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Dear Dean,

Thank you wverxry much indeed for your letter of December
27, which gave me the opportunity to have interesting dis-
cusgions with Spaal and Norstad. I shall give you an account
of these discussions and T hope that this account will prove
to you, how keenly we on this side of the ocean are aware
off the many problems as indicated by you, with which we all
are Taced.

I am sure that it will interest you to kmow that during
my btalk with Spaak it became gquite clear that since the
Ministerial weeting ke has calmed down and is not inclined
to take at the present moment rash declsions. He is also
watching closely developments in Belgium.

I am writing now to the Hague in a general way about
our correspondence, but for the rest I prefer to keep our
correspondence private and personal, which gives me some more
latitude fto express my own opinions. It may well be that at
a later date it may become clear that my Government has 1
other views, but then at leagt we have had together the
pleasure of this intellectual exercise.

I. Let me Ffirst of all tell you how morry we are that you
prefer to help the new Administration as an adviser and con—
sultant in Washingbton instead of coming back into the HATO-
arena.for me the situation was different, because I felt that
if I had stayed in Holland my successors would, after a
certain time, not be interested in my own opinions and I i
felt that as the representative of a small country in NATO
and OBEEC, ¥ would come, on the one hand, into contact with
practically all political, military and economic issues and
that, on the other hand, I could continue %o be of some help,
to my Government in formulebving policles on matters which
come up in the Council. But I can well understand that this
may be different for your country and for you yoursell. Neve%
thelegs we are all sorry. =

Whenever L can be of any help to you, to give you an

The Honorable Dean Acheson,
2805 - P.S't}?ee't I{.W’o,
Washington DC. i
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indication of what is going on, please do nol hesitate to
ask me Lor information.

Un page 3 of your letter, in the last paragraph, you
make a digtinctilon between new actions which will have +to
be taken (1) within NATO, and (2) outside of WATO.

Let we ask you first of all a few gquestions about (2),
the broader political development involving Western-Lurope
and Horth America in the interest of greatly increased
production for the three purposes you mentioned. I agree that
your country is moving in a more protectionist direction.
During the digcussions which lasted for a year about +the
creation of the new 0.B.C.D. it was clear to everyhody that
Dillon, who was practically in charge for the United States
of these discussions, had to move with the greatest caution.
Congress is jealous of its prerogatives and consequentiy
there wag little inclination to continue the o0ld system of
congultation and of possible conclusspions on trade matters,
which had bheen developed in the course of the years in -the
old 0.8.8B.C.

I would be very much interested to hear what you mean
by "another political development". Have you in mind some
form of orgenisation on the basis of a gupra-national
structure? I am sure that many people in BEurope would like’
to see such a development, but do you believe that the
Kemmedy administration could persuade Congress to accept
such & revoluticnary and sweeping conception, which would
iink the United States and the Zuropean countries within
an Atlantic Comaunity?

Perhaps you may remember how I have personally always
been in Ffavour of such a development snd how, at the end
of the bime when T was still Forelgn Secretary, I wrote a
letter to you, asking your advice on the request which had
been made by the Clarence Streit group to wage a campaign
in the United States for the Atlantic Community.

I agree with you +thal, as long as no newpolitical
approach has been Tound and as long as we have to consider
the GATT-agreement as {the Holy Gospel which cannot be altered
or changed, there is litltle chance for stimulating new develop-
ments in the economic field. '

Please let me know in which direction your ideas go.
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IIT. Vhen I turn now to the problems within NATO, I am
afraid that I have to go into a good many details.

You asked me two questions. First of all, whether it
is my view that to devise "o multilateral European nuclear
weapons system" goes beyond the political purpose for which
it has been proposed and provides an adequate military
gtrategy for the defense and strengthening of NATC. In the
second place you say "Am I wrong in thinking that the
Horgtad proposal stems more from the effort -- a necessary
one, I agree — to0 prevent de Gaulle from doing something
very foolish, rather than from a more long range military
or political strategic plan?".

When I discussed these questions, separately, first
with bpaak and later with Norstad I did so on the basis
that it ie also, in my opinion, necesgary that we try to
have a clearer definition of what under the present
circumstances our political directive snd strategic doctrine
should be. On the other hand I do not think that the
conceptions on which we are, at the present moment, working
in practice are entirely without a foundation of long range
military or political strategic plans. The difficulty is
that these plang are not clear. The emphasis is sometimes
more on the deterrent and at another moment completely on
the shield, whilst not all countries pulbt the emphasis on
either of these two in the same way at the same momentd.

In my discussion with Spaak I gquoted several times from
Kisginger's book on "Fuclear weapons and Foreign Policy".
When I tock these different quotations out of thelr context,
I tried to clarify my ideas about the necessity of a better
military doctrine by the following statements:

Kissinger says: "NATO is the key test for the possgibility
of an effective alliance in +the nuclear age" and later puts
the question: "if it is possible to devise a concept of
defense equally meaningful to all its partners".

Barlier he says: "Our continental partners have been
torn between a gtrategy of minimum risk and the desire for
¢ COLNOomy .

Instead of adopting the austere measures required for
a major defense effort, they have tended to deny bthe reality
of the danger or they have asserted that they were already
protected by our retaliatory capacity.

So long as the U.S. strategic doctrine identifles the
defense of Europe with all-out war, a substantial military
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contribution by our allies is unlikely." In my opinion this
last svatemrent is not, or no longer, correct.

Kissinger further states that the " U.3. has been
responsible for many of NALO's inconsistencies" and criticises
"our reliance on an all-out strategy". When, a little later,
he describes the British opinions from +the period Macmillan/
Duncan Sandys, he ends with the remark: "By adopting our
theory of deterrence as its own, Britain has thrown in sharp
reliel the urgent necessity, if NATO is {to be maintained, of
a new approach to the defense of Iurope."

This is why Kissinger, in earlier chaptlers, has
described in his book the possibility and "+the problems
of limited war and of limited nuclear war".

Whatever the importance amd the value of Kissinger's
book, which was written in 1957, may be, I continued in
my discussion with Spaak to draw his attention to some
further developments, which are important in this connection:

Adenaver, already on August 21, 1956, said "It is un-
reglistic always to imagine that a future war will be fought |
on the largest scale. I am of the opinion that it is essential
to confine any potential conflict to one of local character \
- s0 as to prevent the outbrealk of an intercontinental war 5
with rockets."

I pointed out, Ffurthermore, that Kenmnedy, in an article
of September 3, 1960 (which, I believe, was drafted by Paul
Nitze% has allowed t0 appear under his name expressions like
the notion that the Free World can be protected simply by
the threat of "massive reftaliation" is no longer tenable”.
Another remark in this article is "The bulk of the Jjob of
deterring Soviet nuclear capabilities must contvinue to be
with the United States". If one sees this type of remarks
in connection with f£.i. gtatements like that of Mr. Herter
on April 23, 1959 (of which T have only the French text):

"Je ne peux pas concevoir qu'un Président des U.B.A. utilise
les armements nucleaires, B moins que la vie méme des U.3.A4,
ne soit directement menacée", there exists a strong tendency
no longer to rely exclusively on an all-out nuclear retallat-
ion. : :

In your letter you remark "Hence the reluctance on both
sides to use gtrategic nuclear weapons will grow, and, with-
out some other capability, the appesl of NATO will continue
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to decline, ;

In ¥this cormection it may be importent for you to know
that 1 have the dmprespion that in Great Britain, alter
the period when Macmillan and Duncen Sandys relied strongly
on nuclear retaliation, there now seems to be a change of
atiitude. During the Ministerial conference in December
Lord liome used the following expression: “I would feel that
there iz one thing which perhaps we ought to wateh, whether
we are in danger perhsps of over-insuring on the nuclear
deterrent and under-ingsuring against limited wars,"

It is alseo importent bto know that Great Britain siopped
the production of its missile the Blue 3treak, sfter having
spent an enormmous amount .of money on regearch and development.
It ds quite clear fthat in this periocd of "grandeur" in France
the old position of Great Britain about the importance of
nuclear retaliation has now been taken over by Trance. 1t
geemns bto me to be out of the guestion that they cen be more
succeggful in these efforts than Britain.

Defore turning now to the gquestion where the basic
conception for the NATO wmilitary doctrine can be found, I
would like to draw your attention to the statement made by
v Herter in the Council on the multileteral Muropean nuclear
“weapons sSystem. I am sure that 1t will bhe pogsible for you
to get a copy of this statement in Washingten and I should
like to point to the paragraphs 20 and 43 of it. Here Herter |
has linked the problem of a new nuclear NATO foree with the !
difficulties of the balance of payments in the United Staves.
For the first time in an official document the possibllity
of a reduction of American presence in Burope has been indicat-
ed. To my mind these two paragraphs have to bhe taken very
seriouwsly. At the present moment the emphasis in Burope should
be on an increased effectiveness of conventional forces, bub
if the United States wantes to be paid for the seale of polaris
missiles, or believes that 1t may come into a position where
it should withdraw some of its conventional forces from i
Tarope, then the opposite of what is at the present moment
necessary will be the regult. Apart from Germany, no Buropean
country would probebly be in a position to pay Lfor polaris
missileg. Such payments would mean, therefore, a reductlon
in conventional forces in Burope and, if paymenis could not
be made, the withdrawal of some American troops. I comsider it
to be out of the question that other Buropean countries would
be willing to accept that only Germany, even if under a
NATO umbrella, would have polaris miggiles and
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under those conditions this new suggestion would have o be
dropped completely. Under these circumstances Germany might
wilgh to create i1ts own nuclear force; this is a ralther
frightening thought. ‘

I hope, therefore, that the new administration will
come to the conclusion that the paragraphs 20 and 43 in
Mr Herter's statement had better be forgotlten.

In case, therefore, the new administration were to
follow the ouggestions of the Norstad proposals, I hope
that more emphasis will be put on the need for an increase
in conventional forces and I could well imagine that any
new offer o pedaris missiles might be uged in order to
put sowe pressure on Buropean countries for more effective
conventional forcesg.

I would like to repéat once again the three political
reasong Lfoxr which the . Norstad proposals were of great import—
ances

1. there should be no doubt that the TU.5. will continue
to make its nuclear weapons avellable for use if necessary
by FHATC powers and there should be absolute confidence
that American - conventional forces will remain in Europe; _

A
.

Everything should bedone to prevent Germany from follow-
ing france in its nationalistic desire 1o create its
own nuclear weapons system;

3. 1t is highly desirable that Furopean countries share in
the responsibility for the decision of the use of nuclear
Weapons.

4t the present moment the military doctrine on which
the several commanders, and also BACEUR, have to basgse them-
selves must be found in the political directive C-M(56)138-
Final and the overall strategic concept MC 14/2. These
doctrines date from 1956 and 1957 and will have to be adapt-
ed to new developments, were it only for the reason that the
much more dangerous influence of China has been added %o
the Russian communistic and imperialistic threat.

If you went to study the practical measures which
Norztad at bthe moment takes in the execution of the two
above-mentioned documents, I would lilke to refer you to
the two statements Norstad made in MNovember and December last,
one for the NATO parlementariang and the second for the WEU
parlementarians. I am sure that you can obtain coples of these
stetements in Washingbon.
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Before the HATO parlementarians Norstad saids "SACEUR
believes that any penebtration of the land frontiers ought to
be stopped decisively, at once, 1f necessary, by the use of
nuclear weapons". Granted that he uses words like "if necessaryl
granted also that he does not indicate which nuclear weapons |
will be used, but the impresgion of such a sentence is un-—
doubtedly that the emphasis is otill on an all-out strategy.

But when Norstad uvses fhis expression it does not mean
that he does not believe in the possibiility of a limited
waxr or even of a limited nuclear war. When speaking to +the
WEU parlementarians about the mission of NATO forces, he !
mentions in the firs+t place: "the contribution to the deterrent. |
We wust be able if possible to prevent an agression. Should 5
we be unsuccesgsful in this purpose then we must have the
means to force a pause. The purpose of this pause is 1o
compel a congcious decision on the part of the agressor.”

He calls the importance of the shield forces in this period

"not only necessary and valid, but of even greater importence®.
He states: "I wish to emphasize here and now the role of
conventional forces"; somewhat later on “a subgstantial
conventional capability is essential to the defense of

Burope". That is why Norstad i1s of the opinion that what he

- calls "the basic combal elements should be so organised and so
equipped that thelr normal defense would be with conventional
weapons" and he finally arrives at the important statement
{pecause at a certain moment of course nuclear weapons also

may have to be used): "I believe that the threshold at which
nuclear weapons would bhe introduced into the battle should be i
a8 high as possgible, end the height of it will be determined ]
by the adegquacy of the forces". He continues: "I believe that §
atomic weapons should be introduced into the battle only as i
the result of a deliberate decision, which is the product of /
an established declsion-making process, a process which in

turn is directed by the political authority of the Alliance.™

That these remerks of Norstad's have a serious meaning ;
may be clear from the following sentences in a letter SACEUR |
wrote "in forwarding bthe NATC forces requirements for end !
1966 on the 29th of December 1960": "After studying the
full range of threats, from minor incursion to general war,
requirements for Allied Commend Europe have been shaped to
provide, on a minimum basis, bthe balanced fowxces essential
to the accomplishment of our assigned mission. In doing this,
the modernization of forces of both the Alliance and the |
Sovielt Bloc has been taken into account. Substantial dependence
must be placed on nuclear weapons under almost any circum-
gtances Nevertheless, as conventional capabilities improve
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even within this proposed program, it may be pesgible to

raise the level of involvement at which such weapons would
have to be introduced into the batitle. If additional Torces

are made available zbove the proposed requirements, even
greater latitude in the choice of response should be achieved.”

_ I particularly draw your attention to the last sentence
of this quotation.

Another proof of the way in which SACEUR tries to work
out his strategic conception is given by the following part
of his statement before the NATO parlementarians: "Thus I
believe thalt our forces must have a substantial conventional
capability. They must be able to operate where the military
situation permits, without wsing arms and weapons eguipped
with nuclear warheads. This will require shielid forces of
the general magnitude belng provided under our present
programme, a programne which I regret to say is not yet
completed. I press for its completion.

This conventional strength reqguires an organisation
or a system under which the basic combat elements would
react normally with conventional weapons; but it also reqguires
that associated with these basic combat elements there are
gtomic weapon units which can be used if necegsary. However,
the +threshold at which nuclear weapons are introduced into
the battle shouvld be a high one, MFurther, the use of thege
weapons should be the result of a specific, deliberate
decision, made at a level consistent with the policies
and plans of NATO. In any case, this level must be higher
than that of the commander of the bhasic combat elements,
to which I have made reference.?

It might also interest you to take note of a letter
Moratad wrote to Commander—in-Chief Allied Forces Central
Lurope on September 13, 1960, which letter i1s classified
Cosmic/Top Secret'}):

" 1. It has recently been brought to my atitention that
tne bagic strategy for Allied Command Burope is sometimes
misunderstood because of the manner in which we plan our
training exercises. Due to the fact that we frequently
practice the most serious and difficult type of warfare,
that involving the use of atomic weapons, some countries
feel that +this is not only the type most likely to occur

1) gubsequently dowmgraded to:sConfidential.
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but is the only one for which we are prepaving. Nothing |
could be further from the truth. Our Shield WForces are
designed to bridge the gap between an all or nothing
response, te give validity to the principle of the
deterrent. Ve must, then, make 1t clear to all concerned
that we will, of course, use whatever force is required
to defend our NATO territory, but we do not propose to
use wore force than is necessary.

b
H
i
1
¢

|
{

2. In order to clarify ocur intentions in this
matter, 1 have listed bhelow the six fundamental pr1n01p1ec
upon which our Allied Command Burope plansg are basged: -

a. Ve would welcome additional Cforces but those .
presently programmed are generally adequate in quentity, |
on a minimum basis. However, their weapons and survival
posture must be dmproved as a malblter of urgency. '

b. ACE forces must be organised, equipped,
treined and deployed sco as to be able to react promptly
and effectively withs

(1) Conventional weapons when they are
adeguate to the leitarv altuations;

(2) Atomic weapons when use of such weapons
is necessarys

c. DBxeept in certain well defined cases of
direct self-defense, atomic weapons will e introduced
into the hattle only after a particulaxr decision Lo do
80 has resulted from the operation of an established
decisglion-making process, This process will insure that
such a decision would in all cases e taken by an
avthority at a level higher Tthan that of the bagic _
combat wnit. . . %

de Atomic delivery Fforces of ACE must be able
to survive hogtile actbions during operations in which
threy are not used,

e. The gelective use of limited atomic fire- [
powey will not necessarily result in total war, &1tﬂ0ﬂ”ﬂ§

r

1t mey heighten the degree of Iisk.

. The ACE BDP and appropriate regilonal plans
must include oprovisions for a moblle durable defense and,
ensure that critical targets, particularly conoenbrauion’
of enemy *rouaps, are adequately covered by atomic strikes

3. In order %o develop and tbtrain your forces in a
realistic manner, you are enjoined to adhere to the
principles sed Lorth above. In exercise scenarios when
atomic weapons are to be omoloyed _you ghould Plearly
establish that they are being used on the basis indide

R LN PR PN "
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T do nobt believe that T should, at this atage, go into
the problem of how the tNorstad proposals could be worked out,
that is to say
a. where the decision about btargeting, and aboulb the use of

specific missiles of longer and shorter range should be
taken, oI ,

. which system has to be developed in the Council for arriving
at polibical decisions on this mabter.

Tt is a great pity that we caunot meet and have a dis-—

cussion about these matters, because 1 would be delighted to

hear more about your own opinions. I kmow that Norstad is
going to Washington in the first few days of February. Per-
heps o meelbing between the two of you could be arranged; in
s private discussion it is always so much easler 1o give

an immediate reply to questions which certainly will arise
in your mind when you read this letter.

Phe only thing which I tried to do ig 1o explain that
on the basis of existing documents and doctrine it is possible
For SACEUR to work out his plans. On ‘the other hand I agree
with you that there is a good deal of misunderstanding on
these matters in the different countries and that this lack
of knowledge, especially about the possibility that the center
of Burope can be defended without resorting immediamtely to
nuclear retaliation, prevents many countries from making a
real effort Tor their defense. There 1s, to my mind, a
trend at the present moment to attach more importance to
conventional Torces and thig should certainly be the trend
to be followed hy the Western Luropean countried.

Tn the TForegoing discussion I +hink that I have given
you some indications which might induce you Lo reconsidexr
vour feeling. that it ig necessary "to fill the complete void
which now exists". To my mind, the problem 1is more one of
interpretation than of basic philosophy. The new administrat-
ion and its allies should seek to achieve an agreed inter-
pretation and ‘then work together wholeheartedly to support 1t.

o L4 / 7/«/«454
Y 7
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THE BERLIN PROBLEM IN 1961 (H://’”J""Wf(}

The Quest fcr a New Approach

1. After more than two ysars since the original Khrushchev
threat of November 1958, unilaterally to terminate Western rights
in Berlin, the Three Occupying Powers and the Federal Republice
find themselves In a frustrating and worrisome situation. Despite
the temporary lull in harassment of access and recent East German
concessions permitting the restoration of interzonal trade arrange-~
ments, we know that, whenever it suits their purposes, the Soviets
and the Rkast Germans can sgain precipitate an active crisis and
restore Berlin to the front pages of the world press. We can live
with the status quo in Berlin but can take no real initiative to
change i% for the better. To a greater or lesser degree, the
Soviets and East Germans can, whenever they are willing to assume
the political consequences, change it for the worse.

2. Now this is a thoroughly unsatisfactory state of affairs
for the West. U inevitably gives rise to the desire for some new
approach, which will somehow or other extricate us, with honor and
prestige pressrved, from the awful burden of responsibility for an
exclave which is militarily indefensible and which can only be
maintained, under lessening conditions of credibility, by the
nltimate threat of thermonuclear war. Critics of Western policy
castigate it for immobility, lack of imagination, and failure to
gseize the initiative, and even those who are aware of the com=
plexities and limitations inherent in our position cannot but
hope that somewhere, somehow, a new and resolving formula can be
found. In anticipation of further Soviet pressures within the
coming months, i1t may be useful to review the status of the Berlin
question and the approaches realistically open to us.

Soviet Objectives

3o Consideration of what can be done zbout Berlin must
necessarily start with some estimate of Soviet objectives. Allow-
ing for variations in emphasis, two broad explanatory theories
have been advanced: (a) that the Soviets are using Berlin essen-
£tially as a lever to achleve their wider purpose of obtaining

recognition
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recognition of the GDR and consclidation of the satellite bloc,
or (b) that West Berlin is a primary objective in itself because
its continuance in its present form is so harmful to the East
that it must be eliminated, The truth probably lies In a com-
blnation of the two. Berlin is a useful lever with which to
attempt to gain broader objectives, whether it be the holding of
a Summit meeting, a greater measure of recognition for the GDR,
or stabilization of the status gquo in Eastern Europe. At the
gsame time, West Berlin's role as a channel for the flow of
refugees, as a center of Western propaganda and intelligence
activities, and as a show window which daily and dramatically
highlights the relative lack of success in the HEast, is such
that the Soviets may feel that they cannot tolerate it for the
indefinite future.

o Why, however, did the Soviets do specifically what they
did in November 1958, and why have they been deterred from pro-
ceeding along their threatened unilateral path during the ensuing
period?

The Development of the Crisis

5 The Berlin crisis has gone through four broad phases:

8a Following upon the Soviet note of November 27,
1958, there was an initial period of mutual restatement of position
and exchanges of notes leading up to the Geneva Conference of
Foreign Ministers which began on May 11, 1959. This was a period
of intensive diplomatic activity amorig the Western powers during
which they drew up the Western Pesce Plan and made considerable
progresas in their contingency planning.

b, The period of the Geneva Conference of Foreign
Ministers (May=-August 1959) during the course of which the West
agreed to discuss Berlin outside the context of German reunifica-
tion and advanced proposals (rejected by the Soviets) for an
"interim arrangement" on Berlin. The Soviets in turn made un-
acceptable proposals for an "interim arrangemsnt®.

Co The period between the Camp David talks and the
collapsse of the Paris Summit Meeting in May 19560. This likewise

was a
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was a pericd of intensive Western diplomatic activity and many
preparatory meetings.

do The post-Surmit period of relative diplomatic
quiescence and of further Soviet postponsment of threatensd uni-
lateral asction pending the iInauguration of a new American admini-
stration. GDR harassment of German civilian access provoked
Western countermeasures which, in turn, led to GDR concessions,
and by the end of 1960 the situation in and about Berlin had re-
turned to as near normal as it ever gets,

6. It is ressonable to assume that, in November of 1958,
the Scviets expected the combination of threat, pressure, and
offer to negotiate to lead to a collapse of Western determination
and acceptance of something along the lines of their free city
proposal. Thelr subsequent postponement of what they claimed to
be inevitable, their willingness to walt until some further
negotiation or some other event had occurred, may be attributed
to Soviet doubt that they could take the threatened unllateral
action without precipitating a major crisis involving the risk
of war., On the Western side, a major probiem throughout this
period has accordingly been to maintain the credibility, not
only of the guarantee of Berlin against outright attack, but of
the stated determination to defend Westsrn rights in Berlin,
ultimately at the grave risk of thermonuclear war. It is a
moot point whether the credibility of the Western position has
declined during the past two years in the light of comparative
advances in wesapons technology and related developmesnts. There
have been some disturbing signs of Soviet reluctance to belisve
that the West, given its divisions and its internal strains,
would really prove firm In a showdown. However, this may be, an
element of doubt has presumably persisted up to now sufficient
to have deterred the Soviets from unilabtersl asction.

Ta Considered purelg as a holding operation, Western
efforts since November 1958 have been fairly successful. Nothing
essential has changed in Berlin; the city continues to prosper
economically; and the morale of the Berliners, desplte some ups
and -dovns, continues to be good. Moreover, since the initlal
Khrushchev threat, more than 350,000 refugees have come from East
Germany to the Wesgt, the great majority through Berlin -- a

further
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THE BERLIN PROBLEM IN 1961 (/Hf//M"’N( }

The Quest for a New Approaqg

1. After more than two years since the original Khrushchev
threat of November 1958, unilaterally to terminate Western rights
in Berlin, the Three Occupying Powers and the Federal Republic
find themselves in a frustrating and worrisome situation. Despite
the temporary lull in harassment of access and recent East German
concessions permititing the restoration of interzonal trade arrange-
ment3, we know that, whenever it suits thelr purposes, the Soviets
and the East Germans can again precipitate an active crisis and
regstore Berlin to the front pages of the world press. We can live
with the shtatus quo in Berlin but can take no real initiative to
change it for the better. To a greater or lesser degree, the
Scoviets and East Germans can, whenever they are willing to assume
the political consequences, change 1t for the worse.

2 Now this is a thoroughly unsatisfactory state of affairs
for the West, % inevitably gives rise to the desire for some new
approach, which will gsomehow or other extricate us, with honor and
prestige pressrved, from the awful burden of responsibility for an
exclave which is militarily indefensible and which can only be
maintained, under lessening conditions of credibility, by the
ultimate threat of thermonuclear war. Critics of Western policy
castigate it for immobility, lack of imagination, and failure to
seize the initiative, and even those who are aware of the com-
plexities and limitations inherent in our position cannot but
hope that somewhere, somehow, a new and resolving formuls can be
found. ITn anticipation of further Soviet pressures within the
coming months, it may be useful to review ths status of the Berlin
question and the approaches realistically open to us,

Soviet Objectivaes

3 Consideration of what can be done abcut Berlin must
necessarily start with some estimate of Soviet objectives. Allow-
ing for variations in emphasis, two broad explanatory theories
have been advanced: {a) that the Soviets are using Berlin essen-
tially as a lsver to achieve thelr wider purpose of obtaining
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recognition of the GDR and consolidation of the satellite bloc,
or (b) that West Berlin is a primary objective in itself because
its continuance in its present form is so harmful fo the East
that it must be eliminated. The truth probably lies in a com-
blnation of the two., Berlin is a useful lever with which to
attempt to gain broader objectives, whether it be the holding of
a Summit meeting, a greater measure of recognition for the GDR,
or stabilization of the ststus quo in Eastern Europe. At the
game time, West Berlin's role as a channel for the flow of
refugees, as a center of Western propaganda and intelligence
activities, and as a show window whiech daily and dramatically
highlights the relative lack of success in the East, 1s such
that the Soviets may feel that they cannot tolerate it for the
indefinite futurs,

L, Why, however, did the Bcviets do specifically what they
did in November 1958, and why have they been deterred from pro-
ceeding along thelr threatened unilateral path during the ensuing
period? -

The Development of the Crisis

5. The Berlin crisis has gone through four broad phases:

8. Following upon the Soviet note of November 27,
1958, there was an initial period of mutual restatement of position
and exchanges of notes leading up to the Geneva Conference of
Foreign Ministers which began on May 11, 1959. This was a period
of intensive diplomatic activity amorig the Western powers during
which they drew up the Western Peace Plan and made considerables
progress in their contingency planning.

b, The period of the Geneva Conference of Foreign
Ministers (May-August 1959) during the course of which the West
agreed to discuss Berlin outside the conbtext of German reunifica-
tion and advaneed proposals (rejected by the Soviets) for an
"interim arrangement® on Berlin. The Soviets in turn made un-
acceptable proposals for an "“interim arrangement®,

Co The period between the Camp David talks and the
collapse of the Paris Summit Meeting in May 1960. This likewise

was a
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was a period of intensive Western diplomatic actlivity and many
preparatory mestings.

d. The post-Surmmit psriod of relative diplomatic
quisscence and of further Soviet postponement of threatened uni-
lateral action pending the inauguration of a new American admini-
gstration. GDR harassment of German civilian access provoked
Western countermeasures wnich, in turn, led to GDR concessions,
and by the end of 1960 the situation in and about Berlin had re-
turned to as near normal as 1t ever gets,

6. It is reasonable to assume that, in November of 1958,
the Soviets expected the combination of threat, pressure, and
offer to negotiate to lead to a collapse of Western determination
and acceptance of something along the lines of their free city
proposal. Thelr subsequent postponement of what they claimed %o
be inavitable, their willingness %o wait until some further
negotiation or some other event had occurred, may be attributed
to Soviet doubt that they could take the threatened unilateral
action without precipitating a major crisis involving the risk
of war. On the Western side, a major probiem throughout this
period has accordingly been teo maintain the credibility, not
only of the guarantee of Berlin against outright attack, but of
the stated determination to defend Western rights in Berlin,
ultimately at the grave risk of thermonuclear war. It is a
moot point whether the credibility of the Western poslition has
declined during the past two years in the light of comparative
advances 1in weapons btechnology and relasted developments. There
have been some disturbing signs of Soviet reluctance to believe
that the West, given its divisions and its internal strains,
would really prove firm In a showdown. However, this may be, an
element of doubt has presumably persisted up to now sufficient
to have deterred the Soviets from unilabtsral asction.

