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Present: Général d'Armée Beaufre (In the Chair)
Signor A. Albonetti . brs Geoffrey Jukes, :
Mr. Alastair Buchan . Dr. Nils frvik = =~ .- .
Herr Wilhelm Cornides Herr Uwe Nerlich-

M. J~M de la Gorse M. J.B. Raimond
Baron General del Marmol . .Dri Klaus»Ritter.
Signor Ennio Eccarini - Mr, Erik Seidenfaden-

_ Br. Curt Gasteyger™’ Professor_dJacques Vernant

Mr, Niels Haagerup ’ E
Apologies for Absence:

Mr, Leonard Beaton

Professor Michael Howard

Dr, L.G.M. Jagquet™ -~ T T T T

M. Jean Laloy

Dr. Theo Sommer

Signor A. Spinelli

General Beaufre welcomed Signor Eccarini, Mr. Jukes and
M. Raimond attending in the place of Signor Spinelli, Professor
Howard and B. Laloy respectively, and welcomed i. de la Gorse
as an cbserver,

FUTURE OF THE STUDY COMMISSION

Mr. Buchan recalled that sufficient money is in hand to
carry the Commission through to the end of 1965, on the basis
of four meetings including the Ditchley European-American
Conference. Herr Cornides had expressed the view that in
future three meetings a year would be sufficient. Mr. Buchan
therefore sought the Commission's views (a) on the desirability
of continuing the Commission in its present form after 1965,
and (b) on the frequency of meetings.

It was AGREID that it would be desirable to continue the
Study Commission in its present form during 1966 and that
meetings should continue to follow the pattern of discussion
on a special subject, on the basis of a working paper, together
with a review of the international scene.

It was further AGREED that three meetings a year would be
sufficient, in principle in late spring, auvtumn and January,
and that the practice of organising the spring meeting in the
form of a fiuropean~American confrontation should be continued.
It was clearly understood, however, that additional meetings
could be held if events warranted and that it would be open to
any member of the Commission to propose an extraordinary
meeting. '

MEMBERSHIP

Mr. Buchan reported that Professor Howard felt unable to
continue his membership because of the pressure of his .
academic responsibilities. Mr. Buchan suggested as a possible
replacement Mr., Francois Duchene, cne of the Foreign Editors
of The FEconomist, who formerly had wcrked with Jean Monnet.

No objections were raised to this suggestion.
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It was generally agreed that while it would be in order
for substitutés:-to. attenq individual ‘meetings, much of the
value of the Commissicon's work lay in thé meetlng .0f minds
made possible by contlnulty of membershlp. ' :

NEXT » ETING

- - - N e
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It was generally felt that unless unforeseen developmente
made an autumn reéting dedirable, it would be -preferable to
hold the next meetlng of the Commlselon after the German and
French eleotlons.u”““j : = h

-----

-49.

It was: tnerefore AGREED to-hdold the Nlnth Meetlng of the
Study Commisgion‘on Friday.and Saturday, 14th-15th' January, 1966
in Lohdon, the maih subject for dlscu831on to be de01ded upon

at a later stage. ) -
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- EUROPEAN STUDY COMMISSION

Summary of Discussion
at the dighth Meeting,
. held in Paris
25th-26th-June, 1965

PRIDAY WORNING, 25th JUNE

DISCUSSION ON THE INTERNATTIONAT SITUATION .

(a) Vietnam

General Beaufre (in the Chair) opened the discussion. He saw
no need to add to the impression of the general situation which he
had given at the previous meeting follow1ng upon his visit to
Vietnam. The United States has embarked on a policy of escalating
military pressure, with two aims: to strengthen the morale of the
south Vietnamese, and to bring about negotiations leading to an
agreement on non~intervention in the affairs of Vietnam. To a
certain extent this policy has succeeded in its first aim; but it
has so far failed utterly in its second. The Americans are making
a great show of strength but at the same time they have been so
cautlous and sparing in their use of ‘it that the North has not been
sufficiently impressed to :be prepared to open negotiations. A
questionmark hangs over Soviet intentions. So far they have only
made gestures of support for North Vietnam; but the time may come
when they may feel obliged to demonsirate their solidarity. This
American.policy, General Beaufre suggested, could have an unfore-
seen result: it could offer an opening to the Russians to act as
thz peace-makers, presenting themselves as reasonable men in con-
trast to the irrational and extremist Chinese and Americans.

They would win a measure of support from the third world and also
from burope for such a role, He did believe negotiations will come
about eventually, but under much less favourable conditions than
could have been obtained six months previously.

Professor Vernant underlined the extent to which this American
policy of escalation has been accompanled by an acceleration of
the general political collapse in the South. And as the internal
situation worsens, so the military position and the American negot-
iating position become correspondingly more delicate. The American
assumptlons that time was on their side and that by putting pressure
on the North the political and military position in the South
could be improved have proved quite unjustified. And what is the
p01nt he wondered, of the build-up of American troops if the US
is going to continue to make such sparing use of her military might?

General Beaufre saw no intention on the part of the US to inter-
vene openly in the war; the consequences would be too grave. He
believed the US wanted to have a large force in the country on
committal to strengthen her negotiating position: once talks begin,
she would not be able to bring in more men.

Asked about the proposed Commonwealth mission, Mr. Buchan
found this misconceived. Even if it were launched, he doubted
whether such a m1551on could have any bearing on the situation.
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What troubled Mr. Buchan most was that he did not see any
meaningful formula emerging from negotiations if they were held,
He could imagine some formula of neutralisation working if there
were very strong guarantees against its breaking down. But this
would require much stronger machinery than that provided by the
1054 agreements: for example a mixed American/Chinese/Russian/
Indian armistice commission on the spot with very wide powers.

And this would depend on a level of Chinese-American understanding
which does not exist. A4 country cannot just be neutralised and
left with a number of very strong external powers still very inter-
ested in its future, Until there is some more fundamental under-
standing between the Chinese and the Americans about what their
‘interests are and how they can be deliniated, he could not see any
negotiations being successiul.

Professor Vernant agreedwith Mr. Buchan that a concept of
neutralisation involving the direct presence on the ground of
Chinese, Soviet and American troops is not feasible., But he did
not see why the concept of neutralisation implied in the Geneva
agreements, involving the withdrawal of the great powers and their
non-intervention, should not be applied.

Mr, Buchan objected that such an agreement would not last.

General Beaufre maintained that the first consideration must
be to open negotiations to see if any formula of neutralisation
could be agreed., But the Chinese are the key to the whole problem.
And they will have to be paid a price: the guestion is what they
want. :

To the suggestion by Dr., Gasteyger that the Chinese influence
on North Vietnam may be over-estimated, General Beaufre replied
thaet psycholeogical factors are tremendously important in this type
of situation. Just as no military solution was possible in Algeria
because of the international support ranged against France, so the
shadow of China represents hope of success to the North Vietnamese.
As soon as the Chinese declare their readiness to accept a package
deal the North Vietnamese will accept too; but while China holds
aloof they will never come to terms,

Mr. Jukes held that to some extent the American escalation of
the war into North Vietnam is designed to drag in the USSR. ©So
far Soviet assistance to Hanoi has been only token. But the North
needs medium-range ground-to-air equipment which it cannot get from
the Chinese but could get from the USSR. The kind of intervention
made by the Americang so far could provoke that assistance, and if
the USSR were dragged in to protect the Northern cities this would
suit the Americans: 1t would demonstrate the limits of Chinese
support and force the North Vietnamese into greater reliance on
the USSR; and the USSR being easier for the US to negotiate with
than China, something may come out of negotiations. This may be
one reason why the Soviet Union is very reluctant to become more
involved.

Professor Vernant commented that if this were the American
intention, it has not succeeded. Surely the avowed American aim,
to bomb the North to bring pressure on Hanoi and indirectly on
Peking for negotiations but to limit thé action so as to stop the
USSR feeling obliged to intervene, is more-logical?

M. Raimond supported Professor Vernant. He was not convinced
that Chinese militancy has made things more difficult for the
Russians: the Chinese are becoming more isolated and their position
hes not improved in the Communist world. He was very dubious of
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the advantage to the Americans on the international scene of
dragging the Russians into North Vietnam. The Soviets have been
interested in influencing North Vietnam since before the bombing
gtarted, for reasons to do with the struggle in the world communist
movement, and the bombing must therefore make it more difficult

for them to favour negotiations on terms acceptable to the Americans,
And the effect on the detente could be serious. He saw the
Americans as playing into Russian hands.

_ Mr. Jukes agreed that this is a very delicate exercise for

the Americans; it involves bringing in the USSR in such a way that
she will induce the North Vietnamese to moderate their aims some-
what rather than in such a way as to reinforce North Vietnamese
militancy. So far he did not think it was working. Nevertheless
the Soviet involvement does seem t0 be slowly increasing, and the
Chinese have shown themselves sensitive to this aspect of American
policy by their earlier interference with Soviet shipments to North
Vietnam - they are sensitive to anything being sent by the ULSR
which they could not themselves supply.

Essentially it is too subtle and sophisticated a policy for
this kind of situation. And it ignores the local element: the
extent to which the Vietcong is a Vietnamese movement should not
be under-estimated. The main danger is that it may not bring the
desired result if it did succeed: the USSR may find itself com-
pelled to compete in militancy with the Chinese. - On the other hand
if the Soviet involvement were minimal, it would not matter to them
whether the Vietcong wins or not; 1if the Vietcong lose they would
be able to use this in their argument with the Chinese.

General Beaufre pointed to the danger of placing the Russians
in a dilemma, pushing them into a position of inferiority vis-a-vis
the Chinese so that they are driven to choosing between China and
the US. He feared they might resolve their dilemma by standing
back and letting events take their course.

Mr. Buchan suggested that the continued build-up of American
troops might well lead to a considerable improvement in the military
situation by the end of the year. On the other hand the Americans
may be even more deeply committed politically .as one weak govern-
ment after another breaks in their hands.

(b) Algeria

M. de la Gorse outlined the background to the previous week's
events. Although the coup came as a surprise to everyone, the
conditions for it had been developing for some time. BSince the
revolution of 1962 there has been a complete change of leadership
in Algeria. Ben Bella lost the support of one after another of
the men on whom he depended in coming to power, and he in turn
gradually eliminated all his rivals. And in all these trials of
strength Ben Bella sought and obtained the support of the army,
which became the principal instrument of his success. Thus he
became increasingly dependent on the support of the army; the rev-
olution was leading towards an ldentification of the army with the
state. For some time the army has been responsible for internal
security and has incurred considerable unpopularity over its sev-
erity, although it has only carried out policies laid down by the
Administration.

M. de la Gorse pointed to three particular events which led
up to the crisis: (1) the army had to carry responsibility for
the extremely harsh and unpleasant work of crushing the Kabylia
rebellion. (2) The army felt very badly about the frontier incident
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with Morocco; they felt they had been sent ill-prepared into an
ill-conceived operation, ©Since that episode relations have hard-
ened between Boumedienne and the Egyptians, because they strongly
influenced Ben Bella, There has been considerable distrust of the
v 1 for pushing Algeria into an unsuccessful venture %o serve their
own international policy. (3) The worsening economic position

had made Ben Bella's position very difficult.

Ben Bella was planning to reconstruct his administration and
to take under his own control the lMinistry of Economic Affairs as
well as the Foreign Ministry. The ilinister of Economic Affairs was
a man of considerable influence and authority, but r%&itions between
him and Ben Bella had become extrenmely bad. Undoub His impend-
ing reshuffle was an important factor in the crisis and in Boumed-
ienne's decision to take power by surprise. There was no mystery
about the timing of the coup: it would have been impossible to use
force against Ben Bella once all the Heads of State were present,
it had to be done at once or not at all. He considered it too
early to say what the effects would be on Algerian foreign policy,
although he did not expect to see much difference. But he was con-
vinced that the coup was precipitated by internal policy consider-
ations and conceived within the country.

There was general assent to this last observation. Dr. Gast-
eyger commented on the speedy recognition of the new Government
by China in contrast to the Soviet caution; on the other hand the
Algerian army is equipped almost exclusively with Soviet material.
Could this indicate that the new Government will be extremely
cautious towards the USSR but will display more freedom of action
towards China?

M, de la Gorse thought the new Government would concentrate
for the time being on consolidating its position at home. The
Chinese may have wanted to take advantage of its relative weakness
by rallying swiftly to its support and then pressing for the
Bandung Conference to be held without the Russians so as to
strengthen their own influence in North Africa. But there are not
sufficient grounds for judging what the relations of the new regime
will be with the USSR. The reference to Soviet military equipment
was highly relevant. Probably they will {try to maintain the rel-
atively neutral posture of the Ben Bella Government towards the
Sino-Soviet dispute, althouzh if the considered Soviet reaction is
too reserved Boumedienne's fierce patriotism could lead to another
alignment.

(e) The Atlantic Alliance

Discussion centred on the ilcNamara proposal for an executive
committee made at the NATO Defence llinisters' meeting.

Herr Cornides considered the vagueness of the McNamara proposal
an advantage: it is a broad formula into which people can put
their own thoughts. Although it seems to have been sprung at
short notice on the State Department it has in fact been in the
mill for a long time. For instance at the Venice Conference in
1964, Henry Rowen had very much in mind a broad formula for crisis
management and was hoping that the Furopeans would push in that
direction; +this was clearly not the idea of a directorate but of
something along the lines suggested by Leonard Beaton and, from a
different angle, by General Beaufre. Personally he considered
this a much more sensible approacih to the whole problem of struc-
tural changes in the alliance than the HLF-type approach (and his
own group in Bonn had also teen thinking along this line), It
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could mean that there is not going to be a proposal for any
machinery for decision~making in the alliance; on the other hand
this may be meant as a flexible way of opening up crisis manage-
ment or open-ended groups on various problems to see how they work,
similar to the Berlin planning group. He believed this was much
more what the Americans have in mind than going back to the talk
of 1958~93 of a directorate,

General Beaufre pointed to the very important reference in
the text to the use of strategic nuclear forces: for the first
time the Americans are prepared to talk about their own strike
power. He agreed with Herr Cornides that this proposal is a way
of opening broad discussions., On the other hand from the wording
of the text it is clear that this is a proposal for broadehing
participation in nuclear strategy; it has to do with war, not det-
errence, and it is not concerned with crisis management. But poss-
ibly it could lead to discussion of crisis management. Much dep-
ended on clarification from the American side.

Mr, Buchan said the British were as surprised as anybody else
by this proposal. The Labour Government has modified its original
commitment to the abolition of British nuclear weapons to putting
the weapons under some form of alliance arrangement; if the Amer-
icans are going to put forward rather loose formulas, this leaves
the British Government hanging in the air. Therefore this proposal
may make them scratch their heads. But he expected the idea of an
executive committee to appeal to- Luropeans - although the old
problem immediately arises of who is to be the fifth member,

Dr, Ritter said. the initial German reaction was positive: the
Foreign Office was very interested. But this interest subsided
somewhat after Dean Rusk% played down the proposal during his con-
versation with Erhard in Washington. Nobody knows what is really
benind the proposal, whether it is just a pragmatic attempt to fill
the vacuum which arises from the stagnation of the MLF/ANF projects.
Ancther aspect is the dissatisfaction which has been apparent from
people at SHAPE at not being allowed to give information to their
Government; a more intimate group for consultation on things other
than targeting might help {to remedy this situation. There is sone
feeling in Bonn that the detente could be adversely affected by the
Vietnam crisis and that some difficulty might arise in Lurope;
all we have is the group for contingency planning on Berlin, and
this is not enough. There is uneasiness that the form of co-oper-
ation within the alliance is not really solved. But the original
positive reaction to the proposal has not been maintained because
everyone 1s waiting for clarification from McNamara and is waiting
to see how much weight is accorded to the proposal.

Signor Lecarini said the Italian reaction was still confused;
clarirfication is still awaited from Washington. The Italian Gov-
ernment has recently shifted its position against the MLF, alhough
no official statement has been made., Intellectual circles were
attracted by the McNamara proposal. There has recently been a
considerable amount of writing and discussion on this whole question
and the conclusion seems to be that the only solution to the
problem of Western strategy is a full Atlantic integration by one
means or another., But this has not gone beyond intellectual
circles.,

Herr Cornides added that this confusion in Italy and Germany
is because a majority of people reacted towards the McNamara
proposal according to their attitude towards the NMLF and ANFg
those who had supported the MHLF saw the proposal as an opening to
get back onto this line and were more positive. Then they realised
that the American reaction was vague, and they felt the Americans
were insecure about it.
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Personally he believed the WLF is a closcd book. On the other
hand it would be very bad if this confusion remained: it would be
bad for the Buropeans to let the MLF and ANF drop and give the
Americans the impression that we are incapable of producing an
alternative. He strongly advocated trying to clarify the issues
and push in the other direction: to accept that Zuropean interests
extend beyond the Atlantic area, to recognise that problems of arms
control as well as defence problems exist in LHurope, and to welcome
this proposal as a means of setting up machinery for discussion of
these wider issues which need not be institutionalised in NATO.

Dr. Ritter suggested that Herr Cornides had over-simplified
the reaction in regard to the MLF, at least in Germany. It is
increasingly felt in Bonn that the MLF and ANF are at a critical
stage in regard to a number of urgent problems which must be dealt
with. The MLF has bred the ANF and the ANF raises a very difficult
problem for Germany insofar as it involves a very strong anti-
proliferation clause. Bonn is deeply concerned about finding a
solution that will be sufficiently institutionalised but will not
make formally explicit the non-nuclear status of Germany. The
Germans do not want nuclear weapons; but they maintain that the
question must be left open to leave them with some leverage on
questions of Zuropean security. If anything did come out of the
McNamara approach it would ease this problem because it is pragmatic
and the machinery is less formalised.

Herr Cornides agreed with Dr. Ritter's interpretation.

General del Marmol argued that the important thing is that the
Americans are accepting the necessity to do scmething; 1t is up
to the Luropeans to try to build something worthwhile. The ilcNamara
proposal does constitute @ basis for discussion, and he favoured
trying to push the Americans in the direction suggested by Herr
Cornides.

General Beaufre said that if the Americans believe that ifuropean
acceptance of this proposal creates an institution, there will be
difficulties. The essential thing is to start with study and researc!
into the whole problem; the institution must come afterwards. If
this committee were renamed a study group or a working committee
that would offer more possibilities. Whether the group should con-
sist of 5 would be a matter for decision, but if all 15 members of
NATO are included the study group would get nowhere: the 15 would
have to be consulted, but the initial study must be done by a
smaller group. To the observation that it would be a political
prcolem to choose the members of a restricted study group, General
Beaufre pointed out that the group he had. in mind would not be
responsible for nuclear strategy. To a further question he made
it clear that he was thinking of an ad hoc body.

Herr Cornides commented that this was precisely the point at
which discussion in his group in Bonn got bogged down. Mr. Beaton
had presented a paper with the phrase "war cabinet™ in it and the
discussion could get no further than the composition of this
"cabinet", ' ‘

Looking back to the recommendations of the Three Wise Men, he.
suggested that a group is needed which is much less than a war
cabinet but more organised than the Three Wise Men; an ad hoc
working group was probably the best idea, given the task of looking
three to five years ahead to the kind of machinery they would like
t0 have., This could be a means of taking the whole problem of
consultation in the alliance out of its present chaotic state.
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Mr, Buchan wondered whether all that McNamara had in mind
really was a working group. And if such a group were set to work
on revision of the alliance znd its extension to other fields, etc.
would this really satisfy the Germans° :

Herr Cornides replled that McNamara may well have had more
in mind, but the actual proposal leaves it open. He agreed that
a worklng group would not satisfy the Germans at present, because
the German mind is still set on the MLF/ANF road.. They have not
reacted as dramatically as had been feared to Lyndon Johnson's
dropping of the MLF; but they would not be content with a very
vague committee, especially if it were only concerned with crisis
management in peacetime and nothing was said about decision-making
in war. If a headlong clash were to be avoided between Bonn and
Paris and Paris and Washington, a committee directed to both aspects
crisis management and decision-making, is probably the best thing
obtainable; this could not be a committee of the whole NATO
membershlp, and that would probably be satlsfactory to the Scand-—
inavians,

Dr, @rvik agreed, although the way iﬁ?%ﬁgh a proposal was
presented would be extremely important.

