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I N S T I T U T E F 0 R S T R A T E G I C S T U D I E S 

EUROPEAN STUDY CQillllv!ISS ION 

Minutes of the Eighth Meeting, held -at -
the Centre d'Etudes de Politique.Etrangere, 

54, rue .de Varenne, Paris VIIe on 
25th and 26th June, 1965 
' 

~ -

Present: General d 'Armee Beaufre '(In- the' Chai-r) · 

Signor A. Albone~ti 
Mr. Alastair Buohan . 
Herr Wilhelm Cornides 
M. J-M de la Gorse 
Baron General del Marmol 
Signor·Ennio Eccarini · 

J Dr;· Curt Gasteyger;;~-:-­
Mr. Niels Haagerup 

Apologies for Absence: 
Mr. Leonard Beaten 
Professor Michael Howard 

I . . ~ 

!vir, Geoffrey Jukes. 
Dr, Nils ,0rvik_ 
Herr Uwe Nerlich-, 
M. J.R. Raimond 
Dr. Klaus·•Ritter-
Mr, Erik Seidenfaden ·­
Professor_Jacques,Vernant 

Dr. L.G.M. Jaquet· r• -- ------·- .. ~ 

M. Jean Laloy 
Dr. Theo Sorruner 
Signor A. Spinelli 

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

l. 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 AGREED 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, autumn and January, 
and that the practice of organising the spring meeting in the 
form of a European-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. · 

2. 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 Jvlr. Franco is Duchene, one of the Foreign Editors 
of The Economist, who formerly had worked with Jean Monnet. 
No obj~ctions were raised to this suggestion. 
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- . 
It was generally agreed that while it would be in order 

for substitutes· to attend individual meetings, much of the 
value of" the Commission's work lay in the -meeting of minds 
made possible by continuity of membership. . . 

~- ·- . . . . . . . 

3. NEXT mEETING .. 
. . . ~ 

It was generally felt that unless unforeseen developments 
made an aut1llllll meeting -desirable, it 1~ould ·be preferable to 
hold the next ·meeting of the Commissi6n:'after·the·German and 
French elections._. .. ·. < .- · .: · -,.·,,. • ... ' ..... ' 

. '': .:.:, .-_, 

It was t.lier~fore ~:.AGREED to ·:hQld t-he Ninth Meeting of the 
Study Coliimission'·im Friday and Saturaa::y-, 14th-15th January, 1966 
in·London,·tnecmaih·subject for discussion to be--decided upon 
at a later stage, 
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I N S T I T U T E F 0 R S'.rB.ATEGL_Q 

EUROPEAN STUDY COMMISSION 

Summary of Discussion 
at the Eighth Meeting, 

held in Paris 
25th-26th.June, 1965 

FRIDAY l\'IORNING, 25th JUNE 

DISCUSSION ON THE IN'J'ERNATIONAL SITUMION 

(a) Vietnam 

S T U D I E S 

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 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 o.f 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 
the 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 accompanied .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 quite unjustified. And what is the 
point, he wondered, of the build-up of American troops if the. VS 
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 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
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 successful. 

Professor Vernant agree9(with lVlr. Buchan that a concept of 
neutralisation involving the direct presence on the ground of 
Chinese, ~oviet 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 problemo 
And they will have to be paid a price: the question 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. 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 USSRo 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 b_y 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 tbe 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 Chinese 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 wa3 very dubious of 

; < 
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the advantage to the ilinericans 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 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 'Nill 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 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 
nesired 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; 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 s6me 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 principal 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 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 Bownedienne and the Egyptians, because they strongly 
influenced Ben Bella. There has been considerable distrust of the 
; 1 for pushing Algeria into an unsuccessful venture 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 Economic Affairs as 
well as the Foreign Ministry. The Minister of Economic Affairs was 
a man of considerable influence and authority, but r§d~tions between 
him and Ben Bella had become extremely bad. Undoub~tKis 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 i·t 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 eq_uipped 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 USHR. 'rhe reference to Soviet military eq_uipment 
was highly relevant. Probably they will try to maintain the rel­
atively neutral posture of the Ben Bella Government towards the 
Sine-Soviet dispute, although if the considered Soviet reaction is 
too reserved Boumedienne's fierce patriotism could lead to another 
alignment. 

(c) The Atlantic Alliance 

Discussion centred on the lV!cNamara proposal for an executive 
committee made at the NATO Defence Ministers' meeting. 

HerrCornides 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 Europeans would pueh in that 
direction; this was clearly not the. idea of a directorate but of 
something along the lines suggested by Leonard Beaten 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 MLF-type approach (and his 
own group in Bonn had also been thinking along this line). It 

J 
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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 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 broadening 
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-~uropeans- 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 
behind the proposal, whether it is just a pragmatic attempt to fill 
the vacuum which arises from the stagnation of the !IILF/ANF projects. 
Another aspect is the dissatisfaction which has been apparent from 
people at SHAPE at.not being allowed to give information to their 
Government; a more intiillate 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 ~urope; 
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 to 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 iV!LF, 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 strategJ 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 iiiLF and ANF: 
those who had supported the h!LF 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 belj_eved the l\JLF is a close~ book. On the other 
hand it would be very bad if this conftlsion remained: it would be 
bad for the J<;uropeans to let the lVtLF and ANF drop and give the 
Americans the impression that we are incapable of producing an 
alternative. He strongly advooated trying to cl;:trify the issues 
and push in the other direction: to accept that ~uropean interests 
extend beyond the Atlantic area, to recognise that problems of arms 
control as well as defence problems exist in Burope, 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 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 
Americans are accepting the necessity to do something; 
to the Europeans to try to build something worthwhile. 
proposal does constitute a basis for discussion, and he 
trying to push the Americans in the direction suggested 
Cornides. 

is that the 
it is up 
The · IvlcNamara 
favoured 
by Herr 

General Beaufre said that if the Americans believe that ~uropean 
acceptance of this proposal creates an institution, there will be 
difficulties. The essential thing is to start with study and researc] 
into the wl1ole problem; the institution must come afterwards. If 
this committee were re~amed 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 Cornides commented that this was precisely the point at 
which discussion in his group in Bonn got bogged down. Mr. Beaten 
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 
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? 

'. 
}!err Cornides replied that 1\lcNamara may well have had more 

in mind, but the actual proposal leaves it open. He agreed that 
a working group would not satisfy the Germans at present, because 
the German mind is still set on the iv!LF/ANF road._ They have not 
reacted as dramatically as had been feared to Lyndon Jo~nson'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 avoid.ed 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. %rvik agreed, although the way i~7~figh 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 Jv!cNamara initiative was inspired by the need to make 
some offer to France: would the proposal meet some of de· Gaulle 1 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 
France about institutional reform of NATO, 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 lV!cNamara proposal, the French 
Government is waiting for clarification the same as other gov­
ernmen·(;s. 

