2) A BEuropean nuclear force would aveoid the danger of
discrimination between nuclear powers and non-nuclear powers
in Burope itself. (3) A ZSuropean system of deterrence
would avoid the proliferation of national deterrents.

(4) National European deterrents might not be very credible
because they would be rather weak and unsophisticated.

A Buropean deterrent would not suffer from these disad-
vantages, and because it would be more credible it would to
a certain extent be a measure of arms control in Europe.

Mr. Beaton did not consider the geostrategic issue was’
the key one. It must be a factor in any situation; but
the central problem was the permament one illustrated by
Yalta: could and would the United -States sell out some of
. her interests in Jurope in the event that Lurope were one
kind of power rather than another? The American interest in
Europe was much greater than the American interest in South
Korea or Vietnam, because iflurope was so powerful economlcally
and industrially and any transfer of loyalties was of - :
profound interest to the US. The American interest in the
USSR was because of Soviet power; it was an interest to
bargain in certain circumstances and also a2 need to bargain
because of her military power.

Would Europe obtain counters, such as a seat at the
summit, in vital situations by forming her own deterrent as
the French claimed? This related to the question whether
it would lead to partnership. He was very hesitant about
Général Beaufre's firm conclusion that nuclear power would
strengthen the links of an alliance. That depended on an
examination of the nature of the alliance and the amount to
which it depended on an element of patronage and an element
of dependence, or the extent to which it was a genuinely
interdependent relationship. M. de Rose's observation that
the existence of another centre of power introduced an
element of uncertainty was true - but it applied.to the
Americans as well as to the Russians.” It was important to
realise that this could lead to some very.profound reconsid-
eration of policy and commitments on the part of the United
States. Burope would be changing in a fundamental way her
relationships inside and outside the alliance, and would
have to be careful to be quite clear that the present
structure could survive, if surope.wanted it to survive,
if'Europe became militarlly a great poweT. . :

Mr. Haagerup agreed with Mr. Beaton that nelther
geographical nor physical factors were.decisive, because when
we spoke of strategic interests we were concerned prlmarlly
with how those interests were being.decided by -the body
politic in the various countrles. He further agreed with
Mr. Beaton -about the effect of a European deterrent upon the
American body politic. It would also create differences
within Burope, because many people in Lurope would doubt
whether.the potential of a.soecalled,European system. would
be .of real assistance to Europe in time of crisis. -This
had much more to do with the certainty factor which we
called politics than with geography. It was very difficult
to make a firm judgment; but he was more inclined.to agree
with Mr., Beaton than with Général Beaufre.




: Dr., Ritter also supportéd Mr. Beaton's first point.
‘He believed the case for a Zuropean nuclear deterrent
depended on whether in the nuclear age LEurope needed a
. Strategic nuclear potential -to pursue political interests
" of 'her own. If it was-agreed that political interests
could not be enforced without the ekxistence 'of a credible
range of options in the military field as well, then the
case for ﬁurope ‘having her -own deterrent must be admltted.

Professor Howard p01nted out that the Brltlsh nuclear
deterrent had existed as a nuclear force in Zurope for at
least 10 years; but this had not prevented France from
~ feeling it necessary to create her own force, for reasons

which Britain understood. But if the arguments of Général
" Beaufre and M. de Roseé to defend the need for such a force
- were valid, they were valid so long as there was a force
-in surope. Dr.-Ritter's intervention raised arguments for
the creatlon of other forces by other Luropean states.

Adm1ra1 Bcs malntalned ‘that the startlng p01nt must be
“that the defence of the West. was éne -and indivisible at the
‘present time. As-the French paper stated, no country’ ‘could
defend itself alone; therefore a strong alllance among 2ll
15 members of NATO must be maintained. It appeared from
the mornlng s discussion that the creation of a Buropean
nuclear force could either (1) enhance solidarity among the
members of NATO and strengthen relations between Lurope
. and the United States (as Général Beaufre suggested);'or
" (2) not greatly affect the alliance but have the advantage
of satisfying ‘Buropean feelings of prestige or partnérship
(as Signor Albonetti suggested), or (3) possibly create

a-split’ between surope and the Unlted States (as Mr. Beaton
suggested)

Personally he was conv1nced ‘that if -the creatlon of an
independent suropean deterrent should gravely endanger the
solidarity which now existed between the US and EBurope, no
-other conslderatlon wculd make up for that consequence.,

He d1d hot suggest that Brltaln and France should do
-away with their own deterrents; it would be realisti¢ for
thém to continue developing their nuclear weapons-as far as
‘they saw fit. But Britain and France 'should take ‘into
account the fact that' América provided 95% of -the - strength
of the West and pledge that so long as NATO continued in
its present form their weapons would -be integrated in the
general strategic nuclear power of the United States so
"that‘the American President would have the sole responsibility
for using the deterrent: He was not entirely happy with the
present situation so far as consultation and plannlng, ete.
‘were concerned, but that was a secondary cons1derat10n.

Mr, Haagerup sald ‘that Denmark and Norway were both
very much Atlantic-minded; their military interésts were
believed to be more 1dentlca1'w1th those of Britain and the
United States than of continental Europe. Therefore any
decision in Zurope to build an independernt nuclear force
contrary to the wishes of the United States, whether or not
it was logical, would be considered in the Scandinavian
countries to undermine the security they felt at present.




FRIDAY AFTEREOON, 31st JANUARY

DISCUSSION ON A EUROPEAN STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCE (éont.)

The Implications for Burcpean—-American Relations

Mr. Buchan (in the Chair) recalled that a principal
argument raised during the morning for a Luropean system of
deterrence was the unhealthiness of a relationship between
a power of the size of the United States and 14 small
countries. There was no disagreement about this, even on
the part of Americans. Wany Americans felt baffled about
the difficulty of upholding a relationship in which they
were so much stronger than any of the countries they dealt
with and were becoming more and more involved in a series
of bilateral relationships with the other countries of the
alliance, _

The question was, however, whether the carrying of the
concept of wsuropean unity to the point of Lurope having - the
means of pursuing an 1ndependent diplomacy (because that was
the real purpose of a wuropean nuclear force) would lead to a
more successful and enduring relationship between Burope and
the United States, or whether such knowledge as we had in
the past about the relationship between two big units in an
alliance, like Germany and Austro-Hungary or Russia and
China, gave us cause to wonder whether a relationship between
two units .of roughly equal economie power and comparable
strategic power in the end led to friction and to the break-
up of the relationship altogether., He felt that the effect
of a decision to create an independent Iluropean nuclear force
on the relationship with -the United States should be consid-
ered before the very important question whether such a
decision would be a "federateur" of Huropean polltlcal unity.

Mr. Beaton dlssented from the idea that Americans did
not feel able to work with those less strorng than thenmselves.
They never said this about Latin America, or Japan, or
Canadaj; and so far as it was said about iurope it was'
insincere. He believed that what the Americans really
wanted was simpler relations: they hoped for a iurope which
would be stronger than the present one, politically. united,
with which they could deal as a political unlt. But: they
were not really prepared to-see a "strong" Burope., And they
did not believe wsurope would become any more powerful or
independent as the result of a Buropean deterrent.

- Signor Albonetti said that the United States had wanted
a Luropean federation since the Second World War for two
quite different reasons: (1) to put an end to what they saw
as the continual strife among the DLurcopean nations;. and
(2) to_see as strong a unit as possible fill the gap in
central surope in the face of the mllltary threat posed by
the USSR. '
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Dr., Sommer said the case gtated in the PFrench paper was
brilliant; yet he was not convinced. One difficulty was
that the French case was put in the abstract. Theoretically
he could support a suropean deterrent. But would such a
force in fact lead to a higher degree of solidarity and
cohesion within the alliance? Theoretically the contrary
could be argued: that a nuclear monopoly led to the highest
degree of solidarity, the only problem being to ensure that
the monopoly were exercised in a tolerable way and made
politically acceptable by the processes which had been going
on - information, consultation, planning and projected
participation-as in the MLF. Duopoly by definition main-
tained a eplit and might in practice lead to the lowest
degree of solidarity. He would therefore like to hear the
reasoning behind the French case.

He believed the effect of a suropean deterrent on our
relations with the United oStates would depend as much upon
the means as upon the end itself. If the Zuropeans worked
for an independent force without the americans or even
against the Americans they could create the opposite effect
from that intended. If they worked with the Americans,
however, they might gain greater solidarity or at least
prevent rivalry from developing. ie suggested that the NLP
was one way towards a buropean deterrent which would do less
harm than others,  He envisaged starting out under American
hegemony and then trying to struggle free; after 8-10 years
the Americans might be prepared to sell their shares to the
curopeams, or abolish their veto, and a suropean capability
would then exist but without the strains and stresses that
an independent approach might bring. He was not convinced
by the implication in the French paper that a Luropean
deterrent must be built on the basis of the existing national
deterrents. The British and French cases had shown that
their motives were counter-productive, and this was not a
sound foundation for a furopean force. And where would
Germany and Italy fit in? He believed it would be wiser,
and more profitable, to begin with an Atlantic deterrent.

M. de Rose replied first to Mr. Buchan that the French
paper had not meant to imply thet an independent .strategy
was possible for surope in the full meaning of the term. He
had tried to make clear earlier his belief that while a
Furopean force would add an.element of a stable character:
to the American force, it must remain supplementary-to the’
American presence in uurope and to the maintainence of bonds
between Burope and. the United States. Of course the
ruropean force could only contribubz a small percentage in
military terms; its contribution.to Vestern security was in
the political field of dissuasion. To Admiral Bos, he
would say that if it were a case of having-to choose between
the American force with a guarantee or the British and. French
nuclear force without an American guarantee, of course we -
would choose the permanent American guarantee. '

As 10 the effect of this force upon the Atlantic .
alliance, he supported Général Beaufre's argument that it
must bring about a greater solidarity. But he also believed -
and this was implicit in the French paper - that there must
be acceptance on the part of America of the useful role
which a non-American force could play. The EZEuropeans must
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try to reach agreement about this themselves so as to create
the force in the framework of a Lurope which was purposeful,
politically united and at least confederal if possible in
gstructure; they would not get American support if the US
continued to believe that it was her sole responsibility to
.act as the world's policeman and that supplementary forces
would only complicate her task., Therefore the BEuropeans must
first reach agreement among themselves and then convince the
Americans. If this were done, it would be easy enough to
reach agreement on the co-operation of the two forces.

Mr., Buchan returned to the question whether a ELuropean
force implied an independent strategy. If strategy were taken
to mean all that part of a ~-+isn's ambitions in international
affairs concerned with the use of force, he did not think the
suropeans would want to create a nuclear force without some
assurance that it would give them a measure of independence
of the United States., The history of the British and French
forces showed that the arguments from ambition were stronger
than the arguments from fear. Talk about a complementary
strategy was unrealistic. usurope would not make the tremen-
dous financial effort required unless it wished to be a
part of an important new element in a multipolar world.

M. de Rose said the effort required to build an inde-
pendent strategic force would be gigantic. He maintained that
as a first step the right approach was to try and convince
the Americans of the necessity for a complementary force.

Signor Spinelli maintained that the construction of a
Iuropean force must be looked at in the context of the
general political situation. Général Beaufre had pointed
out the common interest which existed between nuclear powers.
One element in this was their common opposition to prolif-
eration. If the DLuropeans set out to build an independent
nuclear force, they would inevitably come up against the
opposition of the Russians and the Americans., The Americans
would be put into the position of having to choose between
continuing their policy of co-existence with the USSR and
stifling the Zuropean effort, or supporting the Buropeans
and going back to a hard cold-war posture vis-a-vis the
USSR. He believed this was tooc high a price to expect the
Americans to pay for supporting a usuropean deterrent.

He was convinced that it would benefit the ifuropeans
more to ask the US to recognise the demands of partnership.
We lived in a world of interdependence and our aim ought to
be not to abolish this interdependence but to transfornm a
protectorate into a partnership. As uropean unlty made
‘progress, .urope could claim an increasing say in the
planning and decision-making of the Atlantic alliance. In
the very long term a President of Burope might be envisaged
who would be able to take a decision on behalf of surope.
But for a long time to come, it would be an advantage for
Lurope to have the President of the US at the head of the
alliance. Luropean unity at the moment was more apparent
than real, and he believed that in a crisis the deterrent
would be morce credible if the man in charge were the
President of the US. Lurope must accept. the state of inter-
dependence in which history had placed her and Wthh could
not be changed. _
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Général del Marmol deplored the tendency to contrast
a duropean deterrent with the American deterrent. They must
be complementary. He was not persuaded that a Buropean
. deterrent would be disadvantageous from the American point
of view. Certainly Khrushchev would not want to see it; he
would prefer power to remain in American hands because it
made things easier for him. But he personally saw no reason
“why the Americans should necessarily have a muclear monopoly
nor why this should be thought desirable.. He pointed to the
conclusions set forth in his own paper which had been
circulated. The nub of the question was that this point of
view was beginning to find recognition in the US too, for
example in General Norstad's suggestion for a three-power
directorate which would dispose of a certain nuclear
capablllty. : :

Mr, Buchan assumed that Géndral del Marmol agreed with
Dr. Sommer on the desirability of constructing some Atlantic
system of deterrence.

Général del Marmol concurred, elthough he did not agree
that this system should be the MLF.

Herr Cornides observed that the time when we did not
talk about partnership in the Atlantic alliance, in the
1950's$, was the time when it existed. This had been due to
(1) the existence.of a.strong common threat, and (2) the
‘fact that the only other nuclear power, Britain, had a
special relationship with the US. Now that this was passing,
- many people who had opposed it would regret it. ©Subsiantial
differences of opinion had emerged 'in the United States
over this whole probleém. Some people accepted the need and
the consequences of partnership (a united surope with a
political force of its own); others accepted the need but
‘'not the consequences (those who supported the MLF); others
again maintained that more thinking needed to be done about
whether the US preferred a really united Lurope or a network
of bilateral relationships. He believed that what most
Americans really wanted was a politically and ecoggggggé&gnt
'stronger Lurope which recognised that it did not
military role and Was 1ntegrated ‘with the US.

The real dlfflcultywas not the force itself, but the
policy for which it would be used. Dr. Ritter had posed.
the question this morning -about the relationship of nuclear
capablllty to a changing political situation. .This was the
key issue and it could not be answered once and for all time.
It would look very dlfferent during the next four years, when
the NATO treaty was not in question, and in the 1970's.
He felt the important thing was to try to reach a solution
which would leave burope the option of deciding later on in
favour of creating her own deterrent. Any American attempt
- t0 close the door would be counter-productive. If durope
were forced to take. this decision now, it would hold up
-economi¢ and political unification or even understanding
between the Zuropean powers. It was impdssible to look
ahead 20 years. He would prefer to see Europe concentrate
for the present on economic and- poelitical co-operation,
provided the p0331b111ty were left open for a military
solution at some date in the future., It was a guestion.of'
how long certain issues could be kept open. The problem of.
Britain's attitude to the IBuropean Iconomic Community was
pending and this was an important issue for Europe. Would it
be wise, therefore, to give priority to the nuclear issue in
the present situation?
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Signor Albonetti suggested that the time factor might
permit a rapprochement of the different points of wview.
Dr, Sommer, Signor Spinelli and Herr Cornides all feared a
sLuropean deterrent might well split the West instead of
uniting it, in opposition to Général Beaufre. They all
agreed that in the longterm neither monopoly nor national
nuclear forces was the right answer., Dr., Sommer and Signor
opinelli had made suggestions for interim arrangements,
whereas those who had argued in favour of a luropean
deterrent had not said anything about the timing. Perhaps
it would prove acceptable to everybody t2 leave aside the
question whether it would be appropriate  to establish a
Zuropean force now, but to seek to leave open the means of
exercising an option to establish such a force, which might
evolve through the development of national military co-
operation and through the American renunciation of her veto,
in such a way as to guarantee the maintenance of strong
bonds between rwurope and the US.

Mr. Buchan welcomed Signor Albonetti's intervention.
The lead-time involved in nuclear projects was very great.
Even 1f they were governments and could take a decision this
very day, their decision would not bear fruit before 1970;
this was part of the difficulty.

M. Vernant said the expression "a Huropean deterrent"
could be interpreted in several ways. The first consider-
ation to bear in mind was that the attitude of the US
towards Europe had modified considerably since the idea of
Buropean unity was first launched; it had been modified by
the reconstruction and the political evolution of Burope.

He was not sure that today, if a great EBuropean nation, with
all that that implied, should somehow come into being, this
development would arouse any enthusiasm in Washington. The
US wanted iurope as a partner, but she also wanted to remain
in control of the alliance, '

The second consideration was that a Furopean deterrent
must mean the British and French nuclear forces, He did not
see the possibility either of other IKuropean powers having
national forces or of the two existing nuclear powers
transforming themselves into a system of European deterrence.
There was no point in a purely theoretical discussion. The
- problem must be looked at in terms of the existence of two
national forces in Lurope - which had both been created
largely because of political considerations - together with
the existence of an American ﬁuarantee.

Mr, Buchan was impressed by M. Vernant s argument.
Perhaps it would be helpful to draw up one or two models of
a Buropean force and its possible relationship to an American
- force. The considerations they were discussing would take
on a very different character according to whether one
envisaged a Buropean community which was primarily economic
rather than political with the two independent national
forces in it, or if the British and Prench forces were
pooled, or if a force were built from scratch by some kind
of European defence community.  He suggested taking these
three possibilities before continuing to discuss the effect
of a furopean force on European political unity and on
relations with the United States.

There was general assent to this proposal.
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Possible models'for a_Buropean Force

Mr. Buchan sald everyone agreed that the Amerlcan _
monopoly had gone for ever, and probably everyone agreed that
national forces, in Jurope or anywhere else, had not got a
very long future ahead of them. He wondered. whether this
was the French view, -

M, de Rose sald the Amerlcan monopoly was not acceptable.
There was no questlon that France must remain. a nuclear
power. The Communists apart, no party in PFrance would renounce
a Prench nuclear force, He believed that any alternative
French Government would do its utmost to obtain a Huropean
formula; but since a wuropean lxecutive capable of taking a
decision would not exist for a long time no French Government
would abandon its power of decision.

He referred to the line of argument he had proposed
during the morning to discuss first the need for a Luropean
force and then (if that were agreed) the mission and the
capability of such a force, The problem was that on the
national level there was no means of estsblishing a force
which would represent the likely level of power required.
Therefore another solution was necessary. The proposal that
.had been made, for a iuropean solution, was acceptablg. to
the French in the sense that it was not intended to come into
effect immediately.

Mr. Beaton said he did not believe the British national
force would disappear until the American force disappeared,
- He agreed with M. Vernant that nuclear weapons derived much
from the national position, and it was most unlikely that
Britain would abandon the most effective weapons in the world.
However, he did not want to argue about British domestic
politics.,.

Mr. Buchan maintained that Mr, Beaton was discounting
the loss of British confidence in the.political advantages
that this particular kind of force brought to a nation. The
formal -British position was that the Conservatives supported
the existence of a British nuclear force, although they
based their.argument on givin: Britain a role in disarmament
negotiations rather than on strict military. regquirements ritish
The Labour Party appeared to have abandoned the ides tha% 57
Labour Government would cease to be a nuclear power, partly
because of the difficulty of convincing the rest of the
world, and to have moved towards the position in which it
would abandon the attempt to buy or develop strategic weapons
but would develop aircraft or special-purpose kinds of
weapon under a close relationship with NATO., -Quite a strong
wing of the present British Government believed (wrongly, in
his opinion) that why Britain failed to get into the Common
Jdarket was because she was not prepared to make any gesture
towards asurope with her nuclear force, and would like to see
either an Anglo-French solution or some kind of Huropean
beau geste. There was no counterpart of this tendency
within the Labour Party.
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Professor Howard maintained there was a great difference
between the argument advanced by strategic analysis and the
political significance of the nuclear capability itself, He
could not 'visualise any arrangement whereby Britain put her
nuclear weapons at the disposal of NATO which did not’
contain even a formal clause on the right to withdraw themn,
It might be possible for the British force to becone
available to some sort of .Luropean control, but constit-
utional formalities would have to be preserved There was
no chance of either a Conservative or a Labour Government
acquiescing in a bonfire of destruction or.a total commit-
ment of nuclear weapons without any possibility of withdrawal,
because of factors which were quite different from those
being discussed here,

Mir. Beaton said he could not conceive' of any nation
allowing its nuclear weapons to be fired against its will.
This was more important than the question of the right of
withdrawal. The British force would in the last analysis be
under’ British control., , The same was true of the Americans,
the Ru531ans and the French.

Herr Cornides stressed the need to keep in mind -the time
factor. The question was not whether the Germans or any
other country must have nuclear weapons because that was
the British or Prench position, but for how long the Germans
could not ask for them and what must happen in the meantime
to prevent other national positions being pushed to the
extreme,

Dr. Sommer sald the’ great German desire was to multl-
lateralise the nuclear potentials that existed, not t0 become
a nuclear power herself. He believed the minimum the Germans
would ask for very soon was planning participation and
penetration., He expected very strong German pressure on
Paris and London to get the same kind of information and

" consultation rlghts that had already been granted by
- washlngton.

‘Mr. Beaton believed the British would go further and
faster than the Americans in.that regard. The commitment
of Bomber Command to NATO was very important.

.+ - Herr Cornides pressed his point. Assuming that
consultation developed, that progress was made in relations
“with the US, that a certain amount of progress #was made
within the blx towards political integration: would the
Germans then press_ for a more national development (which
would destroy this tendency) or would they accept discrim-.
. ination a little longer in the hope of speeding up
developments?

Mr, Buchan felt that time was working against any
perpetuation of a national situation, although he doubted
whether Paris held this view. One ¢lear difference was that
French military commitments had now almost entirely receded
into Europe.  France intended to spend 25% of her defence
budget on-her nuclear effort, as against Britain's. 10%;
therefore the French weapons development would have more -
behind it than the British. And there seemed to be more
confidence in Prance that the nuclear force would enhance
the natlonal p081t10n. ol .
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Général Beaufre said American ideas had evolved consid-
erably over the past 15 years; they would continue to change
and that was_to beé expected.. We were now at the end of an era
during which the basic tenet had been the maintenance of the
complete unity of the riuclear system under the control of the
American Pre51dent “Most Americans now accepted that things
" must be different.” The. French situation was now different
t00, because they had a Government’ which was creating an
independent nuclear system. He considered that. although the
Prench effort had been undertakén for purely national’
‘political con31derat10ns, its effecdt would not be detrlmental
- to the true interests of the alliance. It would create a
new form of solidarity,. as he had already explalned, and it
would oblige the imericans to tréat the Luropeans. as partners.,
From the day when a French force came into existence, the
Americans would be obliged to seek co-operation and there
would be a re- balan01ng of respon31b111t1es within the
alllance. . -

: He- admltted this wéuld be rather’ a mixed. solutlon.

The .British had always admitted that except for a formal
constitutional reservation their force would be more or less
integrated in an Atlantic system.  But.de Gaulle's difficult
personallty made him regect this. However, posing the problem
in such uncompromising terms had forceda re-thinking of the
whole issue, and ideas were still evolving. By maintaining
the principle of an 1ndependent force the French had
obliged the Amerlcans t0 envisage a system other than a.
monopoly one.

Signor Albonetti interjected that the :problem would still
have been posed by the "push" of wurope, i:e. by the success
'of the Common Market and .the polltlcal unlty of Europe.

S Général Beaufre p01nted out that thls would have
happened later on. It was the premature posing of the
problem by France that forced an examination of the whole
issue and gave rise to ideas which prepared the possibility
for a united Zurope to have an independent strategy (which
would naturally be co-ordinated with .an. Atlantic system).
How to pass from .the present system to a future system was
something which- would ‘have to be discussed, -

blgnor Albonettl-suggeeted that 1t be discuseed-now.

M. Vernant replied that 1f Lurope, and e5pec1a11y the
uurope of the 5ix, made .progress towards polltlcal ‘and -
‘military unification, as was demanded from the French 51de
.some years ago, it would be relatively easy to obtain.