Mr, Buchan wondered how much importance should be attached %o
the numerous press reports before the Defence iinisters' meeting
to the effect that France was contemplating leaving not the NATO
alliance but the organisation. Secondly, he wondered to what
extent the lcNamara initiative was inspired by the need to make
some offer to France: would the proposal meet scme of de Gaulle's
most fundamental objections to the alliance?

Professor Vernant pointed out that all the recent official
French statements have drawn a clear distinction hetween the
alliance, which remains necessary, and the organisation, which has
great disadvantages and must be modified. But there has been
nothing official to justify these highly speculative press reports.
Pressed about the likelihood of positive proposals emanating from
France about institutional reform of NATO, Professor Vernant
replied that he understood proposals were under consideration; it
was not possible at {his stage to predict what form they would
take, beyond the well-known perspective of French official thinking
on nuclear matters. In regard to the McNamara proposal, the French
Government is waiting for clarification the same as other gov-
ernmenys.

M. Raimond endorsed Professor Vernant's remarks. He stressed
the importance of moderation in interpreting one another's policies.

Herr Cornides recalled that after de Gaulle's press conference
last Pebruary, the consideration was present in some American and
Zuropean minds that we might be heading for a showdown on these
igsueg: the question was whether a showdown could be avoided, or
whether it would be better to provoke it. The same consideration
has become apparent in relation to recent developments in the
sZuropean Community. In regard to the alliance, there has been
some canvassing of reactions among HZuropeans if the French should
say, for example, that they no longer wished to see the headquarters
at Fontainebleau; and for the same reason there was some attempt
to discover if there would be a united front isolating France in
that contingency. He suggested that this explained the press
reports.
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Herr Cornides believed this phase is now over: it is clear
that we cannot afford a showdown, gither in the Community or in
the alliance. The tendency now is to avoid a showdown, and this is
important if a new approach is to be considered. The McNamara
proposal ties in with this chronologically and also tactically, as
it leaves the way open. He believed that on the French side too
there is no mood to force a showdown.

Professor Vernant agreed with Herr Cornides.

Mr, Buchan commented that the Pentagon seems to have won over
.the State Department. The State Department has been the stronghold
of the view that a two-tier alliance may be necessary, that the US
will co-operate closely with those who co-operate with her.
McNamara on the other hand grades powers according to their import-
ance, not according to whether they are sympathique; he was never
in favour of the two-tier alliance implicit in the MLF. McNamara
carries more weight than Dean Rusk with President Johnson. lNr.
Buchan believed the two-tier ldea is dying.
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FRIDAY APTERNOON, 25th JUNE

DISCUSSION ON RECENT DEVELOPMUONTS IN RELATIONS BETWEEN
BAST AND WibT BUROPE

(based on an article by Z.K. Brzezinski "Peaceful Engagement -
A Plan for Burope's PFuture" published in the April 1965 issue
of 'Encounter!)

Herr Cornides introduced the discussion. PFirst of all he
found it very helpful to have a paper which assembles all the
important elements of the problem, even if one does not agree with
the plan itself. The basic ideas of Brzezinski's approach are not
news: they have merely been forgotten for a long time. In the
early post-war years people used to look at the problems of Lurope
more or less in the same light as he does: in July 1947, for
example, before the start of the Marshall Plan, good Europeans
left the Congress of Montreux with the decision to hold their
next meeting in Prague. Until the Marshall Plan the two halves
of Hurope did broadly live together. liany things which happened
at the start of the cold war cannot be understoocd unless we remem-
ber the reluctance of people like Bevin to get away from this
larger picture to the cold war confrontation. We did not choose
this confrontation, we were forced into it, and we have forgotten
some of the wider perspectives., Also Herr Cornides found it good
that Brzezinski reminds us of the many similarities between the
American and the French approach to Luropean problems: many things
now called Gaullism have at other times been pushed by the Amer-
icans, and vice-versa, It takes the problem out of the unhealthy
atmosphere in which only de Gaulle or only the Americans are
thought to have the right ideas., DBrzezinski is more realistic,
and this is a very positive aspect.

He listed three main points on the negative side. First, the
whole focus is too much concentrated on Poland. To Brzezinski,
Poland 1s the France of Eastern Europe - for example when he
compares German-French with German~Polish understanding., IHe-
takes it for granted that the only constructive approach is via
Polish-German understanding. Herr Cornides acknowledged the
tragedy of the Polish experience: even including German partition,
the Poles have been in the most tragic situation of any country
in Burope. But when we take a new look at the European picture
and look for leverage, is it wise to start from the most difficult
point? Would not Czechoslovakia, for example, be a more realistic
point of departure? Czechoslovakia has a position mid-way between
the USSR and the Balkans; compared t0 Poland she has a sounder
economic position, there is less point d'honneur in the Czech
approach to politics, a much easier border problem vis-a~vis
Germany. The German problem with Czechoslovakia is the problem
of the Munich crisis, it is not a border problem in the s trict
sense; moreover the border does run between the Federal Republic
and the country concerned. From all these aspects the German-
Czech problem is much simpler than the German-Polish. And
Brzezinski's emphasis on starting the whole approach from recog-
nition of the Oder-Neisse line, which is very sensible from the
Polisk point of view but very difficult from the German, is not so
realistic,
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Secondly, while it would be going too far to say Brzezinski
sees rapprochement purely in economic and cultural terms, he does
not deal with the essence of the military problem in surope.

This is not only a problem for Germany: NATO has a flank in the
North and South. The nub of the problem is the military status

of a Germany after a solution has been found to the problem of

the German state, and Brzezinski does not give a satisfactory
answer, If one takes his premise that the military presence of
the Americans and Russians in Burope must be reckoned with for a
long time, what sort of Germany can then be expected? What mili-
tary limitations must Germany accept? He suggests that for an
agreed period of time East Germany should be a demilitarised area,
He suggests that only the Western part of a united Germany should
remain in NATO. What contribution could it make to the defence of
Burope? This is the hard core of the problem and he does not face
up to it. .

Thirdly, even in the economic field he makes broadly the same
errors in seeming to assume that somehow a liberalised Lbastern
Lurope with its state-controlled economy and a Western Hurope com-
prising BEFTA and the ESC, also retaining its own economic system,
could live together and together with the United States cooperate
in a BEuropean development plan. Agein, he has raised a point;
but he does not shed new light on the fundamental problen.

On balance Herr Cornides considered this a helpful and
interesting approach., It is easy to agree on the broad proposals,
easy to agree on most of Brzezinski's five points individually.
But the crux of the problem lies in the priority - especially from
a German point of view, because if we follow his line the Germans
make all their basic commitments in the initial stage - on the
border problem vis-a-vis Poland, on the future military status of
Germany without knowing all the conseguences, on liberalising
economic policy and intensifying East-West trade and cultural
exchanges -~ and he says this is the way to start the game! The
Germans could only hope for reunification, because any possibility
of leverage would have been removed, However, he did agree with
Brzezinski's footnote to the effect that the idea that the.Germans
could gain leverage by a military build-up and particula f%?%uclear
armament as a bargaining device would be dangerous: +the damage
to the German reputation and the credibility of the German position
by ambivalence towards the nuclear position is much greater.

On the other hand many people in Germany do honestly believe that
they cannot give away one of their bargaining positions now,
Basically, therefore, the paper is helpful; but the guestion of
priority within the various  proposals is the key, and Brzezinski
has not thought this through. .

Dr. Ritter expressed his basic agreement with Herr Cornides.
He entirely agreed about the problem of priority. The question
also arises of wirether to consider these proposals in the abstract,
or to relate them individually to the possibilities for action at
a given moment of time. In relation to the situation as it stands
now, Dr. Ritter was very doubtful as to how far we could go. For
the past year, and especially since the autumn of 1964, West
Germany's room to manoeuvre has been narrowed down. This was
already noticeable towards the end of Khrushchev's period of offices
for example in the agreement between the USSR and Last Germany.
Some say the Warsaw Pact meeting in autumn 1964 was a dividing
line; certainly since then the Eastern bloc has become more rigid.
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Examples of this are the pressure over Berlin and the
reluctance of the Hungarians to negotiate with the German trade
mission: in some respects Hungary has gone further than the other
satellites in the direction of liberalisation, and, leaving
Rumania aside as a special case, is in some ways the most inter-
esting. Not that the Hungarisns do not want improved cultural
relations, etc.; but they want to force the Germans into new
negotiations in which they could hope to eliminate the Berlin
clause, for example. The whole of Iastern Lurope at the moment
is pursuing a totally inflexible line to force the Germans into
negotiations from hich they could make gains in the direction
not of frontier claims but of the c¢laims of the DDR. Generally
Ulbricht's position has improved, very surprisingly and very
strongly, and the sharpening of the Berlin situation is a conse-
quznce of this. The DDR are not acting against koscow: Moscow has
been persuaded to give them more freedom of action to try and move
things more in their direction. Therefore until a real change
occurs in the international climate and in particular in the Soviet
attitude, the chance of pursuing the type of policy Brzezinski
proposes stands more or less at zero.

Purthermore Brzezinski does not seem to appreciate that much
more than the security aspect is involved in loosening the depen-
dence of these states on Moscow. The existence of a reform move-
ment makes it more urgent for them to stand firm with HMoscow on
matters of international policy. During tie Polish uprising of
1956, for exanmple, Gomulka wrote to Moscow promising to keep
strictly in line on foreign policy guestions to make sure that the
revolt would not be repressed by Soviet intervention. ©So often it
is a case of freedom of action in internal affairs in exchange for
conformity in international affairs. In Rumania it is the other
way round: there is no real liberalisation within the country, but
they lean more towards nationalism in foreign policy.

He was not sure either how far we could go in the direction
of encouraging relations with the Sast Duropean states and isolating
the DDR. It would not be possible or advisable to pursue a policy
of small steps or fostering revolution in the DDR, because the
structure of the sast German Government would not offer opportun-
ities for this., On the other hand Dr. Ritter did not advocate
trying to deal with the DDR like Poland, for example. ILven if we
adopted Brzezinski's suggestions for multilateral or bilateral
settlements with the Lastern countries, we could hardly avoid
freezing the relationship with the DDR to some exteni. One of the
reasons, but not the only one, is the problem of non-recognition.
The German stand on non-recognition is often criticised as arti-
ficial; it is argued that they should not try to block an evol-
utionary step by step development towards unification. Certainly
this is logical, but the problem is more complicated. This is
hinted at in one of Brzezinski's arguments on the effect of the
wall: he argues that to a certain extent the wall improves con-
ditions for reunification because among other things it shows up
so clearly the artificiality of the situation. This is followed
to some degree in the non-recognition policy too. The German fear
is of normalising the situation, of removing the artificial element,
through negotiations with Poland, Cgechoslovakia, etc, before they
have a real possibility of changing the real situation. It is not
just a question of whether West Germany is hindering an evolutionary
trend: it makes a great difference whether or not the other side
can base their plans on a situation in which they believe that
normalisation of the division of Germany is an accepted fact,
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Dr., Gasteyger listed four points on which he considered
Brzezinski's proposals unrealistic. (1) He certainly did not
believe that the isolation of East Germany is practicable. Apart
from the Soviet interest in maintaining the ilast German regime,
Gomulka and Novotny also have an interest in keeping iast Germany
under communist control in order to avoid dangerous developments
once they face a reunified Germany. (2) Brzezinski does not
mention the strong economic ties through Comecon which have devel-
oped considerably over the last five years. (3) There ig very
close military cooperation through the Warsaw Pact. Brzezinski
leaves open the military status of the llast Kuropean countries.
They would probably to some extent have alienated the Soviet Union
and would therefore have doubts about the Soviet shield; yet they
would not at that stage have any equivalent protection from the
West., ©So they would be bound to ask themselves where is their
protection to come from. (4) East EBuropean fear of German
revanchism is more more differentiated than Brzezinski suggests.
The Poles have a real fear, perhaps the Czechs to some extent;
but the Rumanians or Bulgarians or Hungarians donct share the same
feeling about German revanchism,

Mr. Jukes added that there seemed to be very questionable
propositions in the analysis of the process itself. The idea that
when a country increases its independence from the Sovict Union
it should be rewarded and vice-versa is naive in the extreme.

And he found the economic argument suspect, particularly the
argument that the economic character of the proposals would dim-
inish the suspic¢ions of the political elite: on the contrary,
being good Marxists they would look for the political nigger in
the economic woodpile. Iioreover he was highly critical of the
proposal that Soviet-engineered delays in the Allied right of
access to Berlin should perhaps be immediately reciprocated by
similar harrassment of Soviet shipping on the international waters
around Cuba: the two things are not at all comparable. Somebody
shiould do a serious study of the problem, but this is not it.

Professor Vernant agreed about the astonishing naiveté of the
economic argument in particular. He wondered how anyone could
seriously expect the Iastern countries to make themselves inde-
pendent of the USSR in exchange for economic dependence on the
United States through a revival of the Marshall Plan. If the least
African country will not accept economic aid with strings, why
should the Poles be different? It seemed that the roll-back which
is not possible by military means is to be achieved by a process
of economic seduction.

Dr. @rvik entirely agreed with all the criticisms about the
approach 1o the Iastern side., He thought Brzezinski skated very
lightly over Western problems too: he doubted whether the degree
of coordination which would be necessary to make negotiations
effective could he achieved.

M. Raimond did not dissent from Brzezinski's broad propo-
sitions. But his analysis does rest essentially on the idea that
the German problem is a security problems for the bast Luropean
peoples in terms of fear of German revanchism. This leads him to
some rather strange reasoning: for example in regard to the wall,
nowhere does he say that the tension over Berlin was of Soviet
origin; the massive flights of refugees was a main consequence
of this tension, and this in turn led to construction of the wall.
Soviet, not West German, policy was responsible. Yet Brzezinski
concludes that the wall favours reunification to the extent that
it creates a feeling of security for the sastern peoples.

s ..e to
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Security is not the whole problem. DBrzezinski under-estimates
the purely communist problem in Bastern Burope. iven in a period
of national communism, the loss of one communist state is a threat
to the power of the rest. . Raimond suggested that Zast Buropean
fears have a great less to do with military security than with
political survival.

Herr Cornides argued that aunyone who puts up a plan on lLast-
West relations can be shot down. What he found interesting is the
attempt to think about a Lurope in which both the Americans and the
Russians will be present and the character of their presence will
be changed from military confrontation to cooperation. This thesis
ig safer from the peint of view of world security than some of the
dangers that would come from a vacuum in Burope. The idea that
one ought to deal with the problem of what is the minimum presence,
symbolic or military, needed to maintain stability and of the
implications for possibilities of loosening up tiles in the Zastern
bloc and for better ifast-West relations is wvaluable, because it
forces us to think more realistically.

Mr, Buchan commented that debate about the future of Last
and West Europe has only come into the centre of the picture in
recent years in the literature of arms control. But he expected
the arms control aspect of Luropean relations to become less impor-
tant in years ahead., What therefore would be the driving force
for any development in relationships between the two Buropes in the
immediate future? Will it be trade? Or will there be z new German
precccupation with reunification as a new generation comes to
maturity which feels no moral responsibility for the war?

Dr, Ritter said the sense of urgency is all on the West
German side. The East Buropean states feel strongly that having
Last Germany as a communist neighbour, even if her policy is more
rigid than they would like, offers them greater security than any
arrangement in terms of arms contirol or disengagement, because
the communist Governments in Bast Burope have to struggle harder
to keep themselves in power as communists.

There is a growing feeling among west German public opinion
that the non-recognition policy is artificial. The problem of
contacts and easing the lot cf the Last Germans, brought to the
fore by the exchange of visits, is increasingly becoming the
subject of debate. 1Moreover there is a general impression that
with the test ban and the Geneva talks on arms conirol the whole
process of detente is slowly going ahead, but that the German
problem is being by-passed; this has also had a stimulating effect.

Professor Vernant suggested the economic approach might.
offer possibilities for change, although on a much more modest
gscale than Brzezinski envisages. In the German view, are init-
iatives such as Krupp has undertaken with Poland likely to develop,
and what results can be expected from them? Secondly he wondered
whether the Western powers as a whole could follow the German
example, and if so, whether the type of problem produced by the
Marshall Plan would immediately arise.

Herr Cornides followed up Mr. Buchan and Professor Vernant.
He considered it important to distinguish between motivations for
change in Burope stemming from the global situation and motivations
stemming from the European situation., On the global situation
we have the blue and red areas problems Hurope as a whole is an
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area broadly stabilised by the American-Soviet nuclear balance
which gives a high degree of stability, whereas the outside world
is riven by crises which may even escalate into nuclear crises.

A p0531b1e motivation for change in iLurope may come from this.

If there is inter-action between Dominica and Cuba and Berlin or
between Vietnam and Berlin, for example, that brings new factors
into the situation. Also if Lurope as a whole acts in common in
the third world that also has repercussions in Jurope.

The L“uropean situation has two aspects, the situation in
Germany and the wider situation in Zurope, both East and West.
In regard to Germany, there is the argument propounded by Helmut
Schmidt that restlessness is growing and something must be done
quickly about reunification or the top will blow. There is some-
thing in this argument, but it should not be exaggerated. liuch
will depend, he argued, on the evolution of the Common Market.
So long as the VWest Germans are fairly happy and prosperous, while
they will have a growing interest in the German problem it will
look very different from what it would if Germany were in a state
of economic crisis. The evolution in Furope is in the Common Market
and also in the Comecon.

What Krupp is trying to do in a very pragmatic way is to find
an extra way of dealing with the problem of two economic systems
in surope so long as rigid control on the Zastern side prevents a
multilateral position. Krupp put a factory in Poland; Renault did
the same thing in Yugoslavia. The next step is to try to do some-
thing in third countries, to increase whatever help the others are
able to give. And if for example Germany has a shortage of labour
and the Poles a surplus and they can co-operate in this field,
this can improve German-~Polish relations., But the gains are mainly
in the psychological field: +the results in terms of Dast-iest
trade will not be significant., It might achieve a 5% increase.
But so long as the Zast Luropeans insist that there must be no
Western capital assets in their countries and so long as their
external trade is rigidly state-controlled, he did not see how
there could be any large-scale increase, even with cooperation in
third countries,

His conclusion would be that the motivations for change from
outside iSurope are not very strong. The motivations inside Europe
are not strong, but they do exist. If one assumes that every two
years or so there will be a crisis which has repercussions on
FEurope, and that the interest within Jurope will continue, there is
a fair amount of dynamism, although it would be unwise to over-
dramatise it. _

Mr. Buchan saw a long-term pressure. According 1o the VWorld
Bank's population estimate, the percentage of world population
accounted for by West Lurope, Last surope and the USSR will by
1980 have dropped to 18%.

He also wondered about the extent to which the econonic
aspect of the military confrontation in Europe may act as an incen-
tive to change. There is no doubt that the non central-Luropean
powers in NATO (Canada, the UK, the US) find for balance of pay-
ments reasons the cost of confrontatlon more and more difficult.
Is it not possible that the USSR may find the strain of maintaining
her position in Bast Lurope mounting?

Mr. Jukes said there was no indication of this from East
European sources. The strain of Soviet spending has emergsd in
the maintenance of very large conventional forces; but where cuts
have been made, they have been made in anywhere else but Eastern
Furope. We have not yet got to the stag2 where the cost of the
troops in East Burcpe is a sigrnificanit factor for the USSR.
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General Beaufre agreed there must be some system of East-
West rapprochement; but we must equally have a concept of the
kind of Lurope we want. VWe shall not get very far unless we have
a goal and are clear about the intermediate steps. There is the
problem of marrying the two economic systems, and not just that.
Beyond that, there is the question of the strategic system into
which either a unified Xurope or its various parts must be fitted.
What about the relations of the IBast Luropean countries with the
Soviet Union? He wondered whether those states really would risk
integration with Western Europe, or is Brzezinski's idea of an
Ilast European confederation leading towards a revived concept of
Mittel Iuropa? Personally he believed German reunification could
only take place within the larger framework of European unification
ag far as the Vistula, To try to solve the German question first
would create great problems,

Herr Cornides was struck by the reference to Mittel Buropa.
The Germans and the Poles both lose from the fact that there is no
Central Zurope and no opportunity for entering as old-time national
entities into the game of Buropean politics. Not only has the old
Mittel suropa been destroyed through the German defeat, with the
Soviet and American presence in the centre of Burope the new Mittel
Europa 1s the part of the world where they confront each other.
When Brzezinski speaks of the restoration of Burope he is really
harking back to the 0ld German and Polish ideas about a Mittel
Burope in which the Poles and the Germans would play a large role.
In a way today the French have taken over the lost tradition of
the Germans, and the Germans are the Poles of today. The whole
thing has been pushed to the West as a result of the war., The
interesting side of Brzezinski is that he says we must live with
this situation, must offer the Russians and Americans incentives
to transform the character of their presence rather than withdraw
it. —

IMrl Buchan did not see how the character of a military presence
could be changed: soldiers are soldiers.