Ill. 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 February, the consideration was present in some American and 
European 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 provoke it. The same consideration 
has become apparent in relation to recent developments in the 
..iuropean Community. In regard to the alliance, there has been 
some canvassing of reactions among Europeans 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, 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 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 Jv!LF. McNamara 
carries more weight than Dean Rusk with President Johnson. lVlr. 
Buchan believed the two-tier idea is dying. 
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FRIDAY AFTERNOON, 25th JUNE 

DISCUSSION ON RECENT DEVELOPJYL;NTS IN RCLA'l'IONS BETWEEN 
EAST AND WES'r J~UROPE 

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

Herr Cornides introduced the discussion. First 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 
new: they have merely been forgotten for a long time. In the 
early post-war years people used to look at the problems of Europe 
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 iV!ontreux with the decision to hold their 
next meeting in Prague. Until the !Vlarshall Plan the two halves 
of Europe did broadly live together. l!Iany 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 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 European 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 Burope - for example when he 
compares German-French ~ith 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 situation of any country 
in Zurope. 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 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 problem 
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 
Polish 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 ~urope 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 ~ast 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 
Europe? 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 Eastern 
Europe with its state-controlled economy and a Western Europe com­
prising EFTA and the EEC, also retaining its own economic 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 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 consequences, 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 tne.G~rmans 
could gain leverage by a military build-up and particula¥fy~fiuclear 
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 question 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 whether 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 office: 
for example in the agreement between the USSR and East 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 re.spects 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 Eastern burope at the moment 
is pursuing a totally inflexible line to force the Germans into 
negotiations from 'Ihich 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
q_u3nce 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 partioular in the Soviet 
attitude, the chance of pursuing the type of policy Brzezinski 
proposes stands more or less at zero. 

Furthermore 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 Moscow on 
matters of international policy. During t11e Polish uprising of 
1956, for example, Gomulka wrote to Moscow promising to keep 
strictly in line on foreign policy questions 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 East European 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 ~ast 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. Even if we 
adopted Brzezinski's suggestions for multilateral or bilateral 
settlements with the Eastern countries, we could hardly avoid 
freezing 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 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, Czechoslovakia, etc. before they 
have a real possibility of changing the ~ situation. It is not 
just a question of whether 'dest 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 
normalisat.;Lon 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 J.i:ast German re;Zime, 
Gomulka and Novotny also have an interest in keeping ~ast 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 ~ast European 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 European 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 do net 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 Sovi~t 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. lvioreover he was highly critical of the 
proposal that Soviet-engineered delays in the Allied right of 
access to Berlin should perhaps be innediately 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 naivete of the 
economic argument in particular. He wondered how anyone could 
seriously expect the ~astern countries to make themselves inde­
pendent of the USSR in exchange for economic dependence on the 
United States through a revival of the lV!arshall 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. 0rvik entirely agreed with all the criticisms about the 
approach to the Eastern 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 be 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 East European 
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 
orlgln; the massive flights of refugees was a main consequence 
of this tension, and this in turn led to construction of the wall. 
Soviet, not Vlest German, policy was responsible. Yet Brzezinski 
concludes that the wall favours reunification to the extent that 
it creates a feeling of security_for the ~astern peoples. 

. ... ~ . 
~ _ .... e tO 
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Securi,ty is not the whole problem. Brzezinski under-estimates 
the purely communist problem in Eastern Europe. ~ven in a period 
of national communism, the loss of one communist state is a threat 
to the power of the rest. H. Raimond suggested that East European 
fears have a great less to do with military security than with 
political survival. 

Her~ Cornides argued that auyone who puts up a plan on East­
"ivest relations can be shot down. What he found interesting is the 
!'lttempt to think about a .Curope 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 
is safer from the point of view of world security than SOI11e of the 
dangers that 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 maintain stability and of the 
implications for possibilities of loosening up ties in the Eastern 
bloc and for better :Sast-West relations is valuable, because it 
forces us to think more realistically. 

Mr. Buchan commented that debate about the future of :::!:ast 
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 bUropean relations to become less impor­
tant in years ahead. tlhat 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. Ritte:r, said the sense of urgency is all on the West 
German side. The East European states feel strongly that having 
East Germany as a co~nunist neighbour, even if her policy is more 
rigid than they would like, offers them greater security than any 
arrangement in terms of arms control or disengagement, because 
the communist Governments in East Europe have to struggle harder 
to keep themselves in power as communists. 

There is a growing feeling among \;est German public opinion 
that the non-recognition policy is artificial. The problem of 
contacts and easing the lot of the East Germans, brought to the 
fore by the exchange of visits, is increasingly becoming the 
subject of debate. Moreover 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 economic 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 immediately arise. 

Herr Cornides followed up IVIr. Buchan and Professor Vernant. 
He considered it important to distinguish between motivations for 
change in Europe stemming from the global situation and motivations 
stemming from the 1'uropean situation. On the global situation 
we have the blue and red areas problem: Europe 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 possible motivation for change in .Gurope 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 ~urope as a whole acts in common in 
the third world. that also has repercussions in .:::urope. 

The ~uropean situation has two aspects, the situation in 
Germany and the wider situation in :Lurope, both East and West. 
In regard to Germany, there is the argument propounded by Helmut 
Sc~~idt that restlessness is growing and something must be done 
quickly about reunification or the top will blow. ·:rhere is some­
thine; in this argument, but it should not be exaggerated.-Much 
will depend, he argued, on the evolution of the Common Market. 
So long as the West Germans are fairly happ;; 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 Europe 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 bUrope so long as rigid control on the Eastern 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--l'lest 
trade will not be significant. It might achieve a 57o increase. 
Bu" so long as the East Europeans 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 J:;urope 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 
Europe, and that the interest within ~urope 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 estimate, the percentage of world population 
accounted for by West Europe, East :.mrope 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 Europe may act as an incen­
tive to change. There is no doubt that the non central-Buropean 
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 possible that the USSR may find the strain of maintaining 
her position in East Europe mounting? 

!VIr. Jukes said there was no indication of this from East 
huropean 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 ~Eastern 
Europe. We have not yet got to the stage where the cost of the 
troops in East Europe is a significant factor for the USSR. 
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General Beaufre agreed there must be some system of East-
'riest rapprochement; but we must equally have a concept of the 
kind of Europe 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 Europe or its various parts must be fitted. 
What about the relations of the East :Guropean countries with the 
Soviet Union? He wondered whether those states really would risk 
integration with Western Europe, or is Brzezinski's idea of an 
East European confederation leading towards a revived concept of 
Mittel Europa? Personally he believed German reunification could 
only take place within the.larger framework of European unification 
as 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 Europe and no opportunity for entering as old-time national 
entities into the game of European politics. Not only has the old 
l'ilittel .suropa been destroyed through the German defeat, with the 
Soviet and American presence in the centre of Europe the new !Vli ttel 
Europa is the part of the world where they confront each other. 
\ihen Brzezinski speaks of the restoration of Europe he is really 
harking back to the old German and Polish ideas about a Mittel 
Europe 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. 

Mrl 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 troops, in a 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 
Eastern Europe, 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 East European confederation; the emigre governments in London 
during the war had the same idea for creating a stable Europe, 
T1lere seem to be two alternative approaches: Brzezinski represents 
one school of thought which sees a basically bipolar world; they 
see peace and stability in ~urope through changing the character 
of the two super powers, humanising the hegemonies, The alt<er­
native view, expressed in official French thinking, is that stab­
ility will never exist as long as either of these hegemonies holds 
sway over ~urope, no matter how moderate and flexible they may 
become. 