To Considered purely as a holding operation, Western
efforts since November 195% have been fairly successful. Nothing
essentidl hes changed in Berlin; the city continues to prosper
economically; and the morale of the Berlinera, despite somes ups
and -downs, continues to be good. Moreover, since the initial
Khrushechev threat, more than 350,000 refugees have come from East
Germany to the West, the great majority through Berlin -- g

further
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further demographic drain which an already underpopulated GDR
could i1l afforgd,

The Western Approach in 1958-1960

8. From the outset, the Four Western Powers principally
concerned have differed toc some extent in both thelr appraisal
of the situation and thelr estimate of desirable policy. These
differences have nevser developed to the point of open disagree-
ment (except in press leaks), and a fine show of Western unity
was maintained at the Geneva Conference and the abortive Summit.
However, the wvariations in approach which have emerged during
the preparatory work for conferences presumably remain a constant
factor. The British have been most willing to compromise in
order to achieve a solution; but after the unfavorable reception
given to their “slippery s=lope” memorandum of late 1958 (which
in effect advocated trading recognition of the GDR for a Berlin
settlement),; they have been reticent to exposs their basic think-
ing. The French and Germsns; on the other hand, have been con-
sistently negative in opposing the introduction of any elements
of flexibility into the Western position, either on Germany as

a whole or on Berlin in particular. The United States has shown
itself mors willing at least to consider possible new approaches

providsd they sesmed compatible with basic Western interests,
and has had to provide much of the initiative needed %o organize

the work during the preparatory phasegs prior to the Geneva and
Summit Conferences. '

9. In developing the Western position on Germany and Berlin,
the Four Powsers have pasgsed through phases somewhat analogous to
the four noted above. During the initial phase prior to the
Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers, the West still operated
esgentially on the assumption that discussion of the Berlin prob-
lem should be kept within the context of the a2ll-German guestion.
Within the State Department various new ideas were considered
for incorporation into a Western package proposal to replace the
Eden Pian of the 1955 Geneva Conference. After months of dis-
cussicns within a ssries of Four-Power Working Group sessions in
Washington, Paris, and London, some of these ideas survived in
the Wegtern Peace Plan put forward at Geneva on May 1, 1959. It
is highly guestionable whether even a more forthcoming version of

the FPeace
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Peace Plan (still consistent with basic Western interests)
would have proved at all negotiable with the Soviets, al-
though the Western package would have been more appealing as
propagands. At any rate after a few weeks of inconclusive
discussion of the German question at Geneva, with the Soviets
emphasizing the necessity of a peace treaty and all-German talks
and the West extolling the merlts of the Peace Plan, the con-
ference moved on to the subject of Berlin proper for a weari-
some and protracted period. Despite the concern which they
caused the Germans and the Berliners, the Western propossls for
an interim arrangement on Berlin might have provided a satis~
factory modus vivendi for a perlod of some years. However, it
became clear st Geneva that the Soviet concept of an interim
arrangement differed too basically from that of the West to
make agreement possibls.

10, At the subsequent Camp David talks, the only agreement
reached on Berlin was that negotiations would be reopened with
a view to achieving a solution in accordance with the interests
of all concerned and in the interest of the maintenance of peace.
Khrushchev' gave assurances that, in the meantime, the Soviets
would take no unilateral action and Presldent Eisenhower agreed
that these negotiations would not be indefinitely preolonged.
After an involved preparatory process, the preferrsed Western
objective on Berlin for the Summlt emerged as an agreement for
a standstill for a period of time during which an attempt might
be made at a lower level to achieve progress towards a more
formal agreement. The basic Western position paper did, how-
eaver allow for the possiblility that the Western Powers might
have to discuss an arrangement along the lines of thelr Geneva
proposals of July 28, preferably with certain improvements. It
also left open the possibility, under certain circumstances, of
reviving the old Solution C of the London Working Group of
April 1959. Since the collapse of the Summit, the Western
emphasis has been largely on refinement of contingency planning
(particularly in the countermeasures field), and there has been
little further discussion of the substance of the position
which the Westsrn Powers might take into future negotiations
with the Soviets on Berlin. Prior to any such negotiations,
the Western Powers will presumably have to go through the
usual preparatory throes; in any event, the British and French
will probably approach us shortly after January 20 in this con-
nection.

11. It may be




11, It may be noted that; prior to the collapse of the
Summit in Paris, the Soviets gave President de Gaulle the text
of certain new proposals on Berlin (Tab A). While couched in
apparently reasonable language, these were, in soms respescts,
even less satisfactory than their final propossls at Gensva in
1959, and were clearly designed to lead to thas ultimate goal of
a Free Clty of West Berlin via an interim arrangement during the
course of which the Western Powers would be allowed to bow out
of thelir present position in Berlin. Khrushchev has on several
occasions since intimated that these would be the opening Soviet
proposals at the next meeting on the subject.

Formulation of the Western Position for 1961

i2. The quest for an abiding sclution to the Berlin problem
is essentially a quest for a satisfactory context. In 1solation
Berlin will always be a problem, though conceivably less acute
if some sort of modus vivendl can be found., It is therefors
worth asking once again whether we cannot discover such a broader
context,

13. In this search; Chancellor Adenauer has for more than a
year emphasized that a real solution to the German problem {and
therefore automatically the Berlin problem) could only come wlth-
in the framework of a general settlement on disarmament. There
is certainly much validity in this prescription. If the United
States and the Soviet Union should actually be able to agree on
the brosd lines of a disarmament arrangement,; this would un-
doubtedly do much to relisve pressures on Berlin. We cannot,
unfortunately, rely on this happening within the next six to
eight months,

1. It may be that Soviet interest in eventual achievement
of an agreement on disarmament, and in other areas where, for
whatever reasons, we may assume that both East and West have
somewhat similar objectives, would provide the basis for a
meaningful approach to the Soviets in an attempt to create a
proper psychologlcal framework for discussion of the Berlin
guestion. Such an approach, calculated to impress on them the
serious results which any unilateral action with respsct to
Berlin would have, might help to add to the Western deterrent

at a
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at a time when sgome believe that the ultimate threat of thermo-
nuclear war is becoming less credible, It is falr to assume,
for example, that the Soviets do not wish to see the Unilted
States mcbhilize its resources behind a greatly enhanced defense
program of the type which accompanied the war in Korea, when we
quadrupled our defense sxpenditures., A warning, therefore;, that
continuation of the Soviet threat to Berlin wiil evitably bring
the kiné of massive mobilization of American resources for de-
fenss of which Khrushche v knows we are capables, but which neither
we nor he basically desire;, might provide a useful prelude to
any negotiations with the Boviets on Berlin. The exact timing
and level of such an approach to the Soviets should accordingly
be considered along with the more =specific aspects of a possible
modus vivendi on Berlin.,

15, It is possible to dream up many different proposals
on Berlin, each with its own variants. A distinction, however,
between the merely theoretically conceivable and the conceivably
possible; narrows down the field for further consideration. All
of the approaches indicated below have, of course, come under
review to a greater or. lesser extent, but it may be useful at
this point to note thelr main charscteristics in attempting to
appraise the practical courses of action open to the West.,

8o All=-German Sweetening for Somes Interim Arrange-
ment on Berlin

If Berlin is at least partislly a lever which the
Soviets are using to obtain other objectives of more basic im-
portance to them, it is possible to suppose that, if some pro-
posal could be made by the West which promises movement toward
the achievement of these other objectives;, the Soviets might be
willing to ease their pressure on Berlin.

i) One of the Soviet "other objectives® is
usually put in terms of enhancing the status of the GDR so as to
move towards de facto dealings by the West, although not neces-
sarily recognition, as part of a process of freezing the status
guo in Central Europe. The memorandum which the British gave us
in the fall of 1959 proposed; for exampls, swWweetening the July 28
Geneva proposals by permitting all-German talks under the cover
of a Four~Power Group.

ii) A second

o e s e




—EEOREF—
-8 .

ii) A second pcssible kind of swectening would
invelve chanzes in the Westz2rn Pzace Plan. Arbassador Thompson
in Mpscow has suggested an extension of the time pericd in that
plan to from 7 to 10 years to prove to the Scviets that theres
would not be a showdown by free elections for an extended period,
while the Mixed German Committee provided for in the Psace Plan
presumably would bes in operation,

111) Other proposals have stressed that Western
initiatives relating to European security arrangements mlght
provide such "sweetening". Ambassador Thompson has suggested
that United States troop reductions in Germany, and particularliy
limitations on West German armament, might constitute a suf-
ficiently fresh approach to the German question to have enough
attraction for Khrushchev to get him to postpone action on West
Berlin at least while it was being explored.

iv) In preparing for the Gensva and Summit Con-
ferences, the Western Powers have considered the possibility,
88 a tactical matter, of expressing wiliingness to discuss the
principles of a peace treaty with Germany {(presumably in =
deputy or expert group) if it appesred at some point during the
conference that a Western offer to discuss peace treaty principles
might tip the balance in favor of preventing Soviet unilateral
action against the Western position in Berlin. There are a number
of objections to such action, and the French and Germans, in
particular, have expressed grave reserves about the whole idea,
In any event, the possibility is s8till open to consideration as

a tactical expsdient under certain circumstances.

Prom the Wegtern point of view, 1t is doubtful whether any
of the foregoing l1deas would really contribute much in a practical
sense to the process of achieving German reunification though
ostensibly related thereto. It seems unlikely that anything
could be added to the Western Peace Plan of Geneva which would
make it a negotiable basis for a gensral settlement within which
the Berlin question would assume its proper proportion. The
suggestion has been made, however; that the nuclear armament of
Germany might still provide a possible bargaining counber.
Senator Mansfield has recently revived the suggestion for com-
pensatory United States and Soviet troop withdrawals from

Germany




Germany as a possible baslis for a settlement. In the past

such proposals have always floundered in the face of strong
opposition both within the United States Government and among
our NATO Allies, Whether, in this period of rapidly sdvancing
technologlies and definitive commitment to long-term weapons
strategy within the Western Alliance, there is any real room
for flexibility in this area is beyond the scope of the present
memorandum.

b Temporary Geneva=-Type Arrangemsnt

A proposal for an interim arrangement on Berlin
to last for a specified number of years might conceivably proceed
along the lines of the Western proposals at Geneva of July 28,
perhaps with certain modifications or additions. The unacceptable'
Soviet proposals handed to the French on May 9, 1960 envisaged
an interim arrangement of sorts, though the position of the
Western Powers at the end of the time period of two years would
be untenable., Is there any real basis for assuming that the
positions of the Western Powers and that of the Soviets could be
brought close enocugh together to allow for some sort of compromise
agreement on an interim arrangement for Berlin?

On the difficult issue of "rights", the British
{in a memorandum which they gave us in the fall of 1959, but
which they did not c¢irculate either to the French or Germans)
seemad prepared to accept an oral assurance by Khrushchev at the
Summit that the Soviets would not take unilateral action purport-
ing to end Western rights, at least until after negotiations at
the end of the period of the interim sgreement for a more last-
ing settlement had broken down. There seems to be agreement,
however, among the cther three Western Powers, that they cannot
safely go beyond the July 28 proposals in any important respect.
It will be recalled that the Western Foreign Ministers in Geneva
agreed on certain minor fall-back positions for use in the event
that the Sovlets appeared to be prepared seriously to negotiate
on the July 28 proposals.

In preparing
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In preparing for the Summit Conference, the
Western Powers gsgreed on a set of "Essential Condlitions for an
Arrangement for West Berlin" as well as certaln "Possible
Improvements in the Western Proposals of July 28, 1959". The
precise use to which these would be put in actual negotiations
with the Soviets was not agreed,; and while the various
"improvements™ were obviously desirable from the Western point
of view, there was no reason to suppose that they would be
acceptable to the Soviets. The 1dea that the West is in a
position to improve its situation in Berlin to any marked de-
gree hardly seems realistic, although this consideration has
not deterred the Germans and the Bsrliners from making rather
far-reaching proposals for Western demands to be made during
negotiations, the achievement of which would constitute a major
diplomatic defeat for the Soviets in a situation where they ad-

mittedly negotiate from a position of geographical and tactical
strength.

Abstracting from what might be politically
acceptable, the Beriin situation can, of course, be broken down
inte a number of elements which are particulariy objectionable
to the Soviet Union and the GDR on which the West might con-
ceivably make further concessicns. There is West Berlin's role
in the continuing heavy refugee flow, as a center of Western
intelligence activity, and as a show window for the East and
center of psychological and political pressure on the entire
satellite area, particularly the GDR. The Western proposals at
Geneva envisaged certain self-imposed restrictions in the propa
ganda and "activities" field, though these were defined in very
general terms. Apart from the impossibility of obtalning gquad-
ripartite agreement, it is difficult to see how the West could
go much beyond Geneva without undermining the entire rationale
of its position in Berlin.

B

There 1s little indication, therefore, that an
interim arrangement of the Geneva-type,; unaccompanied by im-
possible conditicons, will be a feasible objsctive. It seems
likely,however, that, in any negotiations with the Soviets, the
subject of an interim arrangement will inevitably arise as a
logical consequence of the Geneva discussions. The Soviets will
presumably put forward something along the lines of their May 9,
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1960 proposals, and the West might wish to start off with an
offer along the lines of the "improved" Western proposals for

an interim arrangement agreed by the Four Western Foreign
Ministers on May 1L, 1960. These sets of proposals are obviously
irreconcilable; but at least an abbreviated Geneva-type exercise
would probably be necessary at this point until it became clearly
evident that there was no basis for a meeting of minds on any
sort of interim arrangements.

Cs All-Berlin Proposal

The Western position paper for the Summit
Conference noted that, at a sultable point;, it might be tac-
tically advantageous to put forward an All-Berlin proposal even
if such s proposal is considered nonnegotiable with the Soviets.
In this connection the Four-Power Working Group prepared the
text of asuch a possible All-Berlin agreement for tabling at the
Conference. This text is available should it prove expedient
for the West to advance an All-Berlin propossl in the future.
Desplte continuing German (and West Berlin) misgivings about the
dangers of the All-Berlin approach, the other Western Powers have
never regarded acceptable proposals of this type as seriously
negotiable with the Soviets though perhaps useful to put forward
for tactical and propaganda reasons at a suitable stage in dis-
cussions with the Scviets. There is no reason to suppose that
this will not continue to be the case.

de Guaranteed City

The proposal for a "guaranteed city" has been
discussed extensively within the Department and represents per-
haps the most acceptable arrangement on Berlin which can be de-
vised involving a change of juridical basis for the Western
presence in the city. (Another type of proposal based on the
same premise which has been given consideration is that of some
UN trusteeship arrangement, but this has been held less desirable.)
While President Elsenhower was generally familiar with the con-
tinuance of the "guaranteed city" proposal, it has never been
discussed within the United Statess Government or put forward to
our Western Allies. In essence, it involves agreement by the
Four Powers to guarantee the security of Western military and
civil access to West Berlin, with the Western Powers agreeing

simultaneously
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simultaneously to suspend the exercise of their occupation rights
80 long as the agreement was otherwlse being observed. The West
Berlin authorities would be empowered to request that foreign
troops up to a stated ceiling be stationed in West Berlin and
each Wastern Power would agree to supply and maintain any forces
g0 requested. Full and unrestricted access for these troops
would be guaranteed. The agreement would be registered with the
UN and a representative of the UN Secretary General might observe
its fulfiliment.

While such a "guaranteed city" arrangement would
obviously be preferable to anything along the lines of the Soviet
Free Clty proposal, it involves many hazards. For example, it%s
advocacy by the United States at the present time would probably
cause a political crisis within the Western Alliance, since it
would be interpreted as & sign of weakness and loss of deter-
mination to maintain our position in Berlin. XNeither the French
nor the West Germans would find it acceptable and it could prob-
ably only be advanced within a political and psychological
climate of considerably greater detente between the East and
West than now exists. However, given the division of Germany
for an indefinlte future, and with the passage of time rendering
the Western occupation of Berlin increasingly anachronistic, a
formula along these lines will presumably continue to have a
certain appeal.

&, Solution C of the April 1959 London Working
Group Report

The quadripartite tactics paper prepared for the
Summit provided that, if an impasse had been reached at the con-
ference and it seemed that the Soviets would proceed to take
unilateral action purporting to end their responsibilities in
the access field; the Western Powers might wish to consider making
a proposal involving & series of interlocking but unilateral
declarations on Berlin access almed at achieving a freazing of
exlsting procedures, with ultimate Scviet responsibility being
maintained, although implementation might be by the East German
authorities. This is essentially Solutlon C which was devised
by the Four-Power London Working Group in April 1959. (See
Tab B for fuller description as prepared by Four-Power Working

Group
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Group for last year's Summit Meeting.) Since then it has had

a somewhat checkered existence, but has survived as an in-
genious way of dealing with a situation which may in fact arise
whatever the Western Powers may want or do. It i1s possible %o
vary its complexity and specific content (for example, by adding
similar unilateral declarations on propaganda activity and by
introducing & UN role}, but the access problem remains its focal
point.

One aspect of Solution C, which was devised
primarily for use in negotiatlions with the Soviets, is that its
basic approach could conceivably be applied to a situation in
which such formal negotiations do not take place or, if they do
and have failed, to a subsequent stage of developments. In any
event, from & purely tactlical point of view, it would seem unwise
to open any negotiation with the Soviets by putting forward
Solution €. If used at 81l, it would seem most affective as a
fallback position after a process of elimination of other possi-
bilities has taken place.

e Tacit Temporary Freeze

Although this sesmed like a possible approach in
1960, 1t may no longer have much relevance in view of what seems
to be Soviet determination to resolve the Berlin question in 1961,
The precise modalities of such a freeze would depend on circum-
stances, but the essential thought was that, since nsither stand-
ing on our Geneva position, nor discussing German unity and
disarmament, nor proposing an immediate change of status in
Berlin seemed very promising means of reducing an agreement and
of forestalling unilatseral action by the Soviets;, a further hold-
ing action would be preferable. This would have had as objective
freezing the situation in Berlin until after the German elections
in September 1961.

Under one variant it was suggssted that such a
holding action might consist of a tacit agreement to put Berlin
on ice for eighteen months or so by setting up a Four-Power
Working Group to considser means of reducing frictions in Berlin
and to report back at the expiration of the indicated time period.
If the Soviets wished some more explicit agreement for the interim
period, it was suggested that we could also propose concomitant

unilsteral
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unilateral declarations by both sides along the lines of
Solution C, without mentioning troop reductions or attempting to
conclude the kind of formal and comprehensive agreement which
would have to deal with the "rights" issue.

In this case the assumption might be that, in the
event the Working Group were unable to arrive at agreement, the
period of eighteen months would be extended indefinitely, with
the Solution C procedures continuing to prevall. A tacit under-
standing on both sides would, of course, be necessary that this
was the best way to deal with an otherwiss irresolvable situation.
One disadvantage of the use of Solution C in such a context would
be its identification with the temporary period to a point where
its use =as basis of a more lasting de facto arrangement might be
nullified,

Zo Delaying Action Without Specifiec Substantive
Arrangement

Ag a palliative for anticipated failurse to reach
any agreement in the next round of negotiations, we might simply
try to reach agreement on some machinery to continue a negotiating
procedure, for example, at the level of the Foreign Ministers or
Deputy Foreign Ministers, without pressing for a more formal kind
of interim arrangement., This was essentially the preferred
Western position at the abortive Summit. Whether 1t has any
relevance to the situation in 1961 is doubtful; in any event,
the Western Powers would obviously have to be prepared to deal
with & Soviet refusal to delay indefinitely on Berlin in the ab-
sence of any progress Lowards agreemsent.

h., 'Mitigated Breakdown of Negotiatlons

Given a failure to find any basis for agreement on
Berlin in the next round of talks, it might be possible to achieve
some sort of taclt understanding with the Soviets so that the
claimed effects of their signing a separate peace treaty with the
GDR would be mitigated to the sxtent of preserving the essentials
of the Western position in Berlin without an explicit new agree-
ment, and thus avoid a major crisis or blow to Western prestige.
This might likewise involve some of the elements of Solution C,

probably,
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[ 7obehly, although not necessarily, without their being embodled
in any formal declarations, Such an arrangement could subject
the Western Powers to strong erosive pressures to desl with the
GDR, but might under certain circumstances be preferable to an
absolute breakdown of negotiations, ungualified signature of a
peace tresty between the Soviets and the GDR, and the execution
of our contingency plans.

i. Complete Breakdown of Negotlations with the Soviets

This would presumably precipitate the situation for
vwhich Western contingency plans have been prepared, l1.e., to cope
with the eventuality that the Soviets will sign a pesce treaty
with the GDR and turn over all checkpoint contrels to the GDR
authorities. It seems unlikely that the Western Powers would wish
to enter the last round of negotiations deliberately intendling to
force thelr breskdown and hence the probable entry into effect of
our contingency plans. They may, howsver, find the Soviet position
so unreasonable that a bresakdown of negotiations at some point

becomes impossible to avold. There arse some who ‘believe that the
actual implementation of Allied contingency plans would be the

most desirable course of action given continued impasse on Berlin
and Soviet determination to proceed with unilateral action in
turning over their responsibilities to the GDR. The hope would

be, that the situation would stabilize at some relatively early and
st11ll acceptable stage of the contingency plans. The Soviets

might concelvably accept this as the lesser of evils under the
circumstances, but it is hard to anticipate in advance how this
might work out.

Conclusions

16, However impelling the urge to find some new approach to
the Berlin problem, the ineluctable facts ol the situation strictly
1imit the practical coursss of sction open to the West. The
history of the Berlin crisis since November 1958 gives 1little
reason for thinking that a lasting settlement can be devised which,
under current circumsbances, will prove acceptable to both East
and West,

17, A vital component of the Western position is the main-
tenance of a credible deterrent against unilateral Soviet action,

Without
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Without this the full geographic weaknesses of the Western position

in Berlin will have decisive welght in any negotiation. Thought
should be glven to the possibility of other deterrents than the
pure threat of ultimate thermonuclear war.

18. Further thought should also be gliven to the possibility
of providing some all-German "sweetening" for the continuing dis-
cussion of the Berlin question with the Soviets. This should be
done, however, in full awareness of the unlikelihood that any
real step towards German reunification can bé achieved within the
calculable future under circumstances acceptable to the Wast.

19. In planning for further negotliations with the Soviets,
the Western Powers must realistlcally expect that they will once
again be forced to discuss the question of Berlin in isclation.
While it is unlikely that a satisfactory interim arrangement on
the Geneva-type can be achleved, it will probably be necessary
and desirabls to prove this by actual exchanges during the course
of a conference. Under certain ensuing circumstances the Western
Powers might find 1t desirable to aim at a stablilization of exist-
ing access procedures but allowing for an East German role along
the lines of Solutlon €, or alternatively they might find it
necesssry to contemplate the execution of their contingency plans.

Attachments:
Tab A - Soviset Proposals on Berlin

Tab B - Solution C

EUR:GER:MJHillenbrand:all
1/10/61




THE BERLIN PROBLEM IN 1961

The Quest feor a New Approach

1. After more than two ysars aince the original Khrushchevw
threat of November 1958, urilaterally to terminate Western rights
in Berlin, the Three Occupylng Powers and the Federal Republilc
find themselves in a frustrating and worrisome situation. Deaspite
the temporary lull in harassment of access and recent Rast Gorman
concessions permitting the restoration of interzonal trade arrange-
ments, we know that, whenever it suits their purposas, the Soviets
and the East Germans can agaln precipitate an active crisis and

2..“ Nbﬁ.this is a thoroughly unsatisfactory state of affairs
for the Wegt, It inevitabl{ glves rise to the desire_for somq_new

B R, ¥ Bl St e A L
castigate it for immobility, lack of imaginaticon, and fallure to
seize the initiative, and even those who are aware of the com-
plexities and limitations inherent in our positlon cannct but

hope that somewhere, somehow, a new and resoiving formula can be
found. In anticipation of further 3oviet pressures within the
coming months, it may be useful to review the status of the Berlin
question and the approaches realistically open to us.

Sovist Objectives

3. Consilderation of what can be done about Berlin musas
necessarily start with some estimate of Soviet objJectives. Allow-
ing for variations In emphasis, two broad explanatory theoriess
have been advanced: (a) that the Sovists are using Berlin sssen-
tially as a lever to achieve their wider purpose of obtalning

recognltion
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. Why, however, did the Soviets do specifically what they
did in November 1958, and why have they been deterred from pro-
ceeding along thelr threatened unilateral path during the snsuing
period? '

The Developmsnt cof the Criais

5. The Berlin crisis has gone through four broad phasss:

a. Following upon the Scviet note of November 27,
1958, there was an initial period of mutual restatement of position
and exchangss of notas leading up to the Geneva Conference of
Foreign Ministers which began on May 11, 1959. This was a period
of intensive diplomatilc activity amorig the Western powers during
which they drew up the Western Psace Plan and made considerable
progress in their contingency plarcning.

b The perlod of the Geneva Conference of Foreign
Ministers (May-August 1959) during the course of which the West
agreed to dlscuss Berlln outside the context of German reunifica-
tion and advanced proposals (rejected by the Soviets} for an
"interim arrangement™ on Berlin. The Soviets in turn made un-
acceptable proposals for an "interim arrangement®,

Co The period between the Camp David talks and the
collapse of the Paris Summit Meeting in May 1960. This likewise

was g
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was a perlod of intensive Western diplomatic activity and many
preparatory meetings.

d. The post-Summit period of relative diplomatic
quiescence and of further Sovliet postponement of threatsned uni-
lateral action pending the lnauguration of a new American admini-
atration. GDR harassment of German civilian accsss provoked
Western countermeasures which, In turn, led to GDR concesgsions,
and by the end of 1960 the situation in and about Berlin had re-
turned to as near normal as 1t ever gets,

6. It 18 reasonable to asaume %hat, in November of 1958,
the Soviets sxpected the combination of threat, pressure, and
offer to negotiate to lead to a collapse of Western determination
and acceptance of something along the lines of thelr free city
proposal. Thelr subsequent postponement of what they clalmed to
be 1nevitable, their willingness to wait until soms furthar
negotiation or some other event had occurred, may be attributed
to Soviet doubt that they could take the threatened unllateral
action w;ﬁhout_-rccipitating a maJor crisis involving tba Iisk

elémént'of doubt‘has presumably pcrsistod upwto”nowwsufficiéﬁt
to have deterred the Soviets from unilateral action.

Te Considered. purely as a holding operation, Western
efforts since November lQSg have been falrly successful. Nothing
essential has changed in Berlin; the city continues to prosper
economically; and the morale of the Berlinesrs, despite some ups
and -downs, continues %o be good. Morscover, sincs the initial
Khrushchev threat; more than 350,000 refugses have come from Bast
Germany to the West, the great majority through Berlin -- g

further
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further demographic drain which an already underpcpulated GDR
could 111 afford.