. participation in strategic planning for: France's Buropean
partners.- i

Signor Albonetti observed that this was not sufficient.
. The ALuropeans wanted to partlclpate in Amerlcan planning,
not- French plannlng. :

M. Vernant . re301ned that he Wae expreseing a personal
view., . It 'was up to France's partners:.  if this proposal was
not acceptable, they would all have to think-again, -




lir, Buchan suggested considering whether present
difficulties might be resolved by pooling the British and
French forces. In its favour was the fact that it would
reduce the number of nuclear powers by one, so that it
would be an anti-proliferation measure. The main questions
were: (1) ould it meet the requirements for which the
British and PFrench forces were laid down? (2) Would. it meet
the difficulties and anxieties of the non-nuclear members
in the alliance? (3) Would it hasten political unity in
Zurope?

M, de Rose said he could see a single, integrated
force bheing created only in the context of a Franco-British
political system where it would be acceptable 1o both partners
to give each other the right of veto; this led in the-
direction of the Churchill idea o¢f a common Franco-British
Government. But in that case, what about the effect on the
other wuropean partners of PFrance? One could only progceed to
this type of Franco-British Government if the other .uropean
partners were left outside; but from that moment, the nuclear
factor would be a factor for disunity.in Burope., Therefore
he could not see a pooled force which would reduce the number
of nuclegr powers by .one; it meant a force which the two
Governments would work jointly to construct.

In reply to Mr. Buchan's questions: (1) On the technical
level, it certainly would respond to France's aims because
she had so much to gain from Britain. But Britain had only
a limited technical interest, and if her nuclear tie-up with
the US were in Jeopardy it would not be to Britain's advantage.
And if France were to have access to American technigues,
why not have access directly and not through Britain?
On (2), it was for the non-nuclear powers themselves to say
whether a Franco-British force would satisfy them. On (3),
he did not believe an exclusively Franco-British system
would be conducive to wmuropean unity. He had grave doubts
about the wisdom of making an effort in the nuclear field
before resolving the question whether a IZuropean community
which could be responsible for the whole of the area was
obtainable,

Professor Howard said a Franco-British arrangement
would have to be a mixture or a compound. A mixture would
not achieve very much; 1t would be too likely to split open
in a crisis, But a compound raised several interesting
questions. The two forces would have to be integrated on the
level of manufacture; there would have %o be a single
integrated operatlonal force, an integrated system of command
and control. The difficulties were obvious; but if it were
found possible to overcome them, he saw no reason why other
Luropean nations should not be brought into the Anglo-French
sharing of resources. If it were found feasible to have an
integrated Anglo-French force, it would be a very short step
on to invite other turopean nations to share in targeting
and manning. And it would be no more dlfflcult from the
point of view of public opinion.

- S8ignor Albonetti supported Professor Howard's last
point. Unless other iuropean nations were brought in, an
Anglo-French force would create more problems than it
would solve.




-

Mr, Beaton said there were three main aspects:

. (1) Targeting and planning; (2) firing; (3) development
programmes and the building of equipment. On (1), the

most 1mportant consideration for France and Britain was to
havez common targeting with the Americans; a separate Anglo-
French exercise would have no meaning so long as NATO were
in existence. On (2), firing, he had already expressed his
view, [The British would only accept such a scheme on the
basis of a mutual veto. Although a mutual veto would reduce
the deterrent.effect of both forces, a force on that basis
should not be excluded. On (3), Britain had no particular
requirement for warheads or bombs. Her problem was delivery
systems. ©She was going to buy Polaris, the best delivery

. system in the world. This agreement could not be matched
from the technical point of view; but it had caused great
political strain and might never be repeated. In another
situation the British Government might well consider
combining with the French to produce a cheap weapon.

Général Beaufre agreed that an attempt was being made on
the French and British side to think in terms of reducing
expenditure . by working in common (for example on the Concorde
airliner project). .There was a difficulty about nuclear
weapons -because of the DBritish-American tie-up. But there
might be a possibility for PFranco-British co-operation on
vehicles - rockets or submarines - where the British-American
nuclear problem did not come into the picture.

He entirely agreed with Professor Howard that it would
be as easy from the internal political point of view to share
~with the rest of surope as with the French. He believed that

if we were to push in that direction, since a technical and
financial interest already existed, perhaps we could make
progress in breaking down the political barriers which were
so strong at the present time, A priori, some attempt at a
Franco-British system, even if it did not get very far, was
in a sense an attempt at a Luropean solution, because the day
when Franco-British differences were resolved we should be
on the road to a uuropean system.

¥r, Buchan made two comments: (1) the British were
nearer this than they used to be, in the sense that they no
longer conceived their nuclear force as fulfllllng a world-
wide function. (2) A central problem for _urope was that
none of its countries was strong enodough to act as a guarantor
for the others., It was conceivable that'a new Anglo-
French. combined force could be strong encugh to act as a
guarantee force for :urope. He was doubtful however
. whether the non-nuclear powers in Jurope would share this
view, :

. Dr. Sommer said that from the German point of view
there were four possibilities of nuclear organisation
within the alliance. .In order of undesirability, thede
were: (1) independent national forces; (2) an Anglo-
French force; (3) a wuropean force; (4) an Atlantic force,
Any of the first three were acceptable as transitional
stages towards an Atlantic deterrent, but they were
unacceptable as ends in themselves,
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He did not believe that any of these projects would work
out on a strietly military level. osuropean unity had to come
before a European nuclear force, just as an Anglo~French
confederation would have to precede a combined force. He
endorsed Général Beaufre's and frofessor Howard's conclusion
that the political difficulties would be no greater for a
larger progect than for a limited one, If an Anglo-French
progect were feasible a .uropean project would be feasible;
and we should then be well on the way to an Atlantic project.

Herr Cornides agreed about the four alternatives, although
they could not all be transitional because we must end up
somewhere, He believed the Germans were undecided whether
they wanted to end up with a suropean, or bipolar, solution
or with an Atlantic solution. ©bome support had been expressed
for both alternatives, but the majority were undecided and
wanted to keep the door open as long as possible, depending
on the progress which France was willing to accept towards
suropean political integration. If the French were too neg-
ative towards political integration, then the Germans would
move via the MLF in an Atlantic direction. A decision could
not be deferred indefinitely, particularly because of the
problem of the lead-time which Mr. Buchan mentioned. . However,
the issue could be kept in the air for another two or three
years befor:e the deg“ee of progress, or the lack of 1t, within
the wsuropean Economic Community would force a dec1s1on.

Signor Albonetti suggested that Germany could combine
membership of the MLF with the "open door" policy; the
suropean scolution was always open.

Dr. Sommer said that the Government and Opposition alike
in Germany were in favour of the MLF precisely because it
left open this option. It might turn out to be a safety-net
for Britain and France; it might lead to an Atlantic
federation; 1t might develop into a genuinely Atlantig
deterrent to which the Americans would subscribe the bulk of
their nuclear arsenal, It might lead to nothing at all - but
in that case what would be lost?

oignor Spinelli maintained than even if a Franco-
British force were able to aect as a nuclear guarantee for
surope, 1t would still be unacceptable. Why abandon the
American guarantee in favour of a Franco-British guarantee?
All the arguments about the United States appreCLatlng her
own or Lurope's interests differently from the vuropeans
themselves applied to France and Britain. The US wes in fact
.more llkely to support ilurope in a crisis because she had an
interest in maintaining a balance with the USSR which Britain
and France did not share. :

Géndral del Marmol believed that if there were any merit
in a Franco-British force, it would be an advantage for
surope so long as it were organised in a Zuropean framework.

Mr, Haagerup said that public opinion in Denmark did
not iike to face the fact that the American monopoly had gone.
There would be no enthusiasm about changing the present position.
The Danish attitude towards an Anglo-French nuclear partner-
ship would be heavily influenced by progress being made at
the same time in the economic field, since Denmark was very
preoccupied with the economic aspect of the division between
the Six and the Seven. Norway would share this view, but to
a lesser degree because of her less exposed economic position.
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Scandinavian opinion towards a szuropean deterrent would
evolve out of either ambition or fear. .Jmbition was not a
factor. If the detente continued, fear would lessen. Ve
ought also tc anticipate a determined Sovietl peace offensive;
the USSR was already propagating the idea of nuclear-free
zones, Taking into account also a .feeling of reluctance
towards nuclear weapons, it was likely to prove very difficult
to arouse any enthusiasm in Scandinavia for any nuclear
project. If a nuclear force were the by-product of a far-
reaching Buropean economic union it might be possible to
envisage "sleeping partners" in the North. But unless the
economic interest were parallel with the nuclear interest,
given that in four years' time a decision must be taken on
the future of NATO, a decision %o create a nuclear partner-
ship in wurope might arouse a strong negative reaction in
Scandinavia, particularly if the de01510n were taken in the
face of American opposition.

Dr. @rv1k broadly endorsed Mr. Haagerup's observations.
He emphasised one factor which would be more important for
Norway, and that would be the loss of British leadership.
The attitude of the British ILabour Party on nuclear weapons
weighed very heavily with the Norwegian Government. An
Anglo-French merger would not be very popular because it
would identify Britain more closely with ZSuropean affairs.
But if such a merger could be achieved, the symbolic effect
would be very much greater than the gain in terms of
military efficiency. It would then be much harder for the
United States to maintain her dislike of the idea. The
American rosition was very important to Norway. However,
if Britain and France could carry through such a merger
before other wsuropean countries came in, it would be more
acceptable,

Implications for .uropean Unity

Mr. Buchan suggested terminating the discussion of an
Anglo-French force and considering whether a decision to
create a wuropean force would in principle be likely to
hasten Uuropean political unity.

Signor Albonetti observed that a Norweglan had just
pointed out that even an Anglo-French deterrent would anchor
Britain to the continent. If Britain made a public offer
to .urope tomorrow, this would have greater ‘gignificance
than her 1961 declaration in favour of joining the Common
Market. But there was no escaping the fact that uropean
unity was a political problem and no supra-national defence
arrangement could be built except on the basis of political
unity. Nuclear discrimination was an obstacle to unity and
therefore any discussions on political union must involve
discussions on nuclear sharing. How could there be any real
political unity in surope when two of the leading countries
had nuclear weapons and the others did not? But to speak
of the nuclear factor as a "federatsur" in Europe was
exaggerating.

Mr. Buchan agreed that it was very hard to see a
pracltical decision taken until there was a political union.
On the other hand, convergences of objective and decigions
. in principle could be reached without political machinery.
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Signor Spinelli said that in a sense deciding to create
a Luropean nuclear force was the same thing as de01d1ng to
create .uropean. polltlcal unity, because otherwise a iuropean
force had no meaning. But the question looked rather different
in the context of the present political situation. The'
Common llarket had made sufficient progress economically . .to
. be able to make a start.on political unification. . It was
5till open for Britain to join the Six (which he 51ncerely
hoped she would do), although he believed Britain would only
~be induced to take up negotiations again if she saw the
Common Market going full steam ahead. But this DSuropean
‘process was taking place in the framework of an Atlantic
" defence and foreign policy. 4 European nuclear force only
made sénse if it were intended to be independent of the '
‘American force. e was convinced that such a decision - .
-would meke things much more difficult in Lurope. In each
of the countries of the 8ix there was a trend of copinion
favouring .uropean unification. But once the nuclear problem
were posed, public opinion would be divided and the degree-,
of unity achleved so far would be broken.

Admiral Bos said that in Holland the reason for wantlng
to maintain the present p051t10n was the overrldlng desire to
keep the level of tension in the cold war as low as possible,
It wag believed that stability would be greatest if there
were only two nuclear powers, although they were not too
worried about the existence of thé British force. There was
a little more anxiety about the Freénch force, because of
uncertainty about French political intentions. But there
would be an outery if it were a question of Germany having
~control of nuclear weapons, That was why German membership
of NATO was accepted. The gtrength which Germany contributed
to NATO was appreciated; but there would be the strongest
opposition to any decision to create a furopean force in
which Germany would participate on equal terms with other
countries. Because of this consideration, ‘and because they
understood the opposition of Germany and Italy to discrim-
ination, they were convinced that the best solution would be
to rely on the Amerlcan nuclear guarantee.




" SATURDAY MORNING - lst FEBRUARY

DISOUSSION oN REQUIREMENTS FOR A EUROPEAN STRATEGIC NUCLEAR
FORCE .

1. Minimum Requlrements for a Furopean nuclear force 1o
become operational in 1972, in terms of command and control
and in terms of political institutions.

Herr Cornides (in the Chair) suggested that members keep
to the definition of a European strategic nuclear force set
down in the Prench paper - a military instrument 1ndependent
of the American force. It was clear from Friday's discussion
that nobody wanted a European force to substitute for the
American force, only to supplement it. Therefore co-ordination
of the Furopean force with the American force could be assumed.

General Beaufre said that since the abandonment of the
massive retaliation theory the problem was ore of continuous
modification of planning in the light of events requiring a
whole series of political decisions. As the game could be
bilateral, a continucus evaluation of one's own forces ‘and
military techniques was equally necessary. The survivability
of forces was as important as the reliability of means of
delivery.  These were fundamental problems for the Americans,
what they meant by command and control. But surely Europe
was in a different situation. Survivability was not of primary
importance for a European deterrent, because if a general
nuclear war broke out Europe would perlsh in any event. A
Buropean force must have a certain capacity to be credible,
but ite essential role was before the outbresk of hostllltles,
not afterwards, i.e. to exert an influence for the political
evolution of a crisis.  Flexibility was the most important
consideration, because we could not let ourselves be in the
position of having only two buttons to press. But Europe did
not need a completely protected system sure of survival in a
bilateral gsituation, because its role would then automatically
pass to the United States.

Admiral Bos dissented from General Beaufre's reasoning.
He agreed that the force was intended primarily for political
use; but he felt that without survivability it would not be
. credible even as a political instrument. A European strategic
force would already have the disadvantage of being extremely
small; 1if it were "soft" ag well it would be useless.

General Beaufre replied that he was referring not to the
force 1tself but to the control system, the large, complex
and highly expensive network of communications, calculating
machines and so on which even the Americans found it difficult
to protect. Of course our weapons must be as invulnerable as
possible.

M. Vernant supported General Beaufre.

M. de Rose maintained that even though the system of
planning, targeting and control might be rudimentary, it
must exist so as to permit autonomous decisions and employ-
ment of the European force independently of the American
system. At the same time, the European system must be usable
with the American system, which was superior dbut very compli-
cated, so that the two forces could co-operate operationally.
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Mr Beaton assumed that everyone was talking about a wise
and responsible European system. It would be extremely
unwise if it were designed to bring in the American force
against their will, because that would lead the Americans to
loosen their military bonds with Europe., He agreed with
M. de Rose that the European force must be usable with the
American force. ‘

He considered the basic requirements were: (1) there
must be some kind of defence community system which would
control all the effective armed forces in the Puropean area;
(2) there must be speed of decision and ability to make dis-
criminatory decisions - e.g. to sacrifice one area in order
to save another; no system with built-in national vetoes
could be effective. The fundamental question was whethex
something like the NATO technique could be employed, which
was a commitment by sovereign states operating by unified
command once decisions had been taken, or whether a system
akin to the EEC Council of Ministers could be created which
would gather together the remaining national military resources
and would work together with a planning authority. Such an
arrangement was thecrectically conceivable, and had the
advantage that even if it were unworkable in practice the
Russians dare not take this for granted.

Mr Buchan agreed that an organisation such as Mr Beaton
had described would be capable of taking planning decisions -
on the size of the force, its location, targeting etc. But
he considered that a very different arrangement would be
necessary for crisis meanagement. In the US, the USSR and
France there was already one man with supreme authority over
the State, and the British Prime Minister was becoming more
like a President partly because of his responsibility for
nuclear weapons, Therefore if the European force were to
constitute a deterrent and to be usable in a blackmailing
situation as a counter-threat to Soviet threats, credibility
demanded our envisaging one man having a great deal of power
over the total defence of the area as a whole, as Mr Beaton
had pointed out, so that he could take a decision to commit
the force. ©Such a man could hardly be a soldier; he must
command great public confidence and he must be popularly
elected. Therefore crisis management of a European force
which was scomething more than European national forces, would
seem to demand an elected President of Europe.

Professor Howard attached great importance to Mr Buchan's
point about public confidence. One reason why the peoples of
Burope and Britain were at present prepared to entrust their
defence to the President of the United States was the immense
strength and credibility of the American deterrent. - But a
Furopean deterrent would not be so credible, simply because
only the Americans could prevent the USSR from retaliating
against Furope with devastating strength, and the general
public would therefore be much less certain about trusiting

their defence to a European crisis manager. Also, the nearer
- one got to an efficient form of crisis management the further

away one got from the roots of public opinion., In a crisis,
in Britain at least, there would be enormous reluctance to
entrust our dgfence to any form of European political organ-
isation.There would have to be a very great change in
Furopean gociety and in the politiceal structure of Europe:
before this could come about.
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Signor Albonetti considered that the important thing
about crisis management was to combine will and capacity.
What were the alternatives? (1) The President of the United
States acting on behalf of Europe. He had tremendous
capacity, but his will might not correspond to that of
Europe. (2) The Head of each of our national States.

They had the will because they would be directly involved,

but where was the capacity? (3) Mr Buchan's suggestion of
an elected President of Europe. This would be the ideal
solution but looking at the political realities of today we
must be content with something more modest. He would like
to see discussed the idea of a European coalition, which would
still have advantages over national deterrents or leaving

our defence to the President of the United States.

General Beaufre felt that we must think in terms of
transitional solution., He was thinking along the lines of a
"team" (which he defined as a football team rather than a
committee) - men who would know each other's minds and could
operate as a team, who could carry out a policy of dissuasion
without making mistakes. If we admitted the hypothesis
of such an intermedigte solution, it should be possible to
conceive a system among the sovereign states which in time
of crisis management would become a team of leading stdtesmen;
representatives would not do -~ in time of crisis the leaders
always consult each other. A TV circuit could keep them in
continuous contact. Perhaps in time this team would become
institutionalised. On Professor Howard's point about public
opinion, he maintained that even if there were a single
leader, a President of Burope, that man could not in fact
take a decision in isolation; there would have to be '
consultations.

- Signor Spinelli disagreed with General Beaufre., In a
situation of crisis management, if a decision were to be
taken it could only be taken by one man. - If it were not the
President of the United States, it would have to be another
man in Furope, otherwise the European force could not funection
as an effective independent deterrent. On the other hand
he did not believe that this idea was realistic. . European
unity was very easily spoken of, but it would be a very long
time before there was the fundamental unity which would be
able to focus itself in one man, the President of 'a united
Europe, with the ability to take such a decision.

General del Marmol supported Mr Buchan's suggestion as
a long-term solution. There was no problem at any time if
Europe were attacked. But in a crisis where there would be
room for diplomatic activity, which was more likely, he
believed General Beaufre's intermediate go2lution was feasible.
Of course public opinion was not ready for any such move
now - but we were talking about 1972 and public opinion
could evolve, ‘ ' '

Dr @rvik agreed with Professor Howard that public opinion
was certainly more in favour of trusting the Americans. But
the situation had changed, and the problem must be faced of
getting over to the public the fact that automatic nuclear
response by the United States was no longer automatic in the
same sense. He agreed that a committee would be more accept-
able to public opinion as a transitional arrangement, although
it would be less effective than a President. It would be
very difficult to argue realistically for any independent
Furopean nuclear force in terms of organistion without doing
something to explore the concept, but he was doubtful about
how to present this to public opinion.
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M. Vernant also supported Mr Buchan's and General
Beaufre's conceptions. The problem for the moment was how
to achieve the "team", which would probably be with us for
a8 long time. He felt that this team ought really to consist
of two teams: one composed of government leaders from the
Confederation of Burope, which would no doubt having
planning bodies under it, what we should call the "European
team"; and another team linking Burope and the United States
which would comprise leaders of government from PFrance,
Britain and the United States. This second team was necessary
since there would remain a certain number of questions which
would be more easily dealt with among the three nuclear ?
powers than in a confederal framework. . ‘

HerrCornldes obJected that in that case we should have
no more than a multinational system - 80 where was the
independent European foroe9

Dr Sommer observed that some members who wanted a
FEuropean deterrent but did not see a President of Europe had
hit upon the team as an interim solution that would give us
the deterrent without the President. But he agreed with Herr
Cornides that this would still be g multinational set-up.

The European TV circuit was all very well; but as long as we
made it clear that we did not want to force +the Americans
into a war against their will the American President would
for all practical purposes have a veto over any European
deterrent - and in those circumstances what was the point

of it?

Mr Buchan appreciated the argument for a team, but main-
tained that it still d4id not solve the problem of arriving
at a decision. In all the crises so far that had even implied
the use of nuclear weapons there had been a tremendous diverg-
ence of views, even within the national governments. He was
afraid a TV circuit might lead to paralysis unless somebody
were charged by the others, by some institutional means,
with responsibility for deciding. The difference between
European .and American consultations was that the American
President had the power, and the obligation, after all the
arguments had been thrashed out, to take a decision. = He
did not see any European political figure being able to do
this without a radical change. in the political framework of
Europe. The crisis the team would be presented with would
be the one that had never crossed their minds. Therefore
without a man, who in the last analysig could take the final
decision, the Buropean deterrent'would lack credibility.

Mr Beaton considered the 1mportant questlon was whether
the Russians would be sure that the team oould never come to
a decision. o

Signor Albonetti appre01ated My Buchan's polnt ‘but the
team was the best solution they could hope for in the pressant
s1tuat10n._ Who might the President of the United States
be in ten years' time? He would rather put his trust in a
Buropean deterrent, even though based on such a weak structure.
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General .Beaufre replying to a question from Dr Sommer,
explained that -he saw his "team" as an evolutionary system.
For a considerable .time the. team would operate within the
States of Europe, but the members would gradually become
European instead of national in prinecipley At the end gne
man would evolve whom one could, presuppose to be a Pres-
ident of Europe. : This man would be in a position to take a
" decision, but. he would not do so, unless he were an except-
ionally strong personallty, without consulting the other
members of the team to arrive at-a‘concensus of- opinion.

M. Vernant expressed agreement with General Beaufre's
concept once we arrived at the stage of having a President.
His concern was about the intermediate period. This was’
why he wanted to-see a team including the two nuclear powers
and other non-nuclear powers who wanted to work for the '
creation of a Buropean force. 1If the Europeans wanted a-
gingle united Europe but were not prepared to accept
national co-operation in the interim, we should never make
progress. . . . . |

General del Marmol agreed that we must begin on the
basis of the existing nuclear powers. However, the team must
represent Europe as a whole rather than their national
governments; the-privilege of possessing nuclear weapons
did not necessarily confer the right upon any member of the
team to be con51dered more representatlve ‘of the whole of
Europe, . .

Signor Albonetti urged that a definite time-~scale be
kept in mind and that as many common European enterprises
as possible be undertaken to prepare for this team. He was
convinced that once the Europeans took a firm decision to
make the necessary effort in creating such a deterrent and
thus demonstrated their will to defend  themselves, negotia-
tions with the United States would be of a more equal -char-~
acter and the Amerlcans would offer them some help.

. Professor Howard argued~that while it mrght be militar-
ily necessary and logical to create a President of Europe,
there were other aspects of the problem and this decision
might prove undesirable in the light of 'all the factors.

It would therefore be unwise to commit ourselves to a part-
icular political Btructure on. purely mllltary grounds.

M. de Rose belleved the 1mportant thlng was the recog-
‘nition that a Buropean force;must be submitted to a strong
political authority, and that there was determination to
resolve the enormous dlfflcultles 1nvolved. -

Herr Cornldes summarised the dlscu331on 80 far. It
seemed that to get from our present stage, which was less
tightly knit than the British Commonwealth, to the stage of

a President of a European Federation with flnal responsibility
over the European deterrent, we should have to pass through
two intermediate. stages: ' first national co- operation between
the European nuclear and non-nuclear powers, and then the
creation of a Confederation of Europe led by a "team".




- 27 =

2. The Minimum Size, Weapons System.and Cost of a Furopean
Force, .

General Beaufre said the figure depended on the degree
of penetration required, i.e. how much of the force, and which
weapons, must reach the target. He did not think a very high
figure was required, since the force was intended to operate
on the political rather than on the military level. It also
depended on our capacity and on our estimate of Soviet
capacity. He believed 100 thermonuclear bombs would suffice.

Mr Beaton considered the vulnerability of the European
force on the ground was a factor to be taken into account,
as well as penetration.