When he asked about German-Polish projects it was 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 
l!:uropeans themselves could undertake, 
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Herr Cornides found it very difficult .to answer a qu·estion 
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 .. nypo_thesis that once the cards·.are played this 
could· in certain circt.uilstances .lead. to a neutrali-sed central · 
Burope; But this is pure.ly theoretical, because Germany cannot 
deal with Russia in a vacuum. · · 

In the Community of the Six and in.Eastern .Gurope enormous 
transformations are in process because the real dynamism on both 
sides i.s in the. ·direc.tion of integration (although the integration 
is of a different order). ·.In the realities under which .uurope and 
l::ermany will eyolve they will not be confronted with this problem. 
As 1urope changes year by year it becomes.less and less-feasible 
to put this alternative in meaningful terms; not because ';iest 
Germany will become so integrated ;in. poli·tica~. terms in the Western 
world that she could not make any independent moves, but because 
she will have become part of·a system w]lich would not·allow her to 
follow a policy of neutralism and make a deal with. the DDR,because 
of the Warsaw Pact. 

. . . 
Brzezinski is falling back on .the .dream of.a Mi.ttel Europa, 

although not an armed -~!li ttel .r:.uropa. Some Germa.il.s follov1 that line 
ip.stinctively. But, Herr Cornides felt it is a· dream, because if 
such a lvli ttel :Guropa w.ould 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 possibilitybeyond Herr 
Cornides' 1.dea of humanising the two hegemonies within a system 
of bipolar responsibility for b'urope or a neutralised central 
Europe, 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 cathed~al.is built,:the idea of a 
.Gurope including the whole of East plus West Europe, balancing ·~­
the united Germ~ny 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 pipolarity. Indeed we no longer have 
a bipolar ~urope~n 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. \'iestern Europe, not: only· on ,the European level but on a wider 
level v~i th the US: hE! did. not know how far we could go, but cer­
tainly the al terna'ti ve '!;o Mi ttel Europa is not just humanising the 
Soviet presence in the.old 'Qipolar:system. 

ivlr. Bu.chan doubted very much whether anybody - Russians, 
Americans, British, French or Germans- wanted·to recreate Mittel 
Europa. Was it not true to say that there is as strong 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 ~uropa they would be 
horrified. But he. felt they needed illusions - or id.eals - which 
prevented them from rati_onalising. things to the las·t· extreme. 



- 17 -

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 r'munciation 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 ~ng. 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!!! l)!ilitarily but to 
leave certain options open and rely on their/~~~sonableness 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. 

Iil. Raimond objected that there is nothing to buy for the· 
moment; there are no serious proposals of any kind from the Eastern 
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. 0rvik 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 
Governtient to point up its successes. On the other hand the mair.­
tenance of control may be more difficult for other reasons. 

!Vir. 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 
~ast-West relations in Europe 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 M.§-.!:!!!9.1• trying to come to a conclusion in General 
Beaufre's sense of a strategic 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 o.r- -less neutralised Mi ttel ~uropa would 
not be desirable. Therefore we come to the idea of a West 
:Gurope 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 terlil with the 

.Eastern states. Within this perspective West Germany ought to try 
to take advantage of the circumstances to improve her own relations 
with the East and particularly East Germany. In this regard 
General del iYiarmol disagreed with Brzezinski: he failed to see how 
isolating East Germany could help the-process of reunific9.tion. 

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 
problem, 

Dr. Ritter said that opinion generally in the East is much 
more concerned about fostering a growing interdependence in central 
i:urope 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 interdependence in Eastern Europe and to see a greater 
East-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 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 

.lll§.Q9"SSION ON THE ATTITlJ.Q!'J OF SQA11DDIAVIAN ~m:R COUNTRIES 
OF NATO T017ARDS THE PROBLEMS OE_ THE ALLI~ 

Dr. @ryik 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 Northern flank, and has their 
opposition towards nuclear weapons and bases weakened NAT0 1s 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 Nj.ke 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 1 spread 1 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 Norvregian objections to the MLF 
and subsequently to the ANF has been that the control and anti-proliferation provi­
sions 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 Kekkonen Plan (for the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in Scandinavia) with the various Polish proposals, This iP not 
Government policy, but pressure is building up on that issue. 

Most Norwegians 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 quite acceptable, There has been some <bncern 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, however, by 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. ~ik 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 
up; all the parties except the Socialist People's Party (which has only 2 seats in 
the Storting out of 150) are cihearly 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; if 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. y:lrvik was cautious about drawing any conslusions. However, it would be 
safe to say that up till 1969 at 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 LeagQe 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 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 has first been made by Britain. 

~e~Haagerup 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 Al!F, 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 marke·d stability and equilibrium that characterise the North, 
Th~ Danish Government has 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 communique 
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 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
in'l.vian countries), All three Scandinavian countries have turned down the Kekkonen 
Plan, 

With regard to the internal situation, the next elections will be held not later 
than 1968; undoubtedly the q•estion of Danish membership of NATO will ~lay an important 
part in the campaign (although this does !!2.t 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 ~ certain extent found on the Left wing 
of the Social Democratic Party, Opponents are also to be found among the Radical 
Liberals; this party traditio~lly holds a 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 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"/o). 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 
connection 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 government like the Danish has been relieved of the 
problem of facing up to the question of its exact relationship, 

/ 
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Mr. Haage:rnp did however draw attention to one difference between Norway and 
Denmark: Denmark is much more influenced by developments in central Europe and in 
Germany, As long as the possibility of a 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 also automatically invoR8 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 al a reason for Denmark 
stressing the Nordic aspect of her policy, In the original set-up in NATO Denmark, 
Norway, Britain and Germany became the Northern Region; this was partly done for 
political reasons to meet the explicit wishes of the Danes, For many years British and 
American forces have taken part in.e~ercises on Danish soil; but only this spring have 
German forces taken part for the first time; · 

Mr. Seidenfaden did not dissent from what Dr. ~rvik 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 
continuing detente, so that the defensive need of the alliance were not feit 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 consideration 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 le&ve 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 strategi·c part of her defence, He would appreciate other comments on this point. 

General B.•:aufre asked what the reaction. in the Scandinavian countries would be 
in the eveiit"of a US war with China (in terms of support for NATO). 

Dr. 0rvik 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 increase in proportion, 

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, 

Mr. Haagerup 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 too.) 

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 to 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: Scandinavians are prepared to accept anything under the UN flag, but not 
under NATO auspices. Dr. 0rvik added that to most Scandinavians NATO smacks of great 
power politics (which has been 1ooked.upon with disfavour all through the centuries) 
whereas the UN is iooked upon as the1l~trument 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 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 abrn1t the desirability of trying 
to join the EEC has centred almost entirely upon the economic arguments; questions 
of European 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. 0rvik said that for Norway the Atlantic ties are predominant, But if Atlantic 
ties should be identified with great wars and heavy involvement in other areas ~ 
contributions, 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, said that if the Scandinavian countries did apply for membership of 
the EEC (probably 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. 0rvik 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 s~emed 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 heavyoon .. )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 Brita~n, 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 than 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 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 their position would become more marginal, 

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

But anxiety arises from the possibility that Denmark alone might join (hitherto 
her policy has been only to join when Britain did), Pressure is growing for Denmark 
to act unilaterally because the economic come1uences 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. ,0rvik, 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, 



- 23 -

Dr. 0rvik agreed; 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 unsuccesoful, 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 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 ~uestions: (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 (speaking 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. 0rvik replied to M. Vernant that the term Nordic balance is misleading. It 
was de~·eloped 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~~ 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 politicai credibility for a change in Nor>vay'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 soldiers are stationed on a border of 150 km, while there is a 
much larger force on the other side. But Dr. ~rvik did not foresee any change for 
the moment, Norwegian forces are not being increased, for economic and also for 
p~blic opinion reasons. Nor will there be any change in the base policy or in nuclear 
policy. 