Herr Cornides was not so sure. Although we are in the nuclear
age, we have completely conventional ideas that physical presence,
whether of nuclear weapons or itroeps, in a2 territory must always
have the same result on the sovereignty of the area. Perhaps we
should give incentives to those powers to change the aims of what
they want to do: instead of opposing the Soviet hegemony in
Yastern rfurope, perhaps we should try to make them a better heg-
emonial power. .

Professor Vernant was also struck by the nostalgic flavour
of parts of Brzezinski's article, particularly where he envisages
an Fast Buropean confederation; the emigré governments in London
during the war had the same idea for creating a stable Europe.
There seem to be two alternative approaches: DBrzezinski represents
one school of thought which sees a basically bipolar world; they
see peace and stability in .Jurope through changing the character
of the two super powers, humanising the hegemonies, The alter-
native view, expressed in official French thinking, is that stab-
ility will never exist as long as either of these hegemonies holds
sway over wsurope, no matter how moderate and flexible they may
become., :

When he asked about German-Polish projects it wag with the
idea that this would be a modest step which would not give rise to
great problems, but nevertheless would be something that the
Buropeans themselves could undertake,
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Herr Cornides found it very difficult to answer a gquestion
from General Beaufre whether West Germany would be prepared to
pay for reunification by demilitarisation of her territory or the
future federal state. - In the logic of the German situation there
must always be the nypothesis that once the cards-.are played this
could 'in certain circumstances ledd to a neutralised central -
Lurope. But this is purely theoretlcal because Germany cannot
deal with Ru581a in a vacuum, : .

In the Communlty of the SlX and in. uastern Larope enormous
transformations are in process because the real dynamism on both
sides is in the -direction of integration (although the integration

- is of a different order) In the realities under which iurope and

Bermany will evolve they will not be confronted with this problem.
As Xurope changes year by year it becomes.less and less.feasible

to put this alternative in meanlngful terms; not because West
Germany will become so integrated :in.political terms in the Western
world that she could not make any independent moves, but  because
she will have become part of a system which would not-allow her to
follow a policy of neutralism and make a deal w1th the DPR, because
_of the Warsaw Pact.. . i . S :

Brzezinski 1s falllng back on the dream of a Mittel Luropa,
although not an armed Mittel ruropa. Some Germans follow that line
instinctively. But, Herr Cornides felt it is a  dream, because if
such a Mittel iuropa would be viable and if the Germans felt -secure
in it, they would be so strong that-the German threat would re-
appear, even if it were non—nuclear. But he: did.-not believe this
could happen. ‘ oo

Profesrsor Vernant could see a third possibility. beyond Herr
Cornides”™ i1dea ol humanising the two hegemonies within a system
of bipolar responsibility for Burope or a neutralised central -
furope, which he agreed would not be very realistic. The French
line of thought could lead to a third solution, the idea of a
cathedral on which another cathedral. is built,: the idea of a _
durope including the whole of East plus West Europe, balancing =
~the united Germany that would be contained within it.

" "Herr Cornides said-he was ‘thinking more in terms of this third
possibility when he-spoke of transformation; he was thinking of
more than humanisation of the Soviet- presence. . Transformation
would imply modification of bipolarity. - Indeed we no longer have
a bipolar duropean system in the old sense ‘because of the develop-
ment of the force de frappe. If we add the economic development
of the Common Market, add the re-emergence of a balance of states
in.Viestern Kurope, not-only-on the Furopean level but on a wider
level with the US: he did. not know how far we could go, but cer-
tainly the altermative to Mittel Zuropa is not just humanlslng the
Soviet presence in the old blpolar ‘system,

Mr. Buchan doubted very much whether anxbodz - Russians,
Americans, British, French or Germans - wanted to recreate Mittel
Luropa., Was it not true to say that there is as strong an instinct
against it in Germany as elsewhere9,‘, : : .

Herr Cornides was Hot sure how far the Germans have rationalised
it! If the Germans shed all their illusions and were squarely
faced with the risks of a new Mittel iluropa they would be
horrified, But he.felt they needed illusions - or ideals - which
prevented them from rationalising. things to the last extreme.
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Signor Albonetti pressed on General Bezufre's gquestion.
He was interested in the reaction of German public opinion.
Personally he believed that as we go on it will become increasingly
difficult for Germany to pay for reunification with neutralisation.
But if Germany wanted to pay this price she could do so. Left wing
opinion in Western furope has made clear its view that German
reunification should be paid for by renunciation of nuclear weapons
plus a considerable reduction in conventional strength.

Herr Cornides replied that opinion in diplomacy and politics
does not work along the lines of paying. The option of neutral-
isation remains and should remain; the %candinavians for example
have remained in NATO and are protected but have the option of
neutrality in certain circumstances. The best way to keep the
Germans with the West is not to constrain the ilitarily but to
leave certain options open and rely on their/@g gonableness to tell
the Germans there is no real alternative. But if East and West
combine to take all the options away from the Germans, then all
the conditions for intellectual neutrality will have been created.

General Beaufre commented that this is another card for the
Germans; the possibilities are limited, but it has a value.

. M, Raimond objected that there is nothing to buy foxr the
moment; there are no serious proposals of any kind from the Dastern
side. There is also the complication of what kind of neutrality
the Germans would be buying. At the moment all these cards have
a purely theoretical value. :

Dr, Zrvik asked whether if the standard of living were raised
in East Germany to a level almost equal to that of West Germany,
this would be a greater or a lesser incentive to reunification?

Dr., Ritter replied that technologically and technically it
would be easier for West Germany to deal with a more equal DDR.
But psychologically it would make things more difficult, because
the demand for reunification within the DDR would be less strong
if their economic position were greatly improved; they would be
less antagonistic towards the Ulbricht Government. The DDR would
have an incentive to work for reunification via sharpening of the
division.

Herr Cornides added that the effects of overspill from economic
change into the political field were still unknown even in the
Common Market. Certainly it would be easier for the Eastern
Governvient to point up its successes., On the other hand the mairn-
tenance of control may be more difficult for other reasons.

Mr., Buchan assumed there would be no support for the kind of
line Dean Acheson took two years ago of building so strong a West
that an uwltimatum could be issued to the Zast for reunification.

His impression from the discussion was that the future of
kast-West relations in Burope would be conditioned by people's
political perspectives and would not derive from any artificial
measures to lower tension.
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General del Marmol,trying to come to a conclusion in General
Beaufre's sense of a strategic aim, thought Professor Vernant's
third poss1b111ty the most hopeful. - A solution based on bipolar
responsibility is already being bypassed by events, and everyone
seemed agreed that a. more or.less neutralised Mittel Puropa would
not be desirable, Therefore we come to the idea of a West
Lurope strengthened on the economic . and the political level,
perhaps with the inclusion of Britain, and with a certain military
independence of its own, coming together in the long term with the
Bastern states., Within this perspective West Germany ought to try
to take advantage of the circumstances to improve her own relations
with the Last and particularly Last Germany. In this regard
General del Marmol disagreed with Brzezinski: he failed to see how
isolating East Germany could help the.process of reunification.

Herr Cornides said in the long range this is true; but some
aspects of Brzezinski's argument are also true. ©Since this will
be a very long-range process the West Germans cannot simply start
today co-operating with Ulbricht by disregarding the non-recognition
problen,

Dr, Ritter sald that opinion generally in the Last is much
more concerned about fostering a growing interdependence in central
gurope than about the national problem of German reunification.

If the DDR sincerely wanted growing interdependence and was inter-
ested in closer contacts and a federalist approach, the whole
problem would not be so bad as it is. But the other side is working
from the opposite direction, using contacts to gain leverage to
pull the West over to their side. The West Germans would like to
develop more 1nterdependence in Eastern Lurope and to see a greater
Last-West relaxation in general, but they are not prepared to sit
bvack and see the other side using this general relaxation to
sharpen the division of Germany. All the people in Germany who
want to do away with the Halstein doctrine have their personal
reasons, but they do not give sufficient weight to the fundamental
problem. Any kind of policy of increasing interdependence must be
linked with unification. '
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SATURDAY MORNING, 26th JUNE

DISCUSSION ON THE ATTITUDE OF SCANDINAVIAN MEMBER COUNTRIES
OF NATO TOTARDS THE PROBIEMS OF THE ALLTANCE

Dr. ngik opened the presentation, He wanted to call attention to two main
questions relating to the position of these countries within the alliance and the
effect of their deviation on the military efficiency of the alliance: first, how
important is the territory which they occupy on the NWorthern flank, and has their
opposition towards nuclear weapons and bases weakened NATO's flank? Secondly, how
will this policy affect their own national security, and will it affect the military
posture of any other NATO country?

He proposed to deal briefly with the background to the nuclear and base policy
from a Norwegian point of view, To sum up, the reasons for it were partly Soviet
diplomatic pressure, to a lesser extent domestic pressure from neutralist forces,
but mainly the Government's evaluation of the actual threat. He added that this
policy was adopted on the explicit condition that it should be compensated for by a
substantial increase in conventional armament. This has not happened: in fact
conventional preparedness has decreased relative to what it was in 1961, Also the
Honest John vehicles which were received prior to the decision have been removed,
leaving only the Nike with conventional warheads.

All the Norwegian Government's statements on nuclear policy give as their main
aim prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons. Their definition of 'spread! is
somewhat arbitrary. Officially it is connected with national control of these .
weapons, but it has alsoc been extended to include the physical presence of these
weapons because, it is argued, effective control is difficult to maintain when
wzapons are spread over large areas. The basis of Norwegian objections to the MLF
and subsequently to the ANF has been that the control and anti-proliferation provi-
gions were inadequate. The Norwegian Government supported the Under Plan and has tri-
ed to support the Irish resolution for an agreement among the non-nuclear powers.
There has recently been a strong drive for a new look at various disengagement propo-
sals and, from the neutralist side, for looking into the Gomulka Plan to see whether
possibilities exist for combining the Xekkonen Plan (for the establishment of a
muclear-free zone in Scandinavia) with the various Polish proposals. This ie not
Government policy, but pressure is building up on that issue.

Most Norwegiane are not greatly worried about the state of the alliance, They
feel that many members have now come round to the evaluation of the situation which
they themselves reached some years ago, and this should give no cause for concern,
They are satisfied with the situation as it is. The McNamara proposal was favourably
received: Norway would certainly not insist on becoming the fifth member of the
committee - '"B" status is guite acceptable., There has been some “ncern that this
very lax and complacent attitude might lead to an isolated position with Norway being
gradually written off or faded out of the focus of the alliance: some people want
to discuss possibilities for a non-nuclear integrated force of some kind {there is no
concrete proposal} and have been looking into other possibilities for a higher degree
of integration., There is great interest in the economic approach, i.e. through
closer relations with the EEC. This reflects a growing unessiness about the role of
the smaller nations in NATO and a desire to work out a useful function. On the other
hand there is a group, headed mainly by the neutralists, which wants a Nordic defence
union or Nordic regional arrangements rather than a national policy. This alter-
native has been weakened, however, hy Swedish reservations about schemes for nuclear-
free zones: she agrees in principle, but has a list of specifications which it will
be very hard to meet,

Dr, ﬁrvik saw no indication at the moment of Norway's membership of NATC ever
being called in question. The Gallup Pollschow a clear majority in favour of
continued membership. Campaigning for the September elections is already starting
ups all the parties except the Socialist People's Parity (which has only 2 seats in
the Storting out of 150) are chearly pro-NATO, Should the Labour Party lose the
election, however, there would be cause for concern. The alternmative would be a
coalition between the Conservatives, Farmers and Liberals which could only be main-
tained at the cost of many compromises whose consequences it is hard to foresee,
Also within the Labour Party itself the Left has increased its influence during the
past year; 1if it lost the election the Party might move somewhat to the Left, just
for the sake of opposing those who have led policy fir the past thirty years. And
a split within the Labour Party (which remains as a possibility, although not a likely
one) would lead to a very unstable situation.
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Dr. ﬁrvik was cautious about drawing any conslusions. However, it would be
safe to say that up till 1969 at least Norway will hold on to NATQ, even if other
members should leave, He saw a greater danger that NATO itself will become an
empty forum, more like the League of Nations, giving an illusion of security to cover
g de facto isolation which would allow the country to drift into a Finnish situation
caught between the two sides. (He was not taking account of any East-West rapproche-
ment) Norway will be very reluctant to enter into any new arrangement which will imply
new duties and added responsibilities., Therefore if the Scandinavain countries are
considered to be important to NATO, any revision that must be made within NATO should
take place within the NATO framework; it would be much harder for Scandinavia to
support any new arrangement outside the organisation. He suggested that the possibi-
lities of achieving closer ties to Europe through economic arrangements are not being
exploited as they might be: there is a growing interest in European affairs which is
economic in origin, although Norway is still very much tied to her Anglo-American past
and anti-German feeling is still very strong; it is still much easier to get support
for a move which hag first been made by Britain.

. MresHaagerup sald there were many similarities in the positions of Denmark and
Norway. Where differences do exist they are not always of vital imporitance from the
discussion point of view., TFor example the Danish Government has not made any state~
ment of its position towards the ANF, But by and large the Danish Government is more
concerned and uneasy about the present state of relations with the EEC than about the
state of the alliance; a rather active diplomacy is being conducted to offset the
negative effects of the market situation, whereas it is very limited in what is being
done in the field of security. _ :

The domestic motivations behind the Danish nuclear exclusion policy are being
played down, although Mr. Haagerup believed they may be more important than the foreign
policy considerations which are being played up. The Danish Foreign Minister has
more than once referred to the refusal to accept nuclear warheads on Danish s0il as
a contribution to the markeg stability and equilibrium that characterise the North.
The Danish Government has tried hard to get both her Western allies and the USSR to
accept this: +the refusal to gccept warheads was even included in the joint communigue
after the Khrushchev visit, although this was not a question which should have been
on the agenda, At the same time the Danish Government (and the Nbrwegian) does not
want to become part of any separate security arrangement outside NATO, which would have
been the case if they had accepted the Kekkonen Plan (which was limited to the Scand-
inavian countries). All three Scandinavien countries have turned down the Kekkonen
Plan., :

With regard to the intermal situation, the next elections will be held not later
than 1968; undoubtedly the gruestion of Danish membership of NATO will play an important
part in the campaien (although this does not mean that this is in doubt). Among the
opponents of NATO are the traditional pacifists and unilateral disarmers, the left-
wingers, grouped within the small and politically insignificant Communist Party and in
the much larger Social People's Party and to g certain extent found on the Left wing
of the Sociel Demoecratic Party. Opponents are also to be found among the Radical
Liberals; this pariy traditionally holds a balancing role in Danish politics and has
an influénce out of proportion to its size. The most outspoken critics are the left-
wing intellectuals, who play a considerable role in Danish public debate. And
curiously enough there is a small fringe of NATO opponents on the Right, but this is
a consequence of their opposition to Danish membership of the Common Market, largely
for reasons of patriotism, prestige, rellgion. No alternative is put forward by the
opponents of NATO except for unarmed neutrality. In the major parties, however, there
is a healthy majority in favour of continued membership. According to the public
opinion polls, there is a very high proportion of don't knows (38% in the latest poll,
at one time this figure ran as high as 50%). But these figures also reflect the
current state of international relations: in time of crisis the proportion of don't
knows will go down,

He felt that the question of Danish membership of NATO will only really arise in
comnection with larger changes that have taken place in the world, in Europe and in
NATO itself: Denmark will be affected by what happens or does not happen in NATC,

In regard to the MLF, if French opposition has been the main reason for shelving this
proposal, at the same time a government like the Danish has been relieved of the
problem of facing up to the gquestion of its exact relationship,

s
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Mr. Haagerup did however draw attention to one difference betwsen Nurway and
Denmark: Denmark is much more influenced by developments in central Europe and in .
Germany. As long as the possibility of a2 German-Soviet military confrontation in
Europe remains, it will be very difficult to visualise an arrangement that would isolate
Denmark militarily from Germany. The problem for Denmark is how to preserve her
freedom of action while making sure that a potential aggressor realises that any attack
against Denmark will alsc automatically invoXke Germany, Denmark prefers this defence
co-operation to be multilateral, through NATO, rather than bilateral, because she does
not want to increase her dependence on Germany; +this is gl a reason for Denmark
stressing the Nordic aspect of her policy. In the original set-up in NATO Denmark,
Norway, Britain and Germany beceme the Northern Regionjy +this was partiy done for
political reasons to meet the explicit wikshes of the Danes, For many years British and
American forces have taken part in exercises on Danish 3011; but only this spring have
German forces taken part for the first time. R -

Mr, Seidenfaden did not dissent from what Dr. ﬁrvik or Mr, Haagerup had said.
But he could not exclude the possibility of Denmark and perhaps Norway leaving NATO in
the future in certain contingencies, For example if NATQO were to take on responsibili-
ties outside Europe, especially if a scheme for some sort of directorate were adopted,
this would strongly influence Danish public opinion which would not want to carry more
responsibilities and risks, Another contingency might be the development of a stronger
nationalist movement in Germany., If such developments in NATO coincided with a
continuing detente, so that the defensive need of the alliance were not felt so strongly,
there might then not be sufficient support for continued membership, because the present
opponents of NATO would be reinforced by the latent neutralist sentiment which does
exist behind all the parties' official policy.

Turning to the question posed initially by Dr. ¢rvik, Mr. Seidenfaden suggested
that serious condideration should be given to how important Denmark's and Norway's
contribution to the alliance really is, If their departure became a serious possibili-~
ty, what pressure would be exerted by the rest of the alliance to keep them in? Of
course there would be the general interest that no-one should lesve NATO, for prestige
reasons. He would also expect strong American pressure over the Greenland issue (which
is easier with the Scandinavians in NATO), and strong German pressure because Denmark is
a strategic part of her defence, He would appreciate other comments on this point.

General B,aufre asked what the reaction . in the Scandlnavlan countries Would be
in the event of a US war with China (in terms of support for NATO).

Dr. Q ik said a weakening of support would become apparent in the Gallup Polls,
. On the whole he agreed with Mr, Seidenfaden, if extra-European involvement of NATO
should rise to a very high level and at the same time demand a material contribution,
Scandinavian reluctance to become involved would inecrease in proporiion.

Mr., Seidenfaden added that much would depend on how such a war came about. It
would be too much to say that public opinion is more pro-Chinese than pro-US over
Vietnam; on the other hand anti-American feeling does exist.

) My. Hasgerup argued that it would also depend on the exten£ to which it was
believed that such a war might adversely affect the local situation. (it was general-
ly agreed that this consideration would apply to other members of NATO too. )

Mr. Buchan found the Scandinavian concern about extra-European involvement ironic.
Of all the NATO powers, Lenmark and Norway have been most involved in UN peace-keeing
operations: surely they would be prepared to be involved ouiside Europe under a pale
blue flag? Why not under a NATO flag?

Mr. Seidenfaden said the irony is that this involvement is a proof of latent
neutralism: Scandinavians are prepared to accept anything under the UN flag, but not
under NATO suspices. Dr, Qrv1k added that to most Scandinavians NATO smacks of great
power politics (which has been looked upon with disfavour all through the centuries)
whereas the UN is looked upon as the Lrstrument to take care of the small nations.
This underlines the necessity, if Scandinavian co-operation is wanted in practical
terms, of studying very carefully the form in which it is put.