M, de Rose maintained that the number of weapons which
would reach their target was the major consideration. We
were not trying to compete with the American system or to
have a second strike capacity. On General Beaufre's flgure,
50% penetration meant 50 Polaris missiles. -

Mr Buchan pointed out that it would be tremendously
risky to trust the fortunes of Europe to one particular
veapons system - by 1972 Polaris might have become too
vulnerable. Surely Europe must have a mixed land-based
missile and ailrcraft fcrce, as well as Polaris submarines.
He believed that taking into consideration the factors about
aircraft penetration, mal-function of missiles and the fact
that some of the Folaris submarines would always be out of
commission, & figure of about 500 units must be envisaged.

M. de Rose mentioned an article by M. Faure in "Le Monde",
which had lmpressed him, advocating that a European force
should have a strateglec capacify for a counter-economic
potential mission. This was important, because the mission
of a force determined its type and number of weapons. The
objective of a Zuropean force had to be limited and precise.
He disagreed with Mr Buchan's view that i1t must be capable
of inflicting a disastrous attack on the USSR (the only
enemy he envisaged for years to come). Obviously a European
force cculd not hope to infiiet on the TUSSH any damage
comparable to what the USSR could inflict on Europe. This
was hot the voint. BSurely what Europe wanted to do was to
make the USSR take account of her force, The USSR was today
mainly concerned about her relationship with the United
States and was making tremendous effcrts to catch up with the
latter’'s economic power. If the USSR were threatened by a
fare which could threaten her position as a great power by
inflicting magor damage on her industrial concentrations so
as to slow aown the pace of her eccnowmic advance, then the
force would constituie an effective deterrent. Therefore a
counter-economic poscential capacity was more important for
the Buropean force than a counter-city capacity, He believed
that in 1972, a huropean force equipped with a fleet of & or
10 Polaris submarines would represent a serious element of-
destruction for the USSR so far as her economic potentLal
was concerned.
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Professor Howard held that the first decision to be
taken must be whether the force were intended as a first
strike or as a second strike., If as a first strike, he
thought the problems of political control would be almost
insoluble. He thought too that any kind of general war
bargaining would be out of the guestion, because the -
European force could not dispose of sufficient capacity.
However, he did believe it feasible to think in terms of a
second strike force which while it could not destroy the USSR,
would be impossible for the Russians to wipe out in a first
strike and would make them weak and totally vulnerable to
an American first strike.

Mr Buchan agreed with Professor Howard about a first
strike. It was probably impossible even for any national
government to take the decision to strike first. '

Dr Sommer asked about the 750 MRBMs in the western
regions of the USSR pointed at Europe. The existence of
this force was one of the motives for an independent Europ-
ean force and he questioned the wisdom of leaving it out of
their calculations.

Mr Beaton could not conceive a FEuropean power operating
with the kind of subliminal deterrent which M. de Rose had
advocated and which would perhaps be more appropriate for
France's resources than for those of Burope. The Russians
were in a very tight position economically, but even they
recognised a simple counter-city force as inadequate. The
Russianshad considerable options available to them, part-
icularly in Western Europe where they had a counter-force
as well as a counter-~city capacity. Therefore in a situation
of bargaining, if the European had nothing but a counter-
city capacity to oppose the range of options available to
the USSR they would be pushed to the point of crisis ag the
Russians kad been pushed by the Americans over Cuba.

Asguming that Europe preferred to go into a genuine

reat power posture, three basic systems would be necessary:
%1) a low-level bomber, such as the TSR2 or the Mirage IV;
(2) a land--based missile on trucks comparable with the MRBM;
(3) Poleris missiles. He would like to put forward some
figures as a basis for discussion: brocadly speaking to -
develop the basic rocket industry required for a great power
would cost $10 billion, a Polaris system with 30 -submarines
would cost $6 billion and a second weapon would cost $4
billion; this amounted to a budget of some $20 billion
spread over 10 years at $2-billion a year. = This was sub-
stantially less than 1% of the GNP of the FEuropean nations
at present. This kind of programme would be within the
resources of a united Europe and appeared a logical way to
make a great nuclear powver. - '

Mr Buchan pointed out that a 1% increase in the GNP in
many countries represented a 25% increase in defence spending-
and for sll countries an average of about a 15% increase.

He also pointed out that 1% of the GNP was generally zccepted
ags the figure the advanced countries must contribute in aid
to the under-developed countries. Would not a European
deterrent compete with priorities in this field?
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General del Marmol supported Mr Bea:on. Of course
the force must Te complementary to the Airerican force, but
it must also be credible and Europeans mist understand the
great financial effort involved. Coming dack to the object-
ive of the Buropean force: the possibilivy of a Soviet
attack must always be kept open. A nuclear attack was
unlikely becaute the USSR was aware that this must precipi-
tate a general nuclear war involving American retaliation.
Much more interesting was the possibility of a conventional
Soviet attack on some corner of Furope - in Berlin, Greece
or Worway for example., The European force could serve ejither
to dissuade such a conventional attack, or to intervene in
response to it. ‘

Professor Howard maintained that nuclear retaliation
to a Soviet attack on Greece, for example, by a united
European command would be as unlikely as nuclear retaliation
by the United States. By creating a vulnerable first strike
capability in Burope we would only make the situation mor

i

difficult. . '

Admiral Bos objected that the discussion was unrealistic.
We really must be clear about what we wanted and what was
feasible. To speak of a force which would be complementary
to the American nuclear force (which anyway had no need of
added strength) in one breath and to speak of using it in
case the Americans did not wish to act in the next breath
made nonsense of the complementary idea. There was no just-
ification whatever for a BEuropean nuclear force unless it
were of a size that in itself could deter the Russians.
In the second place, members were talking loosely about
deterring the Russians from attacking Europe. This was not
a practical proposition. Given the presence of American
forces in Europe, the Russilians knew that any attack would
trigger off war with the United States as well as Europe.
The original idea of the European deterrent was to prevent
the Russians from doing something we did not like politically;
we wanted to be able to threaten the Russians ourselves
with nuclear wespons in case the Americans were prepared to
acquiesce in any Russian political move at the expense of
Europe. This meant intending to use the European force as a
first strike, and members must realise this. The European
concern was about a poiitical situation and the prime consid-
eration was credibility. Were they really convinced that in
an actual situation, if the Russians wanted to take some
action in Berlin, for example, and the Americans were prepared
to come to terms with them, that the Russians would be deterred
by a nuclear threat from a European "team"?

Herr Cornides felt that if the basic issue-raised by
Admiral Bos were re-opened the discussion would never be
concluded. As well as the gquestion of a first or second
strike capacity, there was also the question whether the
force should be considered complementary to the American
force or as a substitute for it. Mr Beaton's figures suggested
a substitute force. Was there general agreement that such
a force could be achieved by Europe without ruin? What about
some figures for the forces suggested by Mr Buchan and CGeneral
Beaufre? ‘
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Mr Buchan said that he and Mr Beaton agreed about the
cost of the force. His 500 units would cost about $14-15
billion, but there were some very difficult things to cost.

A better Early Warning system and a hard command system would
be needed, and a lot of additional items that would need
careful calculation.

© Mr Beaton agreed that his figure of $20 billion would
give 30 Polaris submarines and 800 Minutemen - say a 1,000
unit front-line force at any time.

General Beaufre agreed that the official estimate for
the force de dissuasion was 50 milliard francs over the next
six years, although the relevant Committee estimate was only
45 milliard francs. He felt that one great difficulty of
this discussion was that his concept of dissuasion was s0
different from that of M. de Rose, so that their estimates
of the size .of the force differed. ‘

Admiral Bos maintained that even if the effort of
creating a European force were not ruinous, it would certainly
‘be to the detriment of their conventional forces. And if
it came on top of an effort to build up the conventional
forces the financial strain would be severe.

5. The American reaction to a European force and what system
of co-ordiration could be envigsaged; and the question
whether a multipolar system of deterrence would be more
or less stable than the present system. :

Dr Ritter considered that accepting the idea of an indep-
endent nuclear force amounted to an intention to dissolve the
bipolar situvation to some extent. They must look at both
sides of the coin. It was no use dreaming of having a third
power between America and Russia and refusing to draw the
consequences. Once the bipolar situation was dissolved,
Europe would have to play a different kind of political role.
She would have {to be more neutral between East and West,

The independent possession of nuclear weapons would give
Europe a bargaining position; but her power would be much
weaker than that of the other two poles and she would have
to think out her new political role and in particular her
relationship with the United States.

Admiral Bos submitted_that'the American reaction to a
"decision to create a European nuclear force would be very
unfavourable. '

Herr Cornides considered that the American reaction would
differ according to whether it was a force de dissuasion
with a complementary deterrent {(as General Beaufre envisaged)
or a completely different force which would change the whole
international system.

Professor Howard suggested that the US would dislike
either, but for rather different reasons. She would dis-
like a force such as Mr Beaton had suggested because it would
be destabilising and provocative without adding to the strength
of the West; she would dislike a complementary system
because it would reduce the possibility of reaching general
agreement with the USSR on questions like armg conitrol and
would make the world a more complex place,
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Admiral Bos maintained his opposition to the term
"complementary". A European force could not complement the
American force militarily unless the policy were identical.
Europe wanted to use her force independently and therefore
we must speak of an independent force. :

General del Marmol felt that the Russian reaction ought
to be considered ag well as the American. He was sure that
Khrushchev would be very much opposed to having a European
deterrent as well as an American deterrent, and this wasg one
of the arguments in favour of the European force. He
believed that the Americans would accept a European force
as adding to the whole of the complex of the security of the
alliance and would not consider it anti-American. General
Norstad's proposal looking to a suppression of the American
veto in favour of a three-power directorate showed that there
were Americans thinking in the direction of a greater Furopean
say in the affairs of the alliance.

Signor Spinelli agreed that the Russian reaction was
‘very imporiant and that it would be unfavourable. It would
face the Americans with the alternative of going back tg an
extreme cold war posture, or of telling the Furopeans not to
interfere. He was convinced the United States would do her
best to prevent the creation of ‘g European force, But if
Europe persisted, a different perspective would open up.
If Europe were an equal partner of the United States within
the Atlantic alliance, other diplomatic possibilities would
be available to her.

Dr g1v1k observed that everyone was saying that the
Americans would not like this; what could the Europeans do
that the Americans would llke” It was clear that the present
situvation was unsatisfactory for everyone. He was not con-
vinced that the Americans would dislike a European force
provided the Europeans could win the confidence of the
Americans, by a series of practical steps to make the force
complementary in function, that they would not act against
American interests. Provided the Europeans moved towards
their deterrent cautiously and in full correspondence with
the Americans progress could be made: and if they were able
to evolve some political institution as well the whole:
concept would become much more attractive.

Mr B Beaton thought it was obvious that the Americans
would dislike a European force because they disliiked anything
which was a breach of their monopoly or outside their control.
The great gquestion was how would they react. The important
element here was the true political intentions and character
of the FEuropean effort. The Americans had two interests:
{1) to reduce their commitment in Europe and (2) to be !
supported in their own interests in other parts of the world
by strong allies. If Europe were taking her proper place
in the world as the result of creating this force, then the
American alliance would become secondary and the operation
of a political interest would become primary. He believed
that if properly handled, the Americans could be made to
reconcile themselves to a European force.
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Mr Buchan considered that the American reaction would
be slow to formulate as plans for such a force would be
slow to formulate. It might coincide with the beginnings of
an equation of China's power with China's population. Bince
the real long-term American pre-occupation might well be with
China, BEurope might find herself taken at her word to a.
greater extent than she expected, and left to deal with
Europe on her own while America looked. upon the Pacific and
Southern Asia as her spheré of influence. This would force
Furope to the alternative not of a complementary force but
of a force in its own right. .

Signor Albonetti remarked that Mr Buchan's and Mr
Beaton's observations were very useful in balancing. the
American reaction. It was not true that the Americans were
on record as being against a Buropean deterrent; even
President Johnson, before he became President, had said
he had nothing against a European deterrent unless it were
outside of a European political institution. According to
some American spokesmen, the MLF was scen as leading towards
a European deterrent under European control. - He did not
expect the Americans to encourage the idea officially; ' but
once Europe made progress with her force he believed a more
positive reaction would be forthcoming from the American
side, Britain had been long opposed to European union; butl
when European unity began to become a reality she asked to
join in. The Russian attitude to European unity had also
undergone.a great change. He believed a European deterrent
based on ‘a European federation would stabilise the European
situation; it would be preferable to relying on the present
bipolar world.

Mr Buchan said that those Americans who talked about the
MLF as a basis for a European deterrent were very irrespon-
gible in claiming to know what the United States Congress
would decide in 5-8 years' time.

Herr Cornides observed that those persons seemed to
amount to 4z 1n number - Rostow, Schaetzel Owen, Bow1e and
half of Dean Rusk!

M. de Rose said that McGeorge Bundy was certainly
against the idea. But the problem was not to know whether
the US would look with favour upon a European nuclear force;

the problem was the attitude of the United States towards

a Europe which would be politically united and a greater
‘power in world affairs than she was today. If the US said
‘she favoured European unity, but did not want to accept the
consequences of that unity, then there would be difficulties.
The first consideration was to make it clear to the United
States that the European force was not intended as a third
force, that it would add to the forces available to the West
as a whole. But of course the military aspect was .not the
only one. A bipolar West would be created instead of:a
bipolar world and this would inevitably give rise %o certaln
problems. But unless the. Europeans were prepared to make an
effort to force the United States to move, they could wait
until the end of the century for any Atlantic bipolarity.
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SATURDAY AFTERNOON, 1st FEBRUARY

DISCUSSION ON THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

i. -Disarmament,Proepects and the Geneva Negotiations

lir. Buchan (in the Chair) opened the discussion by

utting forward two recent initiatives for considerations
?a) the levelling-off of military budgets in the USA and
USSR; and (b) the new Soviet and American proposals put.
forward at Geneva, of which the only new elements were

the proposed freeze of nuclear delivery systems and the
proposal to get rid of old bombers. As originally proposed
by President Johnson the latter seemed intended more as an
anti-proliferation nmeasure than as a contribution towards
disarmament. Khrushchev's response, that all bombers should
be scrapped, was intriguing because he (Buchan) felt that at
some stage, when the missile had evolved into a really
reliable weapons system, the great powers would wish to get
rid of bombers; because of the vulnerablllty of aircraft
bases, special precautions had to be taken in a crisis and
such precautions could in themselves make the crisis worse.,

Mr. Beaton agreed that this was true so far :3 heavy
bombers were concerned, He was convinced however that no
nation sincerely wished to get rid of all bombers as such;
he could not see the Americans abandoning their TFX pro-
gramme, for example,

Général Beaufre said that he had been struck by the
association of destruction or reduction#ith control in the
Johnson proposal. The control aspect was crucial and must
relate to what remained, not only to the planes that actually
go on the bonfire. IHe wondered if the Russians would accept
the necessary control,

Professor Howard considered that so far as obsolete
bombers were concerned, it did not matter very much. Western
intelligence was reasonably reliable in this regard, and
provided we were satisfied that the Russians had burned the
nunber agreed, he did not believe the number remaining, even
if unverified, would be important for the hast-West balance.

Dr. Sommer felt that the americans had put forward this
proposal as an experiment in atmospherics - they would
nothball their obsolete planes anyhow, so why not try to get
the USSR to.reciprocate in destroying these planes and at
the same time make a gesture of détente° ' :

Mr. Beaton suggested that the American proposal for a
freeze of nucliear delivery systems was a more substantive
proposal of considerable scope. It meant the retaliation
force would be kept to a very small force compared with what
was envisaged at the moment, because the American plans went
up to 1967. On the other hand, nobody could stop research
and development. If the Russians took up this proposal
seriously, there would be protracted negotiations and in the
meantime the Amerlcans expected to build up their stocks.

Dr. Sommer saw it as a concomitant of the "bonfire"
proposal. He wondered however if it would not put the
Russians into the position of arguing that the strateglc
delivery gap was on their side now.
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Mr, Buchan .said that there was no evidence that the
Russians were worried about the missile gap. According to
recent Soviet literature, an anti-city force of high-yield
heavy ICBMs targeted orn the US was felt to fit their needs
in their particular situation, and there were few signs of
alarm and panic over the aAmerican superiority.

lMr. Beaton observed that the American Government had not
panicked over the missile gap either; it was Kennedy who had
made such a feature of it in his election campaign.

Dr. Ritter supported Mr., Beaton, although he felt that
President Bbisenhower had been more concerned than he admitted
in public., The argument had not been about the figures but
about their interpretation, and President LEisenhower had not
worried unduly because of his confidence in the UZ2.

Général Beaufre observed that the Russians did not heed
an offensive nuclear system because their political strategy
was offensive; they only needed a defensive capability and
what they had was adequate. It was the Americans who needed
the offensive nuclear capablllty because their policy was
more defensive,

Dr. Sommer asked about the new version of the Rapackil
plan, which seemed to envisage only a freege on nuclear
weapons already in the zone covered by the plan. He thought
this might be militarily acceptable now, because of the vast
number of tactical nuclear weapons already located in surope.

Mr, Buchan said that the Poles had retreated from the
original Rapacki plan in the face of arguments that a nuclear-
free zone would lose its value if the MLF, for example,
existed and was equipped with weapons which could fire right
into such a zZone. ©OSome Poles claimed that Soviet opposition
to the MLF was the result of Polish pressure.

Général Beaufre agreed with Dr. Sommer that there were
sufficient nuclear weapons available now. On the otlher
hand the position could change, end he was particularly
concerned about possible developments in the field of anti-
missile missiles which could make many of our existing
weapons unusable., It was impossible to stop research and
development. There had been a great change in the mood of
the world msince Cuba; we were in a new era with new laws,
not yet fully understood, which would probably exclude the
type of war for which we had all been preparing for years.
The problem had switched from defence %o deterrence and -
perhaps to indirect warfare, and the defence problem had -
lost much of its actuality. At present it was felt that the
two major adversaries could not indulge in nuclear warfare;
but if one side developed an effective anti-missile missile
or made some other break-through, the situation could change
and it was dangerous to rely on the present stablllty
"becoming permanent.

Dr. Ritter felt that the last Kennedy statement on the
unlikelihood of either the Americans or the Russians suc-
ceeding with the early development of an anti-missile missile
was a very strong argument, particularly in view of the
tremendous cost involved,

Mr. Buchan and My. Beaton supported Dr. Ritter.




Mr, Beaton agreed, however, that the Americans had
been out-done by other countries in research, despite their
enormous resources. They were fabulous at production, but
" not at research, The Russians had surprised them with the
Sputnikx and had also beaten them on rockets,

Général Beaufre maintained his position.

Mr., Buchan suggested that it might be worth cailing in
some scientific friends at some stage for a discussion on
technological developments in the balance of power.

Général Beaufre mentioned that a discussion with
scilentists was arranged for the Paris Institute in February,
and promised to keep Mr. Buchan informed., '

2 Problems facing the Western Powers in East Africa
and Southern Asia

Mr. Buchan began by sketching the background to the
Malaysia situation. The basic element in Britain's colonial
withdrawal had been an attempt (not very successful) to
leave behind the most viable units. A United States of
Malaya had been official British policy since 1946, but for
many years had appeared impossible because of Malay-Chinese
enmity in Malaya and Singapore. Once the lkalays and Chinese
agreed to sink their differences, however, Britain gave
every encouragement to the formation of the Federation of
Malaysia. DPerhaps this policy had been pursued too hastily;
certainly there were grave risks in linking North Boruneo
and Sarawak, which form part of the same land mass as Indo-
nesia, with Malaya. In any event, the consequence was the
determination of Sukarno to try and prevent North Borneo
and Sarawak from becoming part of an independent State and
if possible to prevent lMalaysia from becoming an opposite
pole of attraction to Indonesia in that part of the world.

A subsidiary effect had been to encourage the Philippines to
resuscitate a very old claim to part of Borneo.

From the military point of view, Britain was in for a
very prolonged holding operation to keep Indonesian infil-
trators out of North Borneo and Sarawak until the lMalaysian
Pederation could build itself up into an effective state.
There was a certain conflict of policy with the United States
in that area, as in the Middle East., The Americans believed
that security in both areas depended on developing the
strongest local power into a responsible country having
respongible relations with the West: +the United Arad
Republic in the Middle East, and Indonesia in Southern
Asia. This was an admirable aim; but it conflicted with
British commitments to Aden and the Gulf Sheikhdoms and to
Malaysia. The British and American appreciations of the
internal situation in Indonesia also differed. Britain
believed that the Army, which was American-trained and pro-
Western, was more likely to take over from Sukarno, whereas
the Americans were more afraid of a communist take-over and
were less prepared to be firm with Sukarno than Britain
would like. Australia and New Zealand were not showing much
solidarity with Britain. New Zealand's size and remoteness
made her attitude understandable; but Australia was very
lazy about defence and unwilling to become involved., He felt
there was great determination in Britain to honour the commit-
ment to Malaysia. One effect of the situation was to make it
far less likely that Britain would be out of Asia (except
for Hongkong) by 1965 or 1966 as many people had expected,
and this had & bearing on her relations with Europe.
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Professor Howard said that whereas, apart from the
naval base at Singapore, Britain still had substantial
economic interests in Malaysia and a great reason to see that
State viable politically, her interest in Last Africa had
been more peripheral than anywhere else in the Empire., She
had only become involved originally to check the slave trade,
and she no longer had any substantial interests in the area.
Recent events had been an appalling embarrassment to Britain
and she hoped the shocks may have given an impetus to the
development of an East African PFederation that could build
up some kind of security force capable of dealing with these
problems, Britain should in fact be happy to see the
United Nations build up an East African force. Britain had
no national interest - merely a desire from the prestige
point of view not to allow the collapse of something she
had helped to build up.

From the military point of view, the British forces
were less happy, technically speaking, about intervening in
Africa than in Malaysia. Since 1945 all three services had
been adapting themselves to deal with the type of operations
required in Malaysia and had acquired a certain expertise;
the prospect of operations there was not entirely unwelcome
to British troops. But an internal security operation in
tast Africa had not been envisaged and there was no ‘
enthusiasm for it.

M, de Rose considered there was a fundamental difference
between the problems and realities in Africa . and Southern
Asia. In Africa the main danger was chaos, whereas in Asila
it was either military extremism or communism. In Africa
police operations would be required - such as the United
Nations had carried out in the Congo or Britain in East
Africa - to maintain order and foster the beginnings of
organised government, but with no political aim, But in
Asia 1t was a question of winning, and the great problem
was whether a military or a political solution was the right
answer, The basic aim of both France and the United States
in Asia was to prevent communism from establishing itself -
but their policies differed, The United States was trying
for a military solution, while France believed a military
solution was not possible.

Mr, Buchan welcomed M. de Rose's analysis, but made the
point that in Asia there must be at least a transitional
military role because the military were the only forces of
internal law and order. The Japanese during World wWar II
had destroyed much of the basis of civil government in
southern Asia and the military were now playing what was
pr0per1y a policeman's role. A great mistake of the United
States in the postwar world had been to confuse the functions
of the soldier and the policeman. There was no confidence
in Britain that there could be any successful military
outcome in Malaysia, but Sukarno presented all the appurten-
ances of a great military power and for the time being he
had to be confronted by military means; in the short term
Britain had to perform this task.

Dr. Sommer wondered how a neutral Southern Asia could
be envisaged and who would guarantee it. The example of
Laos was not encouraging.
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M. Vernant did not agree that the Laos example was so
significant. <Yhe results of the Laos Agreement had not been
entirely negative, and would have been better if all the
powerg in the area and in Laos itself had adopted a truly
neutral posture. American policy had been very much at
fault, A political solution would be difficult, but provided
that all the interested great powers and the states in the
area recognised that neutralisation would be more advan-
tageous than the present situation, he belleved progress
would be possible,

Mr, Buchan agreed that the idea should be explored much
more; certainly the American operation in Vietnam was running
into the sands. There was an argument for the United States
giving bilateral guarantees to Thailand and the Philippines
and abandoning the attempt to organise a collective security
arrangement through SEATO. The prospects for genuine .
-neutralisation of the Indochina peninsular depended a great
deal upon whether it was considered to be on the strategic
highway to anywhere., The United States had let it be known
she was no longer so attached to the "domino" theory.

Perhaps there should be something like the Zisenhower doctrine
for the Middle rkast: instead of trying to have a military
treaty organisation, %o give a general Western guarantee of
the integrity of the small Souggern Asian states and keep

the Chinese guessing as to wha Western reaction would be

to any violation of it. Perhaps a deterrent force could be
based on Australia, which was very suitable.