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 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 nuclear 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 referred back to a question in Dr. ~rvik'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 centrifugal tendencies within the 
alliance which he considered rather dangerous, Neutralist forces are already 
increasing in Italy; if they become active elsewhere too the e.[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 Unrlen 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 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 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, 

He= 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 affairs, Under 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 nuclear situation? He questioned whether the Nordic balance is a 
mature doctine; 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 making 
everything centrally controlled, because the ce·1tral 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. 0rvik welcomed Herr Cornides 1 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 everybod~ must have the same task within the 
alliance, If integration does not work we must find other means - the alternative 
is 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 techniques 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 
Europe group with the US, UK, Germany, Norway, Denmark; a Central Europe group consis­
ting of the countries with forces in the area; and a Medite=anean group (US, Italy, 
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 elect~ate could probably be persuaded that their Foreign 
Minister does exert a degree of influence and control in a ~onal organisation, 

Mr, Seidenfaden pointed out that there is a regior.al arrangement in the Nordic 
Command, 
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Mr. Haager~ argued that this is a purely military command; Mr. Buohan was 
suggesting a political organisation. 

General Beaufre said ·~hat in the military sphere there are three regional commands 
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. 0rvik found Mr. Buchan1s suggestion interesting, particularly as it includes 
Germany. 'There is still a difference between the Nor;vegian 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 Nor;vay. Ahti-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 Co:rnides believed institutionalised political groupings would be very difficult 
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 
hoc basis to correspond to the command structure? (He made the proviso that in the case 
of a crisis in a particular 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 possible if there were a 
political dynamic in NATO which does not exist now~ '·::· 

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

~flr. Haagerup 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 
study group. (He agreed that it would be possible to do something without the Swedes). 

Dr. 0Tyik 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 about the ability cf any regional Nordic grouping to defend itself against 
the USSR. 

Dr. Gasteyser asked whether Swedish neutrality extends to co-operation in arms 
production, or whether there were possibilities in this field? 

Mr. Haagerup and Dr. 0rvik made it clear that Sweden is quite 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 (particularly transport) and some items are being 
produced in Norway. · 

General Beaufre wondered what the possibilities might be for a Nordic defence tution 
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 concept; 
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. 0rvik 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 frcm the Western military to any 
suggestion that we could live happi.ly 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 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 cr1.s1.s a neutral Denmark would 
have to be occupied by Germar,y) said clearly a neutral Scandinavia would raise difficult 
problems for Germany; he could not exclude this possibility, 

General del Marmol maic,1tained that the nuclear policy of the Scandinavian 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 to diminish the security of NATO to any 
significant extent, But if they took certain measures which would affect the security 
of Europe as a whole, the!.l in his view their nuclear policy should be revised, 

Mr. Buchan took up another aspect related to the Brzezinski discussion. If we 
are in for a period of ~·ears 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 tl;e lead, or become a channel to develop new ideas on how to bring 
the two halves of ~·cpe 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 contac.ts with Poland in particular. But he doubted whether Scandinavia 
could play a leadin5 role in anything that could affect the major question of security. 
They might perhap3 lead in the psychological sphere, but otherwise they would have to 
follow the generr,] development, Denmark has been very careful about going into direct 
talks with the Po'ces on the Rapacki Plan, for example, on the grounds that these things 
DD.lst be solved '~£' part of a wider arrangement where Denmark has no special part to play. 

Dr. ©rvik 'laid there is a movement (which incorporates a large sector of the Left 
wing of the Lal.our 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 exc'1ange visits. But there is some caution, The Kekkonen Plan is strongly 
supported fr(,m the East, whereas Norway has been uneasy about an agreement of this sort 
and would prafer a general framework, With regard to the Gomulka Plan, Norway is not 
likely to e11ter anything which did not include the West Germans. He was firmly of the 
opinion tha.t the economic approach has the best psychological and political implications 
for an imp:.·ovement in East-West relations, 

Signo1r 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 
strength~n 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 discussion) so long as there is not much more 
political cohesion within the alliance, Nothing can substitute for the attraction of 
unity lUld 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 community, 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 European 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. 0rvik disagreed with Signor Albonetti on the question of cohesion, We must 
be content with the possibj.lities 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 European 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 ~ 
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 internal problems and thought only about external problems, 

Herr Cornides suggested that Signor Albonetti 1s late arrival during the Brzezinski 
discussion may have given him a false impression, He believed we could take it for 
granted that the economic community must go on and must have its political sector; 
the whole problem is to find how much of Brzezinski'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 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, 

1~. Buchan brought the discussion back to Scandinavia, Implicit in the question 
of the Scandinavian and the :Sr~.tish 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 'Europe', or non-Communist Europe, is still undetermined, 
And there is the second question whether the Six are a natural entity in a wa:y 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 L~eir 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 Britain, 

General Beaufre commented that dilution goes with integration, For him the 
problem is how to have a united Europe without losing the particularities 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 enough to allow 
differences, He would therefore suggest Switzerland as a model, 
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DiscussioN oN ±HE IN'rERnATIONAL siTuA-rroN 

(a) Vietnam 
' ' -

' 

General Beaufre tin the.Chair).opened the discussion. He saw 
no need to add to !tl:le i~pres.siori 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 
agz:eement 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 u"\;terly 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 Bea\lfre·suggested, could have an unfore­
seen result: it could offer -an opening to the Russians to act as 
ths 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 und~r much less favourable conditions than. 
could have been obtained six months previously. 

-Professor Vernant underlined the extent to· which this· American 
policy o:f escalation has been accompanied by an acceleration of • 
the general-political collapse in the South. And .as the internal 
situation wprsens, so 'the military_position and the American negot­
iating position ~ecome correspondingly more delicate. The American 
assumptions that time was on yheir 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 
point; he wondere(i,. 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 s·aw 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 pe ·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 mission could have any bearing on the situation • 

.: 
- . 

': . 
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vVhat 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
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 successful. 

Professor Vernant agreegWith 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. 

!vir. 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 question 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. 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 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 tbe 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 Chinese 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 wa3 very dubious of 
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the advantage to the A,nericans 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 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. 

illr. 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 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 
Qesired 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; 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 some 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 principal 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 policies laid down b;I 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 
~ 1 for pushing Algeria into an unsuccessful venture 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 Bconomic Affairs as 
well as the Foreign Ministry. The Minister of Economic Affairs was 
a man of considerable influence and authority, but r§~~tions between 
him and Ben Bella had become extremely bad. Undoub~ tKis 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 arm;: is eq_uipped 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 eq_uipment 
was highly relevant. Probably they will try to maintain the rel­
atively neutral posture of the Ben Bella Government towards the 
Sine-Soviet dispute, althounh if the considered Soviet reaction is 
too reserved Boumedienne's fierce patriotism could lead to another 
alignment. 