The Western Approach in 1958-1960

8. From the outset, the Four Western Powers princlpally
concerned have differed tc some extent in both their appralssal
of the situatlon and their estimate of degirable policy. These
diffarences have never developed to the point of open dlsagree-
ment (except in press leaks), and a fine show of Western unity
wad maintained at the Geneva Conference and the abortive Summit.
Howaver, the variations in apprcach which have emerged during

the prepar

g
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the Four Powsrs have passed through phases somewhat analogous to
the four noted above, During the Initlal phase prior to the
Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers, the West still operated
easentlially on the assumption that diascussion of the Berlin prob-
lem should bs kept within the context of fthe all-German questlon.
Within the State Department various new ideas wers considered
for incorporation into a Western package proposal to replace the
Eden Plan of the 1955 Geneva Conference. After months of dia-
cussions within a series of Four-Power Working Group sessions 1n
Washington, Paris, and London, soms of thsse ideas survived in
the Western Peace Plan put forward at Geneva on May 1L, 1959. It
is highly gquestionable whether even a more forthcomling vergsion of

the Pesace
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11, It may be noted that, prior to the collapse of the
Summit in Paris, the Soviets gave President de Gaulle the text
of certain new proposals on Berlin (Tab A). While couched in
apparently reasonable language, these were, in some respects,
even less zatisfactory than thelr flnal proposals at Geneva in
1959, and were clearly designed to lsad to the ultimate goal of
a Free City of West Barlin via an interim arrangement during the
course of which the Western Powers would be allowsd to bow out
of thelr present positicn in Berlin. Khrushchev has on several
occasions sgince intimated that these would be the opening Soviet
proposals at the next meeting on the subjsct.

Formulation of the Western Position for 1961

12, The quesat for an abilding sclution to the Berlin problem
is essentially a quest for a satisfactory context. 1In isolabtion
Berlin will always be a problem, though concelvably less acute
if some sort of modus vivendi can be found. It 1s therefore
worth asking once again whether we cannot discover such a broader
context.

13. In this search, Chancellor Adenauer has for mors than a
year emphasized that a real sclution to the German problem (and
therefore automatically the Berlin problem) could only come wlth-
In the framework of a general settlement on disarmament. Thers
1s certainly much validity in this prescription. If the United
States and the Soviet Union should actually be ables to agrese on
the broad lines of a disarmament arrangement, this would un-
doubtedly do much to relieve pressures on Berlin. We cannot,
unfortunately, rely on this happening wlthin the next slx to
slght months,

1. It may be that Soviet interest iIn eventual achlevement
of an agreement on disarmament, and in other areas where, for
whatever reasons, we may assume that both East and West have
somewhat similar objsctives, would provide the bagis for a
meaningful approach to the Soviets in an attempt to create =
proper psychological framework for discussion of the Berlin
question. Such an approach, calculated to impress on them the
serious results which any unllateral action with respect to
Berlin would have,; might help to add to the Western deterrent

at a
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15. It is possible to dream up many different proposals
on Berlin, each with 1ts own variants. A distinctlon, however,
between the mersly theoretically conceivable and the concelvably
possible, narrows down the fleld for further consglderation. All
of the approaches indicated below have, of course, come under
review to a greater or lesser extent, but 1t may bs useful at
this point to note thelr main characteristics in attempting to




Conclusions

16, However impelling the urge to find some new approach to
the Berlin problem, the ineluctable facts of the situation strictly
1imit the practical coursss of action open to the West. The
history of the Berlin crisis since November 1958 gives 1little
reason for thinking that a lasting settlement can be devised which,

under current circumstances, wlill prove acceptable to both East
and West,

17 A vital component of the Western position i1s the maln-
tenance of a credible deterrent against unllateral Soviet action.

Without
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Without this the full geogrsphlc weaknesses of the Western position
in Berlin will have decisive welght in any negotlation. Thought
should be given to the possibility of other deterrents than the
pure threat of ulbimate thermonuclear war,

18. Further thought should also be given to the possaibility
of providing some all-German "sweetening" for the continuing dls-
cussion of the Berlin guestion with the Sovliets. This should be
done, however, 1n full awareness of the unlikelihood that any
"real step towards German reunificatlon can be achleved within the
calculable futurse under circumstances acceptable to the West,

19. In planning for further negotiations with the Soviets,
the Western Powers must realistically expect that they will once
sgaln be forced to discuss the questlon of Berlin in isclation.
While it is unlikely that s satlsfactory interim arrangement on
the Geneva-type can be achleved; 1t will probably be necessary
and desirable to prove this by acbtusal exchanges during the courss
of a conference. Under certain ensuing circumstances the Weatarn
Powers might find it desirable fo aim at a stabilization of exist-
ing access procedures but allowing for an East German role along
the lines of Solutlon C;, or alternatively they might find it )
necessary to conbtemplate the execution of their contingency plans.

Attachmsents: ‘ 7
Tab A - Soviet Proposals on Berlin

Tah B = Solution C

EUR:GER:MJH:1lenbrand:all
1/10/61
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MEETINGS OF CHIEFS OF STATE AND HEADS OF GOVERNMENT
PARTS, MAY, 1960

U.S. DELEGATION TRANSLATION OF FRENCH TRANSLATION
OF RUSSIAN TEXT HANDED TO0 FRENCH BY SOVIET AMBADSADOR
~IN PARIS ON MAY 9, 19860

PROPOSALS OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT

The Soviet Government favors proceeding lmmediately to the
signature of a peace treaty with the two German states. Howsver,
since such a solution of the problem ralses objections on fthe part
of the Western PowWers, the Soviet Government, which a3 alwsaya
strives to achieve concerted actlon on the Geérman questlon among
the four principal members of the anti-Hitler coalition; 13 pre-
pared meanwhile to agree to an Interim solution. This interim
golution would consist of the signature of a temporary (provisoire)

agresment on West Berlln, suited to prepare conditions for Lhe
ultimate transformation of West Berlin into a free city snd the
adoption of measures leading to ths preparatlion of the Tulars joace
settlement. In this connection the Sovist CGovernmant proporecs the

followings:

1. To conclyde a temporary agreement for two yenrs rolaling
to West Berlin., The agrsement would include approximately Lhe
same list of questions as bthoss which had already been discovsed

in 1959 by the Foreign Ministers at Geneva and, without b:}ngﬁnb
any radical change to the actual status of West Berlin, would,
however, open the way to the slaboration of a new and agresd
status for the cilty corresponding to psacetime conditions,

The temporary agreement should envisage the reductlion
of the effective sbtrength of the forces of the Three Powers in
Wegt Berlin, which reduction could take place progressively in
agveral stages, It would likewise be suitable to put in writing
the intention expressed by the Three Powers not to pnlace in Weast
Barlin any kind of nuclear waapons or missile ifnstallations,

The agreement should moreover Iinclude a commiiment to
take measures to prohiblt the use of the territory of West Isrliin

a5 a base
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23 a base of subversive activity and of hostile propaganda
directed against other states. Measurss concerning the pro-
hibitlon of subversive activitles and of hostile propagands with
respect to West Berlin might likewlse be snvisages under an appro-

priate form.

Tn the accord account would also be Laken of the decla-
rations of the Sovlet Union and of the GDR concerning the main-
tenance of the communications of West Berlin with the outside world
in the form in which they exist at present for the duration of the

bemporary agreement,

The engagements concerning the GDR could in thaf event
take a Torm which would not signify diplomatlic recognition of the
GDR by the Western Powers who would be parties to the agrsement.

To supervise the fulfillment of the oblligations flowing
from the temporary agreement regarding agreod measures in West
Berlin, and to take, in casge of necessity, measures assuring the
fulfillment of the agreement reached, = commlittes could be set up
composed of representatives of the Brenoh Republic, the Unitad
Kingdom, the Soviet Unlon =snd the United States of America.

2 At the szme time that they conclude an agresment on West
Borlin, the Four Powsrs wlll make a dascluration inviting the Lwo
German states to take advantage of the interim period [(ixed Ly Lle
agreement In order to abtempt Lo arrive 3t 2 common point of view
on the German quastion. Contact could be bqtahliJth belwean Lhe
two German states by means of ths creatlion of an all-Geiman

committes or under some other form accepltable to Lhem,

In formulating these proposals, Lhe Soviel Union proceeds
from the thought that, if the German stales refuse Lo eangage in
conversation with one znother, or if, at the expiration oi blie
temporary agreemsnt, 1t becomes clearly evident that they are not
able to coms to an understanding, the Four Fowers wilil sipgn a peacae
treaty with the two German states or with one of them, as thay
would judge it deslirable. Of course, if the GDR and the GFR
succead In reaching an agresement, fthere will be no obstacle to the
conclusion of & single peace treaty for all of Germany. Morsover,
measures will be taken 1In order to fTranaform West Berliin into a

free city.
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frea city. As far zs the statute of ths fres clty of West Eerlin
is concernsd, the USSR would prefer to elaborate this in common
with France, the United Kingdom and the United States,

In proposing the transformation of West Bsrlln into a
free city the Soviet Unlon does not In any way wish to damage the
interests of the Wesbtern Powars, to change the present mode of
1ife in West Berlin or to attempt to Integrate this clty within
the GDR. The Soviet proposal derives from the existing situation
and tends to normalize the atmosphere in West Berlin while taking
account of the Interssts of all partiea, The creabtlon of a {rece
city would not damage the economlc and Clnancial relations of
West Berlin with othsr states, including the GFR. The free clty
would be able bto establish as 1t pleases 1ts external,; polilical,
economle, commerclial;, scilentific zand cultural relabtions with 211
states and international organizations. Completely free relations
with the external world would be assured to 1t.

The population of West Berlin would receive sure
guarantess of the defense of 1ts Interests, with the Governmentis
of the Soviet Union, of the United Stabtes, of France and of the
United Kingdom assuming the required obligations in ordsr to
guarantee the precise execution of the conditlons of agreemsnt on
the free city. The Soviet Union states that 1% also favors par-
Licipation of the United Natlonsin the gusrantees given to the
free city. It goes without saying that, in the svent of Lhe re-
unification of Germany, the maintensnce of the spacial situstion
of the free clty of West Berlin would no longer have uny hesis,

L T



CONRTIESNEAL January 28, 1061

Dear Mr. Prasident:

to Berlin Wh*ch haue occurred since the ending of the first Barlin
blockade In 194

I am enclosing a briet ch1 onology of the principal events relating
The period coverad falls logically into two parts: that from the o

end of the bleckadas until Toveraber 19563, when the current "RBerlin

crisis” begun; and the poried of the cerisis itself since that time, |
Tha first porlod was characterized by the readjustment of relation-

:"hip" batween the Western Allles and West Germany, batween the Fedaeral

Republic and West Berlin, and between the U3SR and East Germany. The

last of these in particular set the stage for the Soviet efforts to d1sloage

tha allies from West Berlin which bagan in 19563, T

S0% et ta,{,tlc:o to 101 ce ‘mO lern abandonment of Ez,riin whlch, with
puriod, have gone thmu(jh two genbrcﬂ_ phases, The fn"ft Was a direc:t
threat to Allied access rights to Wast Berlin, This threat took the form
of the stated intention of the USSR to sign a prace treaty with Zast Gormuny
and turn over to the latter the control over Alliod access to the city. In
the sceond phase, which hus developoed since the abortive Summit moeoting

of May 19€0, the Soviets have substituted & gradual de fucto transior to
the Bost Germeans of control over Eerlin, and in this framaework haovasoment
has centared on Vest German-Eerlin rulauons, A return to the earlicr

tactic mey b2 expaeted and may in fuct be heralded by ithrushcehev's
roiteration on January € in Moscow of hig mnat to sign a seporate pouce
t' [l

¥,

et

[ACIA]

Mamnwiile, relative quiescence has prevalled since Westoern,
particularly \Aebt German, countermeasures broughtan easing of fast
German harassment of Berlin access late in 1960,

The President,
Tha K!.'hite iiouse,
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CEHPIDLNTIATL,
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There are indications that Mr. Khrushchev will be returning
to the Barlin question in due course, perhaps soon. The chronology
will give you a brief outline of the past pending a full briefing.

Faith{ully yours,

JSp DEAN RUSK

Snelosure:

Chronology,

EEHRINITIA L.,




1949
Hay &

YVay 12

June 20

Septaiber 21

October T
October 1D

1950

Jarmmary 27 -
Pebrvary 1

October L

11572, 50
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BFERLIN CHRONQLOGT : D '
SINCE THE IND OF THE BERLIN FLOCKADE
UN Security Council Representativos of the US, UK, France - -

and USSR issued a communique indicating agcaqent by thelr -
povernments to remove by Fay 1R restrictions on cormunication, _
transport and trada between Berlin and the two zones of . ;
Cermany, &nd to hold a Council of Forelpgn Mintsters meeling . c
to discuss EBerlin,

The PBerlin bleckade ended,

The 5ixth Session of the Council of Forelign Hinisters, . ‘:_ .
meebing In Paris to consider Germany oend Berling dssued ST

a commmnlove agreeing to "malntain® the ‘New Yoirk Agrec-

ment of Yay b, 1949" and to hold consuliaticns for the

prpese, L.a., of mitigating the effucts of the divigion L
of Gemany and Berldn; notably respecting trade, coonomie - - o 07
and financlal relations, travel ... eto, B

The Federal Republle of Germany officiaily cane into being
with the entey into force of ihe Occupation Statute and the
Charter of the A11ded High Commission,

Tne German Domocratic Republle, with Berlin zs its capital,
wag officially proclaimed,

Is

The Sovict ¥ilitary Administration transferred adninistrative
functiong to the Tmst CGerman Govermment,

The Fast German Covermment announced that Western traffic - 7 \_
into or through the Seviet Zorne or Soviet Sector would need - ::‘.j'
pernits from Fast CGemmany (Jaiuwary 27). Supervision of Fast~ |
Wost boundaries In Cermany was transferred by the Soviets to - T
East Germany (February 1), e 2T

The Constitution of Land Berlin entered into effect In Wesy ,= N
Beriin. R
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};5151 ) ' S
October B The Allled Cormandonts dn Berlts sorecd m
ereuy “the Eezrlin House of ILC;]_’—L.‘)LHLL-i e ::‘,‘1.“‘
over & Federal law by menns of s Yantelpescts {cover
1aw) ﬂﬁﬂﬂb&%ﬂsihat{helﬂUL ons of the Foderal Low
arc valid In Berldn®, This, to;ther wiih the “Thirvd
Transfer Iav? of Jermoyy 9, 1992, vhich do Tinad the poe
gitlon of Perlin in the systen o Tederal Pintnse 2de
ministration, have been koy elencnts dn the Lognl’ re
Iaticenship of Zerlin and the Felirel .T_r,* H)LO, CTeT

W

122

Yoy 21 Folloving the slpnature in Tonm of the Controctunl Ajreoce
rments belvcen tha Vestorn Poucr: end the Tederal Bepublic, )
and concurrently with the slpnetire of the Duopein Defonsa |
Comirvinity Trcaly in Paris, the Yoce Vostern Torcelpn ' |
Hiristers issued o deelaration Troluding the fellou 'tn S

reference Yo FPerling

nThe mecurdidy and vielfare of E‘cr_*'l.in -nl ha 1’""{1"-3 .
tenence of the pocition of the <ree povers 'Lh:_‘e,nr
regerdod by tho threc povers os el o’lr"wnts of
the peace of the freo vordd in <e _pur,fmt Furant
siteation,  Jlecordinply, thoy w11l ma dntodin '*;;:{,E Toroen’
witldn the Lorritory of Torlin c3 long os thiris o
bilities rogvire it. They therfore #T05m :
treat any atteck apoinst Berlin Som ony quirtor s onocbine
upon their ferces and themselvord, o

1953

Jupne 16 = 17 iioting took pince in Inst Dorifs and in the Doviet 7ong
npainst the Commanlat rogime, LRI e de AT

1955

lay § The October 185) Paris Aprewicsiz cntr"rc:"\ ir\‘o:) J.Ol'CE‘j. L.he
Gexmon Federal Republie Thus bewime a ':‘.’_»v(_. il grn eo Lm i nd
19 I‘.tf;nb._,r of ‘\'AL‘D. i - o B

In Berlin, the Throe Powvers ipes
vhich is the present bosic for I
Geneang and the occupying authe: 14

ENEa "




1958 cont'd.s

’ Yovenber 27

Deocember 7

December 1

Decomber 16

f ' December 31

In notes to the U5, UK, France and the Federal Republio
of Germany, the USSR stated 1t regarded as null and void
the September 12, 194} and related agreements on the -
oceupation of Berlin (the agreements also concerred

the rest of Cermany but were still significant. only .
with respect to Berline)  From these agressents procesded
Allled access and other rights in Berlin, - The votes -
sugpested a "free city” status for Vest Borling and '
statod the USSR vould maintain the current sccoss pro-
cedures for six months to allow tine for negotiating

a8 new status, If the period ws not used for that
purpose, the USSR would nepotdate with Fast Gormamy |

the trancfer to the latier of the functions ttemporarily®
performed Ly the Sovicts under the aprecnents relerred o,

These notes touched off the nherlin crisish, which in
one degree or another hag centioued since then,

fleotions for the Berlin 10{)’15"1;1{70_00 gave the Sociﬂlist
Party (8PD) 52,5 percent and the Christian Dormocratic B
Unton (CW) 37.6 percent. NWo other party recelved the
{ive percent repudred to be yepresented in the lepig-
lature. (The Commminist SED received 1.9 percent.)  The

o

regulting povernment was an SPP-CHJ coalitien,

The Fercipn Hinisters of the US, UK znd France,; sftcr
dipcussing the Loz H.fx cuestlon in Paris, sla (, they
found the Soviet Hovenber 27 rogudintion of 1tg obldf-
pations unaccepts ‘o]e, -

ihe WATO Councily in & declaration on Berling asuoclaied
itself with the December 1l Tripartite Statement. 13 ¢
also declared, i.a3., that NHATO mesber states conld not -
approve a JDerlin solution which Jeopardized the right -
of the three western povers to resain In Beridn 2o long
as thelr respornsibilities required i%, or which did not

assure free access to the city, - . S

LA T L

.oel

The US, UX and France replied o the s'o'vie't Hévm}jer“?f?

note, stating they wuld continvwe Yo hold the USSR re~ 7
sponsible for carrying out 143 obligations in Borline: -. -
They stated, hovever, & willingness to dlscuss Pexlin -

in the cortext of the Geivan problem as a vhole, U !ouffh
not vnder coercion of threats or nlidmata,

BV iTT
BONEL T TLAL
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Jamary 10 In a note to the U3, proposing a peace conference on E :’1 Cle

Germany,; the USSR rejected the #1141 ed suggestion that . .
Berlin be discussed in the context of the German problem, ' 7

Febrvary 16 The US proposed to the USSR a four-pover Foreign
I‘iinisters Con.ferencg on all aspects of Gemany o
April The USSR protested the flight atove 10,000 feet of am - - = e

Anerican military aircraft in the corridor to Berlin, IR TS

April 13 The US rejected the Soviet April l protest, stating 3% @7 27~ .7
Arecogniaed 0o }jmitation on the altilude of such flig)hta,, FNE e

Kay 11— Following further nots exbhanges, the Foreign lfﬁnistera'_-,"- , DRI
June 20} i conference proposed by the US on February 16 was held . :
at Geneva, The Western Powers advanced the Western - =7 . :
July 13- Peace Plan for the achievement in phases of German re- - i
August 5 unification and a Baropean sccurity arrengement. After . > , 3
' two weeks of inconclusive discusslon of the all-Cepnan - 71-W %77
question, the Allies apgreed to discuss Perlin out of oo :
the context of the German problem,  The Allies and SR
the USSR each advanced propoeals for an interin po- PR :
Intlon of the Berlin problem, esch propesal being re— . JE.
Jected by the oihcr sides : ) _" .
. : . - . -
September 26-27 In dmcussions at Camp David, Xhrushchey and I resident 3 e f
Elsephower agreed that nepotietions would be reopened . ok
on Derlin, the former glving assurancea that the Sovie’c.s LR
wuld in Lhe meamiile take no unilateral action and . - DA
the Fresident agrecing the negotiations would not be ¢ LR

indefinitely prolonged, . .‘~-”_,1‘.."
December 19-21 Vestern Beads of Covernment (US, UK, France and, in 7 EVON
part, Germany) met in Parls to discuss matters re- = ° :
lating to an Fast-Vest sumit conference, §
: PR
Ci oy
: - |
e
r %



Yay b

¥ay 16

Kay 20

August 29

Septenber 8

September 1L

September 13

(s

The NATO Council issued a statement reaffiyming ita
December 16, 1958 declaration on Berlin,:

The abortive Four Power Surmit Meetdng took place in Parie,

Spcaking 4n Berlin on the breakdown of the sumit ne-
potiantions, Khrusholev stated that the swmit conference
wuld have to be postponed six to eight months, untdl
after the US clections, V¥ith the postponaaent of the
conference; he implisdly postponed eny critical USSR
action apgainst the VWest In Berlin for that period.

The Tast German Govermment ammpunced the instituticen on
fnpust 31 of a specilal filve-day restriction on the entry
into Fast Perlin by residents of the Federal Republic and
threatened to harass trazvel to West Derlin by VWest Gormsnsg
attending meetings of en expellee gyoup and & group repree-
senting relatives of war prisoncrs.

The Fast German Govermment decreed that citizens of the
Federal Republic required permits issued by Fast Germany
to enter East Berlin, :

This was the most Important of a rnmber of actlons since
the Suruedt meeting designed to extend Insi German de lacto
control over West Perlin end concentrating in this respect
on relations belween the Federal Republde and Vest Berlin
rather than en the Allded position in that city, which had
in the past been the focuz of haresument,

The U5, UK and France, &g rcectaliation for the Last Gerivn
September 8 decree, suspended issuznce of Temporary Travel
Docunents, required Ly Fast Germans traveling to VWestern
countries which do not recogniuze the Gensan Democratic
Republic, After September 2L, TTDs were issued only to
certaln limited catcpories of travelers,

st Gemmany anncunced it would no longer accept West German
pasgports Munlawfully issued? to West Berliners for travel

to bleoc countriesj it would enter the visa on'a special sheetb
to be attached to the ldentity card issued by VWest Derlin,
(Polish and Czech representatives in West Berlin made similar
announcerents two days later, as did the USSR on Septenber 28),

1Ay,
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MEETINGS OF CHIEFS OF STATE AND HEADS OF GOVERNMENT
PARIS, MAY, 1960

v

U.S. DELEGATION TRANSIATION OF FRENGH TRANSIATION
OF RUSSIAN TEAT HANDED TO FRENCH BY SOVIET AMBASSADOR
IN PARIS ON MAY 9, 1960

PROFOSALS OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT

The Soviet Govermment favors proceeding immediately to the signature
of a peace treaty with the two German states. However, since such a
golution of the problem raises objections on the part of the Western Powers,
the Soviet Govermment, which as always strives to achisve concerted action
on the German question. among. the four principal members of the anti-Hitler
coalition, 1is prepared meamwhile to agree to an interim solution, This
interim solution would. consist of the signature of a temporary (proviscire)
agreement on West Berlin, suited to prepare conditions for the ultimate
transfomation of West Berlin intc a free vity and the adoption of measures
leading to the preparation of the future psace settlement. In this con-
nection the Soviet Govermment proposes the following:

1+ To conclude a temporary agreement for two years relating to West
Berlin, The agreement wonld.include approximately the same list of questions
as those which had already been discussed in 1959 by the Foreign Ministers at
Geneva and, without bringing any radical change to the actual status of West
Berlin, would, however, open the way to the elaboration of a new and agreed
status for the city corresponding to peacetime conditions,

The temporary agreement should envisage the reduction of the
effective strength of the forces of the Three Powers in West Berlin, which
reduction could take place progressively in several stages. It would like-
wise be suitable to.put in writing the intention expressed by the Three
Powers not. to.place in West Berlin anmy king of rmuclear weapons or missile
installations, .

: The agreement should moreover include a commitment to take measures
to prohibit the use. of the territory of West Berlin as a base for subversive
activity and of hostile propaganda directed against other states., Measures
concerning the prohibition of subversive activities and of hostile propaganda
with respect to West Berlin might likewise be envisaged under an appropria.te
form,

In the
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In the accord account would zlso be faken of the declarations of
the Soviet Union and of the GDR concerning the maintenance of the com-
munications of West Berlin with the cutside world in the form in which they
exist at present for the dwation of the temporary agreement.

The engagements concerning the GDR could in that event take a
form which would not signify diplomatic recognition of the GDR by the
Western Powers who would be parties to the agreement.

To supervise the fulfillment of the obligations flowing from the
temporary agreement regarding agreed measures in West Berlin; and to take,
in case of necessity; measures assuring the fulfillment of the agreement
reached, a committee could be set up composed of representatives of the
French Republic, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States
of America.,

2. At the same time that they conclude an agreement on Wegj Berlin,
the Four Powers will make a declaration inviting the two German 2%§$es to
take advantage of the interim period fixed by the agreement in order te
attempt to arrive at a common point of view on the German guestion. Contact
could be established between the two German states by means of the creation
of an all-German committee or under some other form acceptable to them.

In formulating these proposals, the Soviet Union proceeds from
the thought that; if the German states refuse to engage in conversation with
one another, or if, at the expiration of the tempcrary agreement, it becomes
clearly evident that they are not able to come to an understanding, the Four
Powers will sign a peace treaty with the two German states or with one of
them, as they would judge it desirable. Of course, if the GDR and the GFR
succeed in reaching an agreement, there will be no obstacle to the conclusion
of a single peace treaty for all of Germany. Moreover, measures will be
taken in order to transform West Berlin intc a free city. As far as the
statute of the free city of West Berlin is concerned, the USSR would prefer
to elaborate this in common with France, the United Kingdom and the United
States.

In proposing the transformation of West Berlin into a free city
the Soviet Union does not in any way wish to damage the interests of the
Western Powers, to change the present mode of life in West Berlin or to
attempt to integrate this city within the GDR. The Soviet proposal derives

from the




~3EGRET-

Prrare e

-« 3=

from the existing situation and tends to normalize the atmosphere in West
Berlin while taking account of the interests of all parties. The creation
of a free city would not damage the economic and financial relations of
West Berlin with other states, including the GFR. The free city would be
egble to establish as it pleases its external, political, economic, com-
mercial, scientific and cultural relations with all states and international
organizations, Completely free relations with the external world would be
assured to it.

The population of West Berlin would receive sure guarantees of
‘the defense of its interests, with the Governments of the Soviet Union, of
the United States, of France and of the United Kingdom assuming the rsquired
obligations in order to guarantee the precise executicn of the cog%%&}ons of
agreement on the free city. The Soviet Union states that it also ravors
participation of the United Nations in the guarantses given to the free city,
It goes without sgying that, in the event of the reunification of Germany,
the mainmtenance of the special situation of the free city of West Berlin
would no longer have any basis.



Annex 1T

FOSSIBLE ALL-GERMAN CONTEXT FOR BERLIN SOLUTION

Enhancing Status of GDR

l. Ones of the Soviet objectives in applying preggars on Berlin
geems to be to enhance the .status of the GDR so as toé%?te towards

ds facto dealings. by the West, although not necessarily recognition, as
part of a process of freezing the status quo in Central Europe. The
memorandum which the British gave us in the fall of 1959 proposed, for
example, sweetening the July 28 Geneva proposals by permitting all-
German talks under the cover of a Four~Fowar Group.

2. A second possible kind of sweetening would involve changes in
the Western Peace Plan. Ambassador Thompson in Moscow has suggested an
extension of the time pericd in that plan to seven years to prove to the
Soviets that there would not be a showdown by free elections for an ex-~
tended period, while the Mixed German Committee provided for in the Peace
Plan presumably would be in operation.

3. During his recent visit to Washington, Governing Mayor Brandt
intimated that a possibility might be to zgree with the Soviets that
after a gpecified period of years, perhaps ten or twenty with preference
for the former, the Germans would at the end of such a period themselves
work out their own reunification. In the meantime nothing would be done te
increase tension and the danger of conflict over Germany. This, in effect,
would appear to be a tacit but not legal recognition of the divigion of
Germany. There would be a target date, however, as to when reunification
might be brought about. Brandt seemed sware that such an approach would
involve a considerable degree of de facto recognition of the East German
regime but also seemed to feel thal The situation could be handled in such
a way as not to legalize the division,

i These various approaches are being further studied with a view
to arriving at specific language and some judgment as to their possible
usefulness in meeting the Berlin crisis as it may develop in 1961.