M, de Rose was doubtful whether such a deterrent could
be effective in that area, given the great political insta-
bility and the difficulty of identifying the enemy.

Professor Howard agreed with M, de Rose that the problem
was political subversion rather than military intervention
and whether the presence of Western military forces made it
more or less difficult for the Chinese to subvert, The
West ran a considerable risk by propping up unpopular regimes
that we disapproved of, simply because they were anti-
communist, He presumed that neutralisation would not’
prevent massive Western economic aid and advice and keeping
the states within our general sphere of influence., He felt
that 1f we washed our hands completely, the Chinese would
Just flood in as they did in Kored.: o :

Dr, Sommer was not ‘hopeful about even a political -
solution for Vietnam. He did not see how neutralisation
could stop subversion, cor how any state of neutrality  could
be guaranteed once the Americans were'removed from the scene,

Signor 5p1ne111 malntalned that the search for. a ST
political solution meant seeking greater confidence in the
internal forces of the countries concerned. If those forces
were able to prevent a. communist state, well and good. But
the West must learn to show a certain indifference to.
political developments in those countries. The establishment
of communist states did not necessarily mean an accretion of
strength to the communist bloc as a whole. If a country
decided of its own will that it could only make progress
through a communist system we should accept this and at the
same time try to help them.




Professor Howard pointed out that this had in fact
been United States policy towards China until June 1950
(when the Korean war began).

SignorﬁSpinelli obseirved that if the United States had

-maintained relations with China, even an anti~American China,
- by now it would have been possible for the Chinese to begin

to.think that the United States could help them.

M. Vernant agreed with Signor Spinelli that neutrality
could not mean preventing political evolution in a state
which was guaranteed., Neutrality was no more than an inter-
national status, and attempts to limit the right of a country
to determine its own form of government would be dangerous.

lir. Buchan suggested that the problem would be easier

" if there were an opposite pole of attraction to China in

the area, i.e. if Indonesia were a responsible or progressive
country or if India were not so unpopular with other Asians.
But there was no opp031te pole for neutrality and past
experience was not encouraging.

Mr. Beaton reported that the idea was under discussion
in some American circles of a separate deterrent force for
use against China which could not be used against the USSR:
a Minuteman force based on Australia (because it did not
have the range to reach China otherw1se without pa831ng over

“the USSR).

M., de Rose did not see how such a force could ever be
used, It had been said that morning that it was impossible
for the West to make a first nuclear strike, and this force
could not possibly be used against Chlna because of a coup
in Vietnam. :

Mr, Beaton agreed. But the United States had had a
formidable nuclear capacity against the USSR long before the
USSR had her own nuclear capacity, and this nuclear threat
had been an important element in American policy, particularly
when it was the main counter to the threat of the Red Army.

He could not exclude that the United States would want to
mount such a. ‘threat against China.

3. "French"Policy in the PFar East.

Mr. Buchan expressed sympathy with the French action
in recognising China, which.Britain had recognised since
1950, However, Britain had reaped little dividend from her
China policy and her representative in Peking had had little
success in fostering relations. He concluded that China
did business with other countries when it suited her,
irrespective of whether that particular country recognised
her, . He was interegsted to know to what extent the French

decision was part of a fundamental revaluation of relations

with China, an isolated incident, or a desire to go against
American policy., '
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Général Beaufre explained that broadly the decision
wag concerned with two elements. in Prench policy: (1) recog-
nition that a military solution was ndt possible.in Southern
Asia; (2) the Sino-Soviet conflicdt: .China presented a
long-term danger, but in the short term this conflict helped
thée West. We could not yet tell how China's nuclear devel-
opment would affect us.  But:it was dimportant to prevent the
Chinese from being thrown into the arms of the Ru831ans.
Neither of these perspectives was anti-American; the
Americans disliked France's move mainly because of 1nterna1
political considerations and a rational appraisal would show
them that this move could be helpful to the United States in
the long run. ° N ' _ .

-

M, Vernant added that incontestably China,was a world
power,. She had demonstrated her will to have an independent
foreign policy, and this had been a significant. element for
General de Gaulle in the timing of his.decision. Personally,
he believed the whole free world had .an interest in maintaining
normal relations with China - not to show ‘approval of her
. policy but so as to give her ‘an opportunlty of expressing
herself other than through violence. Recognition was ai
means, however limited, of bringing some reason and moder-
ation into China's international conduct: A desire to . annoy
- the Americans had not. been a practical consideration. The
United States was in danger of ending up in the, same position
in Vietnam as France had been in Algeria; the problem was
whether France should let the Americans make their mistakes,
or take some initiative herself to de-block the situation.

He believed it was time for France to take the initiative.

M, de Rose endorsed the observations-of General Beaufre
and M. Vernant. K

Mr. Buchan sald there were 81gns of a move towards
reconsideration of the American position, although not much
could be expected during an election year.

Dr, Sommer felt the French initiative might hinder
rather than help this tendency. He agreed with the French
reasoning; it was the style of the action  that displeased
' hlm._. o - .

" M. de Rose commented that if he were opposed to ‘this

" decision he would question rather what French .diplomacy
expected to gain in return for this move, which was highly
advantageous to China. He could not geg. any immediate
benefit in terms of Southern Asian prospects. However, it
could open the way to a different appreciation of the
internal situation in China and to0 creating flexibility for
the possibility of a solution. . The real question was, did
this recognition lead to somethlng constructive for the
interests of the West as a whole? De Gaulle was a very hard
opponent of communism and would not- have made such a move
just for China's benefit. :

»

M. Vernant maintained that recognition.of a state was
not and could not be a matter of bargaining: if a state
satisfied a number of agreed criteria it was entitled to
recognition, and China's legal position was very strong.




. Herr Cornides questioned the basis for the French -
agssumption that the Sino-Soviet céﬁﬁiéCt meant that China
was pursuing an independent forei Hd that this foreign
policy would have to be permanently in ¢onflict with that
of the .USSR.:" Sino«Soviet differences were indeed substantial;
but he wondered whether their relatlonshlp had changed so
-much that- one could speak of them. as acting really 1ndep—
endently. “ S

M, Vernant agreed that one could not conclude anythlng
definite about the evolution of Sino-Soviet relations. - ‘But
- there was at least the possibility that these relations
would not be mended. They would be partly determined by’
Western policy towards China, and if the West wanted %o
exert any influence théy must glve China an opportunlty for
normal contacts.

'3

- Mr. Buchan concluded the dlscu531on by quotlng from:a
'China News Agency dlspatch on the .French move, which was!:
descrlbed as-a magor achlevement for China's foreign pollcy.

4. ngrus )

‘M, Vernant asked what were the chances of the two
Cyprus communities accepting a NATO task force; what was
the position of the British Government; what was the
position about the possible participation of the United
Nations; which -member countries of NATO would agree %o
participate in the force; which fundamental modifications
would be considered acceptable to the Cyprus constitution?

Mr. Buchan replied that Britain had not expected the
1960 constitution to be permanent, but it had broken down
sooner than expected and there was a real fear of a Turkish
invasion.of Cyprus. The British forces were subject to
meximum strain, being tied down in many parts of the world,
and could not raise more than 6,000 of the 10,000-strong
force which it was calculated was necessary to prevent fresh
communal rioting., Therefore an international presence of
some ‘'kind was indispensable. A NATO solution was being
sought because of Greek and Turkish membershlp of NATO,
but this conflicted with President Makarios's desire for a
United Nations force. Personally he thought. a UN force
would -be more satlsfactory, ‘but he doubted whether it could
be mobilised in time; -moreover thetre would be dlfflcultles
over ‘its flnan01ng and comp051t10n. : : .

Professor Howard wondered whether Brltaln's NAIO o
allies felt any obligation to help her in this crisis: what
was the German reactlon for example? .. _ '

Herr Cornldes gaid there had been no official German .
reaction yet, although some '‘Bundeswehr units had been alerted.
But he did not believe that the Germans were psychologically:
prepared to become involved. German attention was concen-
trated on the Central Luropean problem and there was great
reluctance to-gét involved in any colonial problems.
Psychologlcally they were entirely unprepared to take up a
role that other people mlght expect Germany to acquire.
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Dr. Ritter doubted whether in any case German partic-
ipation would be useful because of the strong reaction it
would arouse in other parts of the world; the Cyprus
problem too could only have a political solution, and he
felt the presence of German soldiers would make that
solution more difficult.

M. Vernant supported Dr. Ritter

Mr, Beaton observed that the Italians had shown a
very different attitude towards Africa from the Germans,

Signor Spinelli agreed with Mr. Beaton. However, he
did not see the new Italian Government becoming embroiled in
a military expedition to Cyprus.

Général Beaufre enguired about the Ever-Readies (the
British army first line reserve). He understood the ,
difficulties about the Regular army, but on straight numbers,
counting this reserve, there should be no problem. ‘

Mr, Buchan replied that it would create a major political
storm to put the Ever-Readies on a mobilised footing. But
even if the men were available, he wondered whether a purely
British commitment in Cyprus would be correct. The air base
was a major interest for Britain and for her commitment to
CENTO, but there were zlso implications for the solldarlty
of the NATO alliance, What was the NATO Council for, 1f
such igsues could not be discussed within it? ,

Profegsor Howard felt there were two aspects. Britain's
allies had every reason to object to her asking them to pull
her chestnuts out of the fire because she had been too lazy
or too shortsighted to organise a proper military system.

At the same time, the extent to which NATO could reasonably
be expected to take charge of other things besides the simple
confrontation with the USSR along its frontiers was an
important point of principle.

Général Beaufre said it depended on our concept of
NATO: either we make it a complete alliance and try to work
out a common policy on all issues, or -we keep everything in
compartments and do not consider what is not sirictly a
NATC problem.

Mr. Buchan felt that the degree to which the kind of
turope the Commission had been discussing, able to adopt a
common perspective and act as a common unit, could come into
being would depend not only upon Buropean questlons but on
how issues like Cyprus, Indo-China and the Far East could
be handled as well.

There was general assent to this observation, Whlch
concluded the discussion. :




INSTITUTE FOR STRATEGIC STUDITES

1.

EUROPEAN STUDY COMMISSION

Minutes of the Third Meeting, held at
the Centre d'Etudes de Politique Etrangdre
54, rue de Varenne, Paris VIIe, on
20th and 21st March, 1964

Present: Général a'Armée Beaufre (in the Chair)
Mr, L, Beaton Dr. L.G,M. Jaguet
Vice~-Admiral H, Bos Herr U, Nerlich
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Signor A. Albonetti

Mr. A. Buchan

Herr V. Cornides

Général Baron A. del Harmol
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VENICE CONFERENCE

Mr, Beaton reported on the progress made so far
with the arrangements for the conference and on the response
to invitations. It was agreed to circulate more detailed:
information, particularly with regard to travel and hotel
accommodation, during April.

FPIFPTH MEETING OF THS COMMISSION

It was agreed that the date of the Fifth Meeting of
the Commission be decided at Venice. In principle, however,
it was felt that suitable dates would be Friday and Saturday,
either 23rd-24th October or 6th-~7th November 1964.

It was further agreed that the main subject for
discussion at the Fifth E:eting would be the results of -
the Venice conference. The Fifth Meeting would also be
the occasion to consider (a) possible fields of action
for future study by the Commission and (b) the frequency
at which meetings should be held.
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Summary of Discussion
at the Third Meeting,
. held in Paris on -
20th—215t March, 1964

FRIDAY MORNING 20th MARCH

.DIbCUSSION ON_ THb INTLRNATIONAL bITUATION

1. Cyprus

Mr, Beaton opened the discussion. ' He thought the situation
had raised -a fundamental problem from the outset for both the
British force and the UN force. Everything depended on whe ther

"the directive given to the UN force would be to keep the peace

by stopping fighting of all kinds (i.e. by disarming Greeks

and Turks alike) or by co-operating with the Cyprus authorities
(i.e, disarming the Turks only). President Makarios believed
he had manceuvred the UN into the position where it had no
alternative but to co-operate with the Greek Cypriot author-
ities and make permanent the predominent position. of the

Greeks and that he had made it impossible for Turkey to
exercise her right of intervention. The directive given to

the UN force would show whether this belief was correct,

If new constitutional negotlatlons were to be held these
must take account of Turkey's interests and restore the tri<
partite position.'  There was a strong possibility, however,:
that instead there would be a gradual erosion of the position
which the Turkish Government had established under the Zurich
Agreement and the disappearance of the entrenched rights of
the Turkish Cypriot minority. He d4id not know how and when
the central decision about the UN forces would be taken; a
great deal turned on the extent to which the Turkish Government
had won commitments from'the Americans in return for falllng
to intervene - 1n Cyprus a few days beforehand. ;

M. Vernant saw two stages 1nvolv1ng two distinct problems.
The first stage was the.cessation of hostilities and the problem
was thée directive to be given to the UN force, as lir, Beaton
had indicated. The second stage, and the second problem, con-
cerned the political negotiations which were ‘implicit in the
Security Council resolution of 4th March, appointing a mediator
charged with trying to bring about agreement on a just and:
durable solution. He was particularly interested to know how
Britain envisaged a political solution might be found.

Professor Howard said, first, that so far as .the British
Government was concerned, the Zurlch Agreement wag a8 Just and
durable one and its 6131ntegrat10n 'had left Britain without a
policy. ©Secondly, the intervention of British troops was com-
parable to the intervention of policemen - to restore order on

~ the assumption that order was there to be restored. This police

operation had proved entirely inadequate and it was obvious that
the problem was much deeper than Britain had realised. Although



L3 | w ¥

it was most unwise not to have alerted the UN esrlier, even if
Britain hed had sufficient forces available to keep the peace
she would still have been left with a fundamental political
problem for which no immediate solufion could be seen.

Mr. Beaton did not see any political solution which could
be really satisfactory to both sides., .The Zurich Agreement was
satisfactory to the Turks; but the Greeks maintained that their
great majority position ought to give them a right to sovereign
control over the island: ~The fuiidamental problem was the rights
of the minority, for which the system of the sovereign state
made no provision., Therefore unless the Turks were to be
partitioned, or deported, or slaughtered, it seemed that Cyprus
could not be a truly sovereign state.. He believed the UN
presence in Cyprus, although officially on a temporary basis,
would in fact become peruanent, .

M. Vernant agreed that some kind of UN trusteeship over
Cyprus was conceivable in theory; but in terms of practical
politics it was out of the gquestion. Minority rights were

‘indeed important; but this problem existed in -many other states
besides Cyprus. If the UN was to be brought in-to every state
where there was a minority problem it would find itself respon-
. sible for a large part of the world. He believed we must get

. back to the policy which had been Britain's policy under the
Treaty of Lausanne - that there was no Turkish minority, only
Cyprus nationals, and Turks nmust choose whether they were Cyprus
subjects living in Cyprus or Turkish subjects living in Turkey.

Professor Howard observed that the Treaty of Lausanne was
no longer relevant. The Turks who had decided in 1923 that they
wished to remain Cyprus nationals rather than go back to Turkey
had done so on the assumption that Cyprus would remain under
- British rule, not be ruled by a Greek majority.

_ Signor Splnelll did not see the Turks peacefully accepting
the situation, as il. Vernant seemed to imagine, He believed
the prospects for a solution to the Cyprus problem depended
entirely upon the state of relations between Greece and Turkey.
Until such time as they improved sufficiently to make a settle-
ment possible, Cyprus would remain an open wound and a UN
presence would be necessary to keep the peace, The Trieste
problem had proved insoluble until relations between Italy and
Yugoslav1a improved, and then the problem dlsappeared.

' Mr. Beaton suggested that 1f the present ‘situation were
allowed tG continue for too long the old Greek ‘feeling that
the Russians were th61r protectors would be -aroused.. The
Russians were the champions of the Greeks in the UN and were
doing their best to foster the very old link between the two
.countries. Russia was in an ideal position to undermlne NATO
at one of its weakest points, .

M, de Rogse found the Russian support of the Greeks so as
to upset the stability of NATO quite normal, but the US support
of Turkey was rather paradoxical. ' _

Général Beaufre agreed; if ‘the Russians and Americans
both supported the Greeks there would be no préblem, because
.the Turks would have no choice but to accept a settlement,
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The Cyprus conflict had grave implications for NATO because of
the strategic location of the island.  Although there was no
longer a Turkish ZEmpire, the Turks were still -a very imperial-
istic people with a tendency towards reconquest. Bad feeling
between Greeks and Turks was very easily brought to the surface.
If Russia continued to champion Greece and the United States to
champion Turkey, we could risk seeing a break-up of the rlght
flank of NATO. :

, Professor Howard wondered how serious the strategic
question really was. Obviously Greece would accept maximum
ooviet support, although she was unlikely to reach the point

- of becoming a Soviet satellite, and the Russians would undoubt-

edly exploit every opportunity to make life more difficult for
us politically; but the real strategic force in the area was
the American VIth Fleet, and everyone knew this. Certainly
NATO's position would be weakened politically, but in terms of
the strategic confrontation the military danger was not lllely
to become extreme.

#. de Rose and Général Beaufre both agreed that the danger

was political rather than military, but they felt it was none
“the less serious for that

Dr. Qrv1k considered that the Soviet attitude towards the
Cyprus situation illustrated a new approach: to pay nuch more att~
ention than hitherto t¢o NATO's flanks. This crisis gave the
USSR opportunities which would establish a pattern for her
policy towards the West. He agreed that the Greek reaction to
the Soviet campaign would be more likely to take the form of
neutralism than direct co-operation with the USSR. He was
interested to know whether there had been any official Greek
reaction to the suggestlon that de Gaulle should act as a
mediators,

M, Vernant said one must distinguish between Greek opinion
and Greek Cypriot opinion. Greek opinion was in general more
favourable towards France than Greek Cypriot opinion. He felt
that Makarios's suggestion had been a tactical move rather than
a formal request. The idea of a mediator was now, however,
embodied in the UN Security Council résolution.

He pointed out that strictly speaking the Russians were
supporting not the Greek Government but the Cyprus Government.
Thus the USSR was enjoying the favour of all the newly inde-
pendent states which feared having UN intervention in their
affairs imposed on them, as well as making a.bid for Greek favour,

Replying to Signor Spinelli, he could not accept the
possibility of a Trieste-type solution for Cyprus. The circum-
stances of the two territories were quite different., Cyprus
was an independent sovereign state and a member of the United
Nations, and agbove 2ll she prized her independence. No matter
how far Greek/Turkish relations improved, the Cyprus problem
could not be solved by means of an 1mposed solution, Any kind
of trusteeship status was completely unacceptable to Cyprus -
and so was partition. The Turks were a very small minority and
thoroughly intermingled with the Greek population. An attempt
to group together all the Turks on an island the size of
Cyprus would result in a concentration camp.
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M. de Rose compared the situation in Cyprus to the situation
in Palestine before the British departure. . He .well understood
the Greek Cypriot objections to partition. But.if no.other

" 'solution were found possible, partition would have to come, as

it had cone between Jews and Arabs, Partition would not come

" about through the UN, because of the opposition of the smaller

~ powers to this idea; but it would most likely impose itself
"in the end, ‘whether we liked it or not.

Mr, Beaton said he had always assumed that partition would
not mean creating a.little Turkish Cyprus on the island, but
that the partitioned section Wﬁuld be taken over by Turkey. In
power teérms the Zurich’ Agre ad tried -to create a Turkish part

o of Cyprus by, giving the  Turks the. rlght of intervention.

Signor Splnelll observed that thls would - be an Irlsh
solution. He maintained that. the central problem was that of
Greek/Turklsh relations and that time must be allowed for these
relations to improve.

M. Vernant insisted that Britain had given Cyprus an
unworkable constitution, "If a corner 6f the island were Turkish
there would be continuous Turkish, intervention in Cyprus affairs.
It would be a new application of the policy of divide and rule,
and it would only push the Greeks directly into the arms of
.the Russians, :

2 The Sine-Soviet Dispute

. Signor Spinelli menfioned recent reports;indicating that
a final showdown between China and the USSR was imminent,

Admiral Bos confirmed knowledge of these. reportsy
apparently the Russians had threatened the Chinese with exposure
of certain deeds unless the Chinese fell back into line. He
. believed the recent visit to China of Rumanian leaders had

‘been an independent effort to patch up relatlons agaln, although
it had apparently been unsuccessful, '

Signor Splnelll con31dered that Rumanla s prime interest
was in her own economic independence. Rumania had no ideological
interest in China; she merely cultivated good relations with
Peking in order to be able to cultivate good relations with
_the industrialised Western world, to Wthh she badly wanted
access.. ; .

On the Sino-Soviet dlspute 1tself, although the whole
argument was expressed in Marxist terms, what was really at
stake was Russia's policy of detente and her relations with
the third world. : : »

. M. de Rose pointed out that the differences were not
confined to Peking and NMoscow; - they went right through the
satellite countries and the non~communist countries. .To the
Russians their relations with the third world were tremendously
ulmportant and they were not prepared to sacrifice leadership

of it to the Chinese. In the third world Russia was fighting
" the Chinese as much as the West, and her -estimate of how that
battle was going would have a profound effect on Soviet policy.



Mr. Beaton suggested that the basic factor fcr the Rugsians
was whether their policy of trying to seem a- bourée01s country
was getting results. The belief that the Chinese- were an
extremely dangerous, war-like people had been fost:red from
ifioscow, so as to help Russia's policies seem moder:te in com-
parison. This campaign had paid dividends; - but w:.th their
.sorties .into Africa.-the Chinese seemed to be rever:t ing this
image.-of themselves, . Many people were now wondering whether
the USSR might feel as a result that there was more to be gained
by reverting to a more extreme position. DPersonally he believed
‘that Khrushchev was quite capable of putting the whcle policy
of detente into reverse for a year or two, especiall r if he
had to contend with internal problems and problems w: thin the
Soviet Praesidium. If it were decided to develop a more pure
communlst llne, thls would have a lot of consequences :
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: Slgnor Spinelli said that insofar as the Russians saw the
'problem as ‘one of ideological conformity he could imagine them
reverting to the tough line, On the other hand, Xhrush‘hev :was
Obliged to take far more account of bSoviet: publlc opinicn than
Stalin cver was. There was a general  trend in Russia tcday
towards a de—ideologising‘of'the political struggle and Xhrushchev
could not ignore this pressure from the grass-roots,

Dr. Jaguet said that both parties had to express the
conflict in ideological terms because communists c¢ould not
~afford to admit the exisbmece of national conflicts; nevertheless
the real differences were in nsgtional interests and political
concepts: The differences were prlmarlly about priorities; the
Soviet decision taken in the late 1950"s to give priority to,
her internal ‘development had had wide -consequences for oov1et
policy. Possibly the jockeying for position in the under- '
developed countries was connected with this question of
priorities: the Russians were:prepared to advance -their
positions where they could, but not at the price of nuclear.
brinkmanship.. The whole pollcy of detente was -an element in
this. As soon as the Russians decided to give priority to their
own economic development, it was possible for them to go much
further along the line of nuclear detente with the West than
if, like the Chinese, they were 'giving priority to their own
nuclear development,

. Dr.grvik taking up Mr. Beaton's point, suggested that much
depended upon the support the Russians c¢ould muster from non-
communist parties., If they pressed on with their antl-Chlnese

line they would have trouble with many national communist,
parties (and certainly with the Norwegian CP). Therefore he
expected the USSR. to.try to make up any lost support from non-
communist -sources. So far as the northern flank of NATO was
concerned, there were no signs of a lessening of the bov1eb
"eharm campalgn" 1n that area. )

Mr., Haagerup,supported Dr. Frvik. The Russians were making
a great effort to create an impression of detente 'in prepar=
ation for Khrushchev's tour of the northern suropean countries
timed for summer.1964. .This campaign was if anything more
strongly directed towards the non-communist parties because of
their greater polltlcal importance, - and personally he believed
the Soviet campaign had a fair chance of success.