(c) The Atlantic Alliance 

Discussion centred on the McNamara proposal for an executive 
committee made at the NATO Defence Ministers' 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 Europeans would puch 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 approach to the whole problem of struc­
tural changes in the alliance than the MLF-type approach (and his 
own group in Bonn had also been 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 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 broadening 
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 ~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 ~uropeans - 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 l'i!LF/ANF projects. 
Another aspect is the dissatisfaction which has been apparent from 
people at SHAPE at not being allowed to give information to their 
Government; a more intilnate 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 ~urope; 
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 11ithin 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 to 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 iv!LF, allhough 
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 q_uestion 
and the conclusio~ seems to be that the only solution to the 
problem of Western strategJ 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 l\TcNamara 
proposal according to their attitude towards the liiLF 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 lHLF 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 lViLF 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 ~uropean interests 
extend beyond the Atlantic area, to recognise that problems of arms 
control as well as defence problems exist in ~urope, 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 !V!LF, at least in Germany. It is 
increasingly felt in Bonn that the lllLF 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 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 lVIarmol argued that the important thing 
Americans are accepting the necessity to do something; 
to the bUropeans to try to build something worthwhile. 
proposal does constitute a basis for discussion, and he 
trying to push the Americans in the direction suggested 
Cornides. 

is that the 
it is up 
The IvlcNamara 
favoured 
by Herr 

General Beaufre said that if the Americans believe that ~uropean 
acceptance of this proposal creates an institution, there will be 
difficulties. The essential thing is to start with study and researcc 
into the whole problem; the institution must come afterwards. If 
this committee were re:!lamed 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 Cornidee commented that this was precisely the point at 
which discussion in his group in Bonn got bogged down. Mr. Beaten 
had presented a paper with the phrase nwar 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 !vlen, 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 leaves it 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 JoPnson's 
dropping of the MLF; but they would not be content with a very 
vague committee, especially if it were only concerned 'Ni th 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. %rvik agreed, althou£h the way i~7~uBh 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 iVicNamara 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 
France about institutional reform of NATO, 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
ernmen·i;s. 

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 February, the consideration was present in some American and 
European 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 provoke it. The same consideration 
has become apparent in relation to recent developments in the 
.C:uropean Community. In regard to the alliance, there has been 
some canvassing of reactions among Europeans 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, 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 l\lcNamara 
proposal ties in with this chronologically and also tactically, as 
it leaves the way open, He bel.ieved 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 li!LF. lvlcNamara 
carries more weight than Dean Rusk with President Johnson. Mr. 
Buchan believed the two-tier idea is dying. 
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FRIDAY AFTERNOON, 25th JUNE 

DISCUSSION ON RECENT DEVJi:LOPlvwNTS IN RELNriONS BETWEEN 
EAST AND WBS'r EUROPE 

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

Herr Cornides introduced the discussion. First 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 
new: they have merely been forgotten for a long time. In the 
early post-war years people used to look at the problems of Europe 
more or less in the same light as he does: in July 1947, for 
example, before the start of the !V!arshall Plan, good Europeans 
left the Congress of Montreux with the decision to hold their 
next meeting in Prague. Until the !Viarshall Plan the two halves 
of Burope did broadly live together. lilany 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 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 buropean 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 America:n,s 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 Bastern Burope - for example when he 
compares German-French ~ith 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 situation of any country 
in :Gurope. 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 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 problem 
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 
Polish 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 ~ast 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 
Europe? 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 Eastern 
I:urope with its state-controlled economy and a Western Burope com­
prising EFTA and the EEC, also retaining its own economic system, 
could live together and together with the United States cooperate 
in a European 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 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 consequences, 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 tne.~ermans 
could gain leverage by a military build-up and particula¥fyy~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 question 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 wi1ether 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 office: 
for example in the agreement between the USSR and East 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 tl)e 
reluctance of the Hungarians to negotiate with the German trade 
mission: in some re.spects 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 ~astern burope at the moment 
is pursuing a totally inflexible line to force the Germans into 
negotiations from 'rhich 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
q_u3nce 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 parti~ular in the Soviet 
attitude, the chance of pursuing the type of policy Brzezinski 
proposes stands more or less at zero. 

Furthermore 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 Moscow on 
matters of international policy. During tlle Polish uprising of 
1956, for example, Gomulka wrote to Moscow promising to keep 
strictly in line on foreign policy questions 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 East European 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 ~ast 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. Even if we 
adopted Brzezinski's suggestions for multilateral or bilateral 
settlements with the ~astern countries, we could hardly avoid 
freezing 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 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, Czechoslovakia, etc. before they 
have a real possibility of changing the real situation. It is not 
just a question of whether Vest 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 
normalisat;Lon 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 ~ast German re~ime, .. 
Gomulka and Novotny also hav~ an·interest in keeping Bast Germany 
under communist control .in order to avoid. ·dangerous developJI!ents 
once they face a reunified-Germany.- (.2) _Brzezinski does not 
mention the strong ec9nomic ties through Comecon which have devel­
oped considerably oyer the last five years. (3) There is very 
close military cooperat-ion through the Warsaw Pact •. Brzezinski 
leaves open the military status· of the l!:ast _h'uropean countries. 
They would probably to some extent _have alienat~d --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 
protecti_on to come from. (4) East European fear of German 
revanchism is more -more differentiated than_Br21ezinski suggests. 
The Poles have a real fear, perhaps the Czechs to.some .. extent; 
but the Rumanians or Bulgarians or Hungarians do net 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 Soviut 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. ·. hioreover he was highly. cri ti.cal of the 
proposal that Sov:iet-engineered delays in_the· Allied right of 
acceEls to Berlin should perhaps _be immediately. reciprocated by 
similar lillrrassment of_ Soviet shipping on the international waters 
around Cuba: the two things are not at all comparable, Somebody 
should do a ser.ious study of the problem,: but this. is not it. 

Professor Vernant agreed about· ·the astonishing naivete of the 
economic argument-in particular. He wondered how anyone could 
seriously expect the Eastern countries to make themselves inde­
pendent of the USSR_ in exchange for economic dependence on the 
United States through a revival-of the Jlllarshall 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 • .0rvik entirely agreed with all the criticisms about the 
approach_ to the Eastern 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 be achieved. 

M. Raimond did not ·dissent from Brzezinski.'s bro<J.d propo- _ 
sitions. But. his analysis does rest essentially on the idea that 
the German problem is a· security_. problems for the East European 
peoples in terms. of fear of German revanchism. This leads him to 
some rather strange :r:easoning·: for example in regarq to the wall, 
nowhere does he say that the tension over Berlin was of Soviet 
or~g~n; 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 responsibl~. Yet Brzezinski 
concludes that the wall favours reunification to the extent that 
it creates a feeling of security_for the ~astern peoples. 