European Security Arrangements

5. Other proposals have stressed that Western initiatives relating
to security arrangements in Eurcpe might provide such "sweetening".

Ambassador“Thompson

-~
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Ambassador Thompson has suggested that United States troop reductions in
Germany, and particularly limitations on West German armament; might
constitute a sufficiently fresh arrroach to the German question to attract
Ehrushchev encugh to get him to p.....pone action on West BEFin at least
while it was being explored. The idea of compensatory United States and
Soviet troop withdrawals from Germamy has been periodically revived as a
possible basis for a settlement. In the past such proposals have always
floundered in the face of strong opposition both within the United States
Govermmesnt and among our NATO Allies, pariicularly the Germans. It is
worth further study whether, in this pericd of repeatedly advancing
technologies and developing NATO weapons policy, there is ay real scope
for flexibility in this area; but even assuming an American declslon to
support one of these possibilities, the difficulties of achieving prior
agreement among the Western Allies should not be underestimated; since it
would inevitably, in the minds of the Europeans, be linked to a funda-
mental change in United Staies strategy for Europe.

Oder-Neisse Line

6, Anocther suggestion is that the West might offer acceptance of
the Oder-Neisse Line in exchange for a Berlin corridor, or for some other
acceptable arrangement. on Berlin, Apart from the difficulty of geiting the
Federal Republic to agree. to.a proposal of this kind {(which would be con~
siderable ), it seems doubtful that any such arrangement would be negotisble
with the Soviets. Their objective is stabilization of the satellite bloc,
not at the Oder-Neisse Line, but at the present boundary between the GIR
and the Federal Hepublic. The GDR has already accepted the Oder-Neisse Line,
and certainly in the short run there would appear to be little to gain frem
the Soviet point of view in a Western remunciation of any claims beyond the
Oder-Neisse.. . The Soviets presumably fear long~term German irrsdentism,
contimiing German dynamism, They would hardly be likely to feel that dan-
ger from this source would be removed by a commitment in 1961 that the
Oder-Neisse Line was final, any more than present German protestations that
any sventual settlement of the border issue wonld be a psaceful one are
likely to be convincing to the Soviets. Whether a remunciaticn of claims
beyond the Oder-Neisse might be 2 useful element in a more comprehensive
all-German package, if cne could be devised, is another matter,

Acceptance of Peace Treaty Qualified by Bolz-Zorin Type of Arrangement

7. Assuming the Soviet commitment to the signing of a peace treaty
with the GIR to be an important one for them, we might take the line with

them
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them privately that we cannot, of course, stop the Soviets physically

from proceeding with the signing of 2 pesce treaty with the GDR, .although
we could not approve or underwrite a treaty confirming the division of
Germany, and would have to oppose it publicly. On the other hand, we
could! point out that a major practicable interest to us would be the
effect which such a peace treaty would have on our position in Berlin.
Provided that arrangements similar to those under the Bolz-Zorin exchange
of letters were still continued in effect, the signing of the peace treaty
need not necessarily precipitaie z crisis involving our position in Berlin.
We on our paert could try to make the nacessary adjustment. It is diffi-
cult to see how this essential retention of the status quo would have much
appeal to the Soviets unless they consider themselves so far over-extended
on Berlin that they would welcome a face-paving formula as notitoi cover for a
significant retreat, The Report of the Fowr-Powsr Working Group on Germany
including Berlin submitted on February 10, 1961, on "Planning to Deal With
a Separate Peace Ireaty Between the Soviet Union and German Democratic
Republic" dicd not discuss this possibility, which would admittedly involve
a considerable change of emphasis by the West. In any event, it seems un-
likely that the Soviets would consider this any real solution from their
point of view at an early stage of the confrontation on Berlin when they
would still be uncertain how much might be extracted from the West in
negotiations, However, it might have more appeal to them at the point of
second thoughts, assuming they were convinged of Western firmness and the
seriousness of the crisis into which the East and West were heading.

Discussion of Peace Treaty Principles

8. In preparing for the Gensva and Summit Conferences, the Western
Powers have considered the possibility, as a tactical matter, of expressing
willingness to.discuss the principles of a peace treaty with Germsny (pre-
sumably in a deputy or expert group) if it appeared at some point during
the conference that Western offer to discuss peace treaty principles might
tip the balance in favor of prevemting Soviet unilateral action ageinst the
Western position in Berlin. There are a number of objections to such
action, and the French and Germans, in particular, have expressed grave
reserves about the whole idea. In sny event; the possibility is still open
to consideration as a tactical expedient under certain circumstances.

Possible Package Proposal

9. The question remains whether any of the foregoing, or conceivable
variants thereof, thovgh insufficient alone, could not be combined into a

package
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package proposal which might achieve 2z satisfactory Berlin arrangement.

The Western Peace Plan put forward at the 1959 Geneva Conference was

such a package proposal; worked out quadripartitely with great care,
Ambassador Thompson has recently suggested combining his suggestion for

a2 seven-year time perlod in the Peace Plan with a British and United States
declargtion reassurlng the Soviets on the frontier question and an inferim

Berlin solution presumably along the lines of the Western interim preposals
at Geneva.

JO. While the existing Western Peace Plan might well be used as the
model for such a package, experience has shown that the process of arriving
at agreement with owr Allies on new formulations in the all-German area ls
both lengthy and laborious. This is, of course, no reason for not trying
if we believe the end result will comtribute to Western success in negotia-
‘tions with the SBoviets., On the other hand, it might argue for putting any
innovations forward in relatively simple form and other than as part of a
comprehensive staged plan.
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Annex III

DISCUSSION OF BERLIN IN ISOILATION

Interm Arrangement,

1. There is little indication that an interim arrangement of the
1959 Geneva Conference-type will be a feasible objective for the West,
although it seems likely thai, in any negotiations with the Soviets, the
subject of an interim arrangement will inevitably arise as a logical con-
sequence of the Geneva discussions. The Soviets will presumably put for-
ward something along the lines of their May 9, 1960 proposals, and the
Wegt will have to consider whether it would wish to start off with an offer
somewhat along the lines of the "improved" Western proposals for an interim®
arrangement agreed by the Four Western Foreign Ministers on May 1L, 1960,
These sets of proposals are obviously irreconcilable, but an abbreviated
Geneva-type exercise might be necessary until it became clearly evident
that there were no basis for a meeting of minds on any sort of interim
arrangement,

2, It should be noted; however, that Ambassador Thompson believes an
interim arrangement for Berlin should be an element in Western proposals :
‘which would also.include certain. all-German features (See Annex II, parz. 9).
Whether such an approach holds any promise will be largely determined by our
assessment of the desirability and practicabiliiy of advancing the all-
Geman proposals which he has in mind,

411-Berlin Proposal

3. At some point in negotiations the West might wish to consider
whether it would be expedient to put forward an all-Berlin proposal for
tactical and propaganda reasons. Such a proposal was developed quadripartitely
in preparing for the Summit Conference of last May, but there is little
reason to propose that it, or anything similar, would actually prove negoti-
able with the Soviets. The latter have repeatedly stressed that East Berlin
is the capital of the GDR. Their agreement to an all-Berlin proposal. of a
type which might be acceptable to the West would in effect constitute & re-
treat which would certainly, from the point of view of the GDR, be less
favorable than the gtatus quo.

Change of Status

Guaranteed City

L. The proposal for a "guaranteed city® represents perhaps the most
acdeptable arrangement on Berlin which can be.devised involving a change of -

Juridical
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Juridical basis far the Western presence in the city. In essence, it
involves agreement by the Four Powers to guarantee the security of
Western military and civil -access to West Berlin; with the Western Powers
agreeing simultaneously to suspend the exercise of their occupation rights
so long as the agreement was otherwise being observed., The West Berlin
authorities would be empowered to request that foreign troops up to a
stated ceiling be stationed in West Berlin and each Western Powsr would
agree to supply and maintzin any forces so requested. Full and unre- s
stricted access for these troops would be guarantesed. The ajreement

would be registered with the UN and a representative of the UN Secretary
General might observe its fulfillment.

5. While such a "guaranteed city" arrangement would obviously be
preferable to anything along the lines of the Soviet Free City proposal,
it involves many hazards. For example, its advocacy by the United States
at the present time would probably cause grave problems within the
Western Alliance, since it would be interpreted ss a sign of wealmess
and loss of determination to maintain our position in Berlin. This is,
of course, conjectural for; while President Eisenhower was generally
familiar with the proposal, it has never been discussed with our Allies,
Mach would depend on the circumstances, bub it seems unlikely that the
French or Gemans would find it acceptable and it could probably only be -
advanced within a political and psychological climate of considerably
greater detente between the East and West than now exists. However,
givént the division of Germany for an indefinite future, and with the
passage of time rendering the Western occupation of Berlin increasingly
anachronistic, a formula along these lines will presumsbly centinue to
‘have a certain appeal,

UN Trusteeship or Capital Seat

6., Another type of arrangement for Berlin which has been suggested
involving a change of juridical status would be the creation of a UN
Trusteeship, or alternatively, the transfer of UN Headquarters to Berlin,
A variant of the latter would make Berlin the first World City, capital
seat of the UN, owned and governed by that body after the anslogy of the
District of Columbia in the United States.

7. The observations made above with respect to the Y"guaranteed city" -
proposal would seem equally applicable to such UN ™solutions", which carry
the additional handicap of extinguishing completely any Four-FPower responsi-
bility for the City. Moreover, it seems unlikely that the Soviets would
ever gsccept such a function for the UN,

1 8, VariOus.
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8. Various possibilities for a lesser UN role in Berlin have
been suggested in connection with other possible approaches which would
maintain the basic Four-Power responsibility. These should be con-
sidered on their merits, although the French have in the past reacted
almost pathologically to any suggestion that the UN might make some
useful countribution to a Berlin solution,

9. While the possibilities discussed in paras. L-8 involving a
change of status for Berlin should be further studied, we must realistis-
tically assume that, for the reasons indicated; they are likely to have
little relsvance to the next round of discussions with the Soviets.

Accommodation to De Facte Situation

Solution C ﬁk*

10. During the course of negotiations the Western Allles may well
be faced with the necessity of accepting some sort of accommodation to
the de facto situation which execubtion of the Soviet threat would create.
It might, however, be possible to work out some sort of arrangement which
would tacitly concede that the Soviets can, whenever they wish, turn over
their controls to the GDR, while conceding also that we intend to hang on
to the essentials of our position in Berlin. A number of variants are
possible, but the most refined approach of this kind is that known as
Solution C of the April 1959 London Working Group Report (a summary of
this proposal is attached), The quadripartite tactics paper prepared
for the Summit provided that, if an impasse had been reached at the
conference and it seemed that the Soviets would proceed to take unilateral
action purporting to end their responsibilities in the access field, the
Western Powers might wish to consider making a proposal involving a
series of interlocking but.unilateral declarations on Berlin access aimed
at achieving a freezing of existing procedures, with ultimate Soviet
regpongibility being maintained, although implémentation might be by the
East German authorities. This Solution C has survived as an ingenious
way of dealing with a situation which may in fact arise whatever the
Western Powers may want or do., It is possible to vary its complexity
and specific content (for example, by adding similar unilateral declara-
tions on propaganda activity and by introducing a UN role), but the
access problem remains its focal point,

1i. OCrne aspsct
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11, One aspect of Sclution C; which was devised primarily for use
in negotiations with the Soviets;, is that its basic approach could con-
‘ceivably be applied to a gsituation in which such formal negotiations
do not take place or, if they do and have failed, to a subsequent stage
of developments, In any event, from a purely tactical point of view,
it would seem unwise to open amy negotiation with the Soviets by putting
forward Solution C. If used at all; it would seem most effective as a
fallback position after a process of elimination of other possibilities
has taken place, Despite the relatively unsatisfactory situation which
this would create measured by a standsrd of absolute perfection; some-
thing of this. kind may be the best we can hope to end up with.

Tacit Temporary Freeze

12, Although this seemed like a possible approach in 1960, it
may no longer have as much relevance if the Soviets are determined to
resolve the Berlin question in 1961, The precise modalities of such a
freeze would depend on cilrcumstances, but the essential thought was that,
since nelther standing on our Geneva position, nor discussing German
unity and disarmament, nor proposing an immediate change of stajus in
Berlin seemed very promising means ofproducing an sgreement and Of fore-
stalling unllateral action by the Soviets, a further holding action would
be preferable. This would have had as objective freezing the situation in
Berlin until after the German elections in September 1961.

13. Under one variant it was suggested that such a holding action
might consist of a tacit agreement to put Berlin on ice for eighteen
months or so by setting up a Four-Power Working Group to consider means
of reducing frictions in Berlin and to report back at the expiration of
the indication time periocd., If the Soviets wished some more explicit
agreement for the interim period, it was suggested that we could also
propose concomitant unilateral declarations by both sides along the lines
of Solution C, without mentioning troop reducticons or attempting to com-
clude the kind of formal and comprehensive agresment which would have to
deal with the "rights" issue,

1. In this case the assumption might be that, in the event the
Working Group were unable to arrive at agreement; the perlod of eighteen
months would be extended indefinitely, with the Solution C procedures
continuing to prevail. 4 tacit understanding on both sides would, of
course, be necessary that this was the best way to deal with an

otherwise
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otherwise irresolvable situnation. One disadvantage of the use of
Solution C in such a context would be its identification with the
temporary period to a point where its use as basis of a more lasting
de factc arrangement might be nullified.

Delaying Action Without Specific Substantive Arrangement

15, As a palliative for anticipated failure to reach any agreement
in the next round of negotiations, we might sinply try to reach agree-
ment on scme machinery to continue a negotiating procedure, for example,
at the level of the Foreign Ministers or Deputy Foreign Ministers, with-
oul pressing for a more formal kind of interim arrangement, This was
essentially the preferred Western position at the abortive Sumit,
Whether it has any relevance to the situation in 1961 is doubtful; in
any event the Western Powers would obviously have to be prepared to deal
with a Soviet refusal to delay indefinitely on Berlin in the sbsence of
‘any progress towards agreement,

Mitigating Effects of Separate Peace Treaty

16. Given a failure to find any basis for agreement on Berlin in
the next round of talks, it might be possible to achieve some sort of
tacit understanding with the Soviets so that the claimed effects of their
signing a separate peace treaty with the GIR would be mitigated to the
extent of preserving the essentials of the Western position in Berlin
without an explicit new agreement, and thus avoid a major crisis or blow
to Western prestige. This might be a variant of the approach indicated
in para. 5, Annex II above, or might involve some of the elements of
Solution C, probably, although not necessarily, without their being em-
bodied in any formal declarations. Under the latter, we would end up
with the peace trealy signed; GIR officials at the access check-points,
and access procedures fixed, but also with a Soviet acceptance of their
ultimate responsibility. Such an arrangement could subject the Western
- Powers to strong erosive pressures to deal with the GDR,; but might under
certain circumstances be preferable to an absolute breakdown of negotia-
tions, unqualified signature of a peace treaty between the Soviets and the
GDR; and the execution of our contingency plans.

Attachment:
Solution WOV,
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SOLUTION "Cht: TONICN WORKING GROUP REFORT

1. Solution "C" was devised to cover a situation in which the Soviets
were attempting to give up all their responsibilities regarding Western
access to Berlin, Under thelr contingency plans, the Occupying Powers

are prepared to consider the possibility of a solution in which the
Soviets would expressly authorize GDR personnel to function as Soviet
agents in performing Soviet functions with relation to the access of the
Three Powers to Berlin, Solution "C" assumes that the Soviets are not
prepared explicitly to nominate the East German authorities as their agents.
In effect it is an attempt to consider what would be the sbsolute minimum
Soviet commitment with regard to access which the West would, in the last
resort, be prepared to accept. Solution “C" may be summarized as follows:

2. The Western Powers would inform the Soviets and subsequently make a
formal declaration to the effect thats

a. they congider that they have absolute and ungualified rightas,
until Berlin is once more the capital of a reunified Germamny,
and that these rights include the right to have thair troops
remain in West Berlin and to have freedom of communications
maintained between West Berlin and the Federal Republic in
the same general conditions as hitherto;

b.  they continue to hold the Soviet Government responsible for the
fulfillment of its obligations to the Three Powers in relation
to their presence in Berlin and freedom of access thereto.

3. The Western Powers would then state that they would be prepared to

take cognizance of a declaration of the Soviet Government guaranteeing

that free and unrestricted access to West Berlin by land, by water, and by
air would be maintained for all persons, goods and communications, inclnding
those of Western forces stationed in Berlin, in accord with the procedures
in effect in April, 1959 and would not. object if the East German authorities
made a parallel statement to the same effect. The Western Powers would make
it clear that the access procedures could thersafter be carried out by
German persommel. (As a less satisfactory altemative, the Western Powers
would be prepared to accept a Soviet declaration associating the Soviet
Government with an East German declaration in accordance with the terms set
forth above, previously made either to the Soviet Government or "to whom it
may concern".)
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L. The Western Powers would state that all disputes which might arise
with respect to the above-mentioned declarations would be raised and
settled between the four governments. / If the Soviet Government refused
to accept this the Western Powers shoul#®$ay that, in order to have some
check on the activities of the East German suthorities; the Four Powers
should request the Secretary General of the Unlted Nations to provide a
representative, supported by adequate staff, to be established in both
West and East Berlin, and at the access check-points, for the purpose of
reporting to the Four Powers concerning any activities which appeared to
be in conflict with the above-mentioned declarations./

5. The above are the only essential elements of Solution "C!, Tentative
language for the declarations involved has been considered by the Working
Group and texts could be produced at short notice once the principles had
been agreed,

6. Z—In connection with Solution "CM, it would be possible to introduce

certain elements along the lines of the Geneva propesal of July 28, e.g.,

undertakings regarding force limitations and abstentlon from Yquestionable
activities" on a reciprocal basis, Bubt these are not essential elements of
Solution WG,/




Annex IV

- BERLIN CONTINGEMCY PLANNING

L

Following the Scoviet threats of November 1558, a Tripartite Planning
Group was established in Washington to coordinate planning by the three
Embassies at Borm, General Norstadis Tripartite Staff ("Live Cak"™), and
the headguarters at Berlin for. the various contingencies imvolved in a
withdrawal by the Soviet Union frow its functions with respect to Allied
access to Berlin., The Germans have been acquainted with most aspects of
this planning, '

11

Although Soviet intentions are not clear,; it is considered unlikely
that Khrushchev will, in the immediate future, take any action beyond per-
haps preliminary steps looking toward the eventual conclusion of a "separate
peace treaty®. However, should the Soviets withdraw, or appear likely to
withdraw, from their access functionsg A1lied planning contemplates the
follnwing measures,

"1, Prior to Soviet Action

(d) Preparatory Military Measures

Certain quiet; precantionary, and preparatory military measures,
of a kind which would not cause public. alarm but would be detectable by
Soviet intelligence, were taken following the Soviet threat of November
1958 to demonstrate our determination to maintain freedom of access. Plans
exist for additional measures of this sori, such as increased alert; prepa-
ration for unit deployments or dispersal, and preparation for evacuation of
selected noncombatants. in Germany and Berlin, The Governments will in due
course have to decide which of these or other measures of this type should
e daken and at whal polints.,

(b) United Nations Action

It has been sgreed.in principle. that, if Soviet unilateral action
to withdraw from access functions were clearly imminent, it would be de-
sirable to attempt to forestall this through a United Nations Security
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Council resolution calling on the ¥our Powers not to violate existing
agreements regarding Berlin, to negotiate their differences, and to report
the results of these negotiations to the Security Council,

2. At Time of, or After, Soviet Action

(¢) DNotice to Soviet Government and Public Statement

Drafts have been prepared for notes to the Soviet Government and a
public statement (which would not only explain to world opinion but alsc put
the "GDR" on notice) re~emphasizing Soviet responsibility under agreements
concerning Berlin, explaining our legal interpretation of the Soviet action,
and serving notice as to the procedures which we would follow in mainbaining
our access after the Soviet withdrawal (as in /d_/ and [ e_/ below),

(d) Surface Access Procedures

After a Soviet withdrawal, every effort would be made to continue |
normal traffic, but the Three Powers would put into effect new procedures |
for the purpose of identifying Allied movements as being entitled to unre- |
gtricted access to Berlin., The procedures involve handing over to the East |
‘German personnel at. each check-point a copy of the Alljed travel order, but

not accepting the stamping of a travel order as a condition of passage. J

Practical preparations for instituting the new procedures have been completed,

(e) Air Access Procedures

Every effort would be made to maintain unrestricted air access
after a Soviet withdrawal from the Berlin Air Safety Cemter; and the Center
would continue to operate on a tripartite basis, For safety considerations,
£flight infeormation would be broadcast by radio and communicated by telsphone
and teletype directly to the Bussians and to the East German air traffic
control authorities.

sy

If the foregoing measures have been taken, and the East Germans refuse
to accept the surface access procedures mentioned or attempt to block air

basis but w1thout commltment as to the necessity or the timing of their im-
plememtation,”

1. leasures




1. Measures to Maintain Air Access

(a) Plans exist for maintaining civil air services under flight
safety conditions not usually considered normal,

(b) Plans exist for a “garrison airlift" to transport by air the

personnel and equipment of the Allied forces which cannot move by surface
routes.

(¢) Plans exist for the movement of civilian passengers by military
aircraft when ¢ivil airlines are no longer prepared to operate,

(d) Plans have been developed %o cope with physical interference
with air access.

2, Probe of Soviet Intentions

There are three alternate plans for a probe along the Autobahn to
determine whether the Soviets would use, or permit the use of, force to
prevent. passage. Decisions would have to be made regarding the timing of
the probe and which of the three detalled plans would be accepted,

3, More Elaborate Military Measures

The military commanders have plans for more elaborate military measures
“including measures which, while they might not succeed in reopening access
in the fack of Soviet determination, could nonetheless "take the initiative
regarding ground access from the Soviets, provide circumstances in which
negobiations with the Soviets might. prove fruitful; and compel the Soviets
to face the urmistakable imminence of general war". Decisions regarding the
implementation of such plans, choices of possible. courses; and timing of
actions would have to be btaken by the Govermments in the light of eircum-
stances as they develop.

v
There are under active consideration at this time plans for indirect
countermeasures. such as. economlc measures, msasures against Soviet aviation,
and a naval-blockade in order te increase. pressure on the Soviet Union and
the "GPRM" in the event Allied access is forcibly obstructed.
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The planning discussed abovgf relates only to the possibility of in-
terference with Allied access. Mxtensive stockpiles exist in Berlin, and
there are plans for a Quadripartite Berlin Airlift in the event of a total
Soviet-"GDR" blockade of land access routes. In order to be in a better
position to cope with gradual harassment of civil (i.e., German) access,

planming for other countermeasures--primarily economic--is underway with
the Germans and other members of MATO,
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THE WHITE HOUSE ¢t
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WASHINGTON

January 30, 1961

MEMORANDUM TO THE FRESIDENT

' Subject: Policies previously approved in NSC which need review

A

1, The most urgent need is for a rewew of basic nﬂhtary policy.
What is our view of the kind of strateglc force we need, the kinds
, of limited-war forces, the kind of defense for the continental U, S.,
’ . and the strategy of NATO? "What should be your thinking about the
great decisions, at crisis rmoments, on levels of U, S. military
* . action? The urgency of these matliers arises from existing papers
which in the view of nearly all your civilian advisers place a debat-
able emphasis (1) on strategic as against limited-war forces,
(2) on "strike-first,' oh "counter-force" strategic planning, as
against a "deterrent'" or "second-strike" posture, and (3} on deci-
sions-in-advance, as against decisions in the light of all the circum-
" "stances, These three forces in combination have created a situation
( today In which a subordinate cormmander faced with a substantial
. Russian military action could start the thermonuclear holocaust on
1 his own initiative if he could not reach you {oy failure of communica-
“ tion at either end of the linej. There are good arguments for the
decisions which led to this situation, but there are arguments on the
other side, and it seems absolutely essential that you satisfy your-
'self, as President, on these basic matters. Moreover, a review
' of this sort should include at all stages the relevant political gues-
tiong, and if should 'g‘o along the whole spectrum {rom thermonuclear
weapong systems to guerrilla action and political infiltration. Our
current troubles in Laos and other places seem to arise at least in
part from too narrow and conventional thinking about "military"
as opposed to '"political' problems,

2. Our fjrst problem is to decide how to get these matiers studied

out so that you personally can inzke the necessary decisions in the

Iight of your own assessment of the complex issues involved., In the.
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" After a few preliminary ramarkn by the .Chaiman of the uMilitary
Committee, General Norstad made a rather general statement on the S
mobile ;force concept and invxted quenhons from the Committae. 5y

f L In response to 8- questiorx on’ whather & Hmite  n AT war was. el
possible, General Norstad replied that this was very unlikely since the '

area wag too critical. In fact;'in Gemeral Norstad's v:lew. limited .
nuclear war is & contradiction in terms. There could, howevar, )

to géneral war. Such an’ employmant of weapons might even prevent .
expansion by demonstrating allied determination, ” However, if there
were a substantial exchange. then in Oeneral Norsud's view, general

war would result. SR
3 , " In response to 2 question as to whéther the mob'ﬂe— -f'uic'ia units -
13 would continue to be stationed in their present areas u.ntil they are .
| ' deployed Generai Norstad anuwered aifirmatively. e SR

| ‘_ In reBponse to & question on whether SACEUR could move these :

. forces without approval of the government's concerned, SACEUR answered

2 DU that, except for certaln aly defense forcas, he had no mxthority to command
o until the General Alert, However, since he felt the responaa of the govern-
ments would be immedia.te, ha was not concamed with this limitation, - .

o _ In responsa to a question on how. SAQEQB, would go to war, Gene'.ral'
! Norstad said ke would just call the maximum nu.mher of govammentn '
a.nd then appearx before the Council, R T g R

In response to & question on whether the mobile force 'could be
used in a situation outside the NATO area, say in l.ebanon, ‘General
Norstad sald that they could not be so employed as NATO forces, but
that elements might be used as national units,

L

General Norstad then raised the questio:i of control of nuclear
weapons and gave a fairly detailed report on his meeting with the
Council on this subject.

In response to a2 question as to whether the Council needed some
military advice to help them define the problem, General Norstad
answered in the affirmtive and Air Chief Marshal Mills said that the
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nuclear weapons pracisely and selectively without causing an axpanaion e




présent concept and strategy, General Noxstad said that he’ readily
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Military Committee was already commxtted to help in this regard
General Norstad interposed to emphasize that before mihtary advice
would be useful, the Council must first consxder the problem_and
decide on their own reapcmsibilities. - : ¥ '

In response to a question on the level of operatiOn _which would
require the use of nuclear weapons, General Norstad noted that the -

SHAPE warx games did not set a precise pcint at which nuclear weapons '

‘must be used. He added that we must be able to deter incidents by.

having a graduated capability covering the fall range ‘of thraats from: .
minor incursion to a situation approach:lng generai war. o However. the

first step is to get. our present forces modernized and “ﬂp to anuﬂ "o

Aitar that, we can worry about more iorces. o

@ In responsa to another question, 'General Norstad emphasized
that Allied Command Europe would use whatever force is necessary,
but that we add to the credibility of the deterrent by having a substantial
conventional capability. Token forces wculd simply invite piecemeal
a.ttacka and gradual exosion.

In responae to another' questiénrbﬁ whether Europe could be
defended without nuclear weapons as proposed by B, Liddell Haxrt,
General Norstad said that he was the one who had the reaponsibility,

and that in his view, nuclear weapans are neceuary for such a defense.'

ln rasponm {0.a question on whethsr he waa' satisfied 'with the .

admitted that MC 14/2 was perhaps out of date in parts, and that .
certain passages could probably be improved, however, these cha.nges
are not really necessary. Above all, we should notcast doubt on the -
validity of fundamental documents without hawingy something better to
replace them with, . particularly since the basic guidance and general
philosophy are still sound. We must know what we want and be .

assured that we can get approval of a new document. If the question is
raised at this time, we might end up with nothing. ‘ .
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March 6, 1961 ¢y

MEMORANDUM FOR McG{ and WWR

-, SUBJECT: DNotes for Tuesday Planning Luncheon

(1) China. While my preliminary researches reveal no
easy solutions yet, (you don't expect any in four days, I hope),
they confirm that we are not approaching the China problem with
anything like the requisite sense of urgency!