Dr, grvik added that there was some ev1dence to support this.
Khrushehev had first announced his intention of visiting Scand-
inavia three years ago; at that time the reaction from-all
quarters cxcept the comnunists had been very unfavourable.. But
this time, after his policy of detente had been in operatidn for
& year or.so, hardly any serious objections were raised to his
- coming. He believed the test-ban agreement had made a tremendous
1mpre551on as an earnest of Soviet good-will,

M., de Rose suggested that the Soviet preoccupation with the
Nordic countries might be connected with the fact that the
Russians were already beginning to think ahead to 1969, when the
Atlantic Treaty would come up for review., Obviously the Treaty
would be renewed. in some form. DBut if their policy of detente
were successful, perhaps the revised Treaty would not have the
same force behind it. This was their only way to get a solution
of the German problem on their own terms. He saw a sustained
policy directed against Germany s neighbours with the aim of
playing up the Geraan issue and 'isolating Germany as a bastion
of NATO policy so that NATO would be identifiied with Germany.
The German issue was an excellent one to concentrate on from
the Soviet .point of view because it was such a sensitive 1ssue
for other members of NATO.

lMr. Beaton doubted whether there was any reason to believe
. that there would necessarily be a renegotiation or even a .

. renewal of the Atlantic Treaty in 1969. The Treaty itself was
continuous; all it said was that after 20 years any member!’
might leave if it gave motice., Thus the initiative rested with
any member state which wanted to wreck NATO. The undertakings
contained in the Treaty itself were very mild; most of the
NATO superstructure had been superimposed on the Treaty.
Considering the kind of difficulties facing the Atlantic
alliance at the present time, would anyone be so unwise as to
put the question of renegotiation on the table? It would be
rash on the part of the Russians to assume that they would have
an opportunity in 1969 to confound their enemies. - -

Dr, grvik dissented from Mr, Beaton's argument and
supported M. de Rose., He considered that regardless of what
NATO itself or the member Governments would like to do, there
would be popular pressure to reconsider the Treaty; .indeed
pressure was building up already, The latest trend ir Soviet-
inspired agitation in Norway was to seek not complete rejection
of the Treaty but. rather a watering-down of it, so that member-
ship of .the Treaty would continue on paper but without any of
the obligations which made membershlp active., This kind of
agltatlon was much harder to counter than the old—fashloned
direct opposition to WATO.

3 The Gomulka Plan and Arms Control Measures

Mr., Haagerup raised the question of the Gomulka Plan.
Pirst, he would like to ask Herr Nerlich whether he thought
this POllSh initiative would be in line with what M. de Rose
had mentioned as the new Soviet policy of trying to isolate
Germany in the sense that it would force Germany to oppose
proposals that might be attractive to other West uwuropean
countries. OSecondly, during a recent visit to Germany he had
been disturbed to find the Germans so quick to reject out of
hand not only the Polish initiative but any arms control
measure limited to central Lurope., He felt that if the _
Germans continued that line, it would only give support to the
Soviet policy of trying to isoclate Germany.




Herr Nerlich replied on the first point that he was not
sure whether the Gomulka Plan was co-ordinated with the USSR,
Perhaps it now seemed to fit into the Soviet political line,
but a few weeks ago it had appeared that the Russians dld not
. welcome thls POllSh 1n1tlat1ve. _

On the second point,. he felt that Mr, Haagerup had not
been given an accurate picture of official German opinion.
‘True there were strong-objections to the Gomulka Plan; but
official opinion was not completely negatlve on the whole issue
of .arms- control. In .private German opinion was more flex1ble
than declared pélicy would suggest., In particular there was a
certain sympathy for.an American proposal on control posts
which although it was primarily limited to the central ﬂuropean
scene was considered to contain some politiecal advantages. ’'The
main element of this -American proposal (which had not yet been
tabled) was a combination of control posts with (a) military
missions attached to mov1ng divisions in areas in the DDR and
West Germany and (b) air survelllance.

. Professor Howard enqulred about a proposal which he believed

had been floated that the Scandinavian countries mlght be inter-
ested in acting as a pllot area for arms control measures.

.. Dr. Qrv1k said that. such a proposal had been put forward
and he had been associated with serious studies that had been
made. of it, in relation both to:Norway proper and to Spit=z
bergen; they. had. found that in both cases the disadvantages
and the dangers would be too great. . Whether the Government
would -endorse. ‘their conclusions was another matter; but so far
the Norwegian Government had flatly rejected any suggestlon of
creatlng a nuclear-free zone in bcandlnav1a. .

- . Pressure from publleyfaﬁfgh was partly Sov1et 1nsp1red
and partly pa01flst-1nsp1red) was mounting to make Scandinavia
a nuclear-free zone, Of course Scandinavia was a nuclear-firee
zone in fact; the campaign was aimed at getting this state of
affairs formallsed the real Soviet aim being to get the
introduction or use of nuclear weapons banned in wartime as .
well as in peacetime so as to make NATO activity in the area
impossible, . He did not believe- that any of the. Governments
. would bow to this pressure, however.

. Hr., Haagerup 'said that the only- proposal the Danlsh
‘Government had made gbout a northern area as a -trial ground for
arms control measures concerned Greenland. At the UN, when
disenpagement was being discussed, the then Danish Foreign -
Minister Mr, Krag had offered to make Greenland part of am
inspection area, but only on condition that it was part of a
much wider asgreement including presumably portions of Soviet
- territory too. So far as Denmark was concerned, because she
had so many common interests with the contlnent, espe01a11y
Germany, an agreement limited to Scandinavia as such was
unlikely-to find favour.

He endorsed Dr. frvik's observatlone about the campaign
for a nuclear-free zone..



4, Latin America .

M. de Rose said it was clear from de Gaulle's speech in
Mexico that he envisaged an expansion of not merely French but
duropean interest in Latin America and a more active policy on
the part of the industrialised countries towards that
continent. This theme¢ would be developed during de Gaulle's
tour in September/October which would take in a number of -
countries. He suggested it would be interestirgto get the
reactions of other suropean countries to this idea to see if
we could arrive at' a concensus of opinion on the role which
turope should play in aid -to Latin America.

Asked by ‘Dr. Jaquet whether de Gaulle had in mind the
surope of the Six only, M. de Rose said that he had not been
specific as to what he meant by Europe. Certainly some studies
on Latin America had been done within the Six. He believed
however that de Gaulle's thinkin: had been broader and more
political. The p031t10n was that America. had a .very strong
economic policy in Latin America but her: polltlcal ‘position was
very weak. The USSR had done very little in economic .terms but
had a very strong political position. .urope was absent from
Latin America on the political level, although there were
cultural links, De Gaulle had wanted to - get the idea across
that there were countries besides America and the USSR which
could help Latin America., France was in the western camp,
but she 'preserved her indeépendence; they could do the same,
‘They did not need to throw themselves into the arms of either
‘Russia or Castro. France could help them a little on the
economic level, -but above all on the political level.

He believed that underlying this initiative was a new
orientation of French policy which was still being worked out.
.It was therefore too soon to give serious consideration to
this question now, but at a subsequent meeting of the Commission
it would be very helpful to have an 1dea of the general
ﬂuropean reactlon. .

Général Beaufre agreed that it would be most useful to
get some discussion of this issue before de Gaulle's autumn
tour. However, the next meeting of the Commission would be of
a special nature. On the other hand, from a study of the
proposed subject headlngs for the Venice conference it looked
as if the Friday morning's discussion 'would give an opportunity
‘for a general review of: the world situation and no.doubt the
question. of Latin America could be raised in. that context.

The presence of Amerlcans at the dlscu531on would if anything
be advantageous. ‘ .

There was- general assent to this proposzal, which concluded
the discussion. .




FRIDAY AFTERNOON, 20%th MARCH

THi EURQPTAN VILW Oﬂ AMARICAN STRATEGIC POLICY AND DOCTRINE
AND ON COMMAND AND COHTROL IN NATO

/FB The flrst hour of this discussion took place on Friday
morning, but for convenience this has .been included w1th
the afternoon's dlscu351on_7

Général Beaufre (1n the Chair) compllmented the British
membeTs on the excellewht paper preparad by the ISS. He
‘proposed to take the discussion in the order followed 1n the
paper, and this was agreed.

I. Amerlcan Strategic POllCV and Doctrine

(a) Flex1ble Response .

signor Spinelli opening the discussion said that in the
present situation the principle of flexible response was sound,
:There were two important consequences, however, to which he
wanted to draw attention: first, that tremendous power and
responsibility devolved upon the man who would have to decide
among the various options; and secondly (as stated in the
paper) that the continuously changing situation made it more
difficult to apply the notion of alliance participation and
extensive pricr planning. Of course the solution was to have
an international war cabinet, and the political cabinet Whlch
would precede the war cabinet; . the problem wasg how to
organise it., Howewver, any prospective rationalisation of
planning arrangements would have to tackle this problem,

M. de Rose suggested that 1f flexible response meant
‘giving full iniative for conduct of a battle to the commander
in the field, did that not imply a delegation of the military
powers which the President of the US held now? This was the
fundamental guestion and must be considered first of all. -

He wondered about the distinction made by the Americans
between flexible response and the graduated deterrence which
was with us five years ago, before McNamara took office, Was
there 'any real difference between these two concepis?

vir. Beaton said thaf éraduated'deterrence implied the

' use of nuclear threats. In addition to the deterreéent aspect,

‘it was based on the premise - -that one could initiate limited
‘nuclear actions on a retaliatory basis. The underlying thesis
of the flexible response doctrine, however, was that one must
give oneself a very large number of options, many of them non-
nuclear.. Thus flexible response also included an element of
actual war policy as opposed to a threat of retaliation which
was intended to avoid war; it was a war winning or an obJectlve
winning policy rather than retaliation.

M. de Rose added that the idea seemed to be, then, %o
increase deterrence by making your war policy more credible,
But this depeuded .on having adequate forces to exercise the
wide range of options implied in flexible response.




- 10 -

Admiral Bos maintained that the difficulty about the
doctrine of flexible response was that it was highly theor-
etical. DPeople spoke about flexible response and controlled
- warfare as though it would be posaible to fight a war in

central surope from Washington.-.Obviously-there must be some
previous planning, and certain major decisions could be taken
- from Washington. 3But tlie conduct of operatlons must bhe left
to the judgment of the Commander-in-thief on “the spot.

There were three main considerations: (1) Ifflexible
response had any meaning at all, our. first reaction to any
hostilities nust be w1th conventional means. (2) R~-hour was
the authorisation to use nuclear weapons. Once this authore-
isation had been given, it would not be practicable to set an
arbitrary limit on the scale of weapons which the Commander-
in~-Chief might use. Therefore SACIUR. must understand that he
would no: have immediate authorisation to use tactical nuclear
weapons. (3) But declaration of R-hour must not be withheld
too long, otherwise it might come too late to save the
situation. Perhaps there was a case for instructing SACEUR
to try to use conventional weapons only for as long as '
possible, even after R-hour had been declared; but too great
a delay couid be dangerous.

If we would only examine how flexible response would work
in - practice, it would become clear that in reality there were
not so mary; optiues. Tn fact he did not helieve there would
be any 1im*ued Soviet attack in central Lurope because he djd
not see what the USSR could possibly hope to gain in such a:
case; but should a limited attack occur, it would have to be
decided in a very short space of time whether we could contfain
it with the very limited conventional means at our dlsposal or
whether we were to throw in everything we have,

Dr. Qrv1k said there was no dlfflculty about accepting
the principle of flexible response; the main problem was -
credibility, as M. de Rose had pointed out. He believed that
something could, and indeed must, be done to strengthen
credibility by building up the conventlonal forces which would
make flexible response possidble, There were areas in northern
Norway which the Norwegian Army could not defend at all., There
was an urgent need for some good mobile NATO forces which
could be rushed in to deal with any emergency. There might
be a siall and seemingly insignificant incursion made for
political reasons; - such an attack would be.swift and effic-
iently mounted and could only be countéred by equally swift
and. effective conventional means on NATO's part. NATO's
proud boast was that no territory covered by the alliance had
been violated. If the USSR could disprove this statement by
extending her control even for a short time over a small area
of NATO territory without such a move meeting an immediate
and effective response, the political impact of such an
incursion would far outweigh its military significance,

Admiral Bos replied that he understood Dr. Zrvik's point,
and he appreciated the very exposed position of northern Norway.
However, in his considered judgment the USSR was extremely
unlikely to take a step which would bring the whole of the
West up in arms for the sake of gaining control over a few
almost uninhabited mountains. HFrom the Soviet point of view,
this would be ridiculous.




- 11 - -

. " Dr. grvik agreed that in strictly mllltary terms Admiral
~ Bos was quite right. But if a small incursion would look
‘ridiculous to the USSR, might .it not also look.ridiculcus to
NATO? 1In this sense, a small incident was more to be feared,
because of the greater political .gains to be had from it.

e agreed, however, that this was not a likely possibility,
although flexible response should include plannlng for what we
~thought were unllxely contlngen01es.

Signor Spinelli supported Dr ﬁrvik. One-could act on the
hypothesis that any incident nust be treated as a massive attack
because the USSR ‘was only interested in a major war against
Burope; ..in that case there was no problem and no flexible
. response either. Coee

But he considered it far more likely that incidents might
be provoked within NATO countries during .a time of internal
instability. or frontier ‘incidents occur oh’ thé Iron Curtain,
perhaps involving East and West -German troops rather than the
USSR directly. After all, our doctrine .of flexible response
assumed that the enemy would make -a flexible attack - it '
. involved making a limited response to a limited move. This
" could only be done if there were a tacit understanding by the
two major powers to limit any hostilities that might occur. -
Of. course there was always the danger of escalation; but
ererything turned on the hypothesis that even in central
Lurope a localised situation was p0581b1e, and that the. USSR
would- accept this. . . :

Mr. Beaton dlssented from Admlral Bos 8. argument. He
maintained %aat in a real situation, decisions would turn on
highly subtle or even seemingly trivial-points which no
military plannlng could possible .foresee. Any kind of unpre-
meditated situation ‘would -involve thousands of politically .
complicating factors. A man like General Lemnitzer did not
. and could not have in his mind the whole United Nations ‘
situation and the mass of highly political issues that would
appear in any real situation. NATO would be inviting
disaster if it laid down -a rigid clear-cut policy to a clear-
thinking military man; we dare not become the slaves of our
previous planning. It was true that the alliance problem
was totally unresolved; but the doctrine of flexible '
response was a very correct proposition of how to deal with
the situation.

. Admlral Bos entirely agreed w1th Mr. Beaton* -Perhaps
there was a misunderstanding - his point was simply that the
flexibility of the flexible response was not so -great- as
people thought, in the sense that in case of war in central
Surope tactics could not be led from across the Atlantic,
The response could be divided 1nto stages. but that was all,

- He acoepted Slgnor Splne111 8 argument about the possi-
bility of local incidents provoked by the USSR so far as Berlin
was concerned, But Berlin apart, he saw no opportunity for
border incidents, along: the Iron Curtaln. One could not even
- see the other 51de, let- alone approach the. border, because:of
all the fortlflcatlons designed to stop the ‘past Germans
, escaplng. ' :

-



Mr, Beaton -observed that if planning were. only for
probabilities, we could rely on perpetual peace, ~ Who would
ever have thought it probable that Cuba would go communist
and then have Soviet missiles on her 80il? We must face the
fact that some improbables do come up. The opportunities
for political change, e¢ven in central surope, were great,

The point was that our planning amounted to an insurance policy,
and however unlikely the contingency against which we insured,
if that contingency did occur the the terms of the policy

would be all—lmportant

Général Beaufre endorsed Mr, Beaton's view that the time
for planning was before a crisis broke, not after. But it
would be doubly dangerous to be too rigid before hostlllties
coumenced and too flexible after,

Professor Howard doubted whether the distinction between
peace and war would be as simple in the future as in the past.
He anticipated various actions of a military mnature which
either could or could rniot be considered as acts . of war., Both
sides would use their troops not in orthodox strategy but as
pawns in a gane, to selze terrltory for use as a bargalnlng
-counter..

He thought that Admiral Bos had interpreted the term
flexibility too rigidly - i.e. as meaning the movement of
troops on a battlefield instead of considering the whole of
strategy globally and thinking about an infinite number of
reactions to an infinite number of moves and situations which
might arise w1thout a conscious decision by ¢ither 81de.

Admiral Bos suggested it would be helpful if we defined
What we meant by flexible response. . He had been talking
about it in relation to an attack in Zurope, and particularly
central Lvurope, and this was how it had been conceived in
the U5, Now, however, people were talking of it in relation
to South Vietnam, Latin America and elsewhere. He did not
see that the term "flexible response" could properly be
applied to a global reaction Whlch meant every response short
of nuclear weapons.

Dr, Jaguet and Herr Nerlich supported Admlral Bos's
interpretation of flexible response.

. Général Beaufre considered ‘that the points of view
expressed. on the one hand by lir. Beaton and on the other by
Admiral Bos were of fundamental 1mportance,.a1though Mr, -
Beaton's raised issues rather wider than the subject of this
discussion. : .

1t was important to dlstingulsh'between the problem of
concerting action in an alliiance after an incident had
occurred and the problem of trying to get as imaginative a
consultation as possible beforehand. The ideal would be
complete discussion and complete co-ordination of poliey in
all its aspects and this was unattainable. But common
‘understanding of the various issues was attainable, and indeed
essential as an educational process. Lven if nothing happened,
the fact that through envisaging together the maximum number
of hypotheses we had an idea of how opinion in our various
countries would react and what the major political consid-
erations were for each of our governments could only be helpful,
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And if a crisis did arise, co-ordination of policy would only
be possible if we knew already broadly what would be acceptable
to one another, After all, if we did not want ‘o surprise the
enemy with our reaction, we surely did not want to surprise
ourselves either.

, Allied planning over Berlin demonstrated that it was
possible to reach agreement on a response¢ to every conceivable
situation.,  Such agreement had not existed at the outset, it
had evolved from a continuous study and exchange of views.

The essence of flexible response was the fullest possible
prior consultation, to avoid a unilateral decision being
taken at the 1ast minute.

This was not a complete answer to Mr. Beaton, but it was
a necessary step towards a solution of the problem.

Mr. Beaton very much agreed with Général Beaufre's
analysis. He agreed that common planning was essential; it
could achieve a great deal and a certain meeting of minds.
But, he felt, the unpredictability of situations led directly
To a requlrement for machinery to conduct political consul-
tation at the highest level during crises. It was the only
way to come through a delicate crisis as an alliance,

Général Beaufre said that then there were two types of
organisation required: {1) organisation of planning, as an
educational process as he had already indicated, and (2) the .
organisation of decisions, if possible in common. The first
was an intellectual process, the second was one of communi-
cation, If each Head of Government could communicate over a
closed TV circuit or special telephone line with the US
President, consultation could be very speedy. Such an arranges
ment did not exist as yet; nevertheless we ought to have a
more organised contact, ' '

M, de Rose stressed the importance of knowing the aim of
all this planning. If the idea was %o substitute a hypothetlcal
for an actual situation, it would not work. iloreover if the
result was to harden opinion in various countries against
consideration of certain possibilities, the person who had
responsibility for taking a decision would not accept the
limitation of action imposed by this planning. The aim must
be to create and increase understandlng of the nature of the
problem, between the allies and in the alliance as a whole,
rather than to seek to tie decisions in real situations to
what had been decided in hypothetical circumstances.

M, Vernant suggested that there were two sets of consid-
erations which were coupled: planning with decision, and
flexibility with control, and it was the relationship between
these two that gave rise to problems. For instance, if
flexibility was the primary consideration, how could this be
reconciled with the organisation of civil control over the
military, or central command over local command, or control by
the other alliegs over the decisions of those allles who would
have to carry out the de0151ons°

He therefore thought it would be better to discuss point
(e¢), Controlled Response, with Flexible Response, since these
two were linked while (bs Counterforce Strategies, raised
quite different issues.

Général: Beaufre agreed with M. Vernant.
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.- ¢ He suggested discussing, two points jin. this; sectlon jof.
_rﬂ“the paper not, yet. touchedrupon.lﬁhe reference .on page.2; to!
b; substantlally 1noreased forces and- on- page 3. to "nuropean,
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Admiral Bos said part of his objection to the doctrlne of

flexlble response.was that itrwas far.too:widely.discussed.

i,),Of course’ there’ st be a.certain. flexlblllty his:fear:was

_ that all thls publlc debate would give, the USSR too- clear_an

......

anxlety in nurope, and above ,all-in Germany, that R-hourawould
not_be’ dcclared or-not,declared) soon enough-torsave:theirs:
terrltory from” Soviet” occupatlon. He. believed it;wouldvdot -
more good if the Americans would talk less about flexible
_response and,more about assuringithe.people,of-Lurope! that
““dlthough there wasdno,questlon of. massivesretaliationjonever-
theless in the évent of an attack a decision would be taken
very soon as;to, whether.a major-attack wasyintended,:1in which
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,case; nuclear weapons would be. used,‘( bqﬂ,ﬁz SU T L ornyd et
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el ’?L”Professor Howard replled thattthe sortpof publlc“debate
¥ Admlral ‘Bos . deplored was . 1nev1tablea1n ‘anopen-society. But
1t was not harmful - the sheer,volume of :studies:tand discussions
on record madeilt much ‘more.-difficult. for: ;9oviet:intelligence
to appralse *ifestérn’ mllltary planning, especlally after every-

thing had Jbeen frltered thrcughfmarx1st :gpectacles. =x
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A Y Nerllch stressed to Admlral .Bos (that. therGerman

ﬁos1tlon was not aslexpressed in the(paper ;. 1The German.poeltlon
was “(a): that.there .should .be ;weapons in uﬁropefcapablerof~n:
constltutlng a.thréat, to /the USSR, and ;(b); that the risk #.n
‘should. not - be kept calculable. That.was;not inconsistent: w1th
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. flex1ble response.” . ,W,y ~of *L.Cq (6 rFnalligsco ,.ganrrer&
PR AR e ey e _;-\- !-\-arf-"'fmv- a trav oan CriNe Toui Bii !“‘“'-
B VI s Y Beautre S41id that therefore if the,risk: was not
to be kept calculabie, we should not say that in every case we
would be, reasonable. . He agreed with,-Professor. Howard .that-
“ﬂr31nce our, system could 'not be completely closediwe; didibetter
"to ‘drown the enemynln p0331b1e -solutions.: u¥ce ?r"J' ot o X
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M. de Rose cons1dered that Judglnghfrom !*erlcan llter-
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flex1ble response to a. polltlcal threat.~;Ir the;Amerlcansng
had,not . 1ntervened in. Korea; the. fjest:would not:have suffered -

a mllltary defeat but it would have .sufferedia; imajorspolitical
defeat, "A- comparable situation could develop in zurope.
ﬂlex1b1e ~resporse.was, r1"ht 50; long;as it wastdeslgnedlto

fAnd* from* the p01nt of v1ew of,, deterrence, it was: necessary 1£0
env1sagebotner”tnan conyentlonal operations. civy v plfasnait
e VJ-' P ,‘NE\:..;.,‘,A{ - s Eo c e -u_n'ae nGoBaE LS ..,,f RINNLNTs B UAS
“*‘Slgncr Splnelll agreed that:.the -Americans,tended:itoibeatoo
! concerned with_the militery ,aspect: .However,:-weimust.see things
Yin perspectlve. "Phe” Américan - guarantee to defendrEuropeuarose
from the problem of the world balance of power, deterrence in
.a.global sense. .Western .Jurope was: qu1te*capab1e~1n terms of
populatlon and ‘resources :of; bu;;dlng .up:adequate {forces toz)
“contain'even’a strong . Soviet ;conventional attackrby conven-;
tional meandi-"Hé "eould not conéeive thate cthe USSR :would? i.p
possibly want to make a nuclear attack on nurope - she wanted
political gains, not.a. .nuclear-devastated. wasteland, s :

...... T I L
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Taking up Admiral Bos's argument, was it seriously
suggested that in the event of hostilities the Germans would
really prefer nuclear war to losing even half of their
territory? He was convinced that from all points of view it
would be wiser to envisage in flexibility the. possibility of
sone ‘of our territory being occupied before taking the dis-~
astrous step of unloosing nuclear war., If the suropeans really
objected for doctrinal reasons to any policy which suggested
th:t suropean adventuring would not be disastrous for the
USSR (as the'paper suggested), then their attitude was one of
Gotterdammerung. In such a situation it would be in the best
interests of iturope to sit tight, not to despair: more in our
interest than in the American interest, perhaps. What was the
use of a devastated _urope with the US and USSR intact? He
did not want R-hour declared as soon as possible but as late
as possible. So far as Jurope was as concerned, flexibility
depended on our having capability to malntaln war at the con-
ventional level. And certainly he favoured an increase in
our present conventional sirength to make this possible.