. ...... 
,.. .ve tO 
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Securi;ty is not the whole problem; Brzezinski under-estimates 
t!ie _purely communist problem in Eastern Europe. £'ven in a period 
df national communism, the· loss of-one communist state is a threat 
to ·the power of th:e rest. _•i\1. Raimond suggested that East h'uropean 
fears have a great less-to do. with military_ security than with 
political survival. • 

Herr Cornides argued that anyone who puts up a plan on East­
W_est relations .can be shot down.· What he found interesting is the 
,!lttempt to thinlt about a .;furope in which both the Arl)ericans and the 
Russians 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' that 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 m!l,intain s.tabili ty and of the 
implications for possibilities of loosening up ties in the Eastern 
bloc and for better Bast-West relations is valuable, because it 
forces us to think more realistically. 

Mr. Buchan commented that debate about the future of Bast 
and West Burope has only come into the-centre of the picture in 
recent years in the· li teratur:e of arms control •. But he expected 
the arms control aspect of ·.buropean 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. Ri tter said the sense of urgei:10y is all on the West 
German side. The East European.states feel strongly that having 
East 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 control or disengagement, because 
the communist Governments in East Eurppe have to struggle harder · 
to kee_p themselves in power as communists. · 

There is a growing feeling among \;"est German. public opinion 
that the non-recognition policy is artificial. The problem of 
contacts and easing the lot of the East. Germans, .brought to the· 
fore by the exchange of visits, is increasingly becoming the 
subject of debate •. Moreover 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 ecpJ;tomic 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 expect_ed from them? Secondly he wondered 
whether: the Western powers as a .whole could follow· the· German 
example,· and if s.o ,, whether the type of problem produced by .the 
Marshall Plan would immediately arise. 

Herr Cornides ·followed up l'lir. Buchan and Professor Vernant. 
He co'iiSidered it important to distingUish between inotivations for 
change in Europe stemming from the global situation and motivations 
stemming from the European situation. On the global situation 
we have the blue and red areas problem: Europe 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 possible motivation for change in ~urope 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 ~urope as a whole acts in common in 
the third world that also has repercussions in ~urope. 

The ~uropean situation has two aspects, the situation in 
Germany and the wider situation in :Lurope, 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 
q_uickly about reunification or the top will blow. There is some­
thine; in this argument, but it should not be exaggerated.-lVluch 
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 Europe 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 systeffis 
in .Jurope so long as rigid control on the Eastern 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-\lest 
trade will not be significant. It might achieve a 57• increase. 
Buo so long as the East ~uropeans 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 j~urope 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 
J~urope, and that the interest within ....:urope 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 estimate, the percentage of world population 
accounted for by YJest :S'urope, East :0urope and the USSR will by 
1980 have droppeti to 18%. 

He also wondered about the extent to which the economic 
aspect of the military confrontation in Europe may act as an incen­
tive to change. There is no doubt that the non central-b'uropean 
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 possible that the USSR may find the strain of maintaining 
her position in East Europe mounting? 

Mr. Jukes said there was no indication of this from East 
European sources. The strain of Soviet spending has emerg~d in 
the maintenance of very large conventional forces; but where cuts 
have been made, they have been made in anywhere else ~ Eastern 
Burope. We have not yet got to the stag~ where the cost of the 
troops in East Europe is a significant factor for the USSR. 
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General Beaufre agreed there must be some system of East­
'olest rapprochement; but we must equally have a concept of the 
kind of Europe 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 Europe or its various parts must be fitted. 
What about the relations of the East European countries with the 
Soviet Union? He wondered whether those states really would risk 
integration with Western Europe, or is Brzezinski's idea of an 

.East European confederation leading towards a revived concept of 
lvlittel Europa? Personally he believed German reunification could 
only take place within the larger framework of European unification 
as 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 b'uropa. 
The Germans and the Poles both lose from the fact that there is no 
Central Europe and no opportunity for entering as old-time national 
entities into the game of European politics. Not only has the old 
Mi ttel .Guropa been destroyed through the German defeat, with the 
Soviet and American presence in the centre of Europe the new !Vlittel 
Europa is the part of the world where they confront each other. 
Vhen Brzezinski speaks of the restoration of Europe he is really 
harking back to the old German and Polish ideas about a Io/ii ttel 
Europe 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. 

Mrl 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 troops, in a 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 
Eastern Europe, 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 East European confederation; the emigre governments in London 
during the war had the same idea for creating a stable Europe. 
There seem to be two alternative approaches: Brzezinski represents 
one school of thought which sees a basically bipolar world; they 
see peace and stability in ~urope 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 ~urope, no matter how moderate and flexible they may 
become. · 

When he asked about German-Polish projects it was 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 question 
from General Beau:fre 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 
Europe. But this is purely theoretical, because Germany cannot 
deal with Russia in a vacuum. 

In the Community of the Six and in Eastern Europe 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 .uurope and 
Bermany will evolve they will not be confronted with this problem. 
As Europe changes year by year it becomes less and less feasible 
to put this alternative in meaningful terms; not because 'Jest 
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 Y!arsaw Pact. 

Brzezinski is falling back on the dream of a Mittel Europa, 
although not an armed r!li ttel .c.uropa. Some Germans follow that line 
instinctively. But Herr Cornides felt it is a dream, because if 
such a Jl!iittel J:;uropa 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 
Cornides 1 ldea of humanising the two hegemonies within a system 
of bipolar responsibility for Europe or a neutralised central 
Europe, 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 
.l.<;urope 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 European 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 \iestern Europe, not only on the European level but on a wider 
level with the US: he did not know how far we could go, but cer­
tainly the alternative to !Vlittel Europa is not just humanising the 
Soviet presence in the old bipolar system. 

Ivlr. Buchan doubted very much whether anybody - Russians, 
Americans, British, French or Germans -·wanted to recreate Mittel 
Europa. Was it not true to say that there is as strong 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 - which 
prevented them from rationalising things to the last extreme. 
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Signor Albonetti pressed on General Beaufre's ~uestion. 
He was interested in the reaction of German public opinion. 
Personally he believed that as we go on it will be.come increasingly 
difficult for Germany to pay for reunification with neutralisation. 
But if Gerniany wanted to pay this price she could do so. Left wing 
opinion in Western Europe has made clear its view that German 
reu:riification should be paid for by r<:Jnunciation 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!Jl IJ!ilitarily but to 
leave certain options open and rely on their/~~~sonableness 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 for the 
moment; there are no serious proposals of any kind from the Eastern 
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. 0rvik asked whether if the standard of living were raised 
in East Germany to a level almost e~ual 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 e~ual 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 
Goverrunent 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 
~ast-West relations in 1urope 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 Marmo.l_, trying to come to a conclusion in General 
Beaufre's. sense of a strategic 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 :c;uropa would 
not be desirable. - Therefore we come to the idea of a 'Jest 
~urope 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 \7est Germany ought to try 
to take advantage of the circumstances to improve her own relations 
with the East and particularly East Germany. In this regard 
General del !Viarmol disagreed with Brzezinski: he failed to see how 
isolating East Germany could help the process of reunific:ltion. 

Herr Cornides said in the long range this is true; but some 
as·pects of Brzezinski 1 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 
problem, · · · 

Dr. Ritter said that opinion generally in the East is much 
more concerned about fostering a growing interdependence in central 
~urope 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 Germa!ls would like to 
develop more interdependence in Eastern :t:urope and to see a greater 
l!!ast-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. 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 

DISCUSSIQN ON THE A_TilTUDE OL§_QANIJTilAVIAN ~'EMBER COUNTRIES 
OF NATO TQ17AR1l3 THE PROBJ§.MS .QE_ THE ALLIANGJ?. 