While State has been working on membership, Off-
shores, etc. for some time, there i1s no stab yet at an oversll
review. Therefore, perhaps using Chalmers Roberts'! article as

/' ,an opener, why not prod them?

‘ Maybe we ocught to use some gimmick to get the neces-

. sary zip behind this project. We have discussed seeing if Mr.
Bowles would take on the account. This might avoid the otherwise
thorny problem of whether to wait until Alexis Johnson's return.
One advantage of a task force (as I mentioned at Iunch) would be
to get people argulng with each other. My candidates would be
Bowles, Johnson, Nitze or Bundy, WWR and myself, and Amory and
Cooper from CIA. Bohlen also useful. Staffers could come from
State and maybe CIA. Alternatively, sell Mr. Bowles himself the
Job, with staff support from Ed Rice in S/P and perhaps loan of
‘Chet Cooper.

But if we don't get started pronto, we'll just be
dragged into a piecemeal revision of China policy under the pres-
sure of events. We may end up the same place anyway bub let's
do it wittingly. In the past we've never looked at this problem
primarily from the viewpoint of our broad strategic concept®rather
than the traditional starting polnt of how best to preserve Free
China (important as this may be).

{2) Why not prod DOD on Koreen status-of-forces agreement?

This is one of those thorny little problems that poison relations ,
if allowed to drag out too long but that, if taken care of expeditiously,
can buy us much re more difficult issues. Obviously, our military
have greater freedom if not so tied down, but hard to beat Fremier
Chang's argument that since fighting has been over for nearly eight
years, why continue to demsnd speciasl treatment on the grounds that
a "state of war" still exists. We're going to have plenty of trouble

. in Korea {(one of the great open drains on US aid), so why ot close
out a minor annoyance promptly with good grace? The military in-
variably are much too sticky on these problems.
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MEMORANDUM FOR McGB/WWR . 2. March 6, 1961

_ (3) Mr. Acheson, and some of my friends in State, are
concerned at how Messrs. Gavin and Finletter are hot for nuclesr

"+ aid to De Gaulle. Mr. A. will almost certainly recommend agsinst

this; indeed, he seems co0l on even a NATO multilateral deterrent.
We must be careful that our senior pecople don't go off in all
directions on this issue; ergo, once the President has decided,
some form of central discipline will have to be enforced. In the
meantime, it might be better to caution all concermed about any
premature expression of views.

(4) Both Mr. Dulles, when I said goodbye to him, and
Bob Amory have some feeling that we ought to retain at least a
minimum "institutionalization” of NSC procedures. Both like the

studied informelitly now current, but say it Will be easier to

keep track of matters and make sure they are followed through If
we have a little more in the way of agendas, minutes, etc. More-
over, the NSC exists by statute, so from a purely public relations
standpoint, 1t might be well to have more White House meetings
labelled as NSC sessions, simply so that no Congressmen could
claim the NSC not being used. You maey want to gently probe the
Planning Group to see whether similar sentiments exist.

G,

R. W. XOMER

T




.. MEMORARDUM FOR THE FRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Your Meeiing with ¥r. Acheson on March Tih

Mr, Achesan requested this interim sesslon chiefly
to axplore vhethar the issues he thinks are lmportant arve in
lina with your thinking, or vhether you have some other thoughts
whish he should take ints sccount.

From ny experience on hila taak force, his thinking

He ia alao far cooler than Messrs. Gavin end Finlatter
peem to be about helping out the French national program.

The RBowle Report {attached) calls for reinvigorabing
; BATO, particularly in the military field. 3Bowle argues that
i both exclusive NATO reliance on the 3AC "sword” for strategic
deterrence and the MG-T0 tastical nuclesr "shield" concept are
outdated by Soviet ascquisition of similar capebilities, Hence,
a vis'bla atmtag:r for the 19608 desands amu@ conventional

na'tian Eﬁtm politienl steering group to get common blg power
agreemant as sn altermative to Canllist “tripartisz”, a renewed
push tovard integration (he erguss that Britain muat sventually

"30in” Buropa or suffer a sharp decline in influence), aud a
bigzer program of aid to the undsrdeveloped, to be handled through
OECD. Recommend you scan ai lcast the Scmmary.

This would be a good opportunity %o get Mr. Acheson's
ideas on the all-important task of adequate follow-up t0 smke
sure that our new EATO policy la properly carried ouk. BHe could
play 8 key role hers too:

{a) It would be & resl prod o State 1f he could
come in for a day avery month or se, io be
briefed on vhat's being dons and then write a
brief note on any points needing further action,
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HEMORANDUM :
FOR THE PHESIDENT 2. Marah 6, 1961

{b) To xeep up momentum within ¥ATO, he i3 recom-

_ mending {as Dovie did) an Atlsmtic advigory
comalttee of elder statesmen; thelyr Pirst act
aould be to take our ney NATO proposals and give
then a push through HATQ. I believe Mr.Acheson
wenld agree to chalir it (8ir Oliver Franks,
Ambassudor Brosio, Jean Monnet sye other possibles).
Such & team of "wise men”, meeting pericdically,
could be mest helpful in putting prestize and steanm
tehind the revitnlization of HATO.

{¢} Along the smme lines, Mr. Acheson mey be willing to
go see Adensuer (he's been invited by Dowling);
also perbaps Meomillan to advisze latier that Britain
met facs up so "Joining” Furope. But he is vevry
cautious about privats oitizens mixing in pudlla
business, 5o you wight want %o encouregze him.

(&) You may wish to probe him on whether s chenge in
EACEUR might help to oreate a "new look". Socmeone
like CGeneral Teylor would emphasize the new accsntd
on non~puadlaar foroes. '

R. W. KOMER
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SECRET.
March 9, 1961

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, ACHESON

SURIECTy White House Meeting

1. There are two iesues regarding the 500 land-based MREM's which
may be worth mentloning in the discussion with the Presidentil

(a) What do we want to do about them? I take it the answer
here is clear: We don't want these missiles deployed in Burope because
of (i) the expense, (11} the political disadvantages of having 500 of
these things careening around European roads, (i1ii) the undesirability
of placing these strategic missiles {with mated warheads} in European
“hands,

nay be room for a certain amount of soft-talk, in order to explain our
position to the Buropeans in a way that will nd appear a direct repudiation
of SACEUR. But we will need to be clear as to the purposs of the soft- §
talk: It is to let the MRBM proposition down easily, not to leave the
proposition alive and as a tople for further inter-apgency haggling in

the US Government.

i
|
i
|
(b) What do we want to gay about them to NATO? Here there 1

It occurred to me that if you merely summarized what you would ’
propose that we say to the Europeans sbout this issue, the President ]
might misunderstand the purport of your remarks and think that you were 3
leaving the 1ssue open - rather than merely putting it to death as gently 5
as possible,

2. It may also be useful, in discussion with the President, to . "
distinguish the MREM issue from the proposed build-up of shotter range
tactical nuclear weapons (Honest Johns, Davy Crocketts, etc.) in Burope.
Most of this build-up is projected for the 1961-63 period, and it is now
absorbing most of our militery aid for Europe. If we mean to allocate :
more resources to the non-nuclear side, we will have to limit this build-
up in some fashion. This would mean leaving the tactical nuclear weapéns
now in Burope, and adding to them only when bhe cost of doing so was

minimal’,

This question of what to do about the planned build-up of shorter range
tactical nuclear weapons sometimes gets overshadowed by the MRBM lasus but,
from the standpoint of resources and reducing the risk of nuclear weapons
getting out of control, 1t is of critical importance.

3. The mweeting with the JCS 1s now set for Wednesday at 10:30.
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TO: Mr. Acheson

FROM: Mr: Albert Wohlstetter (&
SUBJECT: Wild Idea?

The idea I have in mind concerns matters like the focus of U, S,
power in Europe, civil-military relations, command channels from
the United States to its representatives in NATO and NATO organi-

zation. Personnel and personalities figure but are secondary.

1. The present control of U.S. power in Europe,

At present the most important American in Europe is a
military man. In good part SACEUR!s great power comes from the
fact that he is also CINCEUR. He controls the release of nuclear
weapons, is in possession of the information as to their use, and is
the key figure in developing strategy for Allied Command Europe.
Together with SACLANT and Channel Command, he is crucial in
elaborating the "requirements" that go to the military Standing Group
and are eventually is sue%j‘ o goals! by the Military Committee.
"Requirements” and ''goalsby SHAPE, as the Secretary-Generalls
international staff is painfully aware, are likely to have a major
effect not only on basic strategic objectives of NATO but are also
likely to imply large structural changes in European production and
to raise a great many ticklish political questions. Yet participation,.
by high civilian authority (American or Eurcpean) is, in general,
late, slight and limited mostly to sumuestions as feasibility. DBe~
cause SACEUR is the focus of American power in Europe, he over-
shadows the Secretary-General, Also, therefore, the American
Ambassador to NATQ,  And SHAPE dwarfs the North Atlantic Council,

For wartime such an arrangement may be appropriate-or
inevitable. For a long period of peace in which issues recur in in-
gseparable clusters of politics, economics and strategy, it is most
dubious.
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Za The idea, Py

The gist of the idea is to make the principal American
representative in Europe a civilian and to give his staff, rather than
a military organization, the primary responsibility for eyolution of
basic policy,

This could be done (1) by making an American political
man of first magnitude the Secretary-General, {2) by giving him two
hats just as we have given two hats to SACEUR-CINCEUR. Besides
his role as Secretary-General, he could represent the President of
the United States directly., Or, in military affairs, he could serve as
a deputy to the Secretary of Defense. He would then bg in the direct
lme of command for the release of nuclear weapons f5r NATO ofzwuix

Egmeope during a central war or during more limited action. He
would have access to the necessary information affecting the use of
nuclear weapons. He would need a small policy planning staff on
military matters. The sense of this organizational change is pre-
cisely to give the principal American civilian in Europe a positive
concern with basic strategic policy. This sort of change is very much
in line with the present trend of the Department of Defense under
Mr., McNamara. Moreover it is, I think,.sound. Finally, in his
position as Secretary-General the principal American representative
in Europe would find it natural to lead NATO in the solution of
political and economic as well as military problems.

3. - European reaction.

How would the Europeans regard such a change? My answer
to this is, of course, speculative. However, in recent times I have had
a good many conversations with Europeans which suggest to me that
they might like it very much. In fact, it was in conversations with
influential Europeans concerped with NATO that the need came up. for
making stronger the civilian side of NATQO, especially the American
civilian side, And the Europeans were the ones who brought it up.

The solution I propose is designed to fit a need they expressed. Parts
of the solution, too, were suggested by them. All of this naturally is
suggestive rather than conclusive. The European reaction could be
affected by some trimmings which I bave so far not mentioned,
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Given an American Secretary-General with the powers
described, SACEUR!s importance would be reduced somewhat in size.
His functions would be changed to emphasize detailed implementation
of broad policy rather than its basic initiation. It seems clear that
SACEUR should remain American for some time -- perhaps a year
and a half. After this, however, it should be possible to make a change.
With SACEUR reduced a little in size we could afford to consider a
European SACEUR. There are some intriguing possibilities here.

One of the more extreme, but perhaps the most fruitful, would be to
contemplate rotation of the job beginning with a French SACEUR.
There are clearly some problems here. None seemsto me insuperable
or as large as our present problems with the French. The stature of
-SACEUR and his actual importance would remain considerable enough
to increase French grandeur. Yet, this seems a much safer way to
increase French grandeur than to give them Polaris missiles to play
with.

4. New openings for Europeans.

5. Personnel

I have carefully avoided any discussion of personalities
so far. There are at least two things to be said in favor of the pro-
posal from this standpoint although I shall not elaborate on them.
{Both would favorably influence the Europeans) (1) Such an arrange-
ment might reduce some existing personnel frictions, .(2) Recruit-
ment among American political men of the first order should be
somewhat eased by the fact that the Secretary-General post itself
would now agsume a very great importance. I have some suggestions
but it,seems a good place to break off this memorandum,

Let me conclude by saying that, after contemplating
this idea for the last few weeks, I do not think it is wild. I believe
Paul Nitze, to whom I have talked, agrees:
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MEMORANDUM FOR MH, MoGEORQOE BUNDY
Special Aassiastant to the President for
Netional Security Affalire

SUBJECT: Berlin

I attach a paper on the PROBLEM OF BERLIN, together
with four annexes, prepared by the Department's Bureau
of Buropean Affairs. It dlacusses the varlous proposals
for a Berlin solution which have been sdvanced, or night
be advanced, In negotiations with the Sovliets and +l:zo

alao certain sspects of Western contingency planning,

A number of possaible approaches discussed 1n the
paper ares indicated as deserving further study., These
studies ere proceeding and will result in individual
pepers on such subjeets as the extension of the time
period in the Western Peacs Plan and ether all-German
approachas, possible Europsan securilty arrangements,
and UN solutions for Berlin. I willl advise you as
these atudlies are completed.

George €. McGhae

Attachnment?

Paper on "Problem of
Berlin" with four
ANNBXe8
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THE PROBL:M OF SEHNLIN

Summary Conclusions

1, However impelling the urge to find some new approach to the
Berlin.problem, the ineluctable facts of the situation strictly limit
the practical courses of action open to the West. The history of the
Berlin crisis since November 1958 gives little reason for thinking that
a lasting settlement can be devised which, under current circumstances,
will prove acceptable to both Bast and West.

2. A vital component of the Western position is the maintenance
of a credible deterrent against unilateral Soviet action. Without this
the full geocgraphic weaknesses of the Western position in Berlin will
have decisive weight in any negotiastion. Thought should be given to
the possibility of developing and strengthening deterrents other than
the pure threat of ultimate thermomiclear war.

3., While we should give further thought to the possibility of
providing some all-Germsn "sweetening" for continuing discussion of the
Berlin gquestion with the Soviets, this should be done in awareness of
the unlikelihood that any real step towards German reunification can be
achieved within the calculable future under c¢ircumstances acceptable to
the West, It also seems questionable that any ali=-German approach
acceptable to the West will alone suffice to provide the basis for even
a temporary solution to the Berlin problem,

L., In plamning, therefore, for further negotiations with the
Soviets, the Western Powers must prudently expect that they will once
again be forced to discuss the question of Berlin in isclation. While it
is unlikely that a satisfactory interim arrangement of the Geneva-type
can be achieved; it may be necessary to prove this by actual exchanges
during the course of a conference.

S. VWhile a proposal for a 'guaranteed city" of West Berlin is
probably the most acceptable arrangement which can be devised involving
a change of juridical basis for the Wesitern presence in the city and is
conceivably negotiable with the Soviets, its advocacy by ths United
States at the present time would probably cause grave problems within
the Western Alliance and be interpreted as a sign of weakness and loss
of determination on our part.

6. Under
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6, Under certain circumstances, the Western Powers might find
it desirable to aim abt a stabilization of existing access procedures but
allowing for an Bast German role along the lines of Solution C as
described below, or altematively they might find it necessary to con-
+template the execution of their contingency plans,

7. While the Wastern contingency plans as now developed constitute
a highly articulated system of related stages, we must reslistically ex-
pect the intrusion of unpredictable factors as well as possible efforts
by owr Allies, particularly the British, to reopen under crisis conditions
certain aspects of conbingency planning such as the documentation pro-
cedures to be followed by the Western Powers.

Political and Military Aspects of the Berlin Crisis

Basic Issues

8. The problem of Berlin is one of the gravest and most difficult
with which United States policy must cope. Both East and West are so
deeply committed to irreconcilsble positions, publicly and in terms of
basic policy, that the area of possible compromise seems rigidly limited,
‘Berlin's physical isclation and vulnerability sre ineluctable facts, and
the difficulties which arise from them will last, in one form or another,
auntil.the Soviets accept the reunification of Germany or the West gbandons
the city to Communist control.

9, Berlin's importance for the United States is largely intangible
but nonetheless undeniable, Since 1948 we have, by our own choice, made
‘Berlin the example and the symbol of our determination and ocur ability to
‘defend the free parts of the world against Communist aggression. We have
frequently reiterated owr "guarantee® that we shall treat any attack
against Berlin from any quarter as an attack upon our forces and upon
ourselves, We have.more recently given our commitment a more extended
though rather nebulous signiflicance, for example, using such langusge as
not abandoning the free people of Berlin or of not tolerating the uni-
lateral infringement of our rights. Ths United Kingdom and France have
joined us in the bagsic "Berlin guarantee" and the other NATO powers have
assoclated themselves with it, but it is universally regarded as being
meaningful only to the extent that the United States is committed.

ic. It is

Wasridst,



10, It is a commonplace that ovr abandonment of Berlin would be
taken ax an indication of our unreadiness to meet our defense commit-
ments and thus would have a shattering effect on NATO and our other
alliances, This may be an oversimplification, for one can conceive of
an American withdrawal under circumstances {for evample, the unwilling-
ness of the Germans or of our other Western Allies themselves to face a
general war for the maintenance of the Allied position) in which we
could save cur honor and which might even have a galvanizing effect on
NATO. The risks of a loss of Berlin, regardless of the circumstances,
carmot, however, be exaggerated.

11. The existing situation; while it has many obvious disadvantages,
represents a modus vivendi which the West can tolerate pending a solution
of the German question in its larger context. The status quo is viable
as long as the Western forces are present and retain freedom of access,
the Federal Republic of Germany continues its economic and moral support,
the Berliners! morale remains reasonably high, and Berlin commands the
attention and.the sympathies of world opinion. While the loss of any of
these four supports could bring a collapse, Commmist effarts to date
have not seriously weakened any of them,

12, Whether the existing situation is also a tolerable modus vivendl
for the Soviet Union is a moot question. There are two competing theories
as to Soviet objectives: (a) that they are using Berlin essentially as a
lever to achieve the wider purpose of obtaining recognition of the GIR
and consolidation of the satellite biloc; and (b) that West Berlin is a
primary objective in itself because its contimuance in its present form
is so harmful to the East that it must be eliminated. The truth probably
lies in some combination of the two, and the West must prudently base its
calculations on such an assessment. Berlin is indeed a useful lever with
which to attempt to gain broader objectives, whether it be the holding of
a Summit meeting, a greater measure of recognition for the GIR, or
stabilization of the gbatus quo in Eastern Europe. AL the same time, West
Berlin's role as a channel for the flow of refugees, as a center of Western
propaganda and intelligence activities, and as a show window which daily
and dramatically highlights the relative lack of success in the East, is
such that the Soviets may feel that they cannot tolerate it for the in-
definite futwre,

13, The essence of the Soviet position as it has developed since
November 1958 is that the time is overdue for a peace treaty to be signed

with the
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with the two German states, or if the Federal Republic refuses, with

the GIR alone; that the going into effect of a peace treaty with the GIR
will make that cowntry fully sovereign and thus in cowplete control of the
access routes over its territory to and from Berlin; that Berlin is on
the territory of the GDR and that the jeace treaty will accordingly termi-
nate the Four-Power occwpation status of the city; that as an act of grace
the GDR and the Soviet Union will join in permitting the establishment of
a "free city" of West Derlin;g and that, if the West insists, an "interim
arrangement” for West Berlin might be made for a specifically limited
period of time provided it terminates in the ending of the Western
occupation and the creation of a "free city" of West Berlin,

1. To this the Western Powers have responded by stressing the goal
of German reunification on the basis of self-determination and holding
that a real solution of the Berlin problem can be found only within this
context; emphasizing that a meaningful peace treaty can only be signed
with a reunited Germany; denying that a so-called peace treaty between
the Soviet Union and the GDR can terminate Western rights in Berlin and
on the access routes; contesting that Berlin is territory of the GDR;
expressing a willingness to discuss the Berlin question with the Soviets
but not under threat of ultimatum; emphasizing Soviet obligation to re~
frain from unilateral vioclation of the basic agreements on Berlin; and
stressing their intention to protect the freedom of the population of
West Berlin,

The Problem of Deterrents

15, No one will claim that West Berlin is defensible against direct
and massive Soviet and/or East German abtack. Such attack would, however,
become a casus belli under the Western. securilty guarantee. Despite
occasional alsrms and rumors of.Eastern build-up, few expect that, under
current circumstances, the Soviets will indulge in such clear aggression.

16. The more urgent question involves the credibility of the basic
deterrent which we can bring to bear to prevent the kinds of action which
the Soviets are more likely to take or to permit the GDR to take. This
question is raised directly by the terminal stages of Allied contingency
planning and cuts across the entire confrontation between East and West
over Berlin. (See Amnex IV for s summary description of our contingency
planning. )

17. Glven the

IR
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17. Given the exposed geographic situation of the ¢ity and its
tenuous lines of commnication, the fact is that, in the last snalysis,
owr position is maintained by the ultimate threst of thermonuclear war,
The military measures to reopen access contemplated under Western cons
tingency plans are intended "to taks the initiative regarding ground
access from the Soviels, provide circumstances in which negotiations
with the Soviets might prove fruitful, and compel the Soviebs to face
~the ummiztakable imminence of general war®, The problem is how can our
deterrent, as a refinement of the doctrine of massive retaliation, not
suffer from diminishing credibility, given the belief in a sc-called
thermonuclear balance of terror, continuing rapid change in weapons
technology and Soviet anticipation that world pressures would operate
againast sven the firmest resolve on our part to go all the way if neces-
an

18. In the LIVE CAK exercise under General Norstad it has proved
impossible to arrive at any agreement on reopening access beyond the
planning phass, Both the British and to some extent the French have pro-
ceaded on the agsumption that the use of force to reopen accegs will in~
evitably and quickly reach the point of no return, and that at an early
stage the Western Powers must contemplate taking all necesssry measures | |,
+to engage in global war. We have not committed owrselves on thls point, "! i
and we hers run into the many ambiguities which admittedly exist within }
the NATO framework as to how war starts and who has the authority to startj
it, including “the utilization of the United States strategic deterrent, | &
The question arises whether, at some point in this highly volatile situa-
tiongboth sides would not have to consider a preemptive first strike,
invelving all the usual considerations as to how this could be done with-
out precipitating similar action by the prospective enemy. Any resolution
of the situation short of all-out war which might sarise under ihese ex-
+treme conditions of confrontation has somewhat inelegantly been described

.—-88 & matter of "who would chicken-out first", Undsr theses assumptions,
—we may be faced with the hard decision e¢ithey to desist from efforts to
reopen access or to employ nuclear means, There is some evidence that
the Soviets question whether the United States would be willing to run
the risk of nuclear war in reacting to the kind of fait accompli which

their threats contemplate; i.e,, signing a peace trealty with the GIR

and tuming over control of access to GDR officizls., There is little in-
clination anywhere to question that the Soviets have the capacity, if
they wish to use it, to prevent our reopening access to Berlin by our use
of conventional force,

19, It may
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19, It may be asked what, under theses conditicns, really is de-
terring the Soviets from carrying out their threats., Certainly there
would be serious political consequences short of war which the Soviets
wish to avoid., There is also a continuing element of uncertainty sbout
how a crisis situation might develop in practice and whether in the last
analysis whet the Soviebs might consider purely rational considerations
will acbually determine the American decision for war or peace. Although
clarity regarding our imtentions is generally a virtue, it may be that
in the Berlin context such uncertainty adds to the initial deterrent to
Soviet action which might set off a possibly disasirous chain of
causation, though at a later stage it may add to the over-all danger of
miscaleulation.

20, A vital preliminary to any further negotiation with the Soviets
on Berlin must be a reaffirmation by the United States, together with its
Allies, in the most convincing way possible, of vur dstermlnation not to
collapse in the face of Soviet pressure, a reaffirmation of the very
serious danger which Soviet unilateral action would create, To heighten
the seriousness of our approach; we should consider whether Soviet in-
terest in eventual achievement of an agreement on disarmament, and in
other subjects where both the Soviets and we may have somewhat similar
objectives, would help in creating a proper. psychological framework for
discussion of the Berlin question. It is fair to assume, for example,
that the Sovieis do not wish to see the United States mobilize ita re-
sources behind a greatly enhanced defense program of the type which
accompamied the war in Korea, when we quadruplsd our defense expenditures.
A warning, therefore, that. comtimation of the Soviet threat to Berlin
will inevitably brirg the kind .of massive mobilizationdf American re-
sources for defense of which Khrushchev knows we are capable, but which
neither we nor he basically desire, might add to our deterrent, The
exact timing and lsvel of such an approach teo the Soviets should ac-
cordingly be considered along with the more specific aspects of a possible
modus vivendi on Berlin,

21. In this connection, it might be worth considering whether quiet
use of diplomatic channels prior to the building up of Soviet pressure
Tor a formal conference on Berlin would not be desirable. With the consent
of our Allies, we could in.frank, confidential discussions with the Soviets
stress the points indicated in the preceding paragraph. As a tactical
variant, the American spokesman might also take the line that the so-called

Berlin
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Berlin crisis is essentially a synthetic cne. b aew i,08, Adeinistration
does not see thalt the existing sibuation in beriin crgstss any real probe
lems, nor have the Soviets made clezr why the chuymes wilch they claim are
necessary would make any contribution to tha easing of tensions. T the
Soviets have specific problems with respeci to Berlia, they are fres to
discuss them with us, but we cannct accept the kina of ultimatwn which
threatens unilateral action purportiog to el cur vighis based on svlemn
agreement. Under such threat, we would have wo oholes tul to tuake appro-
priate action to protect our interests,

22, lwven while the major deterrent remaing eifeuiive, however, it
is particulariy difficult to best back each minor encroactment on Western
rights, Tripartite consideration lias been given to & wider rangs of non-
military countermeasures for use on a contingency basis, bat these plans
are still being considered by the respective govermmeuts., Control of
trade between East and West Germary has preved an effective weapon for
the West, but we must expect some dindmution in this capacity since the
East Germans are sseking alternative gources of supply. HMoreuver; it is
only prudent to assume that none of these countermeasurss will be
sufficient to deter the Soviets once they have taken the basic political
decision to precipitate a orisis over Berlin,

A Pogition for Possible Four-Powsr Negotiabions

General Considsrations

23, Any assessment of possibilities in FourePower negotistions on
Berlin must necessarily involve some appraisal of Soviet intentions. It
must also be conditioned to some extent by the repotisting history of the
gquestion since the present crisis broke in Hovewber 1958 and by our knowl-
edge of what our German, French and British Allies ares willing to accept,
On the Wastern side the preparation of our position for negotiations with
the Soviets has been, and must necessarily contince i be, esseutially a
Pour-Power responsibility,

2k. There is no reason to believe that the Sovisiy are not in deadly
earnest about Berlin, whatever the reasons which have impelled them to
postpone their so frequently threziened widlstersl action, We must prudently
assume that, at some point in time and in the hsence of sgresment with the
other three ocoupying powers, the Soviets will fesl it necessary to move
ahead with their amnounced intention of signing o peace treaty with the
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GIR and of abandoning their responsibilities with respect to the Wegt.
If this is so, there will be no easy way oub of the Barlin erisis;
gimmicks and purely optical illusions are unlikely to suffice., On the
other hand, we may also assume that the Sovists do not wish to snguage
in all-cut nuclear war, or, if they can avoid it, 1o have a major crisis
with a world-wide war scare,

25, Since the present Berlin crisis broke in Hovesber 1958 the
United States Government has considered a preat nuwbsr of theoretical
solutions to the Berlin problem. Some of these have bzen discussed with
our Allles. (The paper attached 25 Annex I attempts brisfly to sumearize
the development of the crisis since November 1958, )

Berlin Solution Within All-German Lontext

26. 1If Berlin is at least partislly = Jevsy which the Soviets are
using to obtain other objectives of more basie importaase to them, one
might suppose that, if the West could maks some propossl whish promised
movement towards the achievement of at least gome of these other objectives,
the Soviets might be willing to ease their pressure on Berlin,

27, Our traditional position has, of scourse, been that the only real
solution to the Berlin problem must come within the coentext of Germman re-
unification, yet it is doubtful whether anything can be done at the present
time which will really contribute much in & practical sense to the process
of achieving German reunification. A grest deal of thought and quadri-
partite diplomatic effort went. into the formnlstion of the Western Peace
Plan as pub forward at the 1959 Geneva Conference, and it seems unlikely
that anything could be added to it which would make it a negotiable basis
for e general settlement within which the Berlin quastion would assume its
proper position., All the available evidence points to sn overwhelming
Soviet disinterestedness in German reunification except on terms unaccept-
able to the West. On this realistic assumption the problem then bolls
down to whether the West could accept some form of all=German camouflage
which might sufficiently serve Soviet interasts to obtain from them in ex-
change a satisfactory Berlin arrangement. Although the possibilities in
this area are worth further exploration to see whether they are compatible
with basic United States interests; there wouwld be little point in going
through the travail of trying to get Allied acceptance of any of them un~
less we are persuaded.that they might be negotdable with the Sovieis.
(Annex II contains a discussion of various pogsible. all-German proposals.)