M, Vernant said that therefore olgnor bplnelll envisaged
making war bearable.

Signor Spinelli replied that our policy must be to prevent
war; but should it come, we must try to make it bearable.

Général Beaufre agreed with Signor Spinelli. However, -
there was a dilemma in that attempts to humanise war beforehand
would make it more likely.

frofessor Howard suggested that the dilemma was more :
profound than Géneral Beaufre had indicated: we would only :
be able to fight in a controlled way if we had made preparations-
if we had a doctrine which was understood down to the smallest
unit and people were trained in it., But the enemy would ineve
itably get to know about any such preparations, and this
weakened our deterrent,

Général Beaufre suggested that the answer was to make as
clear and open preparations for a “"spasm" response as for a
flexible respounse. ‘With the two kinds of preparation we could
keep the initiative - indeed without them both we could not be
really flexible. Preparation for a "spasm" war was part of
deterrence. : '

Mr. Beaton observed that this meant educating the American
President: 1if he took.in the declared policy and not the
subtle policy he could take the wrong decision. The McNamara
argument was that we were so strong we could afford the
luxury of a policy of humanised war. He thought this was
fundamentally right. '

W, de Rose agreed about the dilemms and with Général
Beaufre's suggestion for resolving it. He thought the two
types of response could be reconciled by adapting ourselves
to the enemy's political objective. If we were always to
deny him his politiecal aim, there could be no limit to what
we would be prepared to do to stop him. It might be
irrational to use nuclear weapons, but it would not be
irrational to comsider using them in a situation where a
minor military defeat would mean a major political defeat.
As Signor Spinelli had said, the USSR was not interested in
a nuclear-devagstated urope.
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G€néral Beaufre indicated another consideration: let us
agsume a small outbrealk of h stilities amounting to very little
in military terms but a great deal in political terms,. as I, de
" Rose had in mind. The doectrine of flexible response would make

this a minor incident in which bargaining settled the matter.
But the enemy would 1nev1tab1y gain, somethlng from the bargaining,
Of course both sides might gain something, but on the other hand
it was much easier in an alliance to get agreement on a
defensive than on’ a counter-offensive system.

On’ the question of conventional forces, he pointed out as
a matter of military fact that no serious Soviet advance could
be held even with 30 divisions. It was not a matter of matching
our 30 divisions against 22 Soviet divisions: we had too long
a front to defend in depth. Therefore the threat of tactical
nuclear weapons Was necessary to make a conventional attack
less likely.

Admiral Bos supported Général Beaufre. There were three
gaps in Burope with no natural barriers and a full-scale Soviet
attack would inevitably break through. ©So long as there were
tactical nuclear weapons in wurope, however, the Russians would
not dare to launch a purely conventional attack because this
would involve massing their divisions and thus  forming ideal
‘targets for nuclear attack. It would be perfectly possible for
the Russians to double the number of their divisions in Lgst
Germany very guickly without the West finding out. There were
at least 50 battle-ready divisions in western Russia and as
many as required could easily be moved to the DDR. If ever we
did away with tactical nuclear weapons as part of a bargain
with the USSR, lurope would be indefensible,

He believed however that we ought to try to build up our
forces to around 30 divisions; militarily it was the minimum
force to give cover to the whole front, and politically it
would give the Russlians the impression that we were determined
to do something for our own defence,

G€néral Beaufre said it would be very easy for the
Russians to make a landing with conventional trcops in. Denmark,
for example. In all the exercises he took part in at SBAFE
‘nuclear weapons were involved, but even with pre-planning it
took a minimum of 48 hours to install them on the spot. 48 hours
would be too late to save Denmark and Norway. In the present
situation this was not likely to happen; but . if our system of
deterrence was not maintained it could happen.” e

Asked by lir, Beaton about the poselblllty of nuclear
bombing from existing bases in such a situation, Général
Beaufre pointed to the problem of targeting nuclear bombs in
a changing situation. If the Danes were overwhelmed, where
could the bombs be dropped? . Nuclear air support had to be
indirect, not tied to operations., If nuclear weapons were to
be used on the battlefield they must be integrated with the
system of defence. Opinion at SHAPE had been constant on this
point and we could not ignore it. We must face the fact that
we did not have sufficient conventional forces for our
defence, but at the same time we would not solve the security
problem by 1ncre331ng them, It would perhape 1mprove the
51tuat10n, but it 'was not a "cure—all“
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Dr, @rvik supported Général Beaufre. This was why the
position was so serious in northern Norway. The Norwegians had
taken a decision not .to have nuclear weapons themselves. -
However, despite the pressure of public opinion, he believed
something could be done to establish prepated positions and’
.stockpile material to make it possible for nuclear weapons to
be used in an emergency. It was a matter of very grave concern
that America was encouraging the Norweglan attltude to nuclear
weapons,

Mr. Haagerup added that .onm a recent visit to SHAPLE it had
been confirmed. to him that the Danish:refusal to accept nuclear
.warheads was a- handicap. - There was a-joint Danish-German NATOQ
command with tactical weapons south of the joint frontier, yet
the same Danish General could not have nuclear weapons at his
disposal because of the opposition of the Danish Government.
Unfortunately it was out of the question. polltloally at present
to consider trylng to change publlc oplnlon. T

. Général Beaufre appre01ated the political difficulty. On
the other hand, public opinion was always behind the times and
saw nuclear weapons as they were five or six years ago. Huclear
weapons had now become an instrument of peace because of tbelr
deterrent effect. -

Dr. @rvik drew attention to another aspect of the nuclear-
conventional argument.  .‘The psychological effect of Norway's:
decision not to have nuclear weapons had also made itself felt
in the conventional--field, because it seemed that by this
decision the resp0n31b111ty for national defence had been
transferred to those who did have nuclear weapons. This was
never said openly, but the total Norwegian defence effort had
decreased since the decision was taken and the implication was
that if we did not want the really effective weapons it did *
not matter if the less effective weapons were more or Jless
numerous.,

Admlral Bos supported Dr. grvik.

Professor Howard put forward two hypotheses for conslder—
ation: (1) that the US might revert to a fortress America
strategy, no longer pledged to the defence of Western -surope;
and. (2) that the USSR wished to launch a major attack on
Western .urope. Would the presence of tactical nuclear weapons
deter the Russians in that case? Their declared view was that
any war would be a nuclear war;  Soviet troops were ‘trained to
- use tactical nuclear weapons and 'did not séem to believe that
they favoured the defence. It was clear that the use of
" tactical nuclear weapons in VWestern surope would be more dis-
astrous for us than for them, since our interdiction would fall
mainly on Eastern EBurope rather than on the USSR, '

He accepted all the military arguments for the need to
have tactical nuclear weapons in a tactical situation. But was
not the knowledge that an attack on Western syrope would bring
American retaliation the real deterrent -to the USSR?

Admiral Bos agreed with Professor Howard. But he insisted
that if the American forces ever withdrew . from durope ‘the
tactical weapons must remain to prevent the temptation of easy
gains and the risk of a swift "pounce" which- could present the
Americans - w1th a fait accompll.-

i, de Rose supported Admlral Bos,
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Signor Spinelli did not agree. To the extent that we
concentrated on tactical nuclear weapons we increased our
offensive capability and this increased tension.

Admiral Bos took .issue with Signor Spinelli. Our tactical
nuclear strength would never be sufficient to give the Russians
.-cause to fear an offengive from our -side, The strategic

‘situation was so different. Russian troops were only 150 km.
from the Rhine. -But Russia itself was such a zreat distance
away from VWestern vurope that we could not possibly mount or
maintain any operation with our 30 divisions that could reach
Soviet territory. In Western Russia there were 6 or 700 medium-
ran:e missiles which could reach every point in Europe, and at
least 50 divisiors ovér and above-.those stationed in lastern
Zurope. The Soviet troops in Russia and fiast Germany were
riddled with tactical nuclear weapons. It was inconceivable
that we could ever be con31dered a mllltary threat to Soviet
.security. .

- Signor Spinelli maintained his position. It was true that
our forces could not reach dSoviet territory; - but we could
reach Eastern kurope. What the Russians feared most was an
attack on Bastern uurope since this could wreck the whole
' Soviet system. It was the West, not the Last, which had
territorial ambitions in. .urope.

Mr. Beaton wondered whether we would necessarily consider
it wise for the Americans to introduce tactical weapons into
any country in Southern Asia, for example, to make a situation
more stable. : Surely by introducing these weapons we made it
more difficult to respond in a non-nuclear way. Therefore it
did-increase the deterrent, provided that the other side would
be afraid of the kind of war we might provoke.

Taking up Professor Howard's argument, he thought the
Russians were fundamentally only afraid of a war in Germany
from the standpoint .of escalation. The prospect of an awful
short limited nuclear war in central surope which would so
devastate Germany that she would not be a power to be reckoned
with for 20 years or so might not prove so unacceptable to the
Russians. He felt that from the Luropean point of view, the
american switch to a strategic counterforce as opposed to a
local counterforée ‘doctrine was a good thing for ._urope
because it got away from this tremendous danger of a Russian-
American agreement to leave each other's territory alone and
keep a conflict ‘local in central zurope. - The argument about
-tactical . weapons must be examined very carefully.

, Général Beaufre suggested that this applied 0 conven—
tional war also;. modern. conventional warfare could be terribly
destructive. He could not accept that there was a lesser risk
© to Europe without tactical nuclear weapons. He maintained that
the suropeans would prefer a situation which might be
dangerous for them but which would have a profound deterrent
effect on the Russians to a less dangerous situation which
would be proportlonately 1ess dlssua51ve.

' . Professor Howard avreed that modern conventlonal war could
be terribly destructive - but only after lengthy tooling-up.
Zven one tactical nuclear weapon could inflict as much damage
as it took the British four or five yéars of very -hard concen-
tration of all their national resources to inflict on Germany
during the last war. L&ven though a conventional war would be
more unpleasant and destructive than at any time in the past,
there was still an enormous difference 'in quality of
destructiveness compared with atomic warfare whlch we must

not under-estimate, - -




- 19 -

Général Beaufre accepted this point. All the same,
modern conventional warfare would become increasingly dan gerous
because of gcientific-advance. It was all the more 1mportant
to ev01d war of any description.

'(b)fiéohtrolled Response

Général Beaufre said that this doctrine came into operation
after the commencement .of hostilities, to: permit the minimisation
of the employment of force and notably nuclear -force. Hé was
interested to know whether her special relationship with the US
was still considered satisfactory to Britain, in view of the
reference to the American interest in different arrangements with
her NATO allies.

There were three main. p01nte. (1) the problem of controlled
response in itself - did the British think they could keep
control of controlled response through their special: relationship
with the US? (2) Did the prospect of a series of bilateral
arrangenents offer a better golution? (3) . Qr .was the only
posaibility a system like the one for Berlin, i.e., committees
where all the hypotheses were studied so that any response
would not be a unilateral response by the US.

_ Mr, Beaton, asked by Professor Howard to clarify the
dlfference between flexible response .and controlled response,
said the basic thing about controlled response was that it was
. not uncontrolled response. In the context of the decline of’
massive retaliation, the notion of controlled response was a
necessary assertion of the fact that all responses in all
situations would be controlled. If we wanted to go on to say"
that we want the control to be highly flexible, that was
another 1ssue.‘ '

. Proféssor Howard. added that then flexible was something
which our forces are capable of being; controlled response
was. something that our political command structure is capable
of doing.

M, de Rose said that at its simplest, control was
something the US Government exercised on US forces and other
Governments did not. The problem was whether it was p0331ble
to associate the other governments with these American decis-
ions. This was not how the Americans saw it: the problem for
them was ‘how to control the. British and French nuclear forces.

It was true that to the extent to which Britain thought
she had control not simply on- the conduct of operations but
in the preparation of planning she participated to a certain
extent in the major decisions before a conflict began. But
as the paper stated, this was not true for the alliance as
_a whole, Would it be possible for a system which satisfied
Britain but did not satisfy the other suropeans to be
acceptable to them? . De Gaulle had only expressed what others
felt when he said it was not. right for the British alone
among the Buropeans to participate in the decision-making.

M, Vernant maintained that- controlled response was only
workable so far as the suropeans were concerned 1f the right of
participation in de0151ons was admitted. -
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Général Beaufre added that bearing in mind that there were
two phases - group planning/decision and flexibility/control,
- using the coupling suggested by I{. Vernant earlier. When we
were discussing bilateral relationships as in the paper, or
the Berlln-type consultations he himself had mentioned, this
was in the first phase of planning, before any hostllltles.
Flexibility/control was the application. of what had been
plammed and must come at a later stage. In the paper, when
talking about flexibility or control, we.were talking about
practlcal control that could be exer01sed in the framework of
the alliance, :

Professor Howard put it the other way round - planning
with flexibility and decision with control. The best possible
type of previous planning led to the maXximum number of options
and thus flexibility in a crisis. But adequate control depended
on a decision-making authority capable of choosing between the
options at its disposal. So decision had to come last, and
without decision control was. 1mp0381ble.

Mr. Haagerup was not gquite happy with the tone of the
paragraph on page 5 of the paper referring to the "contradictory
tendency" in American policy. He felt that the consequences
for American policy of the breakdown in the Brussels negot-
iations had been overlooked. Surely Washington would have
preferred to transfer the "special relationship from Britain
t0o the new suropean group including Britain? If this was true,
the tendency to seek bilateral relations was not so much
contradictory as forced on the US by the breakdown of negot-
iations in January 1963.

lir, Beaton replied that personally he believed those who
wanted bilaferal relationships were of a different school of
thought from those who wanted a united wurope. It was hard-
boiled people like McNamara who wanted bilateral relationships
‘because they wanted results; IMcNamara saw no results when he
dealt with allies within the alliance framework. He believed
tle Kennedy Administration advisers considered the special
relationship with the British an embarrassment in their
relationship with the French and Germans and Italians; the
Americans wanted to put all four allies on the same level,
and were more interested 1n levell:r.nb the British down than
the others up. .

.. Inm replj to Général Beaufre's question, he thought the
British were satisfied with their arrangements with Washington
at the moment, although the position could change. There

were three elements in the British satisfaction: (1) a genuine
absence of articulation and system in the British approach

to these things; (2) a genuine British conviction that
nothing was going to happen in Lurope anyway, so that not
having a proper system did not matter; (3) a belief that if
anything did happen it would be & massive retaliation affair

so that there would bc no pollcy to be in on,. :

' Cuba had been a genuine shock to Britain, however: a
highly unpremeditated situation arose and we were not consulted,
But this apart, our successive Prime Ministers had had a real
sense of access to the heart of Washington. While the Kennedy
group had tended to say that the special relationship must end,
it was obvious that it continued to exist, Perhaps the paper
gr7e the impression that there was a system about this
relationship, which was not so; but at the moment the
relationship remained satisfactory on its rather woolly basis.
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Dr, Jaguet thought Mr. Beaton had perhaps over-simplified
the American approach. Did it ,not reflect.a.duval . problem: on
the one hand the desire to win:t strong *allies-and-gee-a-united
Lurope as a_strong,ally, and.on, the other hand ,recognising
WIeoe) that a. really strong Jiundted 2 uurcpewcould ~diminish- the ultimate
American control over the deterrent” v

£ L
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. He agreed with M. de Rose ;hat control was 1n Amerlcan
hands'because™ they ‘had the regl forces.““As the—Brltlsh paper
said;,! the' problem wasrto 1nvolve “the US"in Western ﬁurope as

‘:chompletely as posslble. But’ was thu French way,' ‘the” way of an
independent Huropean'deterrent 'to' force’ the' ' US to take more
account of Luropean views, the right way?, Would,that not tend

s2® rto bulldTup’Amerlcan 1solat10nlsm°"burely;the rlght way for
¢! T ULuropeans‘to ‘infllence’ “the; Amerlcans wastto ‘become. more loyal

i .b\n &-(_J e

ozl and morelstrong partners in’'the’ alliance’ , o
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Mr, Beaton agreed with Dr, Jaguet that thisg’ dual problem
existed to a certain extent; on therother hand,, he saw no sign
of "Gebrge*Ball, ! for'instance, who Was_pro’as united-furope,

's-usbelng allowed to contradlct McNamara,.who was a” firm' advocate
of strong central control.<There was’ no “imerican” support for

the idea of two great centres of control .

fov.tliea sl .tu.l....(-J.[IJI i diw.u.\-- . ‘\J‘-\.JOA E3"" I_._.
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I~ Tt IO, Sde Rose- wondered if. the' Amerlcan attltude towardsJa
) -‘~un1ted ﬁurope was not somethlng ‘like the” British’ attitude,
«L..01s towardst arrangements in time” of! war"rperhaps Juropean unlty
would-come®about;” but’ 1t“was such a long—term prospect that
{Zthey: could=afford ‘not to worry about it for’ the present
SV i x;:volorgu raalainlt o 3u4~*~#ao .
RERI: Ry 4Inrrepltho Dr:’Jaquet "he’ emphasised that the motlve
-<i*- behind3the desire’ ‘for_ an- 1ndependent European 'force was’ not
~>7-£0.drag the US“intola war agalnst her w1lliﬁfThe fundamental
+? problem’ asithefFrénch’saw it was“that™ the ¢ uuropeans .10 longer
felt that the problem-of their defence was their problem.
The Atlantic alliance was a system by which the Europeans had
y vhanded over- respon51b111ty for thelr defence: todthe*Amerlcans.
To s Integration-was constantly talked about,qbut ;it was.a facade:
L:*...1 the strategy, the weapons,the~ pOllCleS “and’, .the decisions .were
+71:211 "American.' -The problem which® de Gaulle sought to’ solve
ne™was how to restore the*feellng‘that “although,in “strictly ,
537 military terms”- the‘defence ~of “Europe *had  to depend 0 a great
- textent on the. US,¥ ‘urope ‘was associated ‘with “the de0131ons and
with the problems. Iuropean defence must be a Furopean
respon81b111ty as well as an American one,

- - .—

B B . ”C+$) \’I
ir +.I.a... J.1 1 ‘.ulﬁ()\ T ..".—-»..---.-v--—-n--- 1 ;;'
€137 Lar “Sipnor Spinelli’ malntalned Chat unlfled “control was.
2.7 iessential--in-order t6 ‘make- a‘flex1ble“pollcyrposs1ble., He did

:J-‘eva not believe "that anfexten31on of bilateral relatlonshlps or a
go~called multilateral solutlon llke the MLF would help 1n thls
'Tvery -real ‘problem.which M, ‘de’ Roge" had posedf".s“?‘ﬁ
.I. Liele”, T s LAJG. ITTuila e sl 1u.l e aC Sl
3t o0 tle consideéred Tthat the' uuropeans must elther abandon the
idea of co-operation through'the ‘alliance’ and embark on the
road to a third force or try to, find a way, of really partic-
g-lpatlng 1nvAmer1can‘control "Of'course ‘the’ answer was to, !
2%'denationalise the Amerlcan nuclear force.’ Thls "could not be
v . done-here and’ now"’But once: the ‘principle’ was, accepted, we
gz s . could work: towards’itl’ ‘The important thing was to have a'q
long-termn: obJectlve.’;The constructlon of, the, Europe of the
Six-had’ continued-to. make- progress in splte of all the, past
i and: present=difficulties-simply because they had.aJlong-perm
objective; the same thing would be true of an Atlantic
partnership.

[ @] 0
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SATURDAY MORNING _ Jlst MARCH

THE EUROPEAN VIEW ON AMERICAN STRATEGIC POLICY AND DOCTRINE(cont.,

(¢) Counterforce Strategies

Général Beaufre (in the Chair) drew attention to the
points made in this section of the paper. .What was not
mentioned, however, was the idea that .a counterforce strategy
"~ had greater and greater llmltatlons because of technology..

M, de Rose mentloned hearlng James E. King state in London
the other week that the counterforce doctrine was considered to
be no longer applicable 'and that therefore less and less public
reference was being ' made to it; McNamara was said to share
thls v1ew. .. :

M. Vernant sdid’the idea that counterforce strategy was
outdated had wide currency; if it was true, there; was no point

° in discussion under this headlng.- '

Admiral Bos shared M. Vernant's 1mpre351on. He believed
McNamara's strategic thinking had-evolved since:the.counterforce
doctrine was:publicly announced. The-idea. of . choosing your
objective was all very well, but.it was also highly theoretical.
Moreover to his knowledge the Rugsians had never given the
" slightest indication that they would accept such a bilateral
" understanding. “According to Marshal Sokolovsky s book, the
Soviet intention was to destroy the enemy's country as rapidly
and as completely as possible in the évent of a major war, and

:their weapons were clearly designed for. this end. He believed
- there was already a reéaction in the US in favour-of trylng to
- limit the damage, even 1n a major war.. i

Professor Howard thought there was. a. confu51on between
counterrorce strategies and limited strategic war. The idea of
‘bargaining with your weapons, carrying arms control into central
war, had been discussed to somé extent; but neither McNamara
ner his spokesmen had ever suggested that this was or had been
American policy. What they meant by counterforce was that the
“primary. target would be the enemy's.weapons system, not his
cities.,

Mr., Béaton suggested that American policy was not out of
date in the sense that licNamara began to emphasise more and more
the extent .to. which the US can buy damage limitation, which was
.parallel with the development of anti-missile systems. However,
"absolute adherence to a counterforce doctrine 'did conflict with

¢ a flexible response doctrine and he thought McNamara had opted

for a return to flexible response. There would be no repetition
of the Ann Arbor speech - the insistence now was on the need to
cffer max1mum options to the. President.

He suspected that the "no c1t1es" offer still stood, the
intention was to hit the ‘enemy's forces. But as. counterforce
became technically difficult to put into effect, as the Russians
achieved mobility and secrecy, then there were two 90881b111t1es
for McNamara: (1) that he had .gone back .to a countercity
doctrine, or (2) that he had abandoned a strategic nuclear
doctrine altogether except in retaliation agalnst an attack on
Western cities. :
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Général Beaufre considered this very importent, especially
bein-view: ofcwhat U de‘Rose:hadfsald. =Naturally the counter—

s.would tcome (10 look\verytmuch llke ma381ve1reta11at10n. ‘THe'
ok ficounterforce doctrine thadr therefore evolved towards‘a -more con-
4 putrolled system .which .was'in-fact(flexible respongesv3% f.1J
aedd wentey- ve ab or LLpw ofdi osiptrimgondl oF no"ﬂtﬂceF
wLlu'MoiVernant iwas’ struck ! by,the~second~p0531b111ty ‘for ‘Américan
Pollcy mentioned by:lir s Beaton Lo “"'“3“”5 Lrags pudtoggrg
: ‘ eqovu 0% baraolfgqroo
Général Beaufre agreed that this was 1mportant._ But regard-
}iless 0fwhether.ia counterforce“strategyﬂwas-practlcable for ‘war,
sr.arcounterforcercapacity. was ‘neverthelesst-highly“important? for -
deterrence.-e:There: wagig' differenceubetween“plannlng‘for -deterrence
;and- planning for .wariyFrom: the‘deterrentipointi of’ view, it could
ad dnot p0531b1y_be,argued”that!a'state?whlch ‘had’ no“counterforce
;;capacity;was'a5iwellvp1abedna5'a ‘state which'.did havetas counter-
"force capacity. ) 'BOHJ”'T“J’J {Iﬂ TA8INLL Ll

YJQJP «+.Counterforce’ capacity: was; not?a questlon of’numbers, what
+nsy counted was effectiveness: agalnst whatever)weapons)the enemy had.

8 rdThe:1mportant“p01nt:was"thatftechnlcally a’ counterforce capagity
wasi uselesssagainst.: submarlnes, andti5-10’missiles’ werernecessary
to:destroyrone silo.52But’it Kept. its?value: agalnst=surface ‘

teorvessels)and-land-based installations; :radar,lcommunlcatlons -~ all
highly important elementstofsthe enemy:weapons {system.t It/
appeared that’ hlgh—level nuclear bursts could upset the electronic
mechanism:ofymissiles;sfor!instance.?&This: aspect‘ofacounterforce,
which was, para1y51sfratherxthan.destructlon’Jwasfunderg01ng :
intensive study and had great possibilities from the deterrent
.p01nt ofyview.,naIticouldsbe alfactor:ofigreatiimportance to i
furope, which could come under fire from Soviet. short-range and
1ong—range missiles as well as aircraft,

ofy oF bol bad meldorg eids Isiy boilgsx sxireed Ipqdvﬁu
detlodo oProfessoerowardrsuggestedﬁthat‘counterc1tyiand counterfbrce

,3g1werebnotLclearlyhseparated or mutuallyrexclusive’alternatives.