Dr. @rvik 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 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 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 1spread 1 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 
~~d subsequently to the ANF has been that the control and anti-proliferation provi­
sions 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 Kekkonen Plan (for the establishment of a 
nucle£.r-free zone in Scandinavia) with the various Polish proposals, This iP not 
Government policy, but pressure is building up on that issue, 

Most Norwegians 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 eituation 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 quite 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 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, however, by 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. ~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 
up; all the parties except the Socialist People's Party (which has only 2 seats in 
the Starting out of 150) are cmearly 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; if 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. ~rvik was cautious about drawing any conslusions. However, it would be 
safe to say that up till 1969 at 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 LeagQe 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 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.has first been made by Britain •. 

Mr.;~Haagerup 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 A}lF, 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 dovm, 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 has 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 communique 
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 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
im:vian countries), All three Scandinavian countries have turned down the Kekkonen 
Plan. 

With regard to the internal situation, the next elections will be held not later 
than 1968; undoubtedly the q•estion of Danish membership of NATO will ~lay an important 
part in the campaign (although this does g2i 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 ~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 a 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 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 1t knows (3&fo in the latest poll, 
at one time this figure ran as high as 50'fo). 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 
connection 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 government like the Danish has been relieved of the 
problem of facing up to the question of its exact relationship, 
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Mr. Haa.gerup <lid however draw attention to one difference l.>ei;ween Nor·way and 
Denmark: Denmark is much more influenced by developments in central Europe and in 
Germany, As long as the possibility of a 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 also automatically invo~ Germany, Denmark prefers this defence 
c~operation to be multilateral, 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, Britain and Germany became the Northern Region; this was partly done for 
political reasons to meet the explicit wishes of the Danes. For many years British and 
American forces have taken part in exercises on Danish soil; but only this spring have 
German forces taken part for the first time, .. 