General Beaufre posed'a further question: what is Scandinavian feeiing about
the future of Europe?
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Mr. Seidenfaden replied that Denmark's attitute towards Europe is absolutely
dominated by economic considerations. Discussion about the desirability of trying
to join the EEC has centred almost entirely upon the economic arguments; questions
of BEuropean security or the creation of any European sentiment have hardly arisen.
On the other hand, because the economic considerations are predominant, provided this
aspect were favourable the organisational and other implications would be accepted as
a by-product. _ : :

Dr. Qrvik saeid that for Norway the Atlantic ties are predominant, But if Atlantic
ties should be identified with great wars and heavy involvement in other areas with
gontributions, then a European alternative might look somewhat different. Although it
is still very vague, there is a growing interest in Europe which was not apparent in
Norway three years ago; it results from the campaign fought by the Labour Party in
1961-2 to gain entry into the EEC. Mr. Haagerup added that a European alternative in
the security sense would however be much more difficult to sell to the Danish or
Norwegian electorate in isolation, unaccompanied by an economic solution.

Mr, Buchan. sald that if the Scandinavian countries did apply for membership of
" ‘the EEC iprobably.at the same time as Britain), this would mean the break-up of EFTA
. and entry into a very strong economic and probably political-system of which Sweden
and Finland do not form a part. Would Norway and Denmark accept to be more divided
from their fellow Scandinavians than they are at present? If so, is Scandinavian
solidarity meaningful? Furthermore might there be a catch for Norway and Denmark in
considering membership of the EEC in that it may lead on to a political and defence
community which may force them to reverse or modify their present defence policies in
ways they do not at present envisage?

Dr. Qrvik acknowledged that Scandinavian solidarity is more apparent than real:
in a crisis the support from the other countries in the area has been -very limited.
Certainly there is no solidarity in terms of the Scandinavian economy. Moreover the
Swedes are very practical in the application of their neutral policy, particularly
in the economic sense, At the time when Norwegian entry into the EEC aszemed likely,
Swedish official opinion was very strongly aware that she could not afford to remain
outside, and it was being said privately that realistic considerations would lead to
some arrangement being found,

Mr, Seidenfaden said Sweden has been trying to delay attempts which are now being
made to bring the two markets together, (which would be advantageous to Denmark) and
is going pretty far in attempts to delay Denmark's entry into the EEC.  She has been
prepared to make very heavycon.essions for the sake of this.

Signor Albonetti observed that the Swedish policy of trying to avoid any European
integration goes back to the old European Free Trade Area negotiations: Sweden was
the staunchest ally of Britain, with Austria and Denmark at the other end wanting to
come to some arrangement with the Six, The Swedes went very far in their concessions
to try and prevent a very strong Common Market or one which could absorb other European
countries as members.

Professor Vernant argued that if EFTA and the EEC do come together this could
only be in a much looser framework then the Brussels arrangement: he certainly could
not see any organisation comprising the Six plus the Seven being based on a supra-
national structure, it would have to.be very flexible. Therefore he did not believe
this could be a major obstacle to the Scandinavian countries; their seolidarity could
still be retained in a certain form. He argued that the reluctance of Sweden. and
Pinland is due to wider political considerations involving their own relationship with
the USSR - if the two blocs did come together their position would become more marginal,

Mr. Seidenfaden agreed; and if (as he believed) a larger ¢ mmnity were based on
a mach looser political framework, the problem of Scandinavian defence policies would
not be posed so acutely.

But anxiety arises from the possibility that Denmark elone might join (hitherto
her policy has been only to join when Britain did). Pressure is growing for Denmark
to act unilaterally because the economic conse juences of the split are much harder for
Denmark than for the other EFTA countries., However, Mr, Haagerup said the Moderate
Liberals are the only party in Denmark advocating unilateral accession to the EEC;
there is definitely not a political majority today for such a step.

Taking up Dr, Prvik, Mr. Haagerup argued that the emotional appeal of Scandinavian

solidarity should not be under-estimated; it does still carry great weight in domestic
political terms,
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Dr. Qrvik agreeds bubt when it comes to facts, this solidarity is shown to be
hollow, Tor example, the attempts between 1952 and 1958 to create a Nordic customs
union were finally unsuccessful, as were the discussions in 1948-9 on a Scandinavian
defence union (Norway backed out on both occasioms). Since 1958 the feeling has been
- growing that the Scandinavian area is too small and must be affiliated with a larger
European or Atlantic framework in terms of security and economics, The ideal has:
been for the Scandinavian countries to move together and agree among themselves and
then enter some larger organisation. But so far this has not been possible, for
geographical reasons and for economic reasons: Swedish industry and Norwegian
shipping and Danish agriculture.

Professor Vernant posed two Guestions: (1) What would be the effects, from the
strategic aspect and in terms of command, of a defence organisation (with adequate
means of defence) comprising Sweden, Norway and Denmark? How would this relate to the
theory of the Nordic balance? (2) What would be the effects, both on the strategic
situation and on the state of public opinion in Norway and Denmark, of Sweden acquiring
nuclear capability?

Mr, Jukes said the Soviet strategic interest in Scandinavia is not very great on
the whole (spesking particularly of Norway). The situation at the moment is one the
Soviets have learnt to live with - and the status quo suits both us and them. We
should have to congidervery seriously their reaction if we change it. If nuclear
weapons were placed in Scandinavia these would be American weapons and would he viewed
by the USSR as suchy and the Soviet reaction would be rather sharp and unfavourable.

Dr, Qrvik replied to M. Vernant that the term Wordic balance is misleading. It
was developed for reasons of convenience and its main importance is political. It
came up in 1961 with the Soviet Note to the Finnish Government threatening that the
agreement of 1948, which could invo’ye military occupation of Finland, could be invoked.
The Norwegian Government sent a Note to the effect that if Finland's status were changed,
Norway would reconsider her nuclear policy. The intention was to have a lever to
support Finland in time of crisis. But of course this has no substance: the real
problem is the Norwegian coastline, and if the Russians were to do anything in that
area and Norway tried to invoke changes in her nuclear policy, the Russians could
counter this by threatening action against Finland! Moreover it would be very hard
to build up any political credibility for a change in Norway's nuclear policy.

On the question of Swedish nuclear capability, this is entirely a matter of poli-
tical decision. Sweden decided in 1960 that there would be no need to make a decision
about this until 1963 or 1965. This year there has been discussion on this question,
and the Head of the armed forces did ask the Government to cut down the time they would
need to make a nuclear weapon from seven to four years, saying the situation may change
and seven years is too long; his implications were clear, The Government has refused,
thus it will still be a long time before Swedish nuclear capacity is converted into a
weapons industry. But the capability does exist.

As far as Norwegian defence goes, it is no secret that less than a thousand
conventionally armed scldiers are stationed on a border of 150 km, while there iz a
much larger force on the other side. But Dr, ﬁrvik did not foresee any change for
the moment. Norwegian forces are not being increased, for economic and also for
public opinion reasons. Nor will there be any change in the base policy or in nuclear
policy. : T

Mr, Seidenfaden pointed out that a country could be defended by nuclear weapons
without these being stationed in the country. Denmark's refusal of nuclear weapons
is not so absolute as Norway's: there ig an escape clause., In times of crigis
Demmark would be open to receiving nuclear warheads, and the Russians know that, so
they have to reckon to a certain extent that nuclear weapons might be used from
Scandinavian territory. (Mz. Haggerup argued that this escape clause has been under-
mined by the reference to Denmark's nuclear policy in the Khrushchev communique).

General Beaufre said the fact that Denmark can be supported by nuclear weapons in
g crigis is half true. True she would have the advantage of some air support, but
tactical nuclear weapons to prevent a landing in Denmark could probably not be brought
in quickly enough. He agreed that that kind of risk is not great now according to
the general situation, but it should be borne in mind.
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Signor Albonetti referred back to a guestion in Dr, @rvik's introductory remarks:
the effect of the Scandinavian deviation on the military efficiency of the alliance.
He did not believe this afiected the credibility of the alliance; but it did have
paychological effects and could increase certain centrifugal tendencies within the
alliance which he considered rather dangerous, Neutralist forces are already
increasing in Italy; if they become active elsewhere too the €. uilibrium which allows
Norway and Denmark to pursue their present policy may not be easy to maintain. Even
if we understand the special position of the Scandinavian countries (especially Finland
and Sweden) we should be more aware of these political and psychological implications
for the alliance as a whole.

The question of what would have been the effect of the Unden Plan on the alliance
is closely related to this point. The Unden Plan would mean a change in the present
situation because it would freeze it; +this could have greater consequences in other
countries than leaving the general situastion ag it is. PFurthermore he saw the danger
of this approach being built up into a general philosophy. Of course the USSR is
against any change in our defence dispositions, but we should beware of building up on
the basis of the status quo (as implied in the Unden Plan) and then justifying this
on the grounds of Soviet opposition to any change. And the Unden Plan would have an
unhealthy effect by increasing the discrimination which already exists within the
alliance.

Herr Cornides was struck by the word "deviation": surely everybody deviates to
a degree according to his geographical position and status, and this is a normal state
of affairg. TUnder pressure and in times of direct threat we have probably somewhat
abused the concept of integration to the detriment of normal geographical and other
differences. Rather than a deviation, is this not a direction into which the whole
alliance is moving that will permit some of the classical instruments of planning to
be applied to the muclear situation? He questioned whether the Nordic balance is a
mature doctines but there are balances within a greater imbalance. We should learn
to play with that through crisis management and other ways, taking advantage of the
fact that we have a geographically fairly good position in the Northern sector to be
more flexible, rather than spreading out all we have evenly and thinly and meking
everything centrally controlled, because the ceatral control can only come from
Washington. We can go in this direction without neutralism., It would probably be
an antidote to neutralist tendencies if we could show that the alliance is not a
rigid structure, that it can be adapted to the problems of the flanks, and that we do
not seek because of the problem of the centre to tie them into one absolutely integra-
ted position,

Dr. Qrvik welcomed Herr Cornides'! line of argument. Scandinavians feel much
easier when they see that so many others have a special position so far as the alliance
goes. He would like to see some work done on the role which the smaller partners can
play in the alliance. The hardest thing to meet neutralist arguments is to be able
to say just what is the usefulness of the alliance. Perhaps more concrete tasks could
be undertaken within the alliance framework without too tight an integration.

Signor Albonetti agreed that not everybody must have the same task within the
alliance., TIf integration does not work we must find other means - the alternative
iz not just between integration and hegemony. The important thing is not to be
content with the present situation, just to rest on the different political and
geographical situation of every country. But one comes back to the old question of
what is the meaning of consultation if the potential of the various countries is so
different? ;

Mr. Buchan recalled that one of the technigues originally quite widely used in

NATO but which has fallen into disuse is the idea of more intensive regional consulta-
tion. If we are going to try to promote closer contingency planning, would it perhaps
be better to develop (say) three or four regional mechanisms? For example a Northern
Burope group with the US, UK, Germany, Norway, Denmark; a Central Europe group consis-
ting of the countries with forces in the area; and a Mediterranean group (US, Italy,
Creece, Turkey, France and UK), He could see very strongly the sense of frustration
that a country the size of Denmark or Norway must feel in trying to make any impact on
a group of fifteen; Dbut the electorate could probably be persuaded that their Foreign
Minister does exert a degree of influence and control in a regional organisation.

Mr, Seidenfaden pointed out that there is & regional arrangement in the Nordic
Command.
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Mr. Haagerup argued tha%t this is a purely military command; Iir. Buchan was
suggesting a political organisation.

General Beaufre said that in the military sphere there are three regional cormands
in Europe, But this organisation has been completely disorganised by the proliferation
of SHAPE: the local commanders have no real authority. Speaking personally, he would
take everything out of SHAPE that has to do with local organisation and administration
and relations with governments: he would raise Oslo to the level of Fontainebleau.

Dr, Q ik found Mr. Buchan's suggestion interesting, particularly as it includes
Germany. - There is still a difference between the Norwegian and the Danish attitudes
to Germany, The participation of Germsn troops in an exercise such as took place on
Danish soil this year could not have happened in Norway. Anti-German sentiment is
weakening, although there is a long way to go. But it would be useful to discuss this
kind of suggestion in the alliance, which gives the impression of being stale and linked
to the past and has no attraction to public opinion.

Herr Cornides believed institutionalised political groupings would be very difficult
because of the decision of who is in and who is out. Bubt if there were corresponding
to this command structure study groupings, so to speak, on the political level, to which
the Swedes for example could send observers without being members of NATO, then they would
be open-ended, Would it not be possible to have open-ended study machinery on an ad
hoc basis to cortrespond to the command structure? (He made the proviso that in the case
of a crisis in a particular area, members in differeént regional groupings would still
wish to retain the right to be in on consultations,)

Mr, Buchan believed Herr Cornides! suggestion would be possible if there were a
political dynamic in NATQ which does not exist nowi, .-

General Beaufre considered that it would help contingency planning because different
answers would be received from different areas,

Mr. Haagerup argued that Herr Corhides under-estimated the rigidity of the Swedish
non-alignment policy; it would not be politically possible for Sweden to join even a
gtudy group. (He agreed that it would be possible to do something without the Swedes).

Dr. Qggik supported Mr, Haagerup, The Swedes have been stiffening their neutrality
rather than loosening it: in a recent pamphlet the Swedish Government has made it clear
that Swedish defence is meant for the defence of Sweden alone, and they take no responsi-
bility for what is happening in neighbouring countries., The possibility of Sweden
joining any regional Scandinavian command at the moment is very faint, partly because of
her doubts sbout the ability cf any regional Wordic grouping to defend itself sgainat
the USSR,

Dr, Gasteyger asked whether Swedlsh neutrallty extends to co-operatlon in arms
production, or whether there were pOSSlbllltles in this field?

Mr. Haagerup and Dr. @rvik made it clear that Sweden is quite anxious to sell, it
is entirely a matier of whether she can supply what is needed. Norway has bought a
fair amount of Swedish equipment (particularly transport) and gome items are being
produced in Norway,

General Beaufre wondered what the possibilities might be for a Nordic defence union
as a neutral grouping. If the detente continues, might there not be some possibility
in this direction?

Mr, Seidenfaden said public opinion would be strongly in favour of such a concepts
but from a military point of view it makes no sense in the nuclear age - it is too late.
Therefore if it came about, it would presumably mean peace in that part of the world so
that NATO itself would not be necessary, He would like other comments, however,

Dr, Qrvik stressed that a neutral Scandinavia would be virtually an undefended one,
That became clear during the 1948~9 discussions with the Swedes; they realised that a
neutral Nordic defence union would have to be paid for by themselves, so it would be
much better for them to have an isolated Swedish neutrality! There would be no possibi-
lity of even discussing this except as a neutralised area with guarantees,
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Mr, Buchan expected a very stiff rearguard action from the Western military to any
suggestion that we could live happily with a neutral Scandinavia in present circumstances.
The sailors would be very unhappy if they did not have the control of the Danish Straits
that Danish membership provides. = And the UK has a direct interest in a military
arrangement with Noxrway and Denuark because of early warning: the whole of her early
warning system would be virtually useless without the station in Norway, Of course
these may become more marginal considerations than they were in the early days, and the
whole question may become more political,

Herr Cornides (asked by Mr. Seidenfaden whether in a crisis a neutral Denmark would
have to be occupied by Germary) said clearly a neutral Scandinavia would raise difficult
problems for Germany; he could not exclude this possibility.

General del Marmol maintained that the nuclear policy of the Scandinawvian countries
should bhe viewed from the yoint of view of the security of Europe as a whole, In
present circumstances this policy cannot be said to diminish the security of NATO to any
gignificant extent, But if they took certain measures which would affect the security
of Europe as a whole, then in his view their nuclear policy should be revised.

Mr. Buchan took up another asspect related to the Brzezinski discussion, If we
are in for a period of rears when there will be a demand to shape a new basis for rela-
tions with East Europe, have the Scandinavian members of NATC a special role to play in
thie? Can they take the lead, or become a channel to develop new ideas on how to bring
the two halves of Eurcpe together that may not be open to West Europe proper?

Mr. Seidenfaden said contacts are growing with the Eastern countries, and there are
many cultural contacts with Poland in particular., But he doubted whether Scandinavia
could play a leading role in anything that could affect the major question of security.
They might perhaps lead in the psychological sphere, but otherwise they would have to
follow the gener:snl development., Denmark has been very careful about going into direct
talks with the Po.es on the Rapackl Plan, for example, on the grounds that these things
mist be solved as part of a wider arrangement where Demmark has no special part to play.

Dr, Qggik said there is a movement (which incorporates a large sector of the Left
wing of the Lalour Party) which aspires to the role of mediator as Mr, Buchan suggested.
Relations witk Poland have picked up remarkably in the last few months and there have
been many exchange visits, But there is some caution., The Kekkonen Plan is strongly
supported frem the East, whereas Norway has been uneasy about an agreement of this sort
and would prefer a general framework. With regard to the Gomulka Plan, Norway is not
likely to eunter anything which did not include the West Germans. He was firmly of the
opinion that the economic approach has the best psychological and political implications
for an improvement in East-West relations.

Signnor Albonetti also wished to link this discussion with the discussion on
Brzezinski. TWhile it is not suggested that the best way to deal with the East is to
strengthen ourselves militarily., we are in no position to stand the strain of lengthy
negotiations with the Russians or a very strong economic initiative towards the East
(which wns the basis of the Brzezinski discussion) so long as there is not much more
political cohesion within the alliance, Nothing can substitute for the attraction of
unity and political cohesion. If there were a stronger move for unity within the
alliance and for closerintegration in Europe, the power of leverage of the alliance,
even for the German problem, would be much stronger than any initiative taken on the
basis of the alliance in its present state.

Herr Cornides agreed upon the need for greater cohesiony but if we envisage talks
continmuing for 10-15 years, there is room for discussion of what we mean by cohesion,
We have learnt in the Community that economic integration, political unity and military
effectiveness are quite different things. It was felt yesterday that from a German point
of view, thinking over long-range ideas sbout improving relations between the two halves
of Germany, that there will have to be some limitation of the military status at least
of the DDR; we must try and think of situations where we can have political unity,
economic integration and yet a different military solution. From a German point of
view we should not say that if we have an economic community, even a larger one, that
we should enforce ont all members az military status which does not make sense from a
military point of view in a changed Buropean situation. From the German point of view,
therefore, there is an interest in not being too rigid with regard to the Scandinavian
position.
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Dr, ﬁrvik disagreed with Signor Albonetti on the question of cohesion. We must
be content with the possibilities that exist and not be obsessed by the best solution.

Signor Albonetti denied thaet it is a question of the best solution. Our
priorities have changed: we now put negotiations with the Bast first, taking for
granted NATO and Eurcpean unity and ocur own security, and this is a great mistake,
The only thing he could accept would be an attempt to negotiate with the East in
parallel with movement towards European unity in the political and military field and
a better arrangement within the alliance., He did not believe economic inftegration
could last very long so long as we do not have other goals and do not proceed in the
political and military field, And he did not believe NATO would last very long if
we ignored our internal problems and thought only about external problems.

Herr Cornides suggested that Signor Albonettils late arrival during the Brzezinski
discussion may have given him a false impression, He believed we could teke it for
granted that the economic commmnity must go on and must have its political sector;
the whole problem is to find how much of Brzezinskils ideas could be fitted in, But
he reaffirmed his view that we cannot say that in the present situation political
unity, military integration and economic integration must be brought together entirely
within one area; we cannot have a European nuclear force for a long time for this
reason. If one says that European unity must mean getting to the point of complete
military integration, the German problem becomes insoluble.

Dr. Ritter supported Herr Cornides.

General Beaufre saw the question of priority differently from Signor Albonetti.
In the past the first priority was defence, and because of that we needed some kind
of cohesion. Then the problem of economic unity arose, but from quite a different
angle, Now the situation has been reversed. Defence has become less important,
though it is still there, but we now have the idea of unification which stems from the
economic idea and which in fact now has first priority, and defence has second or
third priority.

Signor Albonetti did not disagree with General Beaufre. He just wanted to point
out how optimistic our outlook is if we feel we can launch an economic initiative and
even start discussing a new political posture while ignoring the political and defence
problems within our own ranks, imagining that there is no risk because the military
danger from the East has decreased,

Mr. Buchan brought the discussion back to Scandinavia. Implicit in the question
of the Scandinavian and the British relationship to Western Europe is whether one
wants to dilute the national unity that can be developed among the original Six.
The question of what is 'BEurope'!, or non-Communist Burope, is still undetermined.
And there is the second question whether the Six are a natural entity in a way that a
larger Europe would not be. He added that the problem also arises whether the British
can subscribe to the general geist of the unity that has developed,

General del Marmol said a certain feeling does exist in Brussels that if the UK
enters the Community a supranational authority will be more difficult to obtain, that
the British will never relinguish control over their own affairs., On the other hand
many people realise that while the British have their own point of view, they do not
damage an international policy so much as France does.