+TozattackiMoscow was to: !disruptrcommandiand control and indus-
trial potential, not just to kill 01t12ens*Bandneven?a°counter-
city doctrine never advocated attacking Ru331an tities Just for
vthessakesofikilling: Rusaan.01tlzens'1 bruz ﬁOJF__,fL-
Loibetant to duo-pasilsqe oy Ll JJIQGQ & eyaud Dol pw¢nﬁnm«
20 bittHowever; 1tzseemed"to~h1m thattcounterforce invthe sense of
our discussion consisted not simply in striking the”enemy s
armed forces to the exclusion of anything else but in flexible
yltmurésponseyin:depthiw Theosbasic mllltaryvde31deratumuwas to retain
a range ofroptionsias longyasipossible’! bTherefore “instead-of
nerl fconsidering whatrobgectlves4we¢wou1d£str1ke,iwe con31dered‘what
vd yobjectivescwe, wouldsnottstrikeyiandrwhy.=-A doctrinetrofI"no
“brgacities! s(rathersthan at ascounterforceudoctrlne)nhadﬂbeen ajpa851ng
1%phase;and*he agreedsthatsthisiwasino longerhcurrentudoctrlne in
brbtheaUS 3 otao odnwd crew sedw L dald o neved bed a"uieauﬁ Lry
cooyy Find BE Jrsmsorst Jicsd ol v loedr sidraaiinnot 8 6d
nil ~Admiral « BosusupportedLProfessor Howardrec! \rrqﬂiﬁﬁlqd
be*gr rod nei ef You'ls A SA Wefdlense 1oy oMsn of 91¢ ot JJua
ang tloillrs *Beaton*ampllfledJhlsﬂprev1ous“observat10n3.9[Heﬂhad
beenqthlnklngupartlcularlyaoffaxrealiwar isituation..iAmerican
doctrine had led them not.touconsider attacking€Russian®cities
unless Western cities were attacked because_ they considered
10 creities as’hostagesd#:On this pointihe disagreed:iwith?Professor
s~Howard./miIn orderitoibargainlit: wascoertalnly necessary‘toB
-=shave ¢the:abilityctordestroytherenemy's cities;Sibutvonce ithey
were destroyed the bargaining counter was lost,02% 3ZIiniLy

{l
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gi? '¢e~*“e Sanderonl v oidy Lorehrenioo Jg’ﬂiﬂlﬁﬁal.”“
nq-~,,Thls was perhaps an ;embarrassing :and. over—sophistlcated
3 2 pollcy, but.it.remained. sthe ;number.ione jrecommendation.which
the President would get:in:a real;situation.” «Theroverriding
oy Considerations for the Americans were ;:first,’ damageilimitation
. and second,,crisis ;jbargaining~,even-: 1f'afcity mightthaveito be
. destroyed to demonstrate the will to do so -'rather ,than
npo o retaliation or,;all-out.strategic:war. s Personally’ ‘he fully
‘supported this doctrine, although-:the- 1mpllcat10n3uwere*ou
compllcated for everyone.
~Frnge dud tepennl 2ty eidT wedd [ostra anlisef Lairsadd
i, ‘-Général Beaufre~considered: that.all this shadl come ‘about
l""""vfrom American’ resentment; at.the (vulnerability. of:theirrgreat
_nqql-”c1t1es to: Sov1et1nuclear .attack.:b Their: interest ;in:damage! ,
5lmen llmltation was. understandable ralthough he -believedithatrin’
wo.case; of, war, limitation-would, prove! extremelywdlfficult.x»But he
dimdfmalntalned,thatlthls whole .discussion- was only meanlngful in
the context of deterrence. vEkoeges s2u0L

. He . Baw, two, contradictory:.tendencies’ invAmerican strategy-

.rﬁ‘ (l)Jthe desire,tormake,a first:strike:credible, and i(2)rthe; fear

vj..prﬁescalatlon.-,To make;a; first: strike credible:there:must: be a

gfﬁc-.probablllty,of ‘escalation; by.makingiescalation:less: llkely
the:deterrent: 1e;weakened.n1He believed. .that counterforce‘f

Pf = capac1ty was,the:keyito:firstl strike credibility.= Our: 1nterest
was -in preventlng war,lnot iniwaging itels Fuedusdvl Lol

nrnals ety rsr .y bluns GIENES TEslut:r Levoed -rfid ooy J“‘B“’"ﬁ

=a o mnMe-derRose, suggested that:the>contradiction:wasiinithe

; nature,ofythingsrather:than:in*American- strategy.’“d Astdl

demgeredon ot Lot poitolidizzes dEovny DAL Loe v avis gratiil
(3 q51gnor Spinellixraisedsthe problem posed byesubmarlner
fhovs. development Fuiwos geTl ol el nen Druos fdoldl (ogoos
- Frraogis e fLoyn o guifnzin annsa- ool

Général Beaufre replled that this problem had led to the
novetyAmerican-interest:insthe; ideasofsfiniterdeterrencel~Yto abolish
_F,all systems;of, deterrence.except the.nuclear:missile>submarine.
,But by.theytime thatistage:was:reached war would ‘be>wagedt by
_1_*conventlonal means. s 3Es LIrm ©F Touy, I8 s loldnstoeq rarst
nnd fone . nedrio rsfaew roifosdie Padrdovie gevin wnredouh Eio
Mr. Beaton said, first;:ithatrruclearawariwasycompletely
unknown territory, despite all the spelling-out of doctrine,
o s»The threat of(escalation:would:neveridiminish inzthe 'mind iof
the enemy.# ~aivtisu uk "L\mlH O Dateiuand LILTukLi Tl T

afu f"u&“ ~nk IVI anle nefodvos Te Joltgloxs mie o zZeorn? o ountic

)

nistne oF Secondly,the>thought?the Americans. weretattempting tox: unify
1-their,declaratory.andscfirezpolicyrand getcaway:ifrom thist ‘
Fal spurious. system,of sayingyone.thingiandjmeaning another.iuIt ‘had
beenhrgued that the, other:side.'could:notfiberexpectedito:play by
pe¢rules, which . made; warasaneuunleSSrthese rules-weretbhelievedcand
Lunderstood in: advance. TherAmericansnbelieved- thatj;ralthough
the Russians had given no hint, when war broke out thereiwould
be a considerable capacity for tacit agreement if this were
technically. possible.i” McNamara'slpoint: was:zthatasitrwas his
duty to try to make war sensible, At Ann Arbor he had believed
::1t necessarysto.engagecin:.ajpublicrdialoguentosestablish the
. fundamental comprehensioncin:whichi healthy'bargalnlng responses
avion-each;side;could be established. ron muny Tol wrd omaxdob
hgrollenon. v*”' dostaand Poondis. wuew zolbdio natusdse. e fnw
qor~tovProfessorHoward believed itra mistake-torthink in iterms of
acstate ofipeace and-a:state jof ;warsucWe should thinkiinvmore -
JrCIausew1t21an ;terms of y"when:force:is :introduced zinto ithe:bar-
© gaining processt, Uaow forounw 3"-;fi;«aﬁ afs Revoadooh - orow
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It was not a case that if the deterrent had "to -be used it
had failed. The deterrent .must continue into -the phase wheén
force was being used. The real deterrent to escalation wasg the
knowledge that if the enemy used 'certain types of forcé we .could
‘meet him and do more damage to him than he could ‘inflict on us.
Therefore the McNamara ‘doctrine of "no cities" was 1ntended to
keep hostllltlee or bargalnlng at a certaln level

: Général Beaufre saw deterrence and actlcn as’ complementary.
' In peacetime we had 100% deterrence and no action. (although cold
war or conventional war were still possible).  Even in a state
of .war, there would always be a proportion of deterrence and a
proportlon of - actlon, a dlalectlcal kind of actlon at each level,

He suggested that the maaor problem tcday was tc ‘stabilise
the conventional level which was: inherently unstableé. .Cold war
would always be with us..and ‘could not be prevented, butfthis was
more a3 matter for political strategy. He did not ‘believe there
was any great danger of nuclear war, because the reciprocal risk
was so great: the nuclear arms race was a stabilising factor.
But it was very difficult to apply the -concept of deterrence to
conventional war., Perhaps the nuclear threat could be used to
: deter conventlonal war as well . .

M, de Rose said that thls did not Justlfy the - Sov1et position
that all major wars would be nuclear wars. He saw their refusal
to. admit the possibility of any graduation as their deterrence,

He did not see how there could be any understanding between two
states with such'a-different level-of nuclear capability.:

. ‘Admiral Bos added that it was not only the number but the
yield of thne weapons which did not allow the Russians %o have a
sophisticated reasoning llke the Americans. o

He entirely agreed w1th Professor Howard's .point that in

military matters to..be able to 'do everything one must be able
to threaten to do everything. It was essential to be able to
destroy cities with huge warheads, not just to have battlefield
weapons available. ' From this point of view he -was' worried about
McNamara's preference for Polaris and Minuteman as opposed to
Titan and Atlas, because the second-generation missiles ‘did not
have powerful enough warheads to be credible as a counter01ty o
or counter-large industrial potential force. . L

. The Russians had developed 50-megaton. bombs each capable
of destroying surface. areas of up to 30,000 sq.km., whlch was -
.. about the surface area of Holland. It had been reported that

" if exploded at very high altitude, an area as large as

150,000 or 200, 000 sq.km. could be very severely damaged
and m1331les even in silos would be dlsabled.-

Général Beaufre reported that from speclallst dlscussions
held in Paris 1t appeared that very high altitude bursts
could disable missiles., And it was possible that the Russians
had ‘made a. break-through in the anti-missile_ field. . -We could
not ignore the possibility of technological advance changlng
,the present balance between the: USA and USSR. coe _ .

-
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.. . ¢ M. de Roge thought we should consider the problem more
from the European point of view., The plain fact was that
. because of its size and density. of population, in.surope no
,- distinction was posgible in practice between counterforce.and
counter01ty.r-Thls was not -the fault. of the doctrine: “techno-
logical evolution had made the- -application of a counterforce
doctrine inapplicable-to a European-theatre. . -Perhaps it was
only really applicable to the American theatre where the
; location of silos.was known-and the silos were a long way from
. any city... It was less applicable to the Soviet theatre, but
. completely inapplicable to durope. -Thus the US, the USSR and
surope were on different levels of insecurity and vulnerability.
.. Therefore the problem:of European defence was a very special
problem in relation to the problem of defence as a whole. . The
- protection that Europe had until now derived from American
nuclear superiority had been modified by .technical evolution.
Our problem was to know, whatfdoctrlne could restore .8 sense
~ of -security to Burope. AN R :

M.fVernant took up Professor Howard's reference to Clause-
witz. He considered that any "force introduced into the
bargaining ,process" would inevitably be nuclear. .forecé, " In-the
light of what M. de Rose had said, was it realistiei.:to think in
terms of maintaining the bargalnlng process even during the
course- of hostilities? . el .of R
s - ') P I \ 2

- He .-saw two dlfflcultles. (1) that it was not realistic
to think of the - use of nuclear force in the same terms as
force was envisaged in the -19th century. The moment nuclear
weapons were used at any level, there would be an irresistible
temptation to either side -to settle things by _a pre~emptive
attack .on the. nerve-centres of the .other side; - (2) in terms
of the consequences.-for w~urope, this would be.catastrophit.

. - . Mr, Beaton maintained that it was just as unrealistic to
‘suggest .that either side would launch:an all-out. attack, since
¢l heavy retallatlon would surely follow."-

—— et e
- . i-l-(

: - '~ h. Vernant sald that thls ‘was one reaeon why we- “needed a
kuropean nuclear force,: to reinforce the deterrent’ 1n ‘Just
.+ Such an -impasse between the two .great powers. :

Général Beaufre did not believe. there would be a=war;.

. - Professor Howard agreed that war was unlikely; -but it was
. our duty fo think about what would happen if it.did occur. - At
-the moment it seemed that iuropean 'doctrine about nuclear war
was defeatist.. We accepted it as axiomatic that if-nucledr war
broke out we were finished: there was no point in thinking
through after the deterrent had failed, because we -should not
be here to think about it. Was there no possibility of fighting
s .intelligently as Duropeane to ensure a certaln amount - of

survival® T " . o _ . .
‘< - i3 - ' . '

N M. de Rose.sald that .if .a "spasm" war. occurred Europe
would have:no. control. over it.. A "spasm" war was -highly
unlikely, however, But.even in a local or limited war, Europe
was far more vulnerable than either the US or the USSR, as he
had said earlier. The real problem before our group was, how
could a war limited to Europe and limited in its means be
conducted so as to preserve some relationship between the
conduct of operations and political objectives? .
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Général Beaufre was very interested in Professor Howard's
point about the defeatist attitude to nuclear war. The "Ban the
Bomb" psychology in Britain feared nuclear war because it could
happen. He personally did not fear it because it would not”
happen. What he did fear was the possibility of conventional
" war. As men were not wholly reasonable be1ng§ £orce must

express itself on some level, Because nuclea as so terrible
to contemplate we must not blind ourselves to the great possi~
bilities of war at a lower level

Professor Howard replled that the ‘Ban the Bomb movement in
Britain was a natural and to some extent rational reaction to
the official Government anfiouncement that in the event of
nuclear war Britain would be annihilated.

Coming back to his previous point: let us -suppose that
the Angel Gabriel told us there would be a war in 1980 and that
we must think what would be ‘the most intelligent course for
Europe to prepare for it now. We could advocate adopting a
political course of neutralism -to try and avoid it; but if the
possibility of such a war were accepted, we should have to
think about our policy, our planning, our forces and our bar:
gaining power., It was not right to say nothing could be done to
prevent the destruction of Burope until we had explored all
the possibilities.

Signor Splnelll\agreed 'that war would not happen in the
sense ol one step from a state of peace to a state of nuclear war.
But it could happen gradually, by escalation, from any minor
outbreak of hostilities. A tre .endous amount of planning and
study was being devoted to the military aspects of flexible
response and other doctrines whereas more attention should be
devoted to the political aspect. The cold war would be with us
for a very long time, with opportunities for subversion,
propaganda warfaré and so on. We must not allow the other 51de
to win this type’of warfare, but at the same time we niust keep
up the search for a modus vivendi so as to be able to deal with
any situation that might lead to war by political means. It was
not enough for NATO to seek a common military strategy; we
must try to get a common polltlcal strategy.

Général Beaufre saw this as indirect strategy. The first
half of the 20th century was a phase of conventional war and
the second half a phase of indirect strategy; in between there
came a period-of nuclear-terror which was the link and the
balance between the two. --He. agreed with Signor Spinelli that
we must try to opérate on the level of polltlcal strategy, but
we must.also 'maintain nuclear stability in splte of technlcal
evolution by an 1nte111gent arms policy.

lr. Beaton suggested other con81derat10ns Whlch were

unfavourable from Europe's point of view. The most serious
was that while the USSR had substantial options against Lurope,
she did not have ‘a large force for use against the US. The
discovery that the Russians have only 100 ICBMs meant that .

the US had less cause to be frlghtened of war than surope; and
she. now had-no need to rely on Burope for bases. - Since 1955
the Americans had embarked on a deliberate policy of technical
dlsengagement from nurope.
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L The situation now, was,.-very roughly, that- tliere was
a US force targeted on the USSR and a Soviét forcée targeted
on burope but no appreciable force targeted on the US.

' :'Thus in terms o0f any strategically limited war, Russia and

Burope would be hit, In a. certain sense. this. mlght create a
satlsfactory gituation from surope's point of..view - it had
given the Americans such a sense of confidence. in the con-
frontation with' the Russians’that it might provide a more
effective security system- for. Europe than a moare carefully
worked out system of forces in which there was a true
equality of missiles on. Russian soil or in suropean hands.
But undoubtedly the. evolutlonary system had put Western
isuropé into an isolated and vulnerable position as-a hostage
to the Russians for. American good behaviour, :

-Dr, Qrv1k agreed that the faect of the vast proportion
of Soviet miseiles being targeted on Burope, not the US, was
.very disturbing. . The. 700 MRBlis would have great black-
‘mailing potent1al 1n‘a period of crisis. And as the threat
could not be met in Lurope or by Europeans only, we would be
. very much out of any bargaining position. .It really
" justified a more. logical.examination of previous attitudes
towards hational nuclear forces, .for example. .National
_nuclear forces were.not necessarily a good thlng, but thoee
in favour certainly had a case. .

_ Général Beaufre supported Dr, Zrvik.

Whlle he agreed w1th Mr, - Beaton that the Amerlcans were
less threatened than the Xuropeans, -there was a threat to
their major ‘cities. from the very powerful. Soviet. ICBMs which
.was'‘more than.the Americans could .bear politically. - .Therefore
“furope would be the battlefield in the event of a limited war
'between the USSR and the.US. It was in Burope's interest to
.deter Russia and the U3 from rlsklng any activity in Europe
which could lead to war at .surope's expense, through hav1ng

© dinuclear force of our ovn, -

. Signor Splnelll sald that 1f Burope decided to become

" a huiclear power this. would be taken badly by the Russians

and the Americans. Europé herself would have to pay a very
high price in terms of continuous effort and expense just

for the sake of a psychologlcal feellng of being a great power.
But it would be = very lengthy process, and at some stage

" would .come. a moment when. both the Amerlcans and- the Russ;ans

. had. a common &im in stopping that process.. They could
threaten Europe if need be with nuclear weapons, and Burope

. _-would have. to give.in. Certalnly it. was technically feasible

for Lurope to0 create an independent nuclear force; . but’
politically it would be disastrous. In reality Burope must
face the fact of her dependence on the US and put ‘her efforts
to changing the relations between Rurope and the US in the
direction of interdependence. An independéent Buropean iniative
"would be more dangerous than the present situation.

¥:. Verrent @i not agre® that 4t would be mdre dingérouss

M, de Rose agreed with Signor Splnelll that rfurope could
not build a deterrent force except with Amerlcan co-operation.
But if Lurope was in a militarily exposed. p051t10n, this was
dangerous for the West as a whole. Surely it was not healthy
for the US for her principal ally to be militarily exposed?
If the American reaction to this argument were one of
indifference we should have to accept the situation; but we
were members of an alliance, and this changed things.

Dr, Jaquet supported Signor Spinelli.
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: Mr. Beaton thought the need for equality in order to deter
“could be over~rated. The Russian force-was very small in -

- "relation to-the American force;. and.yet’'it did deter. It was

- not a question of the relative strength, but of the absolute
damage given the will.,. This.factor, and also the existence

of an alliance with the-US, must he taken into account before a.
European force could be dlsmlssed as 1neffectual to deter in
its own right. ' . S

Admiral) Bos agreed with Mr, Beaton, although he could not
see a Luropean force reaohlng the point of belng able to inflict
unacceptable damage orn the USSR, especially since the Russian
response to any nuclear attack from EurOpe would devastate_
Burope. : .

I .

M, de Rose found the argument about deVastating response
not very convincing because the devastating character of nuclear
war existed no matter who. were the protagonists. In. any conflict
involving the US and the USSR Burfope would be destroyeéd. But if
- for that reason we refused to contemplate war, there would :be no
North Atlantic alllance. But we and the Americans accepted
thls rlsk ; . ‘ T - : '

Admlral Bos sald that 1f Europe stood alone, he would be in
favour of making as many nuclear weapons as possible to defend
“ourselves at-all costs. - But at the moment we had a stable.
situation, the stability lying in-the fact that the Russians
knew that they would ‘he. completely devastated by the Americans
if it came to a war. DBut unless it was suggested that the US
would-not honour her guarantee to uurope; he opposed the
creation of a Iuropean force because {(a) it was not necessary
in military terms and (b) -there was a grave danger of it~
damaglng our p011t10a1 relatlonshlp w1th the US. o

) Professor Howard suggested that taklng the argument that
the value of a buropean force maximised the deterrent effect
against the Russians not because it could of itself 1nf11ct
unacceptable damage-  but because it would ensure that 'any war
in Burope was. a.-nuclear war, then according. to Mr, Beaton's line
of argument Europe ought .té try to: develop -the same sort of
force to threaten-the Russians as the Russians have to threaten
the Americans; ~ that would mean maximum yield warheads- to .
inflict catastrophic damage on the USSR:. -Whether it would be

- technically p0331b1e for a Furopean authorlty to produce
warheads of this type he did not know, but''in strategic terms
there was much to -be said for trying to do so. If the British
-.and Prench and anyone who joined them did.have an effecti g
deterrent against the USSR, then the European force:- would? ot
simply a catalytic one but & deterrent 1n its own rlght.

Mr. Beaton agreed; this was pre01se1y what the Brltlsh
Government -says about the British force, ~and it was true. He did
not  think the size of the warhead was-so important = 2- -mégaton
wedpons' were quite sufficient. It was. the. counter01ty o
capacity which counted - ,,', '. Ce , L.

r

. Dr., Qrv1k agreed w1th Admlral Bos that ‘the Amerlcans did
not want a suropean force, and he was aware of all the arguments
against.- On the other hand, looking ahead, we must take many
possibilities:into account. He 'was inclined to the view that
although creation of such a force would involve risks, the risks
would not be much greater than those involved in letting this
issue ride,
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Admiral Bog reaffirmed the position he had expressed in
London: +the British and PFrench national forces should continue
in being, but in order not to damage relations with the US both
countries should declare that for the duration of NATO in its
present form they will integrate their nuclear forces into .
the alliance. In this way the future would be safeguarded,

But in the present situation, it was highly dangerous to thipk
of playing political nuclear strategy from different capitals.

II. Command and :Control. in .NATOQ .

Type ] -~ Creatlon of a Nuclear Executive

Général Beaufre suggested that in solutions of thls type
it was not only the number of participants which mattered but
also their power. . .

 Signor Spinelli maintained that in a war situation control
must remain in the hands of one man, whoever he may be. It was
not concelvable that three or four could share respon31b111ty.

In the plannlng phase, he thought it would be dlfflcult
to organise consultation on the basis of national representatlon.
We must begin. to build something to represent the community,
however. gradual a process this might be, otherwise the planning
group would find themselves trying to get the sum of national
points of view., ' If differing national viewpoints always had -
to be reconciled, paralysis could result.

M, de Rose disagreed. He maintained that it was essential
to have national representatives because only Governments
could commit their states to a certain course of action., Until
such time as we had a European Government, Signor Spinelli's
proposal would mean a group of men with nelther responsibility
nor authority deliberating matters of the highest 1mportance°
this was out of the question.

Général Beaufre supported M. de Rose. In practice the
difficulties of working together as allies were much greater
than the optimistic supporters of a united BEurope imagined.

That did not mean we should not try; . we could not avoid the
problem. He recalled his personal experience of the tripartite
consultation over Berlin to illustrate that gradually, desplte
the differing national po:Lnts of v:Lew, 1t was possﬂble to arrive
at a common pOSltlon.

Mr. Beaton asked Général Beaufre 1f he felt that.the con-
sultation over Berlin would have been as effective if Berlin
had been a true NATO resporsibility. Was that type of agreement
possible on a wider s=ale?

. Général Beaufre said it was important to distinguish
between consultation and decision. No decision could ever be
reached by 12 or 15 people discussing together, but a decision
could evolve from a restricted group - four people at most.
There wust be general consultation on a wide basis, so that all
members of the alliance were in the picture and there was a
general sense of everyone's opinion, but the deliberations from
which a decision would evolve, although one man would have the
~actual responsibility of d801d1ng, would have to be conducted
by a small gToup.. : :




- 31 =

Mr. Haagerup agreed that in matters involving NATO the
views .of the smaller.nations could not be ignored. ‘However,
many of the sophisticated proposals would not appeal to the .
smaller countries; from their internal political point of -view
,1t would be disadvantageous for their Governments to be involved
in compllcated plannlng on a dlfflcult issue.- It would be.much
easier for them to’ persuade. public opinion after a successful
erisis management that everything had happened for the best.
.There were many issues best left to the great powers to handle,
Therefore he thought there was much ‘to be said for the idea of

' wider general consultation and then the smaller nations giving

their proxy vote, mentally, to one of the 1arger powers.