Digcussion of




Discugsion of Berlin in Isolation

28, We must prudently assume that, at a fairly sarly point in
negotiations with the Soviets, the West may be confronted, as at the
Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers in 1959, by the necessity of
abandoning discussion of the all-German question and moving on to the
problem of Berlin in isolation. An important aspsct of the Western
position at thls point will be the agreed tactical handling of the fur-
ther discussion with the Soviets, just as in preparing for the 1960
Summit meeting the agreed Western tactics paper in many respects em~
bodied the wmost important elements of the Western position. In
evaluating the various theoretical solutions to the Berlin position which
it is possible to devise, the basic alternatives to the West bLoil down o
four essemtial types:

8 Some sort of Ilnterim arrangement of the kind proposed by
the Western Powers at the 1959 Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers;

b, The all-Berlin approach;

G, Some permanent change of status for West Berlin intended
to survive until reunification;

d, Some face-saving formula either freezing the situation or
permitting the Soviets to proceed with their intention of turning over
control of access to the GIR but preserving the essentials of the Western
position with respect to freedom of access.

29. A discussion of these four possible approaches and variants
thereof is contained in Annex III, leading to the conclusion that the
most likely development would be that the Western Powers will find it de~-
sirable tc aim at an arrangement falling within the fourth category in
paragraph 27.

Contingency Plans

"30. In arriving at decisions at a conference, the Western Powers
mist, of course, take into consideration the implications of their con-
tingency plans in the event of a complete breakdown of negotistions and
the execution of the announced Soviet. inmtention to sign a peace treaty
with the GDR and to hand over control of access to GIR officials. The

na jor
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major focus of these plans; given the physical situation of Beriin, has
been increased Soviet or GDR interference with freedom of movement between
Berlin and the West. (See Ammex IV for Summary.)

31. Partly at least due to United States initiative, the three
Occupying Powers have been sble to carry through a thorough review, and s
considerable extension, of planning ‘o deal with harassment of access.
Plans for the earlier stages of a crisis are now reasonably complste but
a further development of planning to cover the later stages will be more
difficult. The governments concerned; particularly the British, are re-
luctant to commit themselves to rigid courses of action on a purely
hypothetical basis and thus to deprive themselves of freedom to exploit
any opportunity for new diplomatic approaches which might present them-
selves as the situation develops. (In this connsction, it may be noted
“that the most advanced plans proposed by the United States for the restora-
tion of access contemplate, at the most, achieving this objective through
compelling the Soviets to resume peaceful negotiation on Berlin.) With
"respect to planning regarding Germman access, there exists the additional
complication that the GIR has long exercised effective comtrol over such
aceess.,.

l 32, The ultimate success of Berlin contingency planning 1s prob-
lematic, for none of the measwres contemplated can change the basic
sltuation. From one point of view, the assumption of Western contingency
plamning is that the situation may deteriorate through various stages,
for which plans have been outlined, until the Soviets are faced with the
imminence of general war. The hope is, of course, that the situation
will actually stabilize at an early and still acceptable stage. There

are a number of critical points where the Communists might postpone or
refrain from further action against Berlin, thus retarding or arresting
the development of the situation and giving the Western Powers at least

a temporary respite. From the Western point of view obviously, the
earlier the break-off point is reachsd; the better,

33, Apart from these possible sticking points, a realistic evalua~
tion will allow for intrusion of the unforeseen and the unpredictable. In
a highly volatile situvation where each side hopes, and may be prepared to
gamble, that the other does not believe Berlin to be worth a war, the
dangers of miscalculation are obvious, as is the possibility of pressures
beyond those gensrated by formal working out of the plan, Undsr con~
ditions of imminent threat of war it seems unlikely that the rest of the
world will stand idly by and permit the gituation to further dsteriorate.
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: the crisis becomes graver, one might expzct pressures from public
inion and from other governments to have the UN seize responsibilit:
om the Four Powers and to obtain acceptance of a peaceful "setileme:
' the Berlin question, whatever the political cost to the, West,

3is Be that as it may, the Western Powers have no prudent alter:
ve but to gttempt, as far as this is possible; to perfect their
ntingency plans within the inner logic of the formal system basical
reed by govermments. Within this formal system, however, there ob-
ously are a number of areas of probable difficulty where present
reement on a formula cannot hide the fact that, under crisis condit:
@ interpretation and the objectives of the Western Allies may diffe:
mewhat. Thus, for example, the British have never bsen enthusiastic
out the "peel-off" procedure presently contemplated as a means of
lentifying official Allied travelers on the Autobahn and railway line
thout accepting formal processing by GDR officials. The British hope
at the Soviets can be persuaded explicitly -to accept the agency co
pt, which we likewise would be willing to consfapr and it is likel:
at they would a186 be prepared to 1&% Egst German officials at the
eck-points carry out essentially theLsame procedures as those now

gcuted by Soviet officials, We may reasonably expect that, should ti
age of contingency planning be reached, the British will make every
fort to ensure that our insistence gn the "peel-off" procedure does
t become the point at whlch.Allmed.?ovement to and from Berlin come:

a halt, There are several other subsequent points at which differe)
ong the Allies may be expected. to. ménlfest themselves,

éjfa‘é %
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Annex T

The Berlin Crisis Since Novenber 1958

The Development of the Crisis

1, The Berlin crisis has gone through four broad phases:

a., Following upon the Soviet note of November 27, 1958, there
was an initial period of mutual restatement of position and exchanges of
notes leading up to the Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers which began .
on May 11, 1959, This was a periocd of intensive diplomatic activity among
the Western Powers during which they drew up the Western Peace Plan and
made considerable progress in their contingency plamming.

b, The period of the Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers
(May-August 1959) during the course of which the West agreed to discuss
Berlin ouiside the context of German reunification and advanced proposals
(rejected by the Soviets) for an "interim arrangement" on Berlin. The
Soviets in turn made unacceptable proposals for an "interim arrangement'.

c. The period between the Camp David talks and the collapse of
the Paris Summit Meeting in May 1960. This likewlse was a. period of in-
tensive diplomstic gctivity and many preparatory meetings,

d. The post-Summit period of relative diplomatic quiescence and
of further Sovieb postponement of threatened unilateral action pending the
insuguration of a new American administration. GDR harassment of German
civilian access . provoked Western countermeasures which, in turn, led to GDR
concessions; and by the end of 1960 the situation in and about Berlin had
returned to as near normal as it ever gets.

2, - It is reasonable to assume that, in November of 1958, the Soviets
expected a combination of threat, presgsure, and offer to negotiate to lead
1o a collapse of Western determination and acceptance of something along
the lines of thelr free city proposal. Their subgequent postponement of
what they claimed to be inevitable, their willingness to wait until some
further negotiation or some other event had occurred, may be attributed to
Soviet doubt that they.could take their threatemed unilateral action with=-
out precipitating & major crisis involving the risk of war. On the Western
side,. a.major problem.throughout this period has accordingly been to main-
tain,tha eredibility . not . .only of the guarantee against outright attack,but
of the stated determination to. defend Western rights in Berlih, ultimately
at. the grave risk of thermomclear war. It is a moot point whether the

credibility
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oredibility of the Western poaition has declindd during the past two years
in the Iight of comparative advances in weapons technology and related
developments. There have been some disturbing signs of Soviet reluctance
o believe that the West; given its divisiomsand its internal strains,
would really prove firm in a showdown. However this may be, an element of
doubt has presumably persisted up to now sufficient to have deterred the
Soviets from unilateral action,

3, Considered purely as a holding operation, Western efforts since
November 1958 have been fairly successful., Nothing essential has changed
in Berlin; the city continues to prosper economically; and the morale of
the Berliners, despite. some ups and downs , continues to be good. Moreover,
since the initial Khrushchev threat, more than 350,000 refugees have come
from East Germany to the West, the great majority through Berlin -- a fur-
then demographic drain which an already underpopulated GDR could ill afford.

The Western Approach in 1958=1960

Lo From the outset, the Four Western Powers principally concerned
have differed to some extent both in their appraisal of the situation and
thelr estimate of desirsble policy. These differences have never developed
to the poimt of open disagreement (except in press lesks), and a fine show
of Western unity was maintained at the Geneva Conference and the abortive
- Summit. However, the variations in approach which have emerged during the
preparatory work for conferences presiumably remain s constant factor. The
British have been most willing to compromise in order to achieve a solution;
‘but after the unfavorable reception given to their “slippery slope" memoran-
dum of late 1958 (which in.effect advocated trading.recognition of the GDR
for.a Berlin. settlement),. they have been reticent to expose their basic
thinking. The French and Germans, on the other hand, have been consistently
negative in opposing the introduction of any elements of flexibility into
“the. Wegtern. position, either on Germany as a whole or on Berlin in particular.
The United States has shown itself more willing at least to consider possible
‘new approaches provided they seemed compatible with basic Western interests,
and has had to provide much of the initiative needed to organize the work
during the preparatory phases prior to the Geneva and Suwmit Conferences,

5. In developing the Western position on Germany and Berlin, the
Four Powers have passed through phases somewhat enalogous to the four noted
above, During the initial phase prior to the Geneva Conference of Foreign
Ministers, the West still operated essentially on the asswmption that dis-
cussion of the Berlin problem should be kept within the context of the all-
German gquestion, Within the State Department various new idesas were

- gconsidered
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congidered for incorporation into = “estern paclkage proposal to replace

the Eden Plan of the 1955 Geneva Confervence, After mooths of discussions
within a series of Four-Power Gorking Group sessions in Washington, Paris,
and London, some of these ideas survived in the Western Peace FPlan pub
forward at Geneva on May 1L, 1959. It is highly questiionable whether even
a more forthcoming version of the Peacs Flan {still consistent with basie
Western interests) would have ryoved at all negotiable with the Soviets;
although tiie Western package would have been more appsaling as propaganda.
At any rate after a few weeks of inconclusive discussivn of the German
question at Geneva; with the Soviets emphasizing the necessity of a peace
treaty and all-German talks and the West extolling the merits of the

Peace Plan;, the conference moved on to the subject of Berlin proper for a
wearigome and protracted period., Degpite the coancern which they caused the
Germans and the Berliners, the Western proposals for an interim arrangement
on Berlin might have provided a satisfactory modus vivendi for a period of
some years. However, it became clear at Geneva that the soviet concept of
an interim arrangement differed too basically from that of the West to
make agreemsnt possible.

6. At the subsequent Camp David talks, the only agreement reached
on Berlin was that negotiations would be reopencd with a view to achieving
a solution in accordance with the interests of all concerned and in the
interest of the maintenance of peace. Khrushchev gave assurances that, in
the meantime; the Soviets would take no unilateral action and President
Eisenhower agreed that these negotiations would not be indefinitely pro-
longed. After an involved preparatory process, the preferred Western
objective on Berlin for the Summit emerged as an agreement for a standstill
for a period of time during which an attempt might be made at a lower level
to achlieve progress towards a more formal agreement. The basic Western
position paper did, however, allow for the possibility that the Western
Powers might have. to discuss an arrangement along the lines of their
Geneva proposals of July.28, preferably with certain improvements. It
also left open. the possibility, under certain circumstances, of reviving
the old Scolution C. of the London Working Group of April 1959. Since the
collapse of the Swmmit, the Western emphasis has been largely on refinement
of contingency planning (particularly in the countermessures field), and
there has been little further discussion of the substance of the position
which the Western Powers might take into futwre negotiations with the
.Soviets on Berlin. Prior to any such negotiations; the Western Powers will
presumably have to go through the usual quadripartite preparatory throes.

7. Prior to the collapse of the Swmit in Paris, the Soviets gave
President de Gaulle the text of certain new proposals on Berlin (attached).
While couched in apparently reasonable language, these were, in some

respects,
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rogpects, even leass satisfactory than their final proposals at Gereva in
1959, and were clearly designed to lead to the ultimate goal of a Free
City of West Berlin via an interim arrangement during the course of which
the Western Powers would be allowed to bow out of their present position
in Berlin, Khrushchev has on several occasions since intimated that
these would be the gpening Soviel proposals at the next meeting on the
subject,

Attachment:

Proposals of the Soviet Govermment.
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Dear Dean:

Ihave just finished reading the final
version of your paper on North Atlantic Problems
for the Future. It is truly a remarkable work
and one that I believe should have great influence
for the good in our future policy development.

The section on military problems is
naturally of particular interest to me and I am in
entire accord with your recommendations. Indeed,

I shall do all that I can toward the end that our
planning here in the Pentagon conforms to your views.

Al Wohlstetter has told me of your con-
cern, which I share, regarding some aspects of the
current role played by SACEUR. There should be
ways, I think, of providing greater opportunity for
U. 5. civilian leadership in formulating and carrying
out NATO planning.

Sincerely,

Honorable Dean (G. Acheson
Covington & Burling

15th & H Streets, N. W.
Washington, D. C.
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Dear Hosi

Your generous mote of approval of my paper has
warmed my heart and bolgiered my confidence that we
are on the right frack. Thank you wvery muach for
writing it. With your backing In the Pentagon, the
suggestions in the paper could go fav.

A1 Wohlstetter is drafting a memorandum on U.S.
eivilian lesdership in NATO which should be finished
today and on which I should 1ike very much to have
your advice.

Sincerely,

Dean Acheson

The Honorable
Roswell (dlpatxic,
The Deputy Secretary of Dafense,
Waghington, D. C.
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:Khrushchev completely at the Moscow discussions. Ulbricht has been the -
"one Communist deader publicly to accuse the Albanians of supporting

‘Moscow is necessary) the most amclous of all the satellite leaders to R
- plwase the Russians, but also that he wished to make ‘amends for- h13<past S

,??é, /

" ence, indicated in East Berlin that he did not intend. to, accentuate the

'“}ebrobably undertake something, it probably will
be offered to Ulbrlcht (and to Mao) 'to maneuver in such a. way as\to‘

Lo, sars, pATE

Lﬂ-r&

hei The Sino Soviet: Dlspute and the Berlin Situation.

Lo ."S‘
There ‘are important differences between interests of the Soviet

.\‘ .
- "and the Fast German regifies on the Berlin situation., Moscow, although

wanting and probably intending £o intensify the situation at some time -

in order to attempt to force gradual Western oncessions, would proba- "

‘bly give greater emphasis.in this context (as otherwise)to: avéid;ngéserious

risks of general or local war than would the East German regime.  Ulbricht = .

s Stalinist by tradition and nature, and the weakness of his regime - -/ ~~

naturally inclines him toward repressive measures at home and toward major

efforts to improve his prestige and position through extremist policies

on the Berlin and German questions., There is considerable evidende that .

in 1959 and early 1960 the Chinese encouraged the East Germans in their

desire for a stronger line on the Berlin question than the Soviets were & -

willing to  take. The Sino-Soviet controversy not yet Having burst into

the open, Ulbricht probably thought he could afford at least to flirt )

with Peking. Aside from covert material, there were at that time suf-

ficlent common propaganda themes on that questlon in the Fast German and

Chinese press (as compared to the Russian)-to make 1t seenm likely that =~

this was the case. ‘
When, however, the Sino—Sov1et dispute burst 1nto the open, in the .,

spring of 1960, Moscow rapidly compelled the Fast Germans to give up. any

indication of support or” sympathy for the Chinese; since June 1960 such

references have disappeared from the East German press., ~From what evi- .. v

dence is available we can deduce that Ulbricht (1ike- the Czechs) supported

sectarianism'(i.e., the Chinese) at the Moscow meetings.  This probably
indicates not only that he'is as always (when lining up for or against .

flirtation with Peking, A1l this happened after, (to Ulbricht's great ™
“&hagrih)y;, Khrushchev, subsequent to the failure of the summit confer~fwt

crlsis for the present. . - . w g "_ S

Should the Berlin crisis accentuate, (andS 31nce the 90viets will
opportunlty will again’

the West.. It seems unlikely, however, that ‘the Russians. will take
serious risks of general ‘(or even of local--interstate--war)- over‘Berlin
it seems certain that they will take less than Ulbrlcht (and Mho)*thi?k




The prebably incre351ng1y serious* Albanian crlsis further polarizes
ast European;satellites. The | Bélgrade report (New York Times, March .
19,:1961) that the East. Germans and. the Cze¢hs have requested the Russians.
to send a. circular Tetter to the satellite gartles requesting: their views .~
““on"what to do about albania is anothér indication of how completely f-n I
1bricht 4is now an instrument of” Seviet policy. o .

3
. -

.

s Nevertheless, a Berlln crieis per se might well, by intensifying L

‘ general international tension, at least initially draw the Soviets and S \

*" " the: Chinegse closer together, since the Chinese (like the East.Germans and .
_ ‘Albanians) .would welcome any inten51ficatlon. However, wer'e the West to = .
! maintain @ firm posxtion, the crisis will probably eventually ‘accentuate - .

‘their differences; s:ane the SQVletS w‘ill dlverge again in poliey from -

Peking and Tirana., . . . . ‘ ot

{ . N . . . as

; fli Conclusion- Tn addition to all the basic reasons for the United C. :
. | ‘States continuing:its policy of no concessions to the Russians on Berlin, . .
© _ | the Sino-Soviet dispute offers- -one other: a completely firm U.S. position
" 'f{ ‘would in the long Tun be more rather than less likely to increase’Sino- - . - ™
:Soviet differences on this issue. Tt would also increase Ulbricht's dis-
content at relative Soviet moderation;' and might even, within the context .
. aqf any general decrease-in Sino-Soviet tension {such-as a Berlin crisis .
mlght initially ‘bring), tempt hlm once again to seek’ some support elsewhere

than in Moscow. oo , . L.
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one of major matters under consideration. Acheson sald he believes U.S. prepmméfw
to consider assigning large part its POLARIS submarine fleet European defense.

Further impertant gquestion being considered 1s how NATO Govts deci&e on when

. ngclear weapons should be uged., VSolutions include: (1) QT$ Fifteen fingers

on trigger UNQTE with its obvious pitfalls; (2) possibility of smaller group;

(3) rules or guidelines for given situations, i.e., nuclear weapons to be

employed in cgse_Soyiet_ngg;ear axtack“pr mgssive qu?et.qonygptiogg;.aﬁpgcx.‘_
Tis 1s kind of question being considered by U.S. Govt now, along with question
of where nuclear weapons should be placed on priority scale, In view resource
limitaﬁiqps?wgppga;s cleap'sgme sqxt“of priorit;gg mgst b§<d§qidad upon.

~ Grewe st:esged QTE inf;exibility UNQTE German build;ﬁp and diffigulty
converting f;og dugl purpose to conventional armament. Acheson said he believed
not RPT NOT a questign of‘discarding present armawments. |

Grewe stressed that Chancellor much interested in POLARIS missile for NATO

and felt that NATO POLARIS force could be nucleus for more integrated NATO

structure generally.
Acheson replied that question muLtilateral NATO force leads inevitably to

question of declsion on use. Under present situation, President of U.S. has

basic determination on use. In conclusion, Acheson added that he appreciated

fact that Chancellor very much desires that Germany net RPT NOT be draﬁp intp
nuclear field on national basis. Problem complicated by stfong French driveg for

national capability. However, Chancellor's desire that Germeny not RPT NOT becom

— .

|

independent national nuclear power accords closely with U.S. basic interest in
__‘WWW .
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on. t.his k:ey question exceed.ingly important.
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Dear Jlm: .-7- —

Your letter of March 9th, with {te attached memorandum,
haa bgan a real heip to ma.l and in the last few weeks I have thought
a‘ lot about the broblcr_n_ of our relations with France, In this study
your deacription of what the Frénclﬁ want hag been very helpful, anc.’:
now I want to writa'you ab-oui the basic problem in our relations
as § see them,

AB;;L! say ia your letter, our baslec difference with France
{5 in the military fleld, We slmply donot wish to assist in the

development of further independent national nuclear capabilities,

f have reviewed this policy agaln, and {n my judgment it should not be

- changed,

92)
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Fundamentally, in the nuclear field, the interests of the

-,

West ar@divlsiblhet\ The chance that there would ever be a perious
use of nucl;;;;eapons for or against France without major Involvement
of the US {5 a very small {ndeed. The nculear defense of the Atlantic
Community 1o a single problem, In an ac#umula;ion-of national
pi'oblems. Thero are,cf course, varying xmﬂonal interotts, —&nd in
particular there {5 a problem of the re’latién between the éverwhelming
responsibilities of the US and the natural concern of other nations for
their own safety and thc!_{ ’3bdﬂty In some way to control thelr own

destiny, The French -- and eapecially General de Gaulle ~- have

chosen the course of seeking an independent national capab&lityQ We
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cannot stop them, but {n our judgment it would be fundamentally wrong

to psalst them.

This is not & matter morely of the rules of the Atornlc
Ensrgy Act. The factis, as you polnt out, that the French are n—ow
very cager for cooperati‘on {n tha misslle field, where thero lo no legal
obstacle. But such aasistance {5 related to French nucloar ambition
fust as clearly and just as signiﬂcantl.y ag components for a
diffusion plant or nuclear warheads themaélvem. We have nailed our
flag to the purpose of a single inci;iviagible nuclens defense of the
Weset, and if we now belp the French ¢o0 move in thé‘ oppoolite direz;tion
our kwhole nuclear polley will be gravely undermined.

You may well remark, as the French must often do, that

we do cooperate with the British, That i3 true, and the historic

reasons for this cooperation are obvious, But the correct line of our

own pollcy now {s gradually to move away from an intermitten
p;rtnerﬁhip with the British and to use our owmn influence in .the direc-
tion of a gradual phasing down of the Brltish.nuclesu' commitment,

We believe that the technology and economics will combine to fimke
this course more and more attractive to the British in the futura.
Concurrently we mcan.“to"do cvc?ryth.lng we can to show our allies in

Europe that we are prepared to cooperate with them, on a community

R




P

wide baalz, in doveloplng & nuclear posture which will glve 23 much
conﬁdance. as poasible to all concernsd.

Your.letter has eloquently urged a different position, and 1
want you to know that It has been mﬁﬁt helpful to have your argzwnents
at hand, Bu?! ] am now quite cleay in my mind on tiw points which I
have set forth above, and f know § caﬁ count on you to de your very
best in explaining, defending, and advancing thi:a pooition in whatever
ways may be appropriate in Paris, l.do not, of course, expect that
: you will convert Pres{dent de Gaulle tomorrpow -~ OF 2voy ~= but I
do hops that Important progress can be made in e;‘cp'laining to manf
Frenchmen who may have {mportant roles to play both now and in the
future that our position .ia in no senpe hosatile to franca, it is basged
rather on the realitles of the nuclear situation as we understand them,
and on our conviction that there Is no safe path, over the lang pull, except
that of working together for a aingle Atlantic deterront. We recbgnls:a
the right of any gcw.rermmfmt~ to diaagrée, but we cannot be expacted
' 'to" 'fevérae our own policy on that account alone.

I know that it sets you a hard task, but I should be very grateful
"if you ¢ould reconsider the whole problem of our relations with France

&

in the light of this statcnfxcnt of my position. It may be thay‘if/e remove
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21l matters that relate d_irgctly to nuclear weapons systems, there is
not much left to talk akout, bul at least the pro.blem ls worth exploring .7
and you are the man in the best posltion to explore {t.

Vith warmest personal regards,

Sincerdy,

[ 756 ]
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[ bave started om the predlem vhieh the President possd fer
2e, sad will report further after =y return frem Bumeps about
Hay firs¢. In the mesatismm, i1 15 csesniis) te esteblish premises -
upon whilsh ssalyusis can rewst. mmmmmm, T
whitah baa M boem m' in By abesmsy o
of State end afomse. ' <

mumm Hom&mdvdma
"k’hm'a Mm. If & wrisds ia roveiksd & bold sad deagerous ~
courne sy be the safesd.
T

2. Fo agresmmat with the Jovie? Umiem om Berlin 19 peseihle
valeh will =00 woakem the Yesterm peeition end opsn the way to —
early “estera elimimatiom frem Berlinm-—exnept, of cowrse, a wholly
walikely USSR desdsion to drep the vbele iseme. A temperary
agreement, el a2 wvas daruwesd at Ceneova 12 1999, W ite very
umumzmm@-mmmmawmmmaum,
m w negtnons ey sndventegecus

3. It cuema move likely them mot that the USSR vwill move

prd a erisnls em Barlin thin year.

Ao mmmmmwmmmmm
mde at e eorliset possihle dats.




5. Berlin is ef great impertanee. It is more than probable,
and approaschea ceriitude, thati_rt.haUnitadStatcamptsda
dalayingdwice—-thepsmatahminmmpemﬂdb@smkly
rovealed and Germsny, and probably Franee, Italy and E-mlxm,
would maks the indissted adjustments. The United Eingde
hepe that semething would twrn up. It wouldn't.

6 If USSR 18 not to dominate Burope, and, by doing a0,
dominste Asis end Afriea aleo, a willingnees %o fight for Berlin
iz eseential. Eponoeds and palities]l prezarrcs will not be
effestive; they would degrade the aredibility of the United Jtates
comml twent to HATD., For weuld threatening to initiate general
nuelear war ba a selutien. Ths threat would not earry eenvietiem;
it would invite = preemptive sirike; and 1t wald gliemte allies
and neutrals alike. The fight fer Berlin must beginm, &t any rate,
as a leeal canfliet. Ths preblem is hew and vhere will it end.
This unesrtainty mist be sseepted.

R RS S

7. The issue ever vhieh the fight ls made sheuld be chessn
early end carefully. The issue mdmummmumaf
East OQerman for Russian persormel, e the stempling, ferm e» style
ef pepsrs. It should be pu-ﬂstmt phyaieal Mmo with
military or aivilisn traffie te end frem Barlin, vhesther by Bast
Jereens or Jovietls. wummwmmm
apd esrefully infermed ms to why sueh interferease wauld eonstitute
aggreesien. Wo asbsuld ast be under any i{llusien, hevever, that
the neutrals will a¢sept eur view, Our inderests and theirs are
ned the seme) they will wvent peases at any priea., The United Hations
is thus wnlikely te be of axy mere help in a fubure Berlin arisis
than 41t wes in 19485 a preblem may erise in kesping it frem being
& hindrencs.
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round~-to—alr migeilea. If extensive bombing of these pround
nissile battaries were begun and replied to, the result aight bSe
not to make the airlift posaiinle, it to Lroaden and escalate the
warfare,

1he issue, therefors, 1s not our capabdlity to reopem zround

ar adr access to derldia; 1t i3 s teat of will, In the Tagce of a

determined attempt to recpen access will the Joud make det.erzdmd
raslstance? 1If 80, how datermined? ind how vigorously and 1

would ths uu«.ﬁ ragist the efforts of others to stop the f!.ght__ﬂg

: gnie oasis, a basis wbolly In accord with _nited

»tates intemsts

3. <he .nited Ctates will have the zravest difficully, as
it has had in the past, in getting its allies, including the
Jermens, Lo agree lp gdvnzca to a fight for Zerlin., Hevertheloss,
the 'nited -tates shtmld proceod with its greparaticna. Thees
preparations will be apparent to the US3R and will comtribute to
the deterrent. 3ut they should be cemalsteatly played down, e.g.,
covered as plans for mansuvers. .Jnless these ateps are handled
zost discrestly, and full comsultation ca the objective contlmucua.;
conducted, cur allles might become frightened and tempted to make
concesslons on Derlin, without cur egreemsnt, widch might amount
to ita surrender.