Signor Albonetti added that for the Six, obviously if two giants have to be
swallowed it is easier one at a time. He believed France would have to be digested
before they could swallow Britein,

i General Beaufre commented that dilution goes with integration. For him the
problem is how to have a united Europe without loaing the particularities of Europe
whieh have been its great distinetion. He did not want a Europe like the United
States for example, It will be a good thing to have Scandinavians and Frenchmen and
Italians etc. But if we try to put together two different mentalities there will
be an explosion. The problem is how to put these parts together in something which
will work, and which at the same time would be liberal and flexible enough to allow
differences. He would therefore suggest Switzerland as a model.
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DISCUSSION ON THE INTERNATIONAL SITUALION
(a) Vietnam '

General Beaufre (in the Chalr) opened the discussion. He saw
no need to add to .the impression of the general situation which he
had given at the previous meeting following upon his visit to
Vietnam. The United States has embarked on a policy of escalating
military pressure, with two aims: to strengthen the morale of the
South Vietnamese, and to bring about negotiations leading to an
agreement on non-intervention in .the affairs of Vietnam. To a
certain extent this policy has succeeded in its first aim; but it
has so far failed utterly in its second. The Americans are making
a great show of strength,.but at the same time they have been so
cautious 'and sparing in their use of it that the North has not been
sufficiently impressed to be prepared to open negotiations. A
questionmark hangs over Soviet intentions. ©So far they have only
made gestures of support for North Vietnam; but the time may come
when they may feel obliged to demonstrate their.solidarity. This
American policy, General Beaufre” suggested, could have an unfore-
seen result: it could offer an opening to the Russians to act as

- th2 peace-makers, presenting themselves as reasonable men in con-

trast to the irrational and extremist Chinese and Americans.,

They would win a measure of support from the third world and also
from Burope for such a role. He did believe negotiations will come
about eventually, but under much less favourable conditions than
could have been obtained six months previously.

Professor Vernant underlined the extent to -which this- American
policy of escalation has been accompanled by an acceleration of .
the general .political collapse in the South. And .as the internal
situation worsens, so the military position and the American negot-
iating position become correspondingly more delicate. The American
assumptions that time was on their side and that by putting pressure
on the North the political and military position in the South
could be improved have proved qulte unjustified. And what is -the
p01nt he wondered,. of the build-up of American troops if the US
is going to contlnue to make such sparing use of her military might?

General Beaufre saw no intention on the part of the US to inter-
vene openly in the war; the consequences would be too grave. He
believed the US wanted to have a large force in the country on
committal to strengthen her negotiating position: once talks bhegin,
she would not be.able to bring in more men. - : -7

Asked about the proposed Commonwealth mission, Mr. Buchan. -
found this misconceived.. . Even if it were launched, he doubted
whether such a mission could have any bearing on the situation.
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What troubled Mr. Buchan most was that he did not see any
meaningful formula emerging from negotiations if they were held,
He could imagine some formula of neutralisation working if there
were very strong guarantees against its breaking down. But this
would require much stronger machinery than that provided by the
1954 agreements: for example a mixed American/Chinese/Russian/
Indian armistice commission on the spot with very wide powers.

And this would depend on a level of Chinese-American understanding
which does not exist. A country cannot just be neutralised and
left with a number of very strong external powers still very inter-
egted in its future, Until there is some more fundamental under-
standing between the Chinese and the Americans about what their
interests are and how they can be deliniated, he could not see any
negotiations being successful,

Professor Vernant agreedwith Mr. Buchan that a concept of
neutralisation involving the direct presence on the ground of
Chinese, Soviet and American troops is not feasible. But he did
not see why the concept of neutralisation implied in the Geneva
agreements, involving the withdrawal of the great powers and their
non-intervention, should not be applied. :

Mr, Buchan objected that such an agreement would not last.

General Beaufre maintained that the first consideration must
be to open negotiations to see if any formula of neutralisation
could be agreed. But the Chinese are the key to the whole problem.
And they will have to be paid a price: the gquestion is what they
want.

To the suggestion by Dr. Gasteyger that the Chinese influence
on North Vietnam may be over-estimated, General Beaufre replied
that psychological factors are tremendously important in this type
of situation. dJust as no military solution was possible in Algeria
because of the international support ranged against France, so the
shadow of China represents hope of success to the North Vietnamese.
As soon as the Chinese declare their readiness to accept a package
deal the North Vietnamese will accept too; but while China holds
aloof they will never come to terms. ‘

Mr. Jukes held that to some extent the American escalation of
the war into North Vietnam is designed to drag in the USSR. So
far Soviet assistance to Hanoi has been only token. But the North
needs medium-range ground-to-air equipment which it cannot get from
the Chinese but could get from the USSR. The kind of intervention
made by the Americans so far could provoke that assistance, and if
the USSR were dragged in to protect the Northern cities this would
suit the Americans: it would demonstrate the limits of Chinese
support and force the North Vietnamese into greater reliance on
the USSR; and the USSR being easier for the US to negotiate with
than China, something may come out of negotiations. This may be
one reason why the Soviet Union is very reluctant to become more
involved. '

Professor Vernant commented that if this were the American
intention, it has not succeeded. Surely the avowed American aim,
to bomb the North to bring pressure on Hanoi and indirectly on
Peking for negotiations but to limit the¢ action so as to stop the
USSR feeling obliged to intervene, is more logical?

M. Raimond supported Professor Vernant. He was not convinced
that Thinese militancy has made things more difficult for the
Russians: the Chinese are becoming more isolated and their position
has not improved in the Communist world. He was very dubious of
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the advantage to the Americans on the international scene of
dragging the Russians into North Vietnam. The Soviets have been
interested in influencing North Vietnam since before the bombing
started, for reasons to do with the struggle in the worid communist
movement, and the bombing must therefore make it more difficult

for them to favour negotiations on terms acceptable to the Americans.
And the effect on the detente could be serious. He saw the
Americans as playing into Russian hands.

Mr. Jukes agreed that this is a very delicate exercise for
the Americans; it involves bringing in the USSR in such a way that
she will induce the North Vietnamese to modérate their aims some-
what rather than in such a way as to reinforce North Vietnamese
militancy. So far he did not think it was working. Nevertheless
the Soviet involvement does seem to be slowly increasing, and the
Chinese have shown themselves sensitive to this aspect of American
policy by their earlier interference with Soviet shipments to North
Vietnam - they are sensitive to anything being sent by the USSR
which they could not themselves supply.

Essentially it is too subtle and sophisticated a policy for
this kind of situation. And it ignores the local element: the
extent to which the Vietcong is a Vietnamese movement should not
be under-estimated. The main danger is that it may not bring the
desired result if it did succeed: the USSR may find itself com-
pellied to compete in mllltancy with the Chinese. On the c¢ther hand
if the Soviet involvement were minimal, it would not matter to them
whether the Vietcong wins or not; if the Vietcong lose they would
be able to use this in their argument with the Chinese.

General Beaufre pointed to the danger of placing the Russians
in a dilemma, pushing them into a position of inferiority vis-a-vis
the Chinese so that they are driven to choosing between China and
the US. He feared they might resolve their dilemma by standing
back and letting events take their course.

Mr. Buchan suggested that the continued build-up of American
troops might well lead to a considerable improvement in the military
situation by the end of the year. On the other hand the Americans
may be even more deeply committed politically as one weak govern-
ment after another breaks in their hands.

(b) Algeria

M., de la Gorse outlined the background to the previous week's
events. Although the coup came as a surprise to everyone, the
conditions for it had been developing for gsome time. Since the
revolution of 1962 there has been a complete change of leadership
in Algeria. Ben Bella lost the support of one after another of
the men on whom he depended in coming to power, and he in turn
gradually eliminated all his rivals., And in all these trials of
strength Ben Bella sought and obtained the support of the army,
which became the prinecipal instrument of his success. Thus he
became increasingly dependent on the ‘support of the army; the rev-
olution was leading towards an identification of the army with the
state. For some time the army has been responsible for internal
security and has incurred considerable unpopularity over its sev-
erity, although it has only carried out pOllCleS laid down by the
Administration.

M., de la Gorse pointed to three particular events which led
up to the crisis: (1) the army had to carry responsibility for
the extremely harsh and unpleasant work of crushing the Kabylia
rebellion. (2) The army felt very badly about the frontier incident
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with Morocco; they felt they had been sent ill-prepared into an
ill~-conceived operation. Since that episode relations have hard-
ened between Boumedienne and the ZSEgyptians, because they strongly
influenced Ben Bella. There has been considerable distrust of the
v 1 for pushing Algeria into an unsuccessful veniture to serve their
own international policy. (3) The worsening economic position

had made Ben Bella's position very difficult. '

Ben Bella was planning to reconstruct his administration and
to take under his own control the Ministry of mconomic Affairs as
well as the Foreign Ministry. The HMinister of Economic Affairs was
a man of considerable influence and authority, but r%&%tions between
him and Ben Bella had become extremely bad. Undoub® this impend-
ing reshuffle was an important factor in the crisis and in Boumed-
ienne's decision to take power by surprise. There was no mystery
about the timing of the coup: it would have been impossible to use
force against Ben Bella once all the Heads of State were present,
it had to be done at once or not at all, He considered it too
early to say what the effects would be on Algerian foreign policy,
although he did not expect to see much difference. But he was con-
vinced that the coup was precipitated by internal policy consider-
ations and conceived within the country.

There was general assent to this last observation. Dr. Gast-
eyger commented on the speedy recognition of the new Government
by China in contrast to the Soviet caution; on the other hand the
Algerian army is equipped almost exclusively with Soviet material.
Could this indicate that the new Government will be extremely
cautious towards the USSR but will display more freedom of action
towards China?

M., de la Gorse thought the new Government would concentrate
for the time being on consolidating its position at home. The
Chinese may have wanted to take advantage of its relative weakness
by rallying swiftly to its support and then pressing for the
Bandung Conference to be held without the Russians so as to
strengthen their own influence in North Africa. But there are not
sufficient grounds for judging what the relations of the new regime
will be with the USSR. The reference to Soviet military equipment
was highly relevant. Probably they will try to maintain the rel-
atively neutral posture of the Ben Bella Government towards the
Sino-Soviet dispute, althoush if the considered Soviet reaction is
too reserved Boumedienne's fierce patriotism could lead to another
alignment.

(¢) The Atlantic Alliance

Discussion centred on the iMcNamara proposal for an executive
conmittee made at the NATO Defence Hinisters' meeting.

Herr Cornidegs considered the vagueness of the lMcNamara proposal
an advantage: 1t is a broad formula into which people can put
their own thoughts. Although it seems to have been sprung at
short notice on the State Department it has in faet been in the
mill for a long time, For instance at the Venice Conference in
1964, Henry Rowen had very much in mind a broad formula for crisis
management and was hoping that the Furopeans would push in that
directions +this was clearly not the idea of a directorate but of
something along the lines suggested by Leonard Beaton and, from a
different angle, by General Beaufre. Personally he considered
this a much more sensible approach to the whole problem of struc-
tural changes in the alliance than the lLP-type approach (and his
own group in Bonn had also teen thinking along this line). It
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could mean that there is not going to be a proposal for any
machinery for decision-making in the alliance; on the other hand
this may be meant as a flexible way of opening up crisis manage-
ment or open-ended groups on various problems to see how they work,
similar to the Berlin planning group. He believed this was much
more what the Americans have in mind than going back to the talk
of 1958-9 of a directorate.

General Beaufre pointed to the very important reference in
the text to the use of strategic nuclear forces: for the first
time the Americans are prepared to talk about their own strike
power, He agreed with Herr Cornideg that this proposal is a way
of opening broad discussions. On the other hand from the wording
of the text it is clear that this is a proposal for broadening
participation in nuclear strategy; it has to do with war, not det-
errence, and it is not concerned with crisis management. DBut poss-
ibly it could lead to discussion of crisis management. Much dep-
ended on clarification from the American side.

Mr, Buchan said the British were as surprised as anybody else
by this proposal. The Labour Government has modified its original
comnitment to the abolition of British nuclear weapons to putting
the weapons under some form of alliance arrangement; 1f the Amer-
icans are going to put forward rather loose formulas, this leaves
the British Government hanging in the air., Therefore this proposal
may make them scratch their heads. 3But he expected the idea of an
executive committee to appeal to Suropeans - although the old
problem immediately arises of who is to be the fifth member.

Dr, Ritter said the initial German reaction was positives the
Foreign Office was very interested. DBut this interest subsided
somewhat after Dean Rusk played down the proposal during his con-
versation with Brhard in Washington. Nobody knows what is really
benind the proposal, whether it is just a pragmatic attempt to fill
the vacuum which arises from the stagnation of the MLF/ANP projects.
Another aspect is the dissatisfaction which has been apparent from
people at SHAPE at not being allowed %o give information to their
Government; a more intimate group for consultation on things other
than targeting might help to remedy this situation. There is some
feeling in Bonn that the detente could be adversely affected by the
Vietnam crisis and that some difficulty might arise in Jurope;
all we have is the group for contingency planning on Berlin, and
this is not enough, There is uneasiness that the form of co-oper-
ation within the alliance is not really solved. But the original
positive reaction to the proposal has not been maintained because
everyone is waiting for clarification from McNamara and is waiting
to see how much weight is accorded to0 the proposal.

Signor Eccarini said the Italian reaction was still confused;
clarification is still awaited from Washington. The Italian Gov-
ernment has recently shifted its position against the MLF, although
no official statement has been made. Intellectual circles were
attracted by the McNamara proposal. There has recently been a
considerable amount of writing and discussion on this whole question
and the conclusion seems to be that the only solution to the
problem of Western strategy is a full Atlantic integration by one
means or another, But this has not goné beyond intellectual .
circles.

Herr Cornides added that this confusion in Italy and Germany
is because a majority of people reacted towards the McNamara
proposal according to their attitude towards the MLEF and ANF:
those who had supported the MLF saw the proposal as an opening to
get back onto this line and were more positive, Then they realised
that the American reaction was vague, and they felt the Americans
were insecure about it,
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Personally he believed the LLF is a closed book. On the other
hand it would be very bad if this confusion remained: it would be
bad for the Europeans to let the MLF and ANF drop and give the
Americans the impression that we are incapable of producing an
alternative. He strongly advocated trying to clarify the issues
and push in the other direction: to accept that zuropean interests
extend beyond the Atlantic area, to recognise that problems of arms
control as well as defence problems exist in Hurope, and to welcome
this proposal as a means of setting up machinery for discussion of
these wider issues which need not be institutionalised in NATO.

Dr., Ritter suggested that Herr Cornides had over-simplified
the reaction in regard to the MLF, at least in Germany. It is
increasingly felt in Bonn that the MLF and ANF are at a critical
gtage in regard to a number of urgent problems which must be dealt
with. The MLF has bred the ANF and the ANF raises a very difficult
problem for Germany insofar as it involves a very strong anti-
proliferation clause. Bonn is deeply concerned about finding a
solution that will be sufficiently institutionalised but will not
make formally explicit the non-nuclear status of Germany. The
Germans do not want nuclear weapons; but they maintain that the
quéestion must be left open to leave them with some leverage on
questions of European security. If anything did come out of the
McNamara approach it would ease this problem because it is pragmatic
and the machinery is less formalised.

Herr Cornides agreed with Dr. Ritter's interpretation.

General del Marmol argued that the important thing is that the
Americans are accepting the necessity to do something; it is up
to the Luropeans to try to build something worthwhile. The McNamara
proposal does constitute a basis for discussion, and he favoured
trying to push the Americans in the direction suggested by Herr
Cornides.

General Beaufre gaid that if the Americans believe that isuropean
acceptance of this proposal creates an institution, there will be
difficulties. The essential thing is to start with study and researc!
into the whole problem; the institution must come afterwards. If
this committee were renamed a study group or a working committee
that would offer more possibilities. Whether the group should con-
sist of 5 would be a matter for decision, but if all 15 members of
NATO are included the study group would get nowhere: the 15 would
have to be consulted, but the initial study must be done by a
smaller group. To the observation that it would be a political
problem to choose the members of a restricted study group, General
Beaufre pointed out that the group he had in mind would not be
responsible for nuclear strategy. To a further question he made
it clear that he was thinking of an ad hoc body.

Herr Cornidecs commented that this was precisely the point at
which discussion in his group in Bonn got bogged down. Mr. Beaton
had presented a paper with the phrase "war cabinet" in it and the
discussion could get no further than the composition of this
"ecabinet".

Looking back to the recommendations of the Three Wise Men, he
suggested that a group is needed which is much less than a war
cabinet but more organised than the Three Wise Men; an ad hoc
working group was probably the best idea, given the task of looking
three to five years ahead to the kind of machinery they would like
to have. This could be a means of taking the whole problem of
consultation in the alliance out of its present chaotic state,
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Mr., Buchan wondered whether all that McNamara had in mind
really was a working group. And if such a group were set to work
on revision of the alliance and its extension to other fields, etc.
would this really satisfy the Germans?

Herr Cornides replied that McNamara- may well have had more
in mind, but the actual proposal leavés 1t open. He agreed that
a working group would not satisfy the Germans at present, because
the German mind is still set on the MLF/ANF road. They have not
reacted as dramatically as had been feared to Lyndon Johnson's
dropping of the MLF; but they would not be content with a very
vague committee, especially if it were only concerned with crisis
management in peacetime and nothing was said about decision-making
in war. If a headlong clash were to be avoided between bonn and
Paris and Paris and Washington, a committee directed to both aspecte
crisis management and decision-making, is probably the best thing
obtainable; +this could not be a committee of the whole NATO
membership, and that would probably be satisfactory to the Scand-
inavians. - ' '

Dr, Prvik agreed, although the way iH?%SQh a proposal was
presented would be extremely important.

Mr. Buchan wondered how much importance should be attached to
the numerous press reports before the Defence Ministers' meeting
to the effect that France was contemplating leaving not the NATO
alliance but the organisation. Secondly, he wondered to what
extent the lcNamara initiative was inspired by the need to make
some offer to France: would the proposal meet some of de Gaulle's
most fundamental objections to the alliance? '

Professor Vernant pointed out that all the recent official
French statements have drawn a clear distinction between the
alliance, which remains necessary, and the organisation, which has
great disadvantages and must be modified. But there has been
nothing official to justify these highly speculative press reports.
Pressed about the likelihood of positive proposals emanating from
Prance about institutional reform of WATO, Professor Vernant
replied that he understood proposals were under consideration; it
was not possible at this stage to predict what form they would
take, beyond the well-known perspective of French official thinking
on nuclear matters., In regard to the McNamara proposal, the French
Government is waiting for clarification the same as other gov-
ernments.,

M., Rainond endorsed Professor Vernant's remarks. He stressed
the importance of moderation in interpreting one another's policies.

Herr Cornides recalled that after de Gaulle's press conference
last February, the consideration was present in some American and
HBuropean minds that we might be heading for a showdown on these
issues: the question was whether a showdown could be avoided, or
whether it would be better to proveoke it. The same consideration
has become apparent in relation to recent developments in the
Juropean Community. In regard to the alliance, there has been
some canvassing of reactions among Eurcopeans if the French should
say, for example, that they no longer wished to see the headquarters
at Fontainebleau; and for the same reason there was some attempt
to discover if there would be a united front isolating France in
that contingency. He suggested that this explained the press
reports.
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Herr Cornides believed this phase is now over: 1t is clear
that we cannot afford a showdown, either in the Community or in
the alliance. The tendency now is to avoid a showdown, and this is
important if a new approach is to be considered., The McNamara
proposal ties in with this chronologically and also tactically, as
it leaves the way open. He believed that on the French side too
there is no mood to force a showdown. ‘

Professor Vernant‘agréed with Herr Cornides.