Mr. Seidenfaden did not dissent from whB:t Dr. ~ik or Mr. Ha.agerup 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 riot want to carry more 
responsibilities and risks, Another contingency might be the develqpment 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 s.trongly1 
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 ~tially by Dr. ·~ik, Mr. Seidenfaden suggested 
that serious conSideration 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 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. 

~~~7aufre asked what the reaction in the Scandinavian countries would be 
in the event of a US war with · China (in terms of support for NATO). 

Dr. ?Jrvik said a weakening ~f supporl wou+d 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 increase in .proporti~n. 

Mr. 
would be 
Vietnam; 

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

Mr. Haagerup ,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 too.) · 

Mr. Buchan :found the Scandinavian concern abaut 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 to.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: Scandinavians are prepared to accept anything und~r the iJN flag, but not 
under NATO auspices. Dr. 0rvik 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 look'ed upon as the 'illltrument to take care of the small nations. 
This underlines the necessity, if Scandinavian co-operation is wanted in practical 
terms, of studying very .c~refully the form in which it is put. 

General 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, Discuasion about the desirability of trying 
to join the EEC has centred almost entirely upon the economic arguments; questions 
of European security or the creation of any European sentiment have hardly arisen, 
an· 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. 0rvik said that for Norway ·the Atlantic ties ar~ predominant, :Sut if Atlantic 
ties should be identified with great wars and heavy involvement in other areas !!!h· 
contributions, 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 thr.ee years ago; it ·results from the campaign f())l8ht by the labour Party in 
1961-2 to gain entry into the EEC, Mrl Ha.agerup added that a European alternative in 
the security sense would however be much more difi'ioul t to sell to the Danish or 
Norwegian electorate in isolation, Unaccompanied by an economic solution, 

.· Mr. Buchan. said that if the Scandiruivian -countries did ·apply for membership of 
the EEC (probably at the same time as :Sritai.D.), 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 Scandinaviana than they are at present? if eo, 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 piesent envisage? 

Dr. 0rvik acknowledged.that Scandinavian solidarity is more apparent than real1 
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 Scaridinavian econo~. 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 s-~emed likely, 
Swedish official opini_on 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 toge-t;her, (which would be adVantageous to Denmark) and 
is going pretty l'ar 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 ve-cy. strong Common Market or ·one which could absorb Other European 
countries as members. · .. · 

Professor Vernant argued that if EFrA and the EEC do come together this could 
only be in a much looser framework than the Brussefs· arrangement 1 he certainly could 
not see ant.organdsation comprising the Six·plus the Seven being based on a eupra­
nationaf structure, it would ha~e to be very flexible, Therefore he did not believe 
this could be a major obstacle to the Scandinavian countries; their solidarity could 
stil_l· 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 their position would become more·marginal, 

. Mr. Seidenfaden agreed; and if (as he believed) a larger c·)mmunity were based on 
a much looser political framework, the problem of Scandinavian.defence policies would 
not _be posed so acutely, · · · · . 

But anxiety arises from' the possibility that Denmark'alone might join (hitherto 
her policy has been only to join when :Sri taiit did), Pressure is growing· for Denmark 
to act unilaterally because the economic coru.e-1uences of the split are much harder for 
Denmark than for the "other EFTA countries, However, Mr. Hi!.age'rup 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. ~ik, 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. 0rvik agreed; 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 unsuccesoful, 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 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 ~uestions: (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? 

¥r· Jukes said the Soviet strategic interest in Scandinavia is not very great on 
the whole (speaking 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. 0rvik replied to M. Vernant that the term Nordic balance is misleading. It 
was de•!eloped 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~~ military occupation of Finland, could be invoked. 
The Norwegian Government sent a Note to the effect that if Finland's status were changed, 
Norv1ay 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 soldiers are stationed on a border of 150 km, while there is a 
much larger force on the other side. But Dr. ~ik 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. 

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 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 nuclear 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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.§!gnor Albonetti ref~rred back to a question iri Dr. ~rvik' s ;.n:troductory remarks: 
the effect of the Scandinavian ·deviation on _the niili tary efficiency of the alliance.: 
He did .riot·.believe this affected the_credibility of the alliance; but it.did have 
psychological effects and cOuld increase certain centrifugal tendencies within the 
alliance which he conside'red rather dangerous, . Neutralist forces are already . 
increas:lng in Italy( if they' become active elsewhere. to·o the e .. tuilibriuni which allows 
Norway and Denmark to pursue their present policy may'not'be easy to maintain, Even 
if we understand· ·the special. posit.ion of tJ:!e Scandiriavian countries. (especially Finfand 
and Sweden)·we should be more aware of these political and psychological implications 
for the alliance as a whole. .. · 

~he question of .what would have. been. the effect of the 'unrl~n Plan·. on- the alliance 
is closely related to this point. The Unde·ri Plan .would mean a change in. the present 
situat.ion because· it would freeze it; this could ·have greater consequences in other 
countries than leavirig the general situation as it is. Furthermore lle 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 ?f the status quo. (as implied in the .Unde-,J;l Plan) and then .justifying. this 
on. the ground's ·or Soviet opposition to any change.· And the. 't'ndsn Plan would have an. 
unhealthy effect·by increasing the' discrimination which already .exists within the 
alliance.· · . : . 

. Herr Cornides was struck by the word "d~viation"·,·: surely eve_zybody deviates to 
a degree according to his geographical position and status, and this is a normal state 
of affairs. Under pressure and in times of direct threat we hav:e probably _somewhat 
abused·the concept of integreition to the detriment of normal geographical-and other 
differences.· Rather than a deviation, .is this· not ·a dire'c'ticin lrito •ihich the whole 
alliance is.movirig that will permit some of the cla~sical instruments.of planning to 
be applied to the nuclear. situation? 'He questioned whether the Nordic balance· is a 
mature· doctine; . but there are balances within. a greater ill)balance·. We should learn 
to play with that tlil:(;mgh c~risis '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 but all" we have .evenly arid thinly and mak:lng 
everything centrally cOntrolled, .because the ce•.1tral control can orily'.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 ad.apted.to the problems of the .flanks, and that we do 
not· seek because of the problem Of the.centre· to tie them. into one absoiute~y i~tegra-
ted position. · · 

. ilr~ !!lrvik welcomed Herr Corttides I line ·or 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 ~o !jee somi!'. 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 with~ut_too. tight an integration. 

signor Albonetti agreed that not_ everybody must h~ve' tlie same task within .the. 
alliance. If integration does not work' we must find other means - the alte:i-pa.tive 
is not just between integration and hegemony. · The important -thing is not to be .. 
content with the present situation; just to rest c:in the 'different pciliticB.l and 
geographical situation of every country. But one comes back to the old question of 
what is the meaning of_consultation :j.f the potential of the various countries is so 
different? · 

Mr ;" 'Buchan recalled that one. of . the te.c~ques 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 planniilg,would. it perhaps 
be better to'develop (say) t~ee or four regional· mechanisms? For example a Northern 
Europe group with the US, UK, Germany, Norway, Denmark; a Central Europe group consis­
ting of the count~ies witp.forces in the. area; and a Mediterran~an group (us, .Italy, 
Greece, Turkey, France and UK).· He could see ve_ry 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 electorate could probably -be persUaded that their Foreign 
Wdnister does exert a degree of influence ~d control in a regional organisation. 

Mr. Seidenfaden pointed out that there is a regior.al arrangement in the Nordic 
Command. 
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Mr. !Iaageru~ argued that this is a purely military col!llllS.tld; Mr. lluchan was 
suggesting a political org:i.nisation, .. · 

Gene~al Beaufre said. that in the military sphere there are three regional commands 
in Europe~ But this organisation has been-completely disorganised by the proliferation 
of SHAPEi' the local commanders have no real authority. Speaking-personally, he would 
take everything out of SHAPE that hail .to do with local organisation and administration 
and'· relations with governments: he would raise Oslo to the level of Fonta:i.nebleau, 

Dr. 0rvik found Mr. Buchan1s 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 ~s no attraction to public opinion.· · 

Herr Cornides believed institutionaliseq political groupings_ would be very difficult 
because of the decision of who is in and ··who is out, But if there were corresponding 
to this command structure study groupi~, so to speak, on the political level, to which 
the Swedes for example could send obs~rvers withou~. 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 correspond to the command structure? (He made the proviso that in the case 
of a crisis in a particular area, members in different regional groupings would still 
wish to retain the rignt to be in on. consultations.) · 

Mr. Buchan bel.ieved Herr Cornides' suggestion·would be possible if there. were a 
political dynamic in NATO which does not ·exist now~ :· .. ~··· 

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

Mr. !Iaagerup 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 
st1idy group. (He agreed that it would be possible to do something without the Swedes), 

Dr. 0rvik 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 ne.ighbouring countries, The- possibility of Sweden 
joining any regions~ Scandinavian command at the moment· is very faint, partly because of 
tier doubts about· the ability cf any regional Nordic grouping to defend itself against 
~he USSR, 

Dr. ·Gasteyger asked wh'ether Swedish neutrality extends to co-operation in arms 
production, or whether there were possibilities in this field? 

. . .· . . . . . 

Mr. Haagerup and Dr. 0i-vik made it clear that Sw!i!den is quite 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 ·(particUlarly transport) and some 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 concept; 
but ·from a military point of view it makes no sense in the nuclear age- it is too·late. 
Therefore if it came about, ft 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. fuik stressed that a neutral Scruidinavia would be virtually an undefended one, 
That became clear d\lring the 1948-9 discussions wi.th the Swedes1 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 discus_sing this except as a neutralised area with guarantees, 
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Mr. Buchan expected a very stiff rearguard action frcm the Western military to any 
suggestion that we could live happily with a neutral Scandinavia in present circumstances. 
TP,e 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 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 considerati_ons than they were in the early days·, and the 
whole· question may become more political, · · · .. 

Herr Cornides (asked by Mr. Seidenfaden whether. in ~--crisis· a neutral Denmark 'would 
have to be occupied by Germar.y) said clearly a neutral Scandinavia would raise difficult 
problems for Germany; he could not exclude this possibility, . :." . .. . . . 

General del Marmoi mai<>tained that _the nuclear policy of the Scandinavian countries 
should be viewed :from the roint of"view of ~he security of Europe iJ.S awhole, In 
present circumstances this policy cannot be said to diminish the security of NATO to any 
significant 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, 

. " I ~ 

Mr~ Buchan took up another aspect related to. the .Brze~inski discussion, If we 
are in for a period of ;v·ears 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 the lead, or become a Channel to 'develop_ new ideas on how to bring 
t}!e two halves of Eurc.pe together that may not be open to West Europe proper? 

' . . . 

Mr. Seidenfaden said contacts ar~ growing .with the Eastern countries,.and there are 
many cultural contar.ts with Poland in particular,. But he doubted whether Scandinavia 
could play a leadin,s role in anything"that could affect'the major question of security, 
They might perhap3 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 
must be_solved an part of a wider arrangement where Denmark has no special part to play, 

Dr. @rvik ••aid there is a movement (which incoi-po;ates a large sector of the Left 
wing of the Lalour 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 frc,m the East, whereas Norway has been uneasy about an B.greement of this sort · 
and would prefer a general framework, With regard. to the Gomulka Plan, Norway is not 
likely to eHter 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 imp:-~ovement in East-West relations. 

~or Albonetti also wished to link this discussion with the discussion on . 
B'rzezinski. 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 discussion) so long as::there is not much more 
political cohesion within the alliance, Nothing cari substitute for the attraction of 
unity arid 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 th~ 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 r9om for discussion of what we mean by cohesion, 
We have learnt in the c'ommunity"that .economic integration, political i.mity 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 whe~ 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 on all members a military status which does not make sense from a 
military point of view in a Changed European 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. 0rvik disagreed with Signor Albonetti on the question of cohesion, We must 
be content with the possib~litie8 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 European 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 ~ 
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 internal problems and thought only about external problems. 

Herr Cornides suggested that Signor Albonetti 1s late arrival during the Brzezinski 
discussion may have given him a false impression, He believed we could take it for 
granted that the economic community must go on and must have its political sector; 
the whole problem is to find how much of Brzezinski'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 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 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 'Europe', or non-Communist Europe, 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 Britain, 

General Beaufre commented that dilution goes with integration. For him the 
problem is how to have a united Europe without losing the particularities 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 enough to allow 
differences, He would therefore suggest Switzerland as a model, 