_ M, Vernant said that of the solutlons roposed under Type 1
he would prefer (b), perhaps combined with . He thoughty
Klaus Knorr's suggestion of five nations to control nuclear
planning seemed reasonable; he did not object to the WEU

- Assembly proposal for two rotatlng membeérs instead 6f Gérmany

- and Italy. " But this was on the Blannlng level, He thought it
would be necessary to create. a nuclear execut;ve body as well,
which could be the US~-French-British body suggested_by.Norstad.
He did not agree, however, with majority voting and decisionj;
decision must remain a national responsibility.

-

/There was general agreement that Norstad's proposal
lpermltted a national negative- decision, since "if two out of- the
three were opposed to action then none of them could ac37

Admiral Bos rsked what decisions Norstad meant th1s body
to take: did he have in mind decisions on matters of peace and
war, or only on fighting in Zurope? Did he mean the .total might
of the West, or the use of certain weapons only? The question
of de0131on-tak1ng was far more important than that of commlttees
for guidelines and dellberatlon. .

M. de Rose thought Norstad meant a dec151on on the rlght
to use nuclear weapons. .

. M, Vernant agreed;;-NorStad was trying to meet European
susceptibilities while avoiding the argument of 15 fingers on the
trigger - he was .proposing 3 fingers instead. Of .course a
decision on the use of all nuclear weapons could only be taken
by the President of the US or Prime Ministers, so presumably they
would be this executive within NATO. But he did not understand
the relationship between-that executive and the Commander-in-Chief.

N _Admiral Bos said he thought Norstad had been thinking about
the .case of a war in lufope in a situation where the shield
forces were in action and strategic nuclear weapons had not been

‘uged; "if tho military situation deteriorated, the crucial decision
whether tactical nuclear weapons may or may not be employed
would have to be taken. To allay anxiety in Germany and France
that these weapons would not be used in time, Norstad wanted to
have an executive body in the heart of Jurope which could.
authorise the use of these weapons. He thought this must be the
idea behind Norstad's proposal, because otherwise if we envisaged
this ‘executive having control over ‘éstern .policy as a whole-it
would amount 'to the directorate which de Gaulle has proposed in
1958. Authority for the use of strategic nuclear weapons could
only be given by the President of the US., Therefore thls
executlve must be limited £6 fighting in Lurope._ o

' Général Beaufre agreed that respon51b111ty for authorlslng
the general use of nuclear weapons must remain with the President
of the US.
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Mr. Beaton sald that Norstad had come up agalnst two
elements in McNamara's policy: (1) the fundamental point that
nobody but the President could take the decigion to authorise
the use of nuclear weapons; and (2) that the idea of a loéal
nuclear strategy was inconceivable. The notion of a central
turopean war with certain weapons involved only and detached
from the progress of the war in general was quite foreign to
McNamara's point of view, The executive body could easily be
changed into the delegates of Governments, but this was not quite
what Norstad had envisaged.

Général Beaufre said the delegate would. have to be a very
high-level representative in close touch with his Chief Lixecutive,
whose point of view he would put forward.

-Professor Howard said that therefore a decision to use
tactical weapons in Lurope would not be taken merely in a Buropean
context but in the context of the global confrontation. It could
only be taken at Head of Government level and could not be
delegated.

Mr. Beaton agreed that this was so,.

Général Beaufre brought the discussion back to the three
solutions in the paper, mentioning M. Vernant's idea of a five-
nation body for planning with a three-nation executive which
would consist of delegates in permament contact w1th their
Governments.

M, de Rose considered the WEU Assembly idea of two members
rotatlng every two months was useless from the planning point
of view., To be able to take any responsibility for serious
planning a country would have to be a member for two years
rather than two months.

He suggested that Norstad's proposal for an executive body
operating on guidelines laid down by the full NATO Counecil
would be a convenient way of associating the smaller countries.
They would participate in the drawing up of the guidelines, and
after the executive group had done its planning, the results
would be communicated to the wider group. Would that not be
sufficient association?

Général Beaufre agreed with M, de Rose's first point.:
However, the concept of five members was reasonable. The views
of Germany snd Italy were important-and they must be- represented
together with the three nuclear powers. If the other nations
must be represented, even by a rotating post, then there would
have to be a sixth member,

Admiral Bos believed that even five was too large a
number; he would prefer to see the executive llmlted to the
three nuclear -powers,

Dr, Jaquet maintained that the principle of one or two
rotating posts would make the proposal politically more acceptable
to smaller countries.

Mr, Haagerup took the opposite view to Dr. Jaquet for the
reasons he had already explained, Moreover it must be a small
executive to be efficient. ' '
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M. Vernant explained that the system he envisaged was
not intended to function in time of crisis. He was thinking of
planning, which could take place first on the level of the 15
for guidelines, then on the level of the fivé for more precise
planning, and then a more detailed and intimate exchange of
views on the bnsis of personal contact between representatives
of the three nuclear powers. But.in a crisis; things would be
different, - :

Dr, @rvik could not give unqualified support to Mr..
Haagerup. e considered that for public opinion it might be as
bad to be out ‘of the picture as to be in.

T

Signor Spinelli reaffirmed his view that. an attempt must
be made TO develop community thinking and. community loyalty.
"In addition to whatever arrangemente were made for national

representation, a start should be made on a European plannlng
commission. :

Général Beaufre obgected that thls would compllcate things
by adding yet another point .of view to the national points of
view. In His personal experlence at SHAPL and on the Standing
" Group, and in the Suez campaign, he had come to appreciate very
keenly the difference between being subordinate to the authority
of an integrated body and being subordinate to the authorlty of
a national government. It was extremely difficult in grave
situations to give full authority even to a body like NATO.
~When it came to the point of taking action, at the hlwhest level
of operatlon there must be a national right of veto.
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Type II - Reform of NATO Machlnegx

o Mps Beaton wondered how many people who had supported Bolutlons un-
-der Type I this morning weXe really supporting’ Type II. Type I solutions
envisaged real executive powers, and there was general agreement that real
executive powers without consultation was out of the question. But a funda-
mental difficulty of Type I or Type II solutions was how we could possibly
talk about the tactical without veference to the strategic problem, or the
national without- relatlon to the international problem.

On (b}, he thought the idea of a SACAIR and a SACEUR was nonsense.
Ed; seemed to 'be what we were really talking about, comblned possibly with
which came to much the same thing; thls "equipe” must of course rep-
resent Heads of Government.

Adding to what was said yesterday about TV sets, we ought to recog-
nise the potent1a1 of the supersonic aireraft. By 1970 we could easily
envisage an alliance cabinet meetlng twice a week in Washington. However,
this was a purely technical point. The important thing was that we wanted
the capacity to act together in war and in crisis management, and this must
involve the whole range of weanons, not Just the nuclears.

Admiral Bos fully supported Mr. Beaton's last polﬂt'

/ .

- M. de Rose said that Type I and Type II solutlons turned always
in the same difficulty: how to reconcile reaching a decision which must in
practice be taken by the US President with créating a system which gives the
Buropeans a feeling of being part of that system and a sense of exercising
a certain influence on the decisions affecting their fate. Consultation
and common appraisal of the situation was perfectly possible; but it was
not possible to participate in the decision-making unless each of us had
his own weapons and co-operated in planning. Consequently although he
thought (a) the idea of a civil and military secretariat was worth consider -
ing and might be better than what we have now, it would not solve the funda-
mental problem to which in fact he saw no solution. It would be a pallia-
tive, not a remedy.

On (b), he agreed with Mr. Beaton. NATO military opinion was
unanimous that a separation of nuclear responsibility from general opera-
tional responsibility would make the conduct of a battle impossible, and
his own studies led him to the same conclusion.

General Beaufre recalled his view that at the highest level there
must be a national right of veto., Therefore a NATO Chief of Staff could
not assume 21l the responsibilities of the present Standing Groun. However,
one adventage of a NATO General Staff would be that it would curb the power
of the NATO Commanders. HNATO was a body with very powerful arms but no head,
SACEUR and SACLANT were almost autonomous, and if they were men with strong
personalities they exceeded the limits of their responsibilities as institu-
tional officers. We needed a head, but the Standing Group as constituted :
today was not a head, In this sense it would be good for the alliance
to have a small committee as a permar.ent group.

On (b), it was nonsense to suggest that SACAIR should have respon-
sibility for all nuclears except for short-range ones, which meant those
actually used on the battle-field. In battle almost any weapon could be
used in a factical or strategic sense - it was a question of the mission.
There was a contradiction here.
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G oot On (c), ;the creation of.an European-Defence: Communlty,“fori' those

"“,‘,who_ took a. cert.eln view - of Europea.n integration (different :from:-thatlof: the :

£1. French Government) this Lropoea.l was, clogical. sqeIt would:be very: (difficult’
to br:mg about, however, becanse it involved the problem of the industrial’
interests of the various states. .sinive defid heorTso of seofl ob .M
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et P ’ pecial "equipe', wo become" necessary .because an’
1ntegra.ted ‘general’. staff would need nationa1~representation for: cnbs:;s %
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= ‘ﬁ“'_‘_‘f‘:’; . “He agreed with M..de Rose,that all. this was:a' matter of: puttmg

a better’ face on's ba.s:.cally_,unaetlsfactory situation.i} .The: problem 4in’ NATO

toda.y waa that nuclear, weapons,was, entirely an American: rpreserve.f :_nTo‘havq

5 any d:.ecussion of “Huclear questlone in NATO would’bean:improvement,y” Even,
if we did not get the Americans to modify their doctrine, if we hed some |
. means of mk1m4mtnewe feltrit,would be;a beginning:os:Ahd:ifrom another:
~oaT point ,of ‘view, if we ever wa.nted to coordinate: the. French'a.nd British forces,
ber Le:.n"'t:v:t'g'anl:satmn{euch es th:.a would,be necessary.zavHowever;:he:preferred’

&' Type’I-solution” Whlch he, though 1would sperform this.betterii eirinyyo of
gafvesin T ';Ji:;f,f N ':;:. Fatataodnl 1o o Lesoueib efa 38 *:n; ot of 1k
"l‘vpe III Ly European Nuclear Force .4+ dordr wp brid aesqomw? trluokdzng

‘"{‘ ‘"}--‘.r- & ame et a2 qerder. daerinyis a:ly ftie petosnnd?
PIREE ‘MR® Beaton, gaid that.what Kissinger hed:in mind-wasya force inder
completely Euronean’ control, ‘at “the disposal of ‘a President of Burope. It

was supposed to start.with, the British and ;French.asthe \beginning of a

united Europe,’ but there would have “to lbe a Buropean . authority. < Thig would

2Ty the gine gua non “of “American support. poreifara 12 e*’: et
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M. de Rerme agreed;,the idea. was to.have.one-sirgle: Europea.n force
*’; (1561 aT “contribution .to non—prol:.feratlon) but,above all' to get- thedpolitical
R T A @ niJo
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M.” Vernant . reca.lled the, discussion:in:London:onithisisubject: ““The
nini T’ posslblllty wes” continuation of the British.and:Frefioh' natichaliod
forces in close co-operation and on the understanding that the two forces
would stand as a ,guarantee of ,the,security of ,the:whole :of :Western Europe.
The‘maximum was a. E};ropean atete w1th a,Prealdent of the :Unltedistates of1
his® d1epose1 Buropean, ‘not na.ticnal, forces. Would the United‘Statee s
Government rea.lly be in favour of that?
. weerbpnpd oft dedd tatoensen FlInniol Amin
Lor L Sl@or Spinell:. ma:.nta.ined that .a,European :force’ wa.s*only of ' aca.-
demic™ 1nterest _because at the moment only, natlonelcforcee existed. ﬁT‘Certainly
a decmlon RN create a Europea.n lforoe would (be. adecision to- crea.te ‘ar Uruted
_States of’ Europe, but th:.s had. no, signlf:.cance nows; . the practical’problém’
for''the. present-was how ‘40" link" the British and French forces to the noml
American force. .
feptnll oo, 8 De LotTRd B arafl 9'-‘"33 !
There were two dlfferent schools of thought behind a Europee.n
nuclear nuclea.r ,force. . Monnet represented one,school: whichtsawla European
-force‘as” e. bargaming counter to get fuller integrationi mthathefﬁmericans.
At "bottom thls idea. waa Eertnership..-,,‘l‘he other_ achool ofithought was® re--
presented ‘oy ae’ Ge.ulle y Who already :has a:national position and: would‘h.ka a
al Europeen pOBltlgl"l_ as well., HJ.e 1dea. did not-lead.to:increased cooPeratJ.on
mwith the Americans but “to] nvalm. rmIt was;poea:.'ble to:discluss thig @ b4uc:
queetion‘with‘Monnet because .his aim was the;integration:of!the a,llmnce"J
‘But ' not with'de Gaulle beciuse he ‘just wanted France to play her proper ‘%0
role. But this was a political question, not a military one,
m b npe od 4duie 3b Hiosods_Byeept woczelerl
el ﬂProfessor Howard . agreed that this was:a purely political’ question.
ETor txy to “talk . ‘about’ millta.ry ‘structure,and- comme.nd before!a politicalt LA

euthority eXisted ' Was 'a;wabte’ of, t:uneng ot 6 hiucw ga3z Broosl edT Q372
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ﬁggi pointed out that Kissinger was taking an opposite
.attitude to'the present tAmerican“attitudé that discussion on’ sharing control
. * must come :after Buropean political: unity. **Kiseinger'e p01nt was thet with-
- .out-European nuclear independence- political unity ‘wag not attaineblei AJ
S Muesons AT o e ldos et P boyitd S5 oDl 3EM T“‘ Rt "’h’ o ‘" ’

M. de Rose agreed that opinion ‘in* Europe Was diVided as to whether
we wanted to be more closely integrated into an American system or whether
we wanted to-be:able to:speak to the US on equal“terme, becauee equality.
was France's aim,’ not rivalry.- 'But'we did not kmow what' the' Americans .
wanted either. He agreed with M., Vernant thet it would irndeed be altruistic
of the US to want to see a really strong and united Europe. However, the
fact remained that:only national forces did -exist®in Eutope, and this was
e likely,to;remein the positioh for ‘a'Yong: time“L'However, the idea .of the

.two,national forces acting es a oetalyet for: politcal unity in Europe eould
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1 ..4an~ - vrProfessor Howard: could ‘not visualiee “the’ Brltish Government or pub-
,noslic opinion takingikindly to’the idea of the "British nuclear “force” being used
as.an instrument:to advance- certain American ideae ee to how Europe ought
to organise.itself, 'which was'what’Kissinge® ‘really” suggested, or allowing
it to be put at the disposal of or integrated into a common structure_of.a
particular Furopeen kind in which the US.played:no-part-at-all. -This" was
gonnected with the argument vhether the British are Europeane or not, on
-, which both'maaor parties 12 Pritain- were deeply dlvided-"f“'j“ﬁf Aale 4
o . Q.LF Caail LR L ! - -
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. 1r aa-Dry Qggik cbjected that nost - supportere of “a European"fggce sen
+{-it as a'means of achieving 'better and closer- oo-operation with the’ Americans,

'

not their exclusion. SPTO . 2 ke

. 3> ~ a-~nProfessor Howard replied that it was a matter of etubborn political
¢ -~prejudice rather than reason.™ ‘All-sorts of forms of NATO ‘nuelear authority
would be considered prsctical politics by informed British" public o on,

But the idea of a European nuclear force which excluded .the TS, even}gﬁ
.z, US wanted the:British:toibecome- Europeane, would run 1nto very stubborn, ;-
political difficultiee."’ Sz ot 3a . Tesdas e é})' ,
ceatat L 2 wdt st el AL TR 5 S 4 C"'OD " - x;“
s urmr.cBe: en'eaidithere were some people in British political life
who supported. this, 7 They were-mostly’ Conservati"ee and not ythe most. in-
fluential; but.they did-exist and 18 months" ago they thought their v1ew
might prevail, : s iz slet o T T ';‘”3 k;c :t - -
Y30 oo .

Signor Spinelli suggested that the Kissinger proposal was not
.aimed &t the Buropeans.at allibut was an- attempt to conVincedthe Americans

_,1who were opposed tn- eupportingfde Geulle that they should ohange their . .
‘_rpolicy. vo It .was fashionsble ¢in ‘the US JUBt Tow to" epeak of helping Europe,
not de Gaulley but he believed- that Kiselnger's real aim was to help the

n'r'-!
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I"rench., 1t o* 2ur el JonaTh oL o Sl ke WAL LY ‘ol L nimee
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M. de Rose agreed with Signor Splnelll. e T
worwt e B ool dt ol o 2Lo T W ot Tt -
» ey o . Generals Beaufre>commented ‘that' acccrding to’ whet the paper report-

ed of Kiesinger's .views; he.was advocating help’to’ Britain and, France now,
before the-creation of:a- ~Buropean’ iorce.mn-If-the Americenireally wanted .
_to help:us. save a-lot_of money- that woulal ‘be"of great benefit to the. alliance
ae well, .- .Putting:our.nuclear weapone “at the’ dieposel of our European allies
would involve European machinery for nuclear! decieion, planning and .use. ; » :
But if this idea“had any real eupport in American thinking it would be. worth
exploring. gsi v ir ut ~oret 9 T T ab g A e
1o Tl Eolm R TR U"' op oL rrlcoT ! )
Profeseor Howard thought it might be possible to envisage the
British saying that they.regarded their nuclear force as- eomethingcto -be used
only in a European- context:” .This would be' K1 f1¥8t and very considerable-,
step. The Second step would be to say: that ifl y /0 oRLly to be used in'a
European context its use should be discussed and’ plans made in association
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W1th Britaln's other European allies. . ThlB would be a very gradual process,

"Bit it. dould be v1euallsed Eventually thls -might develop.intoithe sért of

mechlnery under typee I “and’ Ii where _there; would;be an international -staff .

for plannlng butiwhere for actual use in a crisisthe matter would. be :under

g natlonal control.A,,But even eo,,he belleved .the.suppositiond that:this woulQ

be 2 purely'European affalr would .give rise to .many political -difficulties, -
[Tidn rrzow aops '[!,:.. aus trd o nonl sosBue-sdab ren filv Dolessied

Toude o “General Reaufre agreed - ‘and not least for the Emericeans,’.whose
doctrine it would offend.
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e Lvo' ‘”3 Herr ﬂerllch, ‘asked whether German opinion were still pro- "MLF,
eald he believed it was, but the basiy for argument was, changing.” -z The whole
concept was more closclv vied up vith WATO now, especially. since -Lemnitzer de-
clared that the MIF would be & partial solution to the:MRBM danger.- Stlast
year one maaor ‘German, argument in. favour was that it-was the only way by which
a- treaty‘on non—prol:feratlon of .nuclear weapons, could bermade. acceptable;

v ‘“F‘but ‘now that such a treaty seemed less likely,. this motivation had! dlsappeared.
The pr1ncipa1 arguments in favour. .of the MLF now were.(l):as a-means: téthave
as cloeela mllitary 1ntegrat10n w1th the US.forces as possiblejsiand’ (2) 4

“a‘basis” for further etepe towerde politlcal 1ntegrat10n,\1nc1ud1ng .the:
Amerlcans. The serloue dlscu551on now on the MLF was however on’the.military

T Yevel; end the _arguments had become sounder and more favourable: All'‘the’
mllitary ‘members of the sSub-committee which had. just finished.its: {report-on
the MLF supported it.

! J:rfli'“'r ot g Al b cislireiam T oL IVTRD r'T MY v fﬂ’:.--:-r\ .

Wl Signor Splnellr eeld that on;the Italian side the issue was- 1n o
beyance, although it could. become actlve .again. s, There was a.certain- pree-
sure ‘from the Amerlcan elde, ‘but the Italians were in a rather. ‘delichte poli-
tical position on this issue. The great fear that the Germans might choase
the Gaullist alternetlve .with Adenauer changed with the_end:of .the Adenauer
ers and the matter waw.not now conexdered 80 urgent.,“.. oL _;'x' Tranimil
@ral Bl O VI > . . Ty e e apline 2 dracra O LIW

- . ,...r.-\ b sor oo o

AT TR s gD Beaton said the British situation was interesting. &The Con="
servatives were not fundamentally interested in the issue and so. the Govern-
ment had a certain freedom of,action. ,.But it.was very 81gnif1cant that |
vButler, ;n partlcular, had declared categorlcally ‘that there was'ho! question

L5f a transfer of ‘authority being. involved,althoughche mustiknow thatthe:l
Amerlcans and Germene were eaying very nearly: theiopposite. s Alcase was’:’
apparently belng prepared in"case the Government subsequently decided théy
wanted to oppose any revision of control. On the Labour side there was
passlonate interest_in,these.issues. . -What labour.wanted: Wwes more planning
and‘control over’ nuclear weapone, not _the. MLF.: Harold Wilson hadfcommitted
himsalf etrongly agalnet the MLF,lto the irritation of Americans:% *But‘a’lot
of evolutlon wag possible.‘- There was & predisposition in-the Labour‘Perty
to do souethlng w:th the Germens- end thle was in a:.sense. contradlctér?'té
their oppositlon to "the ‘MLF.T Tt cculd lead 10 an -interesting evolution if
they came to power.

ta n g mrtpousni,  uld ok s reeaf Lo anl l

Dr, Qrvib said Nbégey héd rather hoped the issue would die, but .
it secemed they would have to take & stand and this would be very difficult,
The logical thing to Jo wculd be to accept the prineciple and give support,
even if not to participate, but it was very hard to visualise Norway even
giving facilities at the moment. This issue showed up the inconsistencies
in American policy: so far the new Administration had encouraged Norway
in her noh-nuclear policy, but this attitude worked asgainst the MLF and would
make it hard for Norwasy to give any facilities,

M. de Rose considered it a mistake to see the MLF as a "“solution'.
It meant integration, not co-ordination. With 100 missiles, if you have
authorisation you have a countercity force, It was inconceivable that the
Americans would anvisage authorising Buropean use of the means which only the
US could provide. Therefore the US must retain control of the force.

e
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The MLF wae reelly the residue of something which did not happen.
The US thought that after Nassau the Prench would accept the Polaris offer
" ahd would accept an agreement like. the British did. - Therefore a I'rench
force would ga come into being which would have had a certain value in -
American eyeqy ¢h would have divided the French and British from the rest
of Europe. They were sure the French would accept becoming a przvileged
- partner of the United States - the MLF was to appease the others! ' France
persisted w1th her independent force, but the Americans were still stuck
with the MLT. R .

Admiral Bos suggeated there was another element which Herr Nerlich
touched upon, that the MLF was becoming more and more envisaged as s tacti-
ocal rather than a strategic force. Even a year before he resigned, Norstad
was saying that there ougli to be iu central Burope & replacement of tacti-
“¢al strike fightera ¢ the interdiusion programue bevause of the vulner-
ability of: aireraft.” Theie wae an atiempt to seil the idea of land-based
Polarie for this purposz, but the European Governments did not take to it.

- Then the Americans came up with the MLF with the double aim of satiafying
European ambitions and alilaying German anxiety about the interdiction programme.
At firat the MLF was opposed by the military and supported by a number of
politiciahsy but nov that it was becoming erivisaged more as.a force to re-
place the tactical strike fighters ( which is what Lemnitzer really meant),

it was military rather than political opinion which was enthusiastic. He
thought too that the American switch to this more definite military role for
the MLF was to some =xtvent due to their dlaappointment about the lack of
“political support for the concept.

General Beaufre agreed. He maintained_however that militarily
the idea of mceting the medium~-range missile threat with Polaris was not
good. -He did not like the idea of surface ships either, because of their
vulnerability. ' . .

Admiral Bos said that Holland was partlclpatlng in the pre-
liminary talks and had already designated part of the crew; however, there
was no great enthusiasm for the project. Belgium had deelared she was not
interested in the px nject. ’

iggor Spinelli thought the principal fault of the MLF was the way
in which it was presented. Had it been proposed as the first part of a grand
design for BEuropean-imerican cooperation it would have been significant. -
But as it is, the Europeans w111 pay for the Polarae missiles and the Americans
will keep control,

In military terms, American unwilllngneas to consider European
participation in nuclear control was because it is a question of fighting
an enemy who is ultra-centralised, The US President has great powers, ut
our right of consultation would attenuate his power of decisiom. - In a
crisis, the US-zust have freedom to act, We should bend our efforts more
in the direction of political strategy. - . T e

General Beaufre drew the discussion to a close?