Mr., Buchan commented that the Pentagon seems to have won over
the State Department., The State Department has been the stronghold
of the view that a two-tier alliance may be necessary, that the US
will co-operate closely with those who co-operate with her,.
McNamara on the other hand grades powers according to their import-
ance, not according to whether they are. sympathique; he was never
in favour of the two-tier alliance implicit in the MLF. IcNamara
carries more weight than Dean Rusk with President Johnson. Mr,
Buchan believed the two-tier idesa is dying.
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FRIDAY APTERNCON, 25th JUNE

DISCUSSION ON RECENT DEVAELOPMANTS IN RELATIONS BETWEEN
BAST AND WEST BUROPE

(based on an article by Z.K. Brzezinski "Peaceful Engagement -
A Plan for iurope's Future" published in the April 1965 issue
of 'Encounter!') '

Herr Cornides introduced the discussion. First of all he
found 1t very helpful to have a paper which assembles all the
important elements of the problem, even if one does not agree with
the plan itself. The basic ideas of Brzezinski's approach are not
new: they have merely been forgotten for a long time. In the
early post-war years people used to look at the problems of Lurope
more or less in the same light as he does: in July 1947, for
example, before the start of the Marshall Plan, good Europeans
left the Congress of Montreux with the decision to hold . their
next meeting in Prague. Until the Karshall Plan the two halves
of Hurope did broadly live together. liany things which happened
at the start of the cold war cannot be understood unless we remem-
ber the reluctance of people like Bevin to get away from this
larger picture to the cold war confrontation. We did not choose
this confrontation, we were forced into it, and we have forgoiten
some of the wider perspectives. Also Herr Cornides found it good
that Brzezinski reminds us of the many similarities between the
American and the French approach to Luropean problems: many things
now called Gaullism have at other times been pushed by the Amer-
icans, and vice-versa. It takes the problem out of the unhealthy
atmosphere in which only de Gaulle or only the Americans are
thought to have the right ideas. Brzezinski is more realistic,
and this is a very positive aspect, ‘

He listed three main points on the negative side. First, the
whole focus is too much concentrated on Poland. To Brzezinski,
Poland is the France of Eastern Furope - for example when he
compares German-French with German~Polish understanding. He
takes it for granted that the only constructive approach is via
Polish-German understanding. Herr Cornides acknowledged. the
tragedy of the Polish experience: even including German partition,
the Poles have been in the most tragic situvation of any country
in durope. But when we take a new look at the European picture
and look for leverage, is it wise 1o start from the most difficult
point? Would not Czechoslovakia, for example, be a more realistic
point of departure? Czechoslovakia has a position mid-way between
the USSR and the Balkans; compared to Poland she has a sounder
economic position, there is less point d'honneur in the Czech
approach to politics, a much easier border problem vis-a-vis
Germany. The German problem with Czechoslovakia is the problen
of the Munich crisis, it is not a border problem in the strict
sense; moreover the border does run between the Federal Republic
and the country concerned. From all these aspects the German-
Czech problem is much simpler than the German-Polish. And
Brzezinski's emphasis on starting the whole approach from recog-—
nition of the Oder-Neisse line, which is very sensible from the
Polisk point of view but very difficult from the German, is not so
realistic,
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Secondly, while it would be going too far to say Brzezinski
sees rapprochement purely in economic and cultural terms, he does
not deal with the essence of the military problem in .urope.

This is not only a problem for Germany: NATO has a flank in the
North and South. The nub of the problem is the military -status

of a Germany after a solution has been found to the problem of

the German state, and Brzezinski does not give a satisfactory
answer. If one takes his premise that the military presence of
the Americans and Russians in Burope must be reckoned with for a
long time, what sort of Germany can then be expected? What mili-
tary limitations must Germany accept? He suggests that for an
~agreed period of time kast Germany should be a demilitarised area.
He suggests that only the Western part of a united Germany should
remain in NATO. What contribution could it make to the defence of
Iurope? This is the hard core of the problem and he does not face
up to it.

Thirdly, even in the economic field he makes broadly the same
errors in seeming to assume that somehow a liberalised Lastern
Iurope with its state-controlled economy and a Western wmurope com-
prising ZFPTA and the EEC, also retaining its own economie system,
could live together and together with the United States cooperate
in a Buropean development plan. Again, he has raised a point;
but he does not shed new light on the fundamental problem.

On balance Herr Cornides considered this a helpful and
interesting approach. It is easy to agree on the broad proposals,
easy to agree on most of Brzezinski's five points individually.
But the crux of the problem lies in the priority -~ especially from
a German point of view, because if we follow his line the Germans
make agll their basic commitments in the initial stage - on the
border problem vis-a-vis Poland, on the future military status of
Germany without knowing all the consequences, on liberalising
economic policy and intensifying Bast-West trade and cultural
exchanges - and he says this is the way to start the game! The
Germans could only hope for reunification, because any posgsibility
of leverage would have been removed. However, he did agree with
Brzezinski's footnote to the effect that the idea that tﬁe.germans
could gain leverage by & military build-up and particula f} fuclear
armament as a bargaining device would be dangerous: the damage
to the German reputation and the credibility of the German position
by ambivalence towards the nuclear position is much greater,

On the other hand many people in Germany do honestly believe that
they cannot give away one of their bargaining positions now.
Basically, therefore, the paper is helpful; but the gquestion of
priority within the various proposals is the key, and Brzezinski
has not thought this through.

~ Dr, Ritter expressed his.basic agreement with Herr Cornides,
He entirely agreed about the .problem of priority. The question
also arises of wunether to consider these proposals in the abstract,
or to relate them individually to the possibilities for action at
a given moment of time. In relation to the situation as it stands
now, Dr. Ritter was very doubtful as to how far we could go. TFor
the past year, and especially since the autumn of 1964, ¥%est
Germany's room to manoeuvre has been narrowed down. This was
already noticeable towards the end of Khrushchev's period of office:
for example in the agreement between the USSR and Dast Germany.
Some say the Warsaw Pact meeting in autumn 1964 was a dividing
line; certainly since then the Eastern bloc has become more rigid.
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Examples of this are the pressure over Berlin and the
reluctance of the Hungarians to negotiate with the German trade
mission: in some respects Hungary has gone further than the other
satellites in the direction of liberalisation, and, leaving
Humania aside as a special case, is in some ways the most inter-
esting., Not that the Hungarisns do not want improved cultural
relations, etc.3 but they want to force the Germans into new
negotiations in which they could hope to eliminate the Berlin
clause, for example., The whole of Zastern Zurope at the moment
is pursuing a totally inflexible line to force the Germans into
negotiations from /hich they could make gains in the direction
not of frontier claims but of the claims of the DDR. Generally
Ulbricht's position has improved, very surprisingly and very
strongly, and the sharpening of the Berlin situation is a conse-
gusnce of this., The DDR are not acting against Moscow: Moscow has
been persuaded to give them more freedom of action to try and move
things more in their direction. Therefore until a real change
occurs in the international climate and in particular in the Soviet
attitude, the chance of pursuing the type of policy DBrzezinski
proposes stands more or less at zero.

Furthermore Brgzezinski does not seem to appreciate that much
more than the security aspect is involved in loosening the depen-
dence of these states on Moscow, The existence of a reform move-
ment makes it more urgent for them to stand firm with Moscow on
matters of international policy. During the Polish uprising of
1956, for example, Gomulka wrote to Moscow promising to keep
strictly in line on foreign policy gquestions to make sure that the
revolt would not be repressed by Soviet intervention. So often it
is a case of freedom of action in internal affairs in exchange for
conformity in international affairs. In Rumania it is the other
way round: there is no real liberalisation within the country, but
they lean more towards nationalism in foreign policy.

He was not sure either how far we could go in the direction
of encouraging relations with the Bast Luropean states and isolating
the DDR. It would not be possible or advisable to pursue a policy
of small steps or fostering revolution in the DDR, because the
structure of the .tast German Government would not offer opportun-
ities for this. On the other hand Dr. Ritter did not advocate
trying to deal with the DDR like Poland, for example. DLven if we
adopted Brzezinski's suggestions for multilateral or bilateral
settlements with the sasteran countries, we could hardly avoid
freeging the relationship with the DDR to some extent. One of the
reasons, but not the only one, is the problem of non-recognition.
The German stand on non-recognition is often criticised as arti-
ficial; it is argued that they should not try to block an evol~
utionary step by step development towards unification. Certainly
this ig logical, but the problem is more complicated. This is
hinted at in one of Brzezinski's arguments on the effect of the
wall: he argues that to a certain extent the wall improves con-
ditions for reunification because among other things it shows up
so clearly the artificiality of the situation. This is followed
t0 some degree in the non-recognition policy too. The German fear
is of normalising the situation, of removing the artificial element,
through negotiations with Poland, Czechoslovakia, etc, before they
have a real possibility of changing the real situation. It is not
just a question of whether VWest Germany is hindering an evolutionary
trend: it makes a great difference whether or not the other side
can base their plans on a situation in which they believe that
normalisation of the division of Germany is an accepted fact.
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Dr, Gasteyger listed four points on which he considered
Brzezinski's proposals -unrealistic. (1) He certainly did not
believe that the isolation of East Germany is practicable. -Apart
from the Soviet interest in maintaining the Past German regime,
Gomulka and Hovotny alsc have an- interest in keeping East Germany
under communist control in order to avoid -dangerous developments
once they face a reunified -Germany.- (2) Brzezinski does not
mention the strong economic ties through Comecon which have devel-
oped considerably over the last five years. (3) There is very
close military cooperation through the Warsaw Pact. . Brzezinski
leaves open the military status of the BLast Xuropean countries. .
They would probably to some extent have alienated.the Soviet Union
and would therefore have doubts about the Soviet shield; . yet they
would not at that stage have any equivalent protection from the
West, So they would be.bound to ask themselves where is their
protection to come from. (4) BHast Buropean fear of German
revanchism is more more dlfferentlated than Brzezinski suggests.
The Poles have a real fear, perhaps the Czechs to some-extent;
but the Rumanians or Bulgarians or Hungarians donct share the same’
feeling about German revanchism. -

Mr. Jukes added that there seemed to be very questionable
propositions in the analysis of the process itself. The idea that
when a country increases its independence from the Sovict Union
it should be rewarded and vice-versa is naive in the extreme.

And he found the economic argument suspect, -particularly the -
argument that the economic character of the proposals would dim-
inish the suspicions of the political elite: .on the contrary,
being good Marxists they would look for the political nigger in
the economic woodpile. " kioreover he was highly critical of the
proposal that Sov1et-eng1neered delays in the Allied right of
access to Berlin should perhaps be immediately reciprocated by
similar harrassment of Soviet shipping on the international waters
around Cuba: the two things are not at all comparable. Somebody
should do a serious study of the problem, but this is not it.

Professor Vernant agreed about -the astonishing naiveté of the
economic argument - -in particular. He wondered how anyone could
seriously expect the Lastern countries to make themselves inde-
pendent of the USSR in: exchange for economic dependence on the .
United States through a revival of the Marshall Plan. If the least
African country will not -accept economic aid with strings, why
should the Poles be different? It seemed that the roll-back whlch
is not possible by military means is .to be achleved by a process
of economic seductlon. .

Dr, Qrv1k entlrely agreed with all the criticisms about the
approach to the Bastern side, He thought Brzezinski skated wvery
lightly over Western problems too: he doubted whether the degree
of coordination which would be necessary to make negotlatlons
effective could be achleved

M. Raimond dld not ‘dissent from Brze51nsk1 g broad propo-
sitions. But his analysis does rest essentially on the idea that
the German problem is a securlty problems for the Last Buropean
peoples in terms. of fear of German revanchism. This leads him to
some rather strange reasoning: for example in regard to the wall,
nowhere does he say that the tension over Berlin was of Soviet
origin; the massive fllghts of refugees wag a main consequence
of thls tension, and this in turn led to construction of the wall.
Soviet, not West German, pollcy was responsible. Yet Brzezinski
concludes that the wall favours reunification to the extent that
it creates a feeling of security for the iLastern peoples.

.~ ..e 10
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. Security is not the whole problem: Brzezinski under-estimates
thie purely communist problem in EBastern Eurcope. fSven in a period
¢f national communism, the loss of -one communist state is a threat
to-the power of the rest. -il. Raimond suggested that East European
fears have a great less to do with mllltary securlty than with
political- surV1val : .

Herr Cornides argued that anyone who puts up a plan on Last-
West relations can be shot down.  What he found interesting is the
attempt to think about a iurope in which both the Americans and the
Hussians will be present and the character_ of their presence will
be changed from military confrontation to cooperation. This thesis
is safer from the point of view of world security than some of the
dangers thdt would come from a vacuum in Europe. The idea that
one ought to deal with the problem of what is the minimum presence,
symbolic or military, needed to malntaln stability and of the
1mpllcat10ns for possibilities of loosenlng up ties in the Lastern
bloc and for better iast~West relations is valuable, because it
forces us to think more realistically.

Mr, Buchan commented that debate about the future of Last
and West Kurope has only come into the-centre of the picture in
recent years in the-literature of arms control. . But he expected
the arms control aspect of Luropean relations to become less impor-
tant in years ahead.  What therefore would be the -driving force
for any development in relationships between the two Europes in.the
immediate future? Will it be trade? Or will there be a new German
preoccupation with reunification as a new generation comes to
maturity which feels no moral responsibility for the war?

Dr, Ritter said the sense of urgency is all on the West
German side. The East European. states feel strongly that having
Zast Germany as a communist neighbour, even if her policy is more
rigid than they would like, offers them greater security than any
arrangement in térms of arms control or disengagement, because
the communist Governments in Bast Burope have to struggle -harder
10 keep themselves in power as communists.

There is a growing feeling among west German. public opinion
that the non-recognition policy is artificial. The problem of
contacts and easing the lot of the Bast Germans, brought to the
fore by the exchange of visits, is 1ncrea51ng1y becomlng the
subject of debate.. lMoreover there is a general impression that
with the test ban and-the Geneva talks on arms control the whole
process of detente is slowly going ahead, but that the German
problem is being by—passed, this has also had a stimulating effect.

Professor Vernant suggested the economlc approach might . -
offer possibilities for change, although on a much more modest
scale than Brzezinski envisages. In the German view, are init-
iatives such as Krupp has undertaken with Poland likely to develop,
and what.results can be expected from them? Secondly he wondered
whether: the Western powers as a whole could follow the German.
example, and if so, whether the type of problem produced by the
Marshall Plan would 1mmed1ate1y arise,

Herr Cornides followed up Mr. Buohan and Professor Vernant.
He considered it important to distinguish between motivations for
change in Burope stemming from the global situation and motivations
stemming from the Huropean situation. On the global situation
we have the blue and red areas problem: Europe as a whole is an

-

e’



- 14 -

area broadly stabilised by the American-Soviet nuclear balance
which gives a high degree of stability, whereas the outside world
is riven by crises which may even escalate into nuclear crises.
A possible motivation for change in surope may come from this.

If there is inter-action between Dominica and Cuba and Berlin or
between Vietnam and Berlin, for example, that brings new factors
into the situation. Also if Lurope as a whole acts in common in
the third world that also has repercussions in Lurope.

The duropean situation has two aspects, the situation in
Germany and the wider situation in Zurope, voth Last and West.
In regard to Germany, there is the argument propounded by Helmut
Schmidt that restlessness i1s growing and something must be done
quickly about reunification or the top will blow. There is some-
thing in this argument, but it should not be exaggerated. iuch
will depend, he argued,; on the evolution of the Common Market.
So long as the West Germans are fairly happy and prosperous, while
they will have a growing interest in the German problem it will
look very different from what it would if Germany were in a state
of economic¢ crisis. The evolution in Zurope is in the Common Market
and also in the Comecon.

What Krupp is trying %o do in a very pragmatic way is to find
an extra way of dealing with the problem of two economic systemws
in surepe so long as rigid control on the Dastern side prevents a
multilateral position., Krupp put a factory in Poland; Renault did
the same thing in Yugoslavia., The next step is to try to do some-
thing in third countries, to increase whatever help the others are
able to give. And if for example Germany has a shortage of labour
and the Poles a surplus and they can co-operate in this field,
this can improve German-Polish relations. But the gains are mainly
in the psychological field: +the results in terms of East-vest
trade will not be significant., It might achieve a 5% increase,
But so long as the East Luropeans insist that there must be no
Western capital assets in their countries and so long as their
external trade is rigidly state-controlled, he did not see how
there could be any large-scale increase, even w1th cooperation in
third countries.

His conclusion would be that the motivations for change from
outside sSurope are not very strong. The motivations inside Burope
are not strong, but they do exist. If one assumes that every two
years or so there will be a ¢risis which has repercussions on
ilurope, and that the interest within Jurope will continue, there is
a fair amount of dynamism, although it would be unwise to over-
dramatise it.

Mr. Buchan saw a long-term pressure. According to the World
Bank's population egtimate, the percentage of world population
accounted for by Vest Lurope, Iast iurope and the USSR will by
1980 have dropped to 18%.

He also wondered about the extent to which the economic
aspect of the military confrontation in Burope may act as an incen-
tive to change. There is no doubt that the non central-turopean
powers in NATO (Canada, the UK, the US) find for balance of pay-
ments reasons the cost of confrontation more and more difficult.
Is it not p0551ble that the USSR may find the strain of maintaining
her position in dast Lurope mounting?

Mr. Jukes said there was no indication of this from Bast
European sources. The strain of Soviet spending has emergad in
the maintenance of very large conventional forces; but where cuts
have been made, they have been made in anywhere else but LEastern
Burope. We have not yet got to the stags where the cost of the
troops in East LBurope is a significant factor for the USSR.
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General Beaufre agreed there must be sonme system of Bast-
West rapprochement; but we must equally have a concept of the
kind of Turope we want. We shall not get very far unless we have
a goal and are clear about the intermediate steps. There is the
problem of marrying the two economic systems, and not just that.
Beyond that, there is the question of the strategic system into
which either a unified Burope or its various parts must be fitted.
What about the relations of the East BLuropean countries with the
Soviet Union? He wondered whether those states really would risk
integration with Western Burope, or is Brzezinski's idea of an
 kast Buropean confederation leading towards a revived concept of
Mittel DBuropa? Personally he believed German reunification could
only take place within the larger framework of Furopean unification
ag far as the Vistula. To try to solve the German questlon first
would create great problems.

Herr Cornides was struck by the reference to Mittel Furopa.
The Germans and the Poles both lose from the fact that there is no
Central Zurope and no opportunity for entering as old-time national
entities into the game of European politics. Not only has the old
Mittel suropa been destroyed through the German defeat, with the
Soviet and American presence in the centre of Xurope the new Mittel
Europa is the part of the world where they confront each other.
When Brzezinski speaks of the restoration of Europe he is really
harking back to the 0ld German and Polish ideas about a Mittel
flurope in which the Poles and the Germans would play a large role.
In a way today the French have taken over the lost tradition of
the Germans, and the Germans are the Poles of today. The whole
thing has been pushed to the West as a result of the war. The
interesting side of Brzezinski is that he says we must live with
this situation, must offer the Russians and Americans incentives
to transform the character of thelr presence rather than withdraw
it.

Mrl Buchan did not see how the character of a military presence
could be changed: soldiers are soldiers.

Herr Cornides was not so sure. 4Although we are in the nuclear
age, we have completely conventional ideas that physical presence,
whether of nuclear weapons or troops, in a territory must always
have the same result on the sovereignty of the area. Perhaps we
should give incentives fto those powers to change the aims of what
they want to do: 1instead of opposing the Soviet hegemony in
EBastern Purope, perhaps we should try to make them a better heg-
emonial power.

Professor Vernant was also struck by the nostalgic flavour
of parts of Brzezinski's article, particularly where he envisages
an Bast Buropean confederation; the emigré governments in ILondon
during the war had the same idea for creating a stable Europe.
There seem to be two alternative approaches: Brzezinski represents
cne school of thought which sees a basically bipolar world; they
see peace and stability in Jurope through changing the character
of the two super powers, humanising the hegemonies., The alter-
native view, expressed in official French thinking I} is that stab-
1lity will never exist as long as either of these hegemonies holds
sway over surope, no matter how moderate and flexible they may
become,

When he asked about German-Polish projects it wag with the
idea that this would be a modest step which would not give rise to
great problems, but nevertheless would be something that the
Luropeans themselves could undertake,
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Herr Cornides found it very difficult to answer a question
from General Beaufre whether West Germany would be prepared to
pay for reunification by demilitarisation of her territory or the
future federal state.  In the logic of the German situation there
must always be the nypothesis that once the cards are played this
could in certain circumstances lead to a neutralised central
furope. But this is purely theoretical, because Germany cannot
deal with Russia in a vacuum.