~

1. The United Jtates lovernment should have ready plans,

 which should be allowed to become kmowm, for a largs increase in

the ‘nited itates military budget, which would be umiertaken as
scon as the USIR beging an lncrease of temaloms on 3derlin. .uch
an increase would, in fact, becoms nscegsery 1f the atiempl to
seal off HDerlin should be mads, [t would also confront the ...
with unplessant problems of the sllocation of rescurces. ihe
crospect of zush an increase would thus add to the deterrent.

11, “hile the United ,tates mhould =ake plain Dy its precars-
tionsg that it did not intend tw initiate the use of muolear wsapons,
it should meke Do such declaration and should constently indicate
its concern at the rogsibdlity thatl svemts themselves might take
command of the situation. [hs degree to which -SAC alext should
increased as the crisis develops is obvioualy a astier of the
greatest lmportance aod utmost semaitivity. It should aot bDe at
a leager rels or 10 a lesser extent thanm in prior crises, in orier
to maintain the credibility of ‘nited .tates Jdetermipation. It

) should
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reemptive strikae.

should oot be enough grestsr to drive the USSR to & deeperaie

statodin mrmph?abow methodz of mking thess rinciplea
clear require study by the State Japartment.

t.hat. mithnr grmm nor air access to Berlin can ve maintained
azainst dJetermined Soviet opposition——uhat 1z the purpose of the
aropossed {ight?

a. e firet purpose is to face the USSR with the hard
deoision whether to lnour what riska there are in a delermined
oppoasition; apd, if the opposition is not msde, %o recpen access.
fo acoompiish this result the mited :tates 2{Tort musi be a
deterzdnad ona.

b. A second purpose, if the Russians Jo make a deterwdaec
fight, ia te couvince them that to prevent the loss of 3arlin la
nore ix;'crtaat to the infted .tates than zaiming 1t by foree ta
to the US! 3 and that the ‘nited itates is _repared to run gremter
riakawaahimits purypose then the Sovletls should be to attain
thedrs. If time 18 on their alde, aa they =zay, why risk everytialag
by belng in & ory? A sustained fight would involve grave rlaks
of escalation, a drain on sconomic dgvelopment and cn “peaceful
coaxistence”; and chances of ‘roubls in ths satellitea,

¢, A third purpose i3 o rally our Suropean alliies to
a unified and determined rearmarent program., .-ince Jerlin cannot

be nel !




he held sgainst detammined Soviet use of military power short of

mwclear wer, it {8 important—if the declaion ie against mclear

war--to Do able to mitigate a defeatl over Berlin, Io have put up

@ roally determined fight misht permit ths United states Lo tum,

in part, a Ulakdlity into an esest, by rallying the allisnce into

greater unrity and military power. hls wme done after the _2echo-
alovakian coup and the Xorsan attack. ‘he consequences to the ..l

aight be serious enough to vroduce something much bettar than the [
unresigted yielding of lerlin., (it should be emphasived that this % l
n@noraodul doas not advise for or agminst gventual use of nmuclear {TD
veapons in defense of Zerlin, or suzgest to what sxtent the cholce

will remain ours to rmke freely. 't a later stage in this study,

views may e possible om this ~wintit.,

d., ihsre is a fourth and =ore speculative purposs. iizn
a Jrave confliot in the heart of Zurope lsad to widening the frame
of diplometic negotiation, to incinds stepe toward a2 Jerman seitla-
Bent and arme control vhich now seen Ilnfeasible?

tmy m to hm regeived.

a, Joubte about ep eir operstion sriss frem lack of any
clear 1dea of what it seeks to or;, if sucowssful, will achleve.
It cannot achleve an alrlift agsinst determined resistanes. :if
the Tood lecides pgh to oppose determinedly it achleves only an
airlift, which, exeept for garrison supply, may ba of ephemera’
use. or is it olsar how a contimued alr fight over the corriiors
would creats a severe tast of .oviet will, unless the /nited .tales
ware willing to expand the area of combat by sround bosbdng. Iz
seporandum doea not purport to judge the lssue; 2arely to sound »
note of inquiry, as a baais for further stdy. If it showld tur-
out to bes tha propsr chodces, reparations should be inatituted

sromptly,

b. 1\ ground operation oresents advanteges and opporiunitio-.
It alzo presents grave dangers of escalatlion and of the vestern
{force balng destroyed or cut off—especlally if and when the o=
nas besn orossed. If undertekes it should be Ly a considerable
fores. 4 batteliom is too small., [t can be stopped, lefeated

or captar=.




or captured without disclosing emy of ths intentiems er sehieving
any of the resulis desired. Iiz only =merit soems to be in the
fact that this 18 a8 far as the British bhave besx willismg %o plaa.
Thie 1s not an edequate justificaticn. An ermezed diviaton, with
another division in resarve, is a vholly diffesent mstier. Dda
is a formidabls fores. It reises ths most diffiemlt guestizes for
the other sids. It camnot be stopped witbout militery setden.

It can tske care of i1tself against East Cerman or tolam Soviet
oppogition. It emn raise the lssus of determiaed Busaien resis-
tance withaut the certainty of disaster, 1f 1% oecurs. If it
sucoeeds, & real accomplidmeat will have been regletered. It
should begla itz operation without tactical muclesr weapons, and
withoul any great air asalstance until the latier may be neede

memrwamWaummﬂdhm
discernible and omimous. They would require ths movement of
mmonmmt,mmmmmmmwuumg
up Duropean ressyves to take the place ef divisioms to bs used
snd perhape by the Bovemsnt of g STRAC divisiem to Burops and
the federslising of one ey more Hatiomal Cuard Divisioms. This
vould not be without effest.

Both alr and lend operations are in urgeat meed of =more
professional study, whiah I shall ask to have undertiaken.
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IS The Secretary
The Under Secretary

PARTICIPANTS: Ambassador Bruce '
Fay D, Kziz;lez-s Apsistant Secretary, EUR fm / Kb

Iven B White, Deputy Assistant Secretary, EUR A ? g
John M, Steeves, Acting Assistant Secretary, FE wi,_rﬂ‘]
Willian C, Burdett, Director, BNA

James W, S%ﬁ.hartg OfficerinChargeUKamImlardArfairs

lord Home, Fareign Secretary

Ambagsador Caccia

Sir Frederick Hoyer Millar, Permanent Under fsecmtazy Foresgn Office
Lord B.ood Minister :

The Hom, Poter Ramsbotham, Head P}mning and Coordination Section,

R T B mm .' Nsa i —_:- T
Ce D, Wiggin, First Se:::r"e’c.a.::'yD R‘itﬁ.&h &nbassy
A, C, T, Sazmzela Private oecremygtT the Foreign Sscreta:y

|

|

'Lordeeopenodthe,discussionbynotingwwmagraadthatthemsent
position on Berlin was the best we cowld hope for, However, Knrushchev was
bound to make a move befors ths German electioms, If he was 2lever, be might
make a treaty with the GDR, If the GDR were clever it might leave the aitua-
tion just as it is for a year or more before beginning to tighten the squeege
on Berlin, This tactic would lsave us in a most difficult position, Public
opinion would be Julled and 5t would be hard to mobilize public support once
the squeezs started, We should look at the kind of solutien which might be
worked out if this problem srose, but should nmot talk to anyone else before
our minds are clear, Gromyko has said that the occupation status must end,
This is the principal point he has made publiely, Would we be in a weaker
position if ocur rights in Berlin were put on a treaty basis? The right of
conquest argument is growing scmewhat thin, We might then set the East
Germans and the West Germans to working out their own tr'eaty wirile we held
fast on Berlin, We could keep the frontier card up @ur slesve, The Secretary
_asked who would sign the treaty, Lord Home repiied the tresty would be be-
tween the Four Powers, The idea would be to get Khrushchev off the ocoupation
status hook, Eemigbtnot whah to hani’svt?rlcomcltowehstﬂemnx

.. caatrel

The Semtary inquind w.‘ay waulé EKheushchesw pe interested? Lord Home

answered 8o as not to hand over to the East Germans, If he did so the issue

of peace
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'ofpeaoearmmldbeinthahamiaod‘theﬁast s hr, Jehler ccmmented
'mtmmmmmmamww% regime wea hig creatire,
Furthermore, Russian troops ware presemt, Sir Fredarick asked whethey Kmrushchev
mmumwmawwmmmmwmmmrm
Vears, m-emmmmtmmmmm .

lord Home desczibed mggasﬂmasmal tofighting A solue
tion must be found unless prepared to fight and hanamwleermro I%
would be very difficult te zet if nothing happemed on the ground, The Searetary
sald that 1f a treaty were signed Ly the Seviats with the Fast Germana we would
Just not recogiize it. If nothing happerned on the ground there would be no
danger, mommmmmmmwmammm

control M

mmmtummuuﬁummmm@iumm
wmtamwummosmmmmwmww

L@dﬂmuprauedthebaliafthtthnrightofmmmﬁeﬂmm
onﬁnagrcmtmtht.ham, ‘Hr, Echler corrected him to sy that it
restsd on the right of conquest, The Secretary said that he would be imclined
not to gtress ths right of cesmpesst. e might simply say that the three great
pmmgoingtostqin&rm the German question was solwed and
wore not going to be rushsd out, This avoid an argunent on technicalities,

Mr, k.msbot&mmﬁidthatﬂmkst rmans, 1f a trealy were sigred, would
begin to exsreise their rights, Mr, Kchler pointed out thet we have envisaged
this and decidsd just what we would do. |Lord Hems asked what would happen if
the East Germans made no difficulties, Mr, Echler replied that we would then
keep mn going just as we do now, 'lord Home described the East Germans as a '
different set of pecple not nearly as respansible as the Russians, The Secretary
inquired whether the UK had heard from the Bussians what they proposed to say
in a treaty with the East Gevsim@gs regarding our rights, Sir! Frederick replied
that our rights would terminate and access to Berlin would be at the sufferance
of the East Germans, Iudﬂmninquiredabmtthelogalpoﬁtimnoﬂngtho
Russians say such & treaty would bming owr righte to an end, Mr, Eohlex
ansmradthatthelawmm:apmteeﬂysaﬁxﬁedthatmhemonaolidhgal
grounds, ﬂm&mﬁmd@tﬁt&tmwmmmmmmw
to abanden Berlin,

Lord Home reiterated that it would be safer to deal with the Russians,
Sir Frederick inquired whather the Russianas would be preghred to sign a treaty
on Berlin without bringing in the GOR, The Secretary said that they might
agres to bring in the GDR after ten years, Mr, Echlexr commented that this
was the joker introduced at the Ceneva Conference, The Bussians maintained
that at the end of an agreed pericd a Free City should be established.

Eloxﬂﬂmagajnrmrhedthatitmldbemydifﬁcnltiiamwm'
signed .
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| ﬂ.ﬁu&g%g gﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁuﬁ cirien, Mr,
Kohler said that in the end the Wiy inme whirh e vordd 2izht oh wuld be
:»hﬁgeﬁﬁ.g right of access, E@wggﬁgﬂaguﬁ

g&ggggggagﬁ.ggﬁgggng,
e, %%%ﬂé gsﬂggﬁgﬂggg
5&3%&& gigggggu

E%ggg aﬁ.oa ggﬁhggwgg N
ﬂw&o%&hﬂuﬂ&g SR S

Egggwﬁggggggﬁﬁgg
Gequans over a pesicd of yesrs we w1l move "l dewper towards rescge ,
nition of Bast Gevmany, ngﬁ.gs not dsal with Bast Gerwary,

_ @ou&?ggi %@ﬂggaéﬁﬂaﬁg
ggﬁ%gﬂhﬂo@o; ?gggﬂng
mistake to think thet the Eest'Germens weuld donivate Germany. Lord Heme said
that nggggﬁﬂgﬂﬁggﬁn‘og& ;

goggu&hg@zﬂuhg hﬁngggu&gg

%ﬁg It was a %gggggg
axchanges would bring about a censolidation of the : German position,
Hﬁn&gﬁmﬁogggﬁag t Garmans, The' Germans wers being
noﬂdmug by the Wesi Gexmans, The West Gewrmans unfortmstely were wrdmagina-

ﬁaa;mb doing samething construetivo, They could not be expectad to be
Agﬁﬂggkggﬁﬁﬁgggﬁgﬁ%&g
goﬁ#&otc&.ﬂo Signeture of a treaty would be extracadinarily difficulic _
1 would result in a eonvulsion in ¥Wegt German pelitics particularly doring :
&ogﬁﬂﬁﬁa wsgﬁgggﬂﬁo%ﬂ
pgﬁn&ﬁnﬂ a treaty it wimld be much sasler for one party to repudiate
?#’.ﬂ, Lord g%?!%%%?mﬁogﬁg

?ggmggﬁw tha probdable reaction would be
if the Russisna pushed the Eost Germans and we wers (o turn some of

 our powers over t0 the kinst Gegmans.

Hgggggggﬁgggggaﬂ
that is, any easing-ef n respanaibility,  The Oermans would be

gsﬁs%oﬁw ?Eoﬁ% foroes in Berlin is an
sssantial guarertes of our comiimued interest, During the last six momths
gggvﬁgnﬁu?éﬁggﬂnﬁ% E@M%owoto
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We have brought them inte the contingensy planning,

The Sewretary said that as he undarstood the matter tripartite plamning
did not envisage that a Soviet-Eaet Cermun treaty would start sction, We would
keep our ayes on what actually happened an the ground, Mr, Kohler painted cut
that we have 2 contingeney plam covering what to do if a treaty 13 signed,
This plan calls mainly for diplomatic action and certsin preparations.

kﬁﬂmt@@ttﬁﬁﬂﬁmmwﬁmm Almost immediately aftex
amwmmﬁmmmummmwmmwmumm
Eagt Gexmans., The West:Germans would be even furthéer in such a position, Sir
Mﬂekmwﬂntmobjecﬁweft&m@dm wma to obtain
recognition of the East-Jerman regime, . Th Wummmmw
were content to see an inerssse in Rastsflerman-West Garman contacts, ¥r, Echlex
cbserved thut the Russiins leep a terrific eontmlemmeontw!:ampt
for the one locphale of Barlin,

Lhmﬂmagainsaidhammmthingahm;dbedmebafmmm
elections, He was not at zll sure that it was in cur interest to have the
Russians out of the Garman situatien o= that it wms in the Russian interest,

The East Germans could spark s war, Thd Russians would want to retain comirol,
He did not wish to wash out entirely the idea of changing cver to z treaty status,

The Secretsry said he had been cut of the picture for scme time and would
nead further brisfing. Hs would have thought that there were opportunitise in
de facto dealings with the Bast German regime, He was not convinced that the
E’st%mwuldbemdangsmsthanthsm,

SirMﬂekmggmﬁd&atthsmkinggzmpin&ahing@hawalwk
at the various priaoriiies in the contingemey plamming, The UK bad heard that
SACETR thought that certain military measures might be taken almost autamatically,
Mr, Kohler 3aid that the group had tried to assign priarities, An exsrcise
was now in progress about pricrities in the non-miiitary series., The way the
situation actually dsvaloped would largely determine the order of prierify,

| S5ir Frederick said the UK feared the military might think that a whole series of
measures should start almost autumatically) Mr, Eohler said that he readily

agreed that the problem should be in ths working group, He referred
to a2 practical matler which had come up, The working group had discovered
that soms countles did not have the legislative basis for taking certain
econanlc measures, Allthegommentsshmldequipthmalmtodosoo

He 3aid w» are equipped tc do so but he understocd the UK was not, Sir
Frederick said this matter was being looked inte,
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Acheson. It sharpens the Issues and

2. Acheson argues!: Berlin Is of fir

likely this year; we have no.good answe

voutes of communication; 5}* 70
ko W A L G Lt Ly I EE R R
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3. Hig majJor conclusion ig that we m
stantlal smounts.

jt, I"' ‘i"p'l- 2K
T

4. Acheson urges study of the following possible courses of action

5. W{th reapect to Macmillan'a visit: It seems to me that there i3

every reagon to press strongly upon the British our determination to
/ stand firm here. Aftempts to negotiate this problem out of existence

hava falled in the past, and there is none which gives prpm.!.%a; of :

\ gucce288 DOwW.,

o

 SANITIZED
_ - - AN
\\T\ﬂ% ;?\IARP. DATE ;\%

1. Here's.a {irst-rate’interim memorandum on Berlin from Dean

may wish to make one or two comments to Macmillan,

}";%: "'-' r'x."h,\ki Y
F? ! u}ﬁ _%&I".’.:l\ ;
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We should of course be willing to look at any'néw gchermnes

April 4, 1961

¢

offers & base from which you

5t-i:n'portan::ﬁ: a crisia is
t pressu
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they may dﬂ’am up, but in return we ab,uu.ld pxena vary hmrd for
Britlsh ﬂrmnema &t the mwoment of tmth s A R

T

promize ‘and our general {ri andl.lnemsand eagerness for {improve-
ment on many other polntsy really requirse strength here in order to bhe
righily underatood,

McG. B.
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CHANCELLOR ADENAUER'S VISIT
Washington, April 12-13, 1961

NWATO, Including Results Acheson Review

Anticipated German Position

Political: The Ghancellor will undoubtedly stress the great importance
of Ameyican leadership in the NATO Alliaence. TIn & message to President
Kemnedy and on other recent occaslons, he has laid great stress on full
political consultation in NATO and on the need for U.S. leadership in
bringing this a'bout.

Militery: 'The Chencellor’s chief concern will be that the U.S. is

moving to & new stra.tégic concept for NATO which involves & reduced

priority for NATO's nuclear armament. This lessened emphasis on NATO's

nuclear armement arouses & geries of fears in the Chancellor®s mind:

— 1. He may feel that it reflects a grbwing U.8. unwilliingness
«& T
‘iﬁa to use its strategic deterrent to defend the European NATO area.

e r‘“Mmm

;*::t M40y 2y

i}{iﬁfi}y 2. He mmy see rin it a first step #owax_'d the "denucleerization"
of the central European area, 8 prospect which he strongly opposes. along
with enything else in the category of "“disengagement” schemes.

3. He msy also regard it as a derogdtion from the principle of.
the forwerd strategy li‘or the defense of Europe, on the a_ssumption thai
fallure to plan on the use of nuclesr weapons as far forward as possible
wlll weaken thé deterrent and thus lead to aggression and ky falling back
across most of Germeny by allied forces which would be unable to contein
that aggression. This is a totally unacceptable strategy politically to
the Germans, éince it involves the abandonment of Germen terri?tory. ."',.j ;__‘

pie “):f’ﬁr'?— ,,%/\Lghb? J ;&wv"%t‘j Ly Ny gf \ 531'_’3'
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w More specifically, the Chancellor will be concerned about the future
of the U.S. proposals of last December for & multinmtional NATO MREM Force.
The Germsn Government strongly supported these proposals when they were made
and has since displayed an asctive initerest in seelng them carried out. The
Chencellor supports the multilateral NATO MREM Force becg&use he looks upon
it es an alternative to national forces.

A further dement in the Chancellor's thinking is his interest in seeing
FATO have greater‘authority in the use of nuclear weapons, He has nevei' been
véry specific sbout how this is 1o be accomplished, but the reasens-for his

interest in this seem c¢lear. He ig_fundamentally opposed to tbe spread o:t?

e s

independent nationsl nuclesy wea.pons ca.pabilities, and he is especially

concerned that pressures w:ill socner oxr later develop for a Germen national
program. The best preventive for this, in his mind, is to give the Alliance
a3 a whole a nuclear capability and a voice ih its use. The Chancellor
believes that this can head off inevitable pressures fdr independent

P W national programs.
f— bl RATET le,\
b Mbiang, %

" oy The above 1ssues are somewhai sharpened in the Chancelloxr's mind by the
3

o opaet thet NATO's nuclear armement is becoming & major lisaue in the Germsn
_ election campelgn. Adensuer's party, in pi'essing :l.t;s case for & strong defense
policy, is heavily committed to & full nuclear armsment for NATO and to
incresgsed NATO authority in nuclear matters. Adenauer appears to have pursued
this line deliberately to keep the SFD off balam_:e. The SPD under Brandt
has moved in the direction of the CDU's policy of supporting adequate NATO
defenses; to keep the initiative, Adenauer has stressed the importence of

nuclear arms for NATO knowing thet this presents difficulties for the SFD.

T ety

mm%ﬁﬁfﬁﬂ Adensuer's
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Adensuer's purpose 1s to show up the SFD as not being reelly committed to a
strong defense policy. It should therefore be borne in mind that Adenauer
mey lock upon decreased U.S. emphasis on the nuclear side of NATO's armeament
as en undermining of his position in the election,

Recommended U.S. Position

Political: The pollticel tie between Europe and North Americe -- 1.e.,
the Atlantic Community -~ is and will continue to be the foundation of U.S.
policy. NATO is the principal instrument for this, with OECD providing é. major
new instrumént in fhe economtic field. It is of fundamentel importaneé to us
to maintain and strengi_;hen NATO, Jjust as it 1s clearly the basic Soviet
purpose to weaken and disrupt‘ it,

In the political field, we are convinced thai consultation is the key to

.. maintaining and strengthening the Allisnce. We for our part intend to consult

) a\ctively snd meaningfully with our Allies.

/ We are retdy and willing to consult with our NA'BO Allies on any of our
policies » concerning both direct Bast-West issues and issues affecting other
sreas of the world in which the Atlantic netions have an inbterest. Our
objective should, at best, be agreement on common @iction; as & minimum, we

ra
should seek understending of how best to deal with disagreements so as to

cause minimum damage Tor the Alliance.

Militery: We believe it is of the grestest importance to keep NATO defenses
strong. One of the first acts of the new Administration was to meke sbsolutely
clear to the Alllance thet we belleve the maintenance of U.S. strength in Europe
is essential to the security of the Atlantic Community and the Free World as a
whole. There should be no doubt or uncerteinty sbout our intention to meintain

a full contribution to NATO defemse. K. . . =
b We are




i
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Ve are also firmly committed to an effective “"forward strategy" for the
defense of Europe. One of the requirements of an effective deterrence in Europe
is the maintenance of nuclear weapons in NATO Shield forces. We intend to ‘
maintein these weepons in Europe, available for the Alliance in case of need.

We also believe that the Soviets must never be given any reason for
doubting owr intention to use these wespons in the Shield, together with those
outside the Europeen eres if necessary, to meel & Soviet attack on Europe.

An effective deterrent requires also strong conventlonal forces. ‘NATO
should not, by failing to maintain strong conventional forces, encourage the
Soviets to believe that their growing missile capability enables them to
threaten or engage in 1imitéd conventlional agegression.

The question to be considered by NATO is the degree of emphasis which
should be given to strengthening conventional forces. Our resources are not
ulimited. We believe NATO to date has been devoting increased resources to
puclear build-up &t the expense of its conventional forces. We believe all
NATO Governments should teke vigorous measures to increase the strength of
their conventional forces. This should be & top priority task. It does not
require that we go beyond the general quentitative level now plemned in MC-70,
but we should meke & g;rea‘bér effort 4o meet these goals. We should also devote
increased expenditures to improving manning levels, training, modernization of
equipment and supply for conventional forces. This increased eﬁ:;pha.sis on
conventional forces will, in our view, not decrease the overall effectiveness of
the NATO deterrent. On the contrary, it sheuld enhence the effectiveness of the

deterrent by providing greater flexibility of response.
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The implement_ation_ of this program should not require any revision of
the governing NATO strategy eonce;é‘b. Pogﬁibly all that is required is a re- :
interpretation of the concept along lines similar to those General Norsted -
has been developing, il.e., being able to introduce nuciea:r weapons at a |
higher threshold if necessary.
It will be necessary to develop @ system of priorities to set forth

primary emphasis on convent!ional forces. Limited respurces permit npo oﬁher

course but this does not me#.n any abandonment of a nuciear capability for
NATO shield forces. _
Ag for the MRBM requirement, we are planning to reaffirm our intention
“to commit five POLARIS submarines to NATC. More then this, we are planning
to commit additional POLARYS submerines, as they become avallable, which are
intended for deployment in the Atlantic and Med.iterraneén. e a.rel urging
the U.K. alse to commit its étrategie forceé to NATO.
These powerful forces could then be congidered as availeble for the
forwerd defense of Eurcpe. To ensure this further, some portion of these :

forces might be allocated, on a contingency besis, to cover SACEUR's MRBM-type

targets. We might wo;:'k out some weans of Allied participation in the
targeting of these forces as it applies ﬁo NATO.

This is e very major siep whiéh should go & long way to help meet NATO's
militery requirements in the future. Tt should also provide very clear
evidence of our deep commitment to the defense of Europe.

Tf the Furopean members. of NATO wish to contribute to the NATO sea-borne
missile force provided by the U.S. POLARIS submarines after completion of the
1962-66 non-nuclear build:up, the U.8. would be willing to discuss the
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possibility of some multilateral eontribution by the European mewbers. E Y
any such discussion the ﬁ.s. would want to ensure egainst 'any national
,ownérahip of control of MREBM forces, against any weakening of centralized
commend and control over these forces , and against any dlversion of required
resources frow non-nuclear programs, We would not want to facilitate European
production of MREMs or procurement of MRBMs for European national forces,
vhether or nok these forees are committed to SAQEUR.J
The question of how the decision on the use of nuclear weapons should
be made 15 & difficult one to which we have givgn mach thought. Ecouectiw
decision by the full KATO Council raises obvious questions as to the real
effectiveness of the deberrent. Another solution would hé the delegaition of \q)ﬁ\
authority to a smaller group, which also raises very difficult questions. Ia
We for our part are committed to the fullest NATO consuliation with our
Allles on use that time permits. If the NATO Council wishes, we would
welcome 1ts development of guidelines on the use decision or on improﬁd
congsultetion procedures. The President alone must 'reta.in the authority to

use nuclear weapons, but he could underteke to cbserve these NATO guidelines

procedures in exer;ﬁising his suthority. ;\

; In conclusion, we believe the general program outlined asbove will enhance
":.he overall defensive strength of NATG. The U.8. for its part will meintain
its full national contribution. We will maintain aignificant nuclear weapons
in the NATO shie)d. We will maintain present ground sirength in Europe for
the foreseeabl; future. We will expect all members of NATO to make a real
effort to improve the conventional capability of NATO forces, thus adding to

the overall effectiveness of the deterrent. Finelly, we will commit U.S.
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POLARIS submarines located in the Atlentic and Mediterrenean ares and employ

them in such a way as to ensure an adequate defense of Burope.