In the Community of the 5ix and in Eastern usurope enormous
transformations are in process because the real dynamism on both
sides is in the direction of integration (although the integration
is of a different order). 1In the realities under which ~urope and
sLermany will evolve they will not be confronted with this problem.
As ILurope changes year by year it vecomes less and less feasible
to put this altermative in meaningful terms; not because West
Germany will become so integrated in political terms in the Western
world that she could not make any independent moves, but because
she will have become part of a system which would not allow her to
follow a policy of neutralism and make a deal with the DDR, because
of the ¥arsaw Pact.

Brzezinski is falling back orn the dream of a littel Iuropa,
although not an armed Mittel wvuropa. Some Germans follow that line
instinctively. But Herr Cornides felt it is a dream, because if
such a Mittel Luropa would be viable and if the Germans felt secure
in it, they would be so strong that the German threat would re-
appear, even if it were non-nuclear., But he did not believe this
could happen.

Professor Vernant could see a third possibility beyond Herr
CornidesT Idea oI humanising the two hegemonies within a system
of bipolar responsibility for Europe or a neutralised central
Zurope, which he agreed would not be very realistic. The French
line of thought could lead to a third solution, the idea of a
cathedral on which another cathedral is built, the idea of a .
Zurope including the whole of Bast plus West Zurope, balancing
the united Germany that would be contained within it.

Herr Cornides said he was thinking more in terms of this third
possibility when he spoke of transformation; he was thinking of
more than humanisation of the Soviet presence. Transformation
would imply modification of bipolarity. Indeed we no longer have
a bipolar uuropean system in the o0ld sense because of the develop-
ment of the force de frappe. If we add the economic development
of the Common Larket, add the re-emergence of a balance of states
in Western Burope, not only on the Burcpean level but on a wider
level with the U5: he did not know how far we could go, but cer-
tainly the alternative to Mittel Europa is not just humanlslng the
Soviet presence in the old bipolar system.

ir, Buchan doubted very much whether anybody - Russians,
Americans, British, French or Germans - wanted to recreate kittel
furopa. Was it not true to say that there is as sirong an instinct
against it in Germany as elsewhere?

Herr Cornides was not sure how far the Germans have rationalised
it! If the Germans shed all their illusions and were squarely
faced with the risks of a new Mittel Luropa they would be
horrified. But he felt they needed illusions -~ or ideals - wiich
prevented them from rationalising things to the last extreme.
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Signor Albonetti pressed on General Beaufre's questiOn°
He was interested in the reaction of German public opinion.
Personally he believed that as we go on it will become increasingly
difficult for Germany to pay for reunification with neutralisation.
But if Germany wanted to pay this price she could do so. Left wing
opinion in Western Europe has made clear its view that German
reunification should be paid for by renunciation of nuclear weapons
plus a considerable reduction in conventional strength.

Herr Cornideg replied that opinion in diplomacy and politics
does not work along the lines of paying. The option of neutral-
isation remains and should remain; the %Scandinavians for example
have remained in NATO and are protected but have the option of
neutrality in certain circumstances. The best way to keep the
Germans with the VWest is not to constrain the ilitarily but to
leave certain options open and rely on thelr/ﬁggsonableness to tell
the Germans there is no real alternative. - But if East and West
combine to take all the options away from the Germans, then all
the conditions for intellectual neutrality will have been created.

General Beaufre commented that this is another card for the
Germans; the possibilities are limited, but it has a value.

i, Raimond objected that there is nothing to buy for the
moment; there are no serious proposals of any kind from the Lastern
side, There is also the complication of what kind of neutrality
the Germans would be buying. At the moment all these cards have
a purely theoretical value.

Dr, @rvik asked whether if the standard of living were raised
in East Germany to a level almost equal to that of West Germany,
this would be a greater or a lesser incentive to reurnification?

Dr. Ritter replied that technologically and technically it
would be easier for West Germany to deal with a more equal DDR.
But psychologically it would make things more difficult, because
the demand for reunification within the DDR would be less strong
if their economic position were greatly improved; they would be
less antagonistic towards the Ulbricht Government. The DDR would
have an incentive to work for reunification via sharpening of the
division.

Herr Cornides added that the effects of overspill from economic
change into the political field were still unknown even in the
Common Market. Certainly it would be easier for the Eastern
Governument to point up its successes, On the other hand the mair-
tenance of control may be more difficult for other reasons.

Mr. Buchan assumed there would be no support for the kind of
line Dean Acheson took two years ago of building so strong a West
that an ultimatum could be issued to the East for reunification.

His impression from the discussion was that the future of
bagt-West relations in Durope would be conditioned by people's
political perspectives and would not derive from any artificial
measures to lower tension.
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General del Marmol, trying to come to a conclusion in General
Beaufre's sense of a strateglc aim, thought Professor Vernant's
third possibility the most hopeful. A solution based on bipolar
responsibility is already being bypassed by events, and everyone
seemed agreed that a more or less neutralised Mittel ruropa would
not be desirable, Therefore we come to the idea of a ‘est
Kurope strengthened on the economic and the political level,
perhaps with the inclusion of Britain, and with a certain military
independence of its own, coming together in the long term with the
Eastern states., Within this perspective Vest Germany ought to try
to take advantage of the circumstances to0 improve her own relations
with the IFast and particularly ilast Germany. In this regard
General del Marmol disagreed with Brzezinski: he failed to see how
isolating East Germany could help the process of reunification.

Herr Cornides said in the long range this is true; but some
aspects of Brzezinski's argument are also true, Since this will
be a very long-range process the Vest Germans cannot simply start
today co-operating with Ulbricht by disregarding the non-recognition
problen,

Dr. Ritter said that opinion generally in the East is much
more concerned about fostering a growing interdependence in central
rurope than about the national problem of German reunification.

If the DDR sincerely wanted growing interdependence and was inter-
ested in closer contacts and a federalist approach, the whole
problem would not be so bad as it is. But the other side is working
from the opposite direction, using contacts to gain leverage to
pull the West over to their side. The West Germans would like to
develop more 1nterdependence in Fastern Zdurope and %o see a greater
Last-West relaxation in general but they are not prepared to sit
back and see the other side using this general relaxation to
sharpen the division of Germany. All the people in Germany who
want to do away with the Halstein doctrine have their personal
reasons, but they do not give. suff1c1ent weight to the fundamental
problem. Any kind of policy. of increasing interdependence must be
linked with unlflcatlon. .
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SATURDAY MORNING, 26th JUNE

DISCUSSION ON THE ATTITUDE OF SCANDINAVIAN MEMBER COUNTRIES

e

OF NATO TOYARDS THE PROBIEMS OF THE ALLIANCE

Dr. Qggik opened the presentation., He wanted to call attention to two main
questions relating to the position of these countries within the alliance and the
effect of their deviation on the military efficlency of the alliance: first, how
important is the territory which they occupy on the Northern flank, and has their
opposition towards nuclear weapons and bases weakened NATO's flank? Secondly, how
-will this policy affect their own national security, and will it affect the military
posture of any other NATO country?

He proposed to deal briefly with the background to the nuclear and base policy
from a Norwegian point of view, To sum up, the reasons for it were partly Soviet
diplomatic pressure, to a lesser extent domestic pressure from neutralist forces,
but mainly the Govermment's evaluation of the actual threat. He added that this
policy was adopted on the explicit condition that it should be compensated for by a
substantial increase in conventional armament., This has not happened: 1in fact
conventional preparedness has decreased relative to what it was in 1961, Also the
Honest John vehicles which were received prior to the decision have been removed,
leaving only the Nike with conventional warheads.

All the Norwegian Govermment's statements on nuclear policy give as their main
aim prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons. Their definition of 'spread'! is
somewhat arbitrary. Officially it is connected with national control of these
weapons, but it has also been extended to include the physical presence of these
weapons because, it is argued, effective control is difficult to maintain when
weapons are spread over large areas. The basis of Norwegian objections to the MLF
and subsequently to the ANF has been that the control and anti-proliferation provi-
sions were inadequate. The Norwegian Governmeni supported the Under Plan and has tri-
ed to support the Irish resclution for an agreement among the non-nuclear powers,
There has recently heen a sirong drive for a new look at various disengagement propo~
sals and, from the neutralist side, for looking into the Gomulka Plan to see whether
possibilities exist for combining the Kekkonen Plan (for the establishment of a
nuclesr-free zone in Scandinavia) with the various Polish proposals. This ie not
Government policy, but pressure is building up on that issue.

lMost Norwegians are not greatly worried about the state of the allisnce. They
feel that many members have now come round to the evaluation of the situation which
they themselves reached some years ago, and this should give no cause for concern.
They are satisfied with the situation as it is, The McNamara proposal was favourably
received: Norway would certainly not insist on bvecoming the fifth member of the
committee -~ "B" status is gquite acceptable. There has been some ©mncern that this
very lax and complacent attitude might lead to an isolated position with Norway being
gradually written off or faded out of the focus of the alliance: some people want
to discuss possibilities for a non-nuclear integrated force of some kind (there is no
concrete proposal) and have been looking into other possibilities for a higher degree
of integration, There is great interest in the economic approach, i.e. through
closer relations with the EEC. This reflects a growing uneasiness about the role of
the smaller nations in NATO and a desire to work out a useful function. On the other
hand there is a group, headed mainly by the neutralists, which wants a Nordic defence
union or Nordic regional arrangements rather than a national policy. This alter-
native has been weakened, howevér, hy Swedish reservations about schemes for nuclear-
free zones: she agrees in principle, but has a list of specifications which it will
be very hard to meet,

Br. ¢rvik saw no indication at the moment of Norway's membership of NATO ever
being called in question. The Gallup Pollsshow a clear majority in favour of
continued membership, Campaigning for the September elections is already starting
ups all the parties except the Socialist People's Party (which has only 2 seats in
the Storting out of 150) are chearly pro~NATO, Should the Labour Party lose the
election, however, there would be cause for concern. The alternative would be a
coalition between the Conservatives, Farmers and Liberals which could only be main-
tained at the cost of many compromises whose consequences it is hard to foresee.
Also within the Labour Party itself the Left has increased its influence during the
past year; 1if it lost the election the Party might move somewhat to the Left, just
for the sake of opposing those who have led poliecy fir the past thirty years. And
a split within the Labour Party (which remains as a posgibility, although not a likely
ore) would lead to a very unstable situation.
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Dr. ﬁrvik was cautious about drawing any conslusions. However, it would be
safe to say that up till 1969 et least Norway will hold on to NATO, even if other
members should leave, He saw a greater danger that NATO itself will become an :
empty forum, more like the League of Nations, giving an illusion of security to cover
a de facto isolation which would allow the country to drift into a Finnish situation
caught between the two sides. . (He was not taking account of any East-West rapproche-
ment) Norway will be very reluctant to enter into any new grrangement which will imply
new duties and added responsibilities. Therefore if the Scandinavain countries are
considered to be important to NATO, any revision that must be made within NATO should
teke place within the NATO framework; .it would be much harder for Scandinavia to
support any new arrangement outeside the organisation. He suggested that the possibi-
lities of achieving closer ties to Furope through economic arrangements are not being
exploited as they might be: there is a growing interest in European affairs which is
economic in origin, although Norway is still very much tied to her Anglo-~American past
and anti-German feeling is still very strong; it is still much easier to get support
for a move which has first been made by Britain.. S '

Mr,>Beagerup said there were many similarities in the positions of Denmark and
Norway., Where differences do exist they are not always of vital importance from the
discussion point of view., For example the Danish Government has not made any state-
ment of its position towards the ANF., But by and large the Danish Government is more
concerned and uneasy about the present state of relations with the EEC than about the
state of the alliance; a rather active diplomacy is being conducted to offset the
negative effects of the market situation, whereas it is very limited in what is being
done in the field of security.

The domestic motivations behind the Danish nuclear exclusion policy are being
played down, although Mr. Haagerup believed they may be more important than the foreign
policy considerations which are being played up. The Danish Foreign Minister has
more than once referred to the refusal to accept nuclear warheads on Danish soil as
a contribution to the marked stability and equilibrium that characterise the North.
The Danish Government hag tried hard to get both her Western .allies and the USSR to
accept this: +the refusal to accept warheads was even included in the joint communigue
after the Khrushchev visgit, although this was not a question which should have been
on the agenda. At the same time the Danish Government (and the Norwegian) does not
want to become part of any separate security arrangement outside NATO, which would have
been the case if they had accepted the Kekkonen Plan (which was limited to the Scand-
irsvian countries), A1l three Scandinavian countries have turned@ down the Kekkonen
Plan- : '

With regard to the intermal situation, the next elections will be held not later
than 1968; undoubtedly the grestion of Danish membership of NATO will play an important
part in the campaign (although this does not mean that this is in doubt}. Among the
opponents of NATC are the traditional pacifists and unilateral disarmers, the left-
wingers, grouped within the small and politically insignificant Communist Party and in
the much larger Social People's Party and to g certain extent found on the Left wing
of the Social Democratic Party. Opponents are also to be found among the Radical
Liberals; this party traditionally holds & balancing role in Danish politics and has
an influence out of proportion to its size. The most outspoken critics are the left-
wing intellectuals, who play a considerable role in Danish public debate. And
curiously enough there is a small fringe of NATO opponents on the Right, but this is
a consequence of their opposition to Danish membership of the Common Market, largely
for reasons of patriotism, prestige, rellgion. No zlternative is put forward by the
opponents of NATO except for unarmed neutrelity. In the major parties, however, there
is a healthy majority in favour of continued membership.  According to the public
opinion polls, there is a very high proportion of don't knows (38% in the latest poll,
at one time this figure ran as high as 50%). But these figures also reflect the
current state of international relations: in time of crisis the proportion of don't
knows will go down., ‘

He felt that the question of Danish membership of NATO will only really arise in
cormection with larger changes that have taken place in the world, in Europe and in
NATO itself: Denmark will be affected by what happens or does not happen in NATO,

In regard to the MLF, if French opposition has been the main reason for shelving this
proposal, at the same time a govermment like the Danish has been relieved of the
problem of facing up to the question of its exact relaticnship,.

!.

e
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Mr., Hasgerup qdid however draw attention to one difference between Norway and
Denmark: Denmark is much more influenced by Gevelopments in central Europe and in
Germany., As long as the possibility of a German-Soviet military confrontation in
BEurope remains, it will be very difficult to visualise an arrangement that would isolate
Denmark militarily from Germany. The problem for Denmark is how to preserve her
freedom of action while making sure that a potential aggressor realises that any attack
againat Denmark will also autometically invoke Germany. Demmark prefers this defence
co~operation to be mltilateral, through NATO, rather than bilateral, because she does
not want to increase her dependence on Germany, this is al a reason for Denmark
stressing the Nordic aspect of her policy. In the original set-up in NATO Denmark,
Norway, Britein and Germany became the Northern Region; this was partly done for
political reasons to meet thé explicit whshes of the Danes. For many years British and
American forces have taken part in exeroises on Danish 9011; but only this spring have
German forcee taken part for the first time.

Mr, Seidenfaden did not dissent from what Dr. frvik or Mr, Haagerup had said,

But he could not exclude the possibility of Denmark and perhaps Norway leaving NATO in
the future in certain contingencies. For example if NATO were to take on responsibili-
ties outside Europe, especially if a scheme for some sort.of directorate were adopted,
this would strongly influence Danish public opinion which would not want to carry more
responsibilities and risks. Another contingency might be the development of a stronger
nationalist movement in Germany. If such developments in NATO coincided with a .
oontinuing detente, so that the defensive need of the alliance were not felt so strongly;
. there might then not be sufficient support for continued membership, because the present

"opponents of NATO would be reinforced by the latent neutralist sentlment which doces
exlst behlnd all the parties! official policy.

Turning to the question posed initially by Dr.'ﬁrvik, Mr, Seidenfaden suggested
that serious condideration should be given to how important Demmark's and Norway's
contribution to the alliance really is.. If their departure became a serious possibili-
ty, what pressure would be exerted by the rest of the alliance to keep them in? Of
course there would be the general interest that no~-one should leave NATO, for prestige
reasons. He would also expect strong American pressure over the Greenland issue (which
is easier with the Scandinavians in NATO), and strong German pressure because Denmark is
a strategic part of her defence. He would appreciate'other comments on this point,

General Biaufre asked what the reaction in the Scand1nav1an countrles would be
in the event of a US war w1th China (in terms of support for NATO).

- Dr. Q;gik said a weakenlng of support would become apparent in the Gallup Polls.
On the whole he agreed with Mr. Seidenfaden, if extra-European involvement of NATO
should rise t6 a very high level and at the same timé demand a material- contribution,
Scandinavian reluctance to become involved.would increase in proportion.

Mr. Seidenfaden added that much would depend on how such a wer ceme about. It
would be too much to say that public opinion is more pro—Chineae than pro-US over
Vietnam; on the other hand anti-American feeling does exist, ’ '

Mx. Hggggrup,argued that it would also depend on the extent to which it was
believed that such a war might adversely affect the local situation, (it was general-
ly agreed that this consideration would apply to other members of NATO %004 )

Mr. Buchan;found the Scandinavian concern_about extra—EurOpean involvement ironic.
Of all the NATO powers, Denmark and Norway have been most involved in UN peace-keeing
operations: surely they would be prepared %o be involved outside Europe under a pale
blue flag? Why not under a NATO flag?

Mr. Seidenfaden said the irony is that this involvement is a proof of latent
neutralism: Scendinavians are prepared@ to accept anything under the UN flag, but not
undexr NATO auspices., Dr. ﬂgglk added that to most Scandinavians NATO smacks of great
power politice (which has been looked upon with disfavour all through the centuries)
vwhereas the UN is lookéd upon as the Liptrument to take care of the small nations,

This underlines the necessity, if Scandinavian co-operation is wanted in practical
terms, of studying very carefully the form in which it is put.

'Géneral Beaufre posed a further question: what is Scandinavian feeling about
the future of Europe?
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Mr, Seidenfaden replied that Denmark's attitute towards Europe is absolutely
dominated by economic considerations. Discussion about the desirability of trying
to join the EEC has centred almost entirely upon the economic argumentsj questions
of Buropean security or the creation of any Buropean sentiment have hardly arisen.
On the other hand, because the economic considerations are predominant, provided this
~aspect were favourable the organisational and other implications-would be. accepted as
a by-product,

D, ﬁg!ig said that for Norway the Atlantic tiee are predominant. But if Atlantic
ties should be identified with great wars and heavy involvement in other areas with
contributions, then a European alternative might look ‘somewhat different. Although it
is 8till very vague, there is a growing interest in Europe which was not apparent in
Norway three years agoj it -results from the campaign fought by the labour Party in
1961-2 to gain entry into the EEC, Mrj Hasgeérup added that a European alternative in
the seocurity sense would however be mich more difficult to sell to the Danish or
Norwegian electorate ih iaolation, unaccompanied by an economic solution.

; Mr. Buchan. said that if the Scandinavian countries d1d apply for memberehlp of
" the EEC iprobab ly at the same time as Britain), this would mean the break~-up of EFTA
" and entry into & very strong economic and probably political system of which Sweden
and Finland 'do not form a part. Would Norway and. Denmark accept to be more divided
from their fellow S¢éandinavians than they are at present? If so, is Scandinavian
solidarity meaningful? Furthermore-might there be a catch for Norwey and Denmark in
considering membership of the EEC in that it may lead on to a‘political and defence

- community which may force them to reverse’ or modlfy their present defence policies in
ways they do not at present envisage? :

Dr, Q;gig acknowledged that Scandinavian solidarity is more apparent than realt
in a crisis the support from the other countries in the srea has been very limited.
Certainly there is no solidarity in terms of the Scandinavian economy. Moreover the
Swedes are very practical in the application of their neutral policy, particularly
in the economic sense, At the time when Norwegian entry 'into ‘the EEC szemed likely,
Swedish official opinion was very strongly aware that she could not afford to remain
outside, and it was being eeid privately that realiatlc consideratlons would lead to
some arrangement being found. - -

.. Mr. Seidenfaden said Sweden has been trying to delay attempta whlch are now being
made to bring ‘the two markets together, (which would be advantageous to Denmark) and
is going pretty far in attempts to delay Demmark's entry into the EEC. She has been
prepared to make very heavyﬁansesaions for the aake of this.

. Signor Albonett1 observed that the Swedish policy of trying to avoid any European
integration goes back to the old European Free Trade Area negotiations: Sweden was

the staunchest ally of Britain, with Austria and Denmark at the other end wanting to

come to some srrangement with the Six. The Swedes went very far in their concessions

to try and prevent a very strong Ccmmon Market or ‘'one which could abaorb other European
countries as members.’

Profesgor Vernant argued that if EFTA and the EEC do come together this could
only be in a much looser framework than the Brussels arrangement: he certainly could
not see any organieatlon comprising the Six plus the Seven being based on a supra-
national structure, it would have to be very flexible, Therefore he did not believe
this could be a major obstacle to the Scandinavian countries; their solidarity could
still be retained in a certain form,' - He argued that the reluctance of Sweden and
Finland is due to wider political considerations involving their own relationship with
the USSR -~ if the two blocs did come together the1r posit1on would become more marginal.

Mr. Seidenfaden agreed; and if (as he believed) a larger ¢ymmunity were based on
a mch looser political framework, the problem of Scandinavian defence policies would
not be posed so acutely.’ : -

But anxiety arises from the poasibility that Denmark alone might join (hltherto
her policy has been only to join when Britain did). Pressure is growing for Denmark
to act unilaterally because the économic consejuences of the split are much harder for
Denmark than for the “other EFTA countries. However, Mr. Haagerup said the Moderate
Liverals are the only party in Denmark advocating unilateral accession tc the EEC;
there is definitely not a political mejority today for such a step.

Taking up Dr. ¢rvik, Mr. Hasgerup argued that the emotional appeal of Scandinavian
solidarity should not be under-estimated; it does still carry great weight in domestic
political terms.
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Dr, Qrvik agreeds but when it comes to facts, this solidarity is shown to be
hollow, For example, the attempts between 1952 and 1958 to create a Nordic customs
union were finally unsuccescful, as were the discussions in 1948-9 on a Scandinavian
defence union (Norway backed out on both occasions)., Since 1958 the feeling has been
growing that the Scandinavien area is too small and must be affiliated with a larger
European or Atlantic framework in terms of security and economics. The ideal has
been for the Scandinavian countries to move together and agree among themselves and
then enter some larger organisation. But so far this has not been possible, for
geographical reasons and for economic reasons: Swedish industry and Norwegian
shipping and Danish agriculture,

Professor Vernant posed two questions: (1) What would be the effects, from the
strategic aspect and in terms of command, of a defence organisation (with adequate
means of defence) comprising Sweden, Norway and Denmark? How would this relate to the
theory of the Nordic balance? (2) What would be the effects, both on the strategic
situation and on the state of public opinion in Norway and Denmark, of Sweden acquiring
nuclear capability?

Mr. Jukes said the Soviet strategic interest in Scandinavia is not very great on
the whole ispeaking particularly of Norway)., The situation at the moment is one the
Soviets have learnt to live with - and the status quo suits both us and them. We
should have to considervery seriously their reaction if we change it, If nuclear
weapons were placed in Scandinavia these would be American weapons and would be viewed
by the USSR as such; and the Soviet reaction would be rather sharp and unfavourable.

Dr. Qrvik replied to M. Vernant that the term Nordic balance is misleading. It
was developed for reasons of convenience and its main importance is political. It
came up in 1961 with the Soviet Note to the Finnish Government threatening that the
agreement of 1948, which could involve military occupation of Finland, could be invoked.
The Norwegian Government sent a Note to the effect that if Finland's status were changed,
Norway would reconsider her nuclear policy. The intention was to have a lever to
support Finland in time of crisis. But of course this has no substance: the real
problem is the Norwegian coastline, and if the Russians were to do anything in that
area and Norway tried to invoke changes in her nuclear policy, the Russians could
counter this by threatening action againgt Finland! Moreover it would be very hard
to build up any political credibility for a change in Norway's nuclear policy.

Onn the question of Swedish nuclear capability, this is entirely a matter of poli-
tical decision. Sweden decided in 1960 that there would be no need to make a decision
about this until 1963 or 1965. This year there has been discussion on this question,
and the Head of the armed forces did ask the Government to cut down the time they would
need to make a nuclear weapon from seven to four years, saying the situation may change
and seven years is toc long; his implications were clear. The Govermment has refused,
thus it will still be a long time before Swedish nuclear capacity is converted into a
weapons indusiry. But the capability does exist.

As far as Norwegian defence goes, it is no secret that less than a thousand
coaventionally armed soldiers are stationed on a border of 150 km, while there is a
much larger force on the other side. But Dr. ﬂrvik did not foresee any change for
the moment. Norwegian forces are not being increased, for economic and also for
public opinion reasons. Nor will there be any change in the base pelicy or in nuclear
policy. : :

Mr. Seidenfaden pointed out that a country could be defended by muclear weapons
without these being stationed in the country., Denmark's refusal of nuclear weapons
is not so¢ absolute as Norway's: there is an escape clause. In times of crisis
Denmark would be open to receiving nuclear warheads, and the Russians know that, so
they have to reckon to a certain extent that nuclear weapons might be used from
Scandinavian territory. (Mr. Haagerup argued that this escape clause has been under-
mined by the reference to Denmark's muclear policy in the Khrushchev communique).

General Beaufre said the fact that Denmark can be supported by nuclear weapons in
a crisis is half true. True she would have the advantage of some air support, but
tactical nuclear weapons to prevent a landing in Denmark could probably not be brought
in quickly enough. He agreed that that kind of risk is not great now according to
the general situation, but it should be borne in mind.
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Signor Albonetti “eferred back to a questlon in Dr. frvik's introductory remarks:
the effect of the Scandinavian deviation on the military efficiency of the alliance,:
He did not’ believe this affected the credibility of the alliance; but it did have
psychological effects and could increase certain centrlfugal tendencies w1thln the
alliance which he oons1dered rather dangerous, Neutralist forces are alréady
1ncrea31ng in Italy; if they become active elsewhere .too ‘the e.uilibrium which allows
Norway and Denmark to pursue their present polloy may not be easy to maintain. . BEven
if we understand the special position of the Scandinavian countries (espe01a11y Finland
and Sweden) we should be more aware of these political and psychologlcal 1mpllcat10ns
for the alliance ag a whole.

The question of what would have, been the effect of the Undén Plan “on- the alliance
is closely related to this point., The Unden Plan would mean a change in.the present
situation because it would freeze it; this could have greater consequences in other
countrles than leaving the general situation as it is. Furthermore He saw the danger
of this approach being built up into a general philosophy. Of course the USSR is
against any change in our defence dispositions, but we should beware of building up on
the bagis of the status quo. (as implied in the Unden Plan) and then .justifying this
on, the grounds of Sov1et opposition to any change.  And the Unden Plan would have an.
unhealthy effect by increa31ng the’ diserimination wh1ch already exlsts within the
alliance. , ‘ . ‘ .

Herr Cornides was struck by the word “devlatlon"'f surely everybody deviates to
a’ degree accordlng to his geographical pOSltlon and status, and this is a normal state
of affairs. Under pressure and in times of direct threat we have probably somewhat
abuged’ the concept of 1ntegrat10n to the detrlment of normal geographlcal “and other.
differences.” Rather then a deviation, is this not a direction into which the whole .
alliance is moving that will permit some of the classical instruments. of plamning to
be applied to the nuclear. situation? He questioned whether the Nordic balance is a
mature doctine;  but there are bzlances within a greater imbalance, We should learn
to play with that’ through crisis management and other ways, taking advantage of the
fact that we have a geographically fairly good position in the Northern sector to be
more flexible, rather than spreading out all"we have.evenly and thinly and making
everything centrally controlled, becduse the ceatral control can only.come from
Washington, ., We can go in this direction without neutralism,. It.would probably be
an antidote to neutralist tendencies if weé could show that the alliance is not a
rigid structure, that it can be adapted. to the problems of the flanks, and that we do
not seek because of the problem of the. centre to tie them 1nto one absolutely 1ntegra—
ted position. . .

" Dr, Q ik welcomed Herr Corhides! line of argument. Scandinavians feel much
easier when they see that so many others have a.special .position so far as the alliance
"goes, He would liké to see some.work done on the role which the smaller partners cen
play in the alliance, - The hardest’ thing to meet neutralist arguments is to be able
to say just vhat is the usefulness of the alliance, Perhaps more concrete tasks could
be undertaken within the alliance framework without too tight an integration.

S;gnor Albonettl agreed that not evenybody'must have the same task w1th1n the -
alliance. If integration does not work we must find other means.~ the alternative
is not just between integration and hegemony. " The importédnt thing is not to be .-
content with the present situation, just to rest on the different political and
geographical situation of every country. But one comes back to the old question of
what is the meaning of consultation if the potentlal of the various countrles is so
dlfferent° o : : :

Mr Buchan recalled that one of .the. technlques orlglnally quite w1dely used in
NATO but which has fallen into disuse is the idea of more intensive regional consulta-
tion. If we are going to try to promote closer contingency planning, would it perhaps
be better to'develop (say) thrée or four regional mechanisms? For example & Northern
Burope group with the US, UK, Germany, Norway, Denmark; a Central Furope group consis-
ting of the countries w1th forces in the area; and a Mediterranean group (Us, -Itely,
Greece, Turkey, France and UK) He could see very strongly the sense of -frustration
that a country the size of Denmark or Norway must feel in trying ‘to make any--impact on
a group of fifteen; but the electorateé could probably be persuaded that their Foreign
Minister does exert a degree of influence and control in a regional organisation.

Mr. Seidenfaden pointed out that there is a regional arrangement in the Nordic
Command,
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Mr, Haggerup argued thet this is a purely military command; Mr. Buchan was
suggesting a political organisation,.

General Beaufre said that in the military sphere there are three regional commands
in Europe, - But this orgdnisation has been completely disorganised by the proliferation
of SHAPE:' the local commanders have no real authority.  Speaking personally, he would
take- everything out of SHAFE that has to do with local organisatlon and administration
and relations with governments: he would raise Oslo to the level of Fontainebleau,

Q k found Mr., Buchan's suggestion interesting, particularly as it includes
Germany There is still a difference between the Norwegian and the Danish attitudes
to Germany. The participation of German troops in an exercise such as took place on
Danish soil this year could not have happened in Norway. Anti-German sentiment is
weakening, although there is a long way to go.. But it would be useful to.discuss this
kind of suggestion in the alliance, which gives the impression of being stale and linked
to the past and has no attraction to publlc opinlon.

Herr Cornides believed institutionalised political groupings would be very dlfflcult
because of the decision of who is in and who is out., But if there were corresponding
to this command structure study groupings, so to speak, on the political level, to which
the Swedes for example could send observers without being members of NATO, then they would
be open-ended. Would it not be possible to have open—ended study machinery on an ad
ho¢ basis to correspond to the command structure? (He made the proviso that in the case
of a crisis in a partlcular area, members in different regional groupings would still
wish to retain the right to be in on consultations.)

Mr. Buchan believed Herr Cornides! suggestion would be p0551ble if there were a
p011t10a1 dynamic in NATO which doea not exist nows v .

General Beaufre considered that it would help contingency planning because different
answers would be received from dlfferent areas,

Mr, Hasgerup argued that Herr Cornides under-estimated the rigidity of the Swedish
non-alignment policy; it would not be politically possible for Sweden to join even a
gtudy group. (He agreed that it would be possible to do something without the Swedes).

Dr. ik supported Mr. Haagerup. The Swedes have been stiffening their neutrality
rather than loosening it: in a recent pamphlet the Swedish Government has made it clear
that Swedish defence is meant for the defence of Sweden alone, and they take no responsi-
bility for what is happening in neighbouring countries, The. possibility of Sweden
301n1ng any regional Scandinavian command at the moment is very faint, partly because of
her doubts sbout- the ability cf any regional Nordic grouping to defend itself against
the USSR.

Dr. Gasteyger asked whether'Swedish neutrality extends to co-operatioh in arms
production, or whether there were pOSSibilities in this field?

Mr., Haagzerup and D T, Qgg ‘made it clear that Sweden is qulte anxious - to sell, it
is entirely a matter of whether she can supply what is needed. Norway has bought a
fair amount of Swedish equipment (partlcularly transport) and some items are being
produced in Norway.

_ General Beaufre wondered what the possibilities might be for & Nordic defence union
a8 a neutral grouping. If the detente contimies, might there not be some possibility
in this direction?

Mr, Seidenfaden said publlc opinion would be strongly in favour of such a concepts
but from a military point of view it mskes no sense in the nuclear age - it is too-late.
Therefore if it came about, it would presumably mean peace in that part of the world so
that NATO itself would not be neceséary. He would like other comments, however,

Dr. Qgglk stressed that a neutral Scandinavia would be virtually an undefended one.
That became clear durlng the 1948-9 discussions with the Swedes; they realised that a
neutral Nordic defence union would have to be paid for by themselves, so it would be
much better for them to have an. isolated Swedish neutrality! There would be no possibi-
lity of even discussgsing this except as a neutralised area with guarantees.
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Mr. Buchan expected a very stiff rearguard action from the Western military to any
suggestion that we could live happily with a neutral Scandinavia in present circumstances.
The sailors would be very unhappy if they did not have the control of the Danish Straits
that Danish membership provides. . And the UK has a direct interest in a military
arrangement with Norway and Demmark because of early warning: the whole of her early
warning system would be virtually useless without the station in Norway. Of course
these may become more marginal considerations than they were in the early days, and the
whole' question may become more polltlcal.

Herr Cornides (asked by lMr. Seidenfaden whether in a crisis a neutral Denmark would
have to be occupied by Germany) said c¢learly a neutral Scandinavia would raise dlfflcult
problems for Germany; he could not exclude this poselblllty. . ;.:.

General del Marmol maiutained that the nuclear pollcy of the Scand1nav1an countries
should be viewed from the roint of view of the security of Europe as a ‘whole, In -
present circumstances this policy cannot be said t6 diminish the security of NATO to any
silgnificant extent., But if they took certain measures.vhich would affect the security
of Europe as a whole, then in his view their puéleer policy should be revised.

Mr. Buchan took up another aspect related to the Brzezinski discussion., If we
are in for a period of years when there will be a demand to shape a new basis for rela-
tions with East Europe, have the Scandinavian members of NATO a special role. to play in
this? Can they take tlie lead, or become a channel to develop. new ideas on how to bring
the two halves of Burcpe together thét may not be open to West Europe proper? .

Mr, Seidenfaden said contacts are growing with the Eastern countries, . and there are
many cultural contacts with Poland in particular.  But he doubted whether Scandinavia
could play a leading role in anything “that could affect’ the major question of securlty.
They might perhaps lead in the psychological sphere, but otherwise they would have to
follow the general development. Denmark has been very careful about going into direct
talks with the Po'les on the Rapacki Plan, for example, on the grounds that these things
mist be solved an part of a wider arrangement where Denmark has no spe01a1 part to play.

Dr. Qgglk uaid there is a movement (Whlch 1ncorporates a large sector of the Left
wing of the latour Party) which aspires to the role of mediator as Mr., Buchan suggested,
Relations with Poland have picked up remarkably in the last few months and there have
been many exchange visits. But there is some caution, The Kekkonen Plan is strongly
supported from the East, whereas Norway has been uneasy about an agreement of this sort
and would prefer a general framework, With regard-to the Gomulka Plan, Norway is not
likely to enter anything which did not include the West Germans, He was firmly of the
opinion that the economic approach has the best psych010g10a1 and political implications
for an improvement in BEast-West relations.

Signor Albonetti also wished to link this discussion with the discussion on |
Brzezinski. While it is not suggested that the best way to deal with the East is to
strengthen ourselves militarily, we are in no position to stand the strain of lengthy
negotiations with the Russians or a very strong economic initiative towards the East
(which was the basis of the Brzezinski dlscu551on) 8o 1ong as’ there is not much more
political cohesion within the alliance. Nothing can substitute for the attraction of
unity and political cohesion., If there were a stronger move for unity within the
alliance and for closerintegration in Europe, the power of leverage of the alliance,
even for the German problem, would be much. stronger than any initiative taken on the
basis of the alliance in its present state,

Herr Cornides agreed upon the need for greater cohesion; but if we envisage talks
continuing for 10-15 years, there is room for discussion of what we mean by cohesion.
We have learnt in the Community that .economic integration, political unity and military
effectiveness are quite different things. It was felt yesterday that from a German point
of view, thinking over long-range ideas about improving relations between the two halves
of Germany, that there will have to be some limitation of the military status at least
of the DDR; we must try and think of situations where we can have political unity,

economic integration and yet a different military solution. From.a German point of
view we should not say that if we have an economic communlty, even a larger one, that

we should enforce on all members a military status which does not make sense from a
military point of view in a changed Buropean situation. From the German point of view,
therefore, there is-an interest in not being too rigid with regard to the Scandinavian
position.
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Dx., Qrvik disagreed with Signor Albonetti on the question of cohesion. We must
be content with the possibilities that exist and not be obsessed by the best solution.

Signor Albonetti denied that it is a question of the best solution., Our
priorities have changed: we now put negotiations with the East first, taking for
granted NATO and Furopean unity and our own security, and this is a great mistake,
The only thing he could accept would be an attempt to negotiate with the East in
parallel with movement towards European unity in the political and military field and
a better arrangement within the alliance. He did not believe economic integration
could last very long so long as we do not have other goals and do not proceed in the
political and military field. And he did not believe NATO would last very long if
we ignored our intermal problems and thought only about external problems,

Herr Cornides suggested that Signor Albonettils late arrival during the Brzezinski
discussion may have given him a false impression. He believed we could teke it for
granted that the economic commmnity must go on and must have its political sectors
the whole problem is to find how much of Brzezinskil's ideas could be fitted in. But
he reaffirmed his view that we cannot say that in the present situation political
unity, military integration and economic integration mumst be brought together entirely
within one area; we cannot have a European nuclear force for a long time for this
reason. If one says that Buropean unity must mean getting to the point of complete
military integration, the German problem becomes insoluble,

Dr. Ritter supported Herr Cornides.

General Beaufre saw the question of priority differently from Signor Albonetti.
In the past the first priority was defence, and because of that we needed some kind
of cohesion. Then the problem of economic wnity arose, but from quite a different
angle., Now the situation has been reversed. Defence has become less important,
though it is still there, but we now have the idea of unification which stems from the
economic idea and which in fact now has first priority, and defence has second or
third priority.

Signor Albonetti did not disagree with General Beaufre. He just wanted to point
out how optimistic our outlook is if we feel we can launch an economic initiative and
even staert discussimg a new political posture while ignoring the political and defence
problems within our own ranks, imagining that there is no risk because the military
danger from the East has decreased.

Mr, Buchan brought the discussion back to Scandinavia., Implicit in the question
of the Scandinavian and the 3ritish relationship to Western Europe is whether one
wants to dilute the national unity that can be developed among the original Six,
The question of what is 'Burope!, or non-Communist Eurcpe, is still undetermined.
And there is the second question whether the Six are a natural entity in a way that a
larger Eurcpe would not be. He added that the problem also arises whether the British
can subscribe to the general geist of the unity that has developed.

General del Marmol said a certain feeling does exist in Brussels that if the TK
enters the Community a supranational authority will be more difficult to obtain, that
the British will never relinguish control over their own affairs. On the other hand
many people realise that while the British have their own point of view, they do not
damage an internmational policy so much as France does,

Signor Albonetti added that for the Six, obviously if two giants have to be
swallowed it is easier one at a time. He believed France would have to be digested
before they could swallow Britain,

General Beaufre commented that dilution goes with integration. For him the
problem is how to have a united Europe without loging the partieularities of Europe
which have been its great distinction, He did not want a Europe like the United
States for example, It will be a good thing to have Scandinavians and Frenchmen and
Italians etc, But if we try to put together two different mentalities there will
be an explosion. The problem is how to put these parts together in something which
will work, and which at the same time would be liberal and flexible encugh to allow
differences, He would therefore suggest Switzerland as a model.