S

EUR/RA:RFessenden :mck&tme,
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April 6, 1961

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO, 36

TO: The Secretaxy of Defense

‘SUBJECT: [mpraving the Security of Nuclear Weapons
in NATO Europs Against Unaythorised Usa

The President has approved the Record of Actions of tha
Marxeh 29, 1961 meeting of the National Security Council in whizh
it iz noted that the Secretary of Defense would undertake the study
called for ln paragraph 7-¢ velating to the above subject of the
proposed policy directive in Mr, Dean Agheson’s report on NATO,

Accordingly, it ls requested that the Department of Dafense
undertake the study a2 scon 88 pogsible for transmittal to the
President through this office,

MeGeorge Bundy

Copy 4 of 4 coples :
cc: Mr., Bromley Smith, {

Mrsg, lincoln
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Memorandum of Conversation 3{7% [

DATE: April 11, 1961

SUBJECT: NATO and Nuclear Relatiocnships

: b/(/

PART TS: Mr. Kohler, EUR M. de Rose, French Forelgn Office
Mr. White, EUR M. Winckler, French Embassy
Mr. Albright, RA
\ Mr. Beigel, WE \
(L) - Aprillsg 1961 |
COPIES TO: % EUR|-— / ~ %08D - Mr.|Nitze 773 gf - O ¢ :r
RA |- 2~ Amembassy, London - 79 | ()
WE | —-2 White Houpe - Mr. Rostow -/ L N
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D j- / ¢ Paikis ford Thurston — 7 2. |
mbassy, Pafis SOW - /4 . A 4 —
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r_i M. de Rose said he had been invgkég to participate in a panel discussion at |' —

the MIT centenary and took the opportunity to visit for a day here. He was
interested in exchanging views regarding the outlook for the Oslo meeting of the
., NATO Council. In this connection he was interested in the outcame of the Acheson
gtudies. Mr. Kohler said that we had ‘briefed the Embassy here as fully as we
could on this, and that Ambassador Finletter had also briefed the Council in Paris.
He said that in addition arrangements had just been made for Mr. Achegon to dis-
cuss the subject with General de Qaulle on April 20. He said that while we have
reached our own conclusions on certain agspects of the problems facing the Alliance,
our views are not controlling and we will wish to hear the views of others. Lo
e ' 1, : . -
Mr. Kohler went on to say that the pr{hcipal cenclusiong .that we have reached
as an outcome of the Acheson studies afe thatl NATO.has & greater atomic capability
. today than many people. seem to realize, #fd the question remains of how mich
_.fluclear power beyond that is required; and that by reliance on the nuclear
N déterrent NATO has become unbalanced, and the need now is to build up NATO forces
. - .%toward the convenftional goals set forth in MC~-70. He said the present reliance
appears to us to limit our own flexibility and freedom of cholce to enforce a
pauge on any actions begun by the other side. The quesgtion is how to apportion
the available resources of the Alliance over the next few years. He said that the
7S intends to go ahead with the commitment of Polaris submarines to NATO which had

been mentioned last December., The US is also receptive to any European ideas et

regarding the use and control of nuclear weaponry by the Alliance. So far we-have %@?
had only British reaction on this question, mostly in the form of questions; the qﬁz
only reaction from France has heen that it is proceeding with its own national b
TogTrant. P .
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{—; Mx. de Hose said that France was awaiting an elaboration by the new.AdminiEme '
tration regarding the suggestions advanced by Mr. Herter last December. Mr. Kohler
_gaid that Mr. Herter had spoken at that time in order to stimmlate thinking by
others on the subject. He said that we have felt there are sufficient nuclear
weapons on the Western side already, to meet our needs. He said that the US is
ready at all times to fulfill its obligations to NATO, although there seem to be
gome doubts about this in Furope. On one hand the British are fearful that we
may be trigger-happy regarding our nuclear weapons, while at the other extreme
the French have expressed doubts, so we understand, that we may not use such
weapons at all. Mr. de Rose said the maln cquestion is what the Soviet Union
thinks about US intentions. He said that even if the Europeans had no doubts
thig factor ia a secondary one. Mr. Kohler said the Soviets may tend to feel the
game way as the UK and we do not intend to disabuse them. He said the queation
is how can the Furopean members of NATO be any more assured of our intentions than
they are today. '

Mr. de Rose said that the UK questiocnnaire appears to contribute little more
than questions. He said the idea of a NATO nuclear deterrent was not a French
idea, 'and that it is unlikely the Furopeans will have any ideas that have not
occurred to the US which knows muich more about the subject. He said that the
Furopeans are eager to see how the US believes its suggestions might be feasible.

in BEarope is not only a waste of resources but would alsc be divisive within the
Alliance. He said that this concept would apply to the UK as well as to France,
and he asked where the Germans would fit into the plcture if the French trod this
path as well as the British He felt that there would be an irresistible trend
inside Germanyto move in the same direction. Mr. de Rose said that when asked why
the British had developed an independent capability, Mr. Macmillan had once ‘
responded that "we made this thing by instinct.® Mr. Kohler said that we would 1
like to provide an alternative to an independent nuclear effort by France, and !
Mr. de Roge said that nothing would deflect France from its present course.

Mr. Kohler said that from our viewpoint any independent nuclear capability i

Mr. Kohler said that the prineipal problem facing France in fact is the
delivery system. Mr. de Rose said he realized that the UK had given up in its
effort to achieve a satisfactory vehicle, and that France recognized that mobile
misgiles are very expensive, ‘Mr. Kohler said that when the V-bombers become
obsolete the UK will in effect no longer have an independent nuclear foree, and
that France is bound to face the same problem when aircraft are no longer effec-
tive. He thought that this time would arrive soon when viewed in the time-span
of the 1ife of nations. Mr. de Rose said that France plans to tackle seriously
the problem of delivery. :

Mr. de Rose said that if there is no test ban agreement at Geneva there will
be no hope to stop the proliferation of nuclear weaponsg, He said that France plans
in any event to carry on its tests as long as there is no other way to secure the
information to be derived from testing. He said that inevitably Communist China
will desire its own nuclear weapons, this will lead India to do the same, and this
will in turn lead Pakistan in thisg direction. Mr. Kohler again referred to
Qermany, and Mr. de Rose said that there is not a trace of uranium in Western
Germany. Mr. Kohler did not believe it would be difficult for the Germans to___J
acquire the necessary raw materials.
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rﬁ; With regard to a NATO deterrent, Mr. de Rose sald that the present arrangé:_]
ment would seem to be better than the requirement for fifteen concurrences before

.any nuclear weapons might be used. Mr. Kohler said that perhaps there is some
other solution and asked what arrangement would meet the security needs of France.
Mr. de Rose referred to the statements of de Gaulle that a great nation must be
capable of looking after 1ts own basic security requirements. Mr. Kohler
reiterated our belief that in the light of the nuclear impasse it is important
that the conventional forces in Europe be greatly improved. He sald that we feel
tnSingEst be a division of labor in NATQ, and that while he recognized the pres-
tige aspect 1t was hard to see the purpose of any national nuclear capability in
Europe other than a peolitical one. Mr. de Rose said that the political aspects
of this question should not be underestimated. Mr. Kohler said that this is not
merely a question regarding France but is a fundamental question of the proli-
feration of nuclear weapons. Mr, de Roge gaid that the French did not agree with
this analysis and felt that there should be three nuclear powers in the West, one
of which would be France. T e

Mr. Kohler was called from the room and Mr. White asked about French inten-
tions for continued testing in Africa, and whether tests after the next one would
be conducted underground. Mr. de Rose was reluctant to respond to these incuiries;
he said that France hasa.program for testing, and he said that he could confirm
that the statement regarding tesbing underground in the future was correct. He
said that France will net be deterred from its program by any deliberate agitation
against the program on the part of any governments in Africa. In response to
Mr. White's inquiry, he said he could make no estimate of the nature of any
Nigerian reaction to future French testing.

Mr. de Rose sald that one other aspect of NATO had concerned him, namely
the targeting of nuclear weapons in the hands of NATO forces and the consequences
of a Soviet nuclear attack on Furope. He said that while certain officera at
SHAPE may have gsuch information, the NATO governments which are supposed to pass
on questions of war and peace would be forced to take any decisions more or less
in the dark about the specific military consequences of those decisions, both for
th e other side and for themselves. He said thaf few European governments appear
to have any knowledge either about the nature of the nuclear warheads that are
located in Europe or the precise nature of the target system. He said that the
briefing given the Council by SACEUR last spring regarding MEBM needs wag of a
most general nature regarding targets; regarding warhead ylelds no- information
was provided. He thought this was/Very unsatisfactory state of affairs from the
viewpoint of Furopean members of NATO.

Mr. de Rose said he would be a member of the French delegation to the Oslo
meeting.

4
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WASHINGTON

APR 3 2 1861

Dear Mr. Bundy:

At ite meeting on November 17, 1960, the National
Security Council took the following action with respect to
the subject of NATO in the 1960's:

"Noted the President's directive that the Secretary
of Defense, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
arvange for a re~cxamination of present NATO
stockpile procedures in order to indicate what
legislative changss might be required to give
assurance of a prompt and proper xesponsge

within the short reaction times of missile
warfare, '

In view of the re~examination concerning NATO which
is presently in progress, I recommend that the above be dropped
as a National Security Council action since it is only & small
part of the overall re-examination being conducted,

Sincerely yours,

ROQ fELL L GLP,“J: i

Deputy Secretary of Defense

.q__

1

Honorable McGeorge Bundy
Bpecial Assistant to the President

‘ for Natlonal Security Affairs
The White House
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE °F P

WASHINGTON

APR 1 2 1861

h’lAA—
Dear Wdy:

At its meeting on November 17, 1960, the National
Security Council tock the following action with respect to
the subject of NATO in the 19601s:

%Cﬂ 'Noted the President's directive that the Secretary
of Defense, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
arrange for a re-examination of present NATO
stockpile procedures in order to indicate what
legislative changes might be required to give
assurance of a prompt and proper response
within the short reaction times of missile
warfare, '

In view of the re-examination concerning NATO which
_is presently improgress, I recommend that the above be dropped
-as a National Security Council action since it is only a small
part of the overall re-examination being conducted.

Sincerely yours,

Prs vz

DEFPYTY

Honorable McGeorge Bundy

Special Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

The White House
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Memorandum of Conversation

DATE: April 14, 1961

SUBJECT: Courtesy Call on the President

L}

PARTICIPANTS: The President

Mr. Paul Reynaud, Former Prime Minister of France
Ambassador Herve Alphand, French Embassy

Mr, Willism L, Blue, WE

: COPIES TO: S/s AF
G FE.
: s/p AmEmbassy Paris
i EUR USRO Paris
! E USUN New York
I0 :
[ ‘Mr. Paul Reynaud made a courtesy call on the President ac~ ]

companied by Ambassador Alphand., At the beglnning of the con-

versation, the President recalled a visit he made to Mpr. Reynaud
‘ as a student some 20 years ago to dellver a note from Mr, Bullitt,
! After expressing some concern over the differences in U.S. and
French policies the President said that he realized that certaln
differences were likely to continue to exist, but he hoped that
both countries could adjust to them. Mr. Reynaud sald that there
were at least two points on which there were no differences be-
tween the United States and France, i,e., 1) firmness on Berlin _ ..
and 2) the Common Market. He added.that he had known General
de Gaulle for 27 years and that hiagattitude towards many prob-
lems was conditioned by his ‘1ife as an-o6fficer in the armed
forces, which had not given 'him an opportunity to travel very
widely. -

The President said that he could understand that the General
might have some reservations about the U.N., but it was his beliefl
that the U,N, could play a useful role and he clted the Congo
situation as a case in point, He pointed out thiat at least the
presence of the U.N. in the Congo had prevented a direct encounter
between the U.S. and the Sovlet Unlon,

In answer
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L4 (m_ In answer to a question from the President concerning the “—1
Algerian talks, Mr, Reynaud sald that tuese talks would continue
over a long period, as the Algerlan leadershlp is dlvided and
some of the leaders were not Just insurgents but revolutionaries
who were not prepared to sit down and talk to representatives

of capitalistic France, When the Presldent asked him if the
talks would drag on through the spring and summer, he responded
in the affirmative, Then there ensued a discusslion on the
guestion of partition which led the President to ask if parti-
tion was a realistic alternative. Mr. Reynaud agreed that
partition would be very difficult to achleve and stated that

de Gaulle was using it mainly as a bargalning point,

The President then sald that one of the other questions
which concerned him was that of a nuclear capabllity for France,
Mr. Reynaud sald that he qulte frankly took a different position
on this question than (General de Gaulle, He added that in his'
view 1t would be difficult for a country like France to run a
race with the United States and the USSR in this fleld, The
President mentioned that the 1nitial cost of developing the
bombs was tremendous, but that in addition there was the great
cost of developing the means for delivery., He then cited as
further evidence of the expense of nuclear developments the
fact that we were spending two billion dollars a year on the

National Space Agency alone, " He sald it was not simply a
question of France's having nuclear capability, but the next step
would be for Germany to have this capablillty. He went on to
say that this was dangerous in view of the fact that Adensuer
might be leaving the scene some day. Mr. Reynaud responded that
that was why he had always been a supporter of a European army
and why he deplored the mistake which Mendes~France had made in
_ not allowing this to come about. Mr. Reynaud also sald that he
| agreed with the President's recent statement on conventional
' arms and had recently made a speech in the Assembly which was
a plea for more conventional forces to avoid "war by accident“

The conversation then turned to a discussion of the recent
Adenauver visit and the President said that if had been a great
experience to talk to a great European llike Adenauer,

Mr. Reynaud thanked the President for his telegram to Mr,
Hellstein, the President of the Commission of the EEC, He said
it was a very important message. (Mr. Reynaud apparently was
referring to a telegram which the President sent to Mr. Hallsteln
earlier in the adminlstration expressing his support of the
European Community concept.) Mr. Reynaud added that he often
thought the United States had a better understanding of the lim-
portance of a united Europe than Europe i1tself, The Presldent
responded that perhaps it was easler for us to look on these

| | things |
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o as Uu.s MISSION TO MATO AND EUROPEAN REGIONAL ORGAN@
COMING TELEGRAM CONTROL: 1992
- TOFOL 148% E :Js(imhy CIAS*IFI ZATION l DATE l Kout
40: April 19, 9 pm 8 B C- I! AR MHE04 npr:il 20,} 1961 5:3Tam
FROM: WASHINGTON R
TO: USRO PARIS FOR ACTION o
PRIORITY U
U3RO PASS DBAN ACHE3OH m FTOURSTON
vsmm'_m TEXT
LIDU® DISERIBIH’IOH S
This wessage conveys draft gapar 6n HATO etm;&my and defense plan- ' -
ning that wo intend for TSNV distribution -im Counoil whwn it bes
been fully olearesd hers and after initial oongressionml oonm'muon
has been completed. It may bo useful to Auhmm in conneotion hin
talk with Gounoil on April 21. Lo
BROIH Xy
This paper summarizes ths 1n1t1&1 views aud auggmstiens of the W
Governuent resulting from its review of NATO dafense strategy and
vistnisvrien | planping. It is our hops that thess views, together with those : '
~reTionts. | of other governmsnts (partioularly the British paper on NATO ‘
- strategy) will be discusesd fully and framkly 1n ths Counocdl,
nroto: | in goordination with the NATO military authoritiss through
CES-5 - | ocustosary prooodures. o
BCON-1 - e
DER-T - BATO's General Dafam rbatum
PP

P! a8 the President has already 1nd1na

Bmg
ﬁ?r be allowed to dombt MATO's readipsss to use this oapsb-

: Fundamntal to our approach is the mut upom:anco of atmngth-:
- | ening HATO's defenss poature. The dirsst Soviet military threat
v ;;’o the NATO area is not diminishing dsppite changss in Soviet

- forces,
- that they could ‘galn their. objsctiveg by threatening or using -
force against Perlin or any part of ths HATD area.

¥e xunt not give the Soviet Bloc sny rxeason to think

The U8 1
1ao Farops.
4n his ®ssoage to XNATO,
the US intends to malntain tha of 1 28 In
Datorrence reqgulies tha eh:hld foross ccntirmo
an effective. nuclear oapnbuiw, and the Soviets must

firaly committed to. a forward atmtoﬁ

, 18 mcousm ‘togather with the mmelear foroes eutaids
the an theater; ts bounter Soviet attack on B It
12 at least equally laportant for daterrencs that NATO han
strong conventional fordes. Without such. HATO forces, the

-Soviets might be . encourages to bonevo that they could engagm .
in 1limited oonmntiml eggresslon uath relative mpnn:u;y under
: 31 ,
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Lumopomiec U5 MISSION TO NATO AND EUROPEAN REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

TELEGRAM CONTINUATION SHEET CONTROL: 1992
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It seems unlikely that there would he any debate on thaes geperal proposi-
tions. The difficult questions are confronted in Gsterminipg tho moat
appropriate balanoce batween nuclear and conventional foroes and in working
out the veat arrangoments for provision and control of nuojear weapons.

Balanced Forgess

Yor several years, a high priority haa in affect baen given in NATO miliitary
programming to the developmant of nuclear-capable forces./ Although therae
has besn no oonscious deoision to give conventional forsep & lower) priority.

thase forcos have suffared considerably from inadsquats alloocation of
resources. (Wa believe there 18 now an

MMM@W“
Jof conventional and nuclear forces 86)that the Allisnca would in faot bave
§g full range cof foroes to enaurs flaxibility of response. ], It saems teo us

hat NATO should have conventicnal forces streng ensugh to bs able to
,¥Torﬂ@ aIansida»ah;@]pauaa in the event of substantiesl So?iet oonventional
\awgwess

on, and to pruvent any Soviet aiscaloulation of our intentions,

e Tl S e aubjaet to a8 oanatruotive int@rpvatation 1n aupport :
of thia appr@ach along ~the 1limse that SACEUR has boen developing., The .
t magnitude and nature of the conventional forces required for this purposs
iuould have to be worlked out carsfully im WATO, Although it way wsll be
‘unnecspsary to ;3o beyond the géeneral gquantitative level of foroces now _

planned in m-'ro, it would claar give tm__btmngtm%m' <

13 h@ nmoeaaary to
PRac:y () X e qna ative standarﬂs for these foross
in manning 1nve13, training. uodarnization of equipment and supply. It 1am
primarlly becausq of the lwmportance of thias task that, as thy President /.
stated recently the military committee, the U8 intends to maintain ite h
own divisiono and supporting units in Europs and te inorsase their conven-~ .
tional capadbilities. In doing 2o, we would expact tha other mambers of %
NATQ, who are in a position tc do so, Go make a vigerous effort to provida
the balance of requirad conventional forces at adequats stroopgth, e
.otheér mambors clearly need help in achieving their foroe grals, aggfﬂs is

prepared tolcontinue its military assiatanos toward thess geals, /(e would
liope that WA whose economic position permits might p 1oipata
-1n the proviaion of suoh aﬂaiitinﬁtf}\xu»wﬂvt e~TH o Corinrn

110 it m&ht bﬂ danl, ablc 1Canlly pans al 2 I'SgUl RNt
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April 21, 1961

MEMORAND UM

SUBJECT: A New Approach to France

! I. THE PROBLEM
1, Objective, Our purposes are twofold: -
(a) To re-enlist French energies in the common cause - NATO.

(b) To close the door which Francel's nuclear program may be opening
to nuclear proliferation, particularly across the Rhine,

2. De Gaulle's Position. The advantage of dealing with a great man is
that he makes his views crystal clear and then sticks to thenm,

(a) Political, In September 1958 de Gaulle asked for a three power
directorate 1o defermine world-wide strategy. This 1is still bis fundamental
goal., A major purpose of his national nuclear program is to bring this
goal within reach by giving France the power and prestige which will enable
her to take part in such a directorate.

(b) DNuclear. Another basic concern is to have more knowledge and
control OVET nuclear weapons committed to NATO. This theme was repeated in
his press conference last week: "It 1s intolerable to a great nation that
its destiny be left to the decisions and the actions of another nation,
however friendly. The question of the use of nuclear weapons by the two
Western powers who have them ... mast be clarified, For the continental
European powers must know exactly with what weapons and in what conditions
their overseas allies will take part in the common battle,t

Underlying both these concerns is the same uneasy view of the Anglo-
American combination which de Gaulle has held since 191;0. In the last
volume of his memoirs he speaks bitterly of how this combination operated
in 19hlh-L5: "America, Russia, and England were determining the great
issues... Everything occurred as if our allies were intent on excluding
France from their plans., We could not actually put an end to this banish-
ment, but we could make it unendurable to those inflicting it on us"., This

"is st411 his grand design; "his boycott of NATO, his national nuclear

program, his obstructive posture in non-NATO areas -- all are designed to
make unendurable the monopoly which he conceives the U.S5. and U.K. to have
established over the resolution of lssues of decisive moment to France.

He feels that U.S. and U.X. function intimately together as world
military and political powers -- a feeling heightened by the unequal British
and French positions under the MacMahon Act. He is determined no longer to
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tolerate the unequal position in which this leaves France in respect of
decisions regarding such matters as the use of nuclear weapons or the
development of Western policy in the Far East and Africa.

If the Alliance is to be brought toward unity, proposals must be made
which would meet de Gaullets concerns on these points, The proposals need
not follow the lines which he has suggested; they must take into account
British, German, and other interests which should legitimately affect the
contours of the Alliance over the long pull, Nevertheless, the proposals
should seek to go to the heart of de Gaullels anxieties,

IT, OUR APPROACH

3. Politlcal. We should make clear that we agree with de Gaulle:

Weste¥n policies must be coordinated in all parts of the world, and that
cocrdination must be primarily the business of the powers with interests in
all parts of the world,

We propose that committees be established to achieve this coordination
in major areas -- notably in Africa and the Far East., Urgent business for
them might be policy for the Laos conference; for Vietnam; for the Horn of
Africa; and for Morocco, These committees could be among those which Mr.
Acheson has proposed be established under the North Atlantic Council. The
U.S. will asslgn to these committees men of stature and competence, capable
of freeing themselves from past attitudes and acrimony. It hopes that
France will do the same. The task of these committees will not be to study
or amass facts; 1t will be to recommend specific policy actions, as to
narrow areas of disagreement for higher authority to settle.

The U.S. recognizes that the gravest decisions must be reserved to
the Heads of the Goveraments concerned. 1I% proposes that their consulta-~
tion concerning matters before these committees or the North Atlantic
Council be facilitated (i) by more frequent use of the telephone facilities
which now link the U.S. President with the heads of the British and French
Governmentsy (ii) by periodic meetings between the heads of the three
Governments with major overseas responsibilities -- preferably with Germany's
inclusion; an ostensible desire periodically to review the German question
could serve as a convenient pretext for this membership, without glving

undue offense to Italy.

Such an arrangement would give de Ganlle mmuch of the substance he
is seeking through tripartitism, without giving him so much of the form
as to disrupt the alliance, But the inclusion of some provision for
personal involvement of heads of government will be essential if he is to
see the matter in this light.

L. WNuclear. There are several separate concerns to be met here:

First, We must try to eliminate the privileged British status. In K\
matters nuclear, the road to Paris may well be through London. Among the
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most important preparations for the President's meeting with de Gaulle will

be those made with the British. Our minimm objective should be to persuade
the Prime Minister to commit his warheads to the NATO Atomlc Stockpile and

his delivery weapons to NATO commanders, on the same basis as the U.S5. Beyond
this, we should try to move him to cease the production of fissionable
materials for weapons purposes if France will do the same, in return for

the U.S. undertskings suggested below, Hls agreement to such a cut-off,

even conditioned on French parallel agreement, will be hard to come by. We
shduld stress these advantages:

*H\\\\‘ﬁ(a) Tt would help to stop German production at a favorable moment,

(b) It would take the French off the hook gracefully.

(¢) Tt might strengthen Moscow!s hand in resisting Chinese demands
for production assistance, . A

A
Of these advantages, the first is the most important: We can best /<i;ﬂ’¥

. ; 4
settle the German issue in Adenaverts, not Strauss?!, tinme. (jmﬁwﬂﬂmf

Second, We must meet the desire for more knowledge about how many and

what Kinds of warheads we have in Europe and what we propose to do with
them, A special committee of the Council should be established to deal
with matters muclear, ITts initial membership should be the three nuclear
-powers -~ With German inclusion a must, sooner rather than later. This
-committee should, insofar as possible, be provided with information about
"the number, type, and location of warheads committed to NATO, and about
-contingency plans for their use,

Third, We must try to assure our European allies of effectlve participa-
tion Tn control both over U.S. tacticel nuclear forces already committed to
NATO and over the U,S. stratepic forces (Polaris submarines and possibly
B-li71s in the U.X.) to.be committed to NATO. We should invite the British

. and ‘the French, preferably with German participation, to devise proposals

to this end in the above-mentioned NAC commitiee. That committee might
recommend to the Council:

. {a) Guidelines to determine use of muclear weapons committed to NATO.
Such guidelines might, for example, specify that nuclear weapons should be
used in responding to unmistakeable nuclear attack, This is probably the
one case on which advance agreement could be reached,

" (b) A political method to facilitate decisions regarding use of
nuclear weapons. This political method might involve a War Council, with

the same membership as the muclear committee, performing two functions:

(1) reaching judgments about application of the agreed guidelines to specific
cases when they arise; (ii) making recommendations to the Council about
other specific cases which arise and which are not covered by the guldelines.
The U,5, President would undertake to observe any guidelines or specific
recomnendations developed by the Nuclear Committee and approved by the
Council in ordering the use of U.S, nuclear weapons commitled to NATO. The
British would make a similar undertaking.
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Fourth, We must afford the French an opportunity eventually to participate
in the miclear deterrent, if they wish, on a larger scale than would be
represented by any national contribution they could make in the foreseceable
future. To this end, we should stress the proposal by Mr. Acheson for con-
sideration of a multi-national sea-borne missile force, after NATO's non-nuclear
goals have been met, We should suggest that French personnel - both military
and scientific -~ could play a large role in the development of such a force.
(In fact, it is highly doubtful if such a force would ever come into being,
given the problems of command and control that would be involved; the long-
term prospect and possibility of such a development would, however, strengthen
the hand of those Frenchmen who oppose a national "force de frappe!, even if
it had little appeal to the General himself,)

Fifth, It may be that the French will want similarly to share in the
development of outer space programs., We should offer them and other Furopean
countries a chance to participate in the U.S. program extensively .- offering
to convert it, in effect, into an Atlantlic-wide program, if they wish.

Sixth, We must meet, in some measure, French and other European desires
for infiuence over world-wide use of U.S. nuclear forces, The U.S. might be
able to provide the NAC nuclear committee with some information about the size
and character of these non-NATO forces. We might consider inviting this com-
mittee eventually to try to develop guldelines and a consulitative method
regarding use of these non-NATO nuclear forces, which the President would
undertake to observe insofar as feasible. Another possibility would be to
extend the NATO command structure to North America, by creating a new major
command for the strategic forces and air defense forces in the U.S. and
Canada. It would then be possible to coordinate all NATO military planning
through the established NATO institutions -- with particular emphasis on the
role of the tripartite Standing Group (on which the Germans are represented
by the ex officio participation of General Heusinger). In this field of non-
NATO nuclear iorces, obviously we would have to proceed slowly and carefully,
but even a V.S, willingness to consider the long-term possibility of some
allied influence over these forces would open up light at the end of the
tunnel which could be helpful in dealing with our allies -- regardless of
whether the tralin ever actually got that far.

5. Quids and Quo's, What would we ask of France in return?

(a) To participate actively in NATG -~ particularly in the program of
intensified political consultation and the non-nuclear buildup which we will
have proposed at Oslo. (A large French role here will be essential.,)

(b) To commit any nuclear forces it may deploy in Europe to NATO, as
the U.S. and U.XK. will have done., (This is an act of very limited meaning,
but it may have some symbolic value. De Gaulle'!s abrupt countermanding of
General Eisenhowert!s orders to the SHAEF-committed First French Army in 1945,
to the grave detriment of allied strategy, suggests that he would not hesi-
tate to use a French nuclear force,if he thought this necessary, fo? national
purposes -- to the detriment of any controlled and centralized ‘allied response
- whether or not that force was committed to SACEUR.)
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(c) To cease production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes
on some future date certain, after creating a stockpile which France considers
an effective contribution to NATO, (This would be of the greatest value,
for reasons which have been outlined in discussing a British cut-off,)

There can be no assurance that the posited course of action would
achieve these purposes. We must reckon with the possibility that de Gaulle
will continue to mount his national nuclear program and even to create
problems i1n NATO. If our actions respond to France!s legitimate concerns,
however, the energy that he devotes to these purposes may be less than
otherwise and his successor may be even more constructively disposed,

What is more, European sympathy and support for his posture will remain
limited; most important of all, Germany will not be of a mind to join
or imitate him,

If we go further than the program outlined above -~ i.e., in providing
aid for the French missile or nuclear program -~ this last purpose will
have been placed in jeopardy. Germany will have 1little desire to imitate
French missile and nuclear programs which are as unlikely to produce
militarily significant results as those now underway -- particularly if she
is afforded a chance to share in control over the nuclear deterrent, But
any U,S. disposition to aid French missile or nuclear programs would open a
very different vista; Germany would then be disposed to seek similar aid,
and the mere prospect of a German MRBM and/or nuclear program would shake
NATO to its foundations,

ITY. TACTICS

6. The first step in developing an approach such as suggested above
would be to try to persuade the U.K. to agree to those parts of it which
would require British cooperation.

7. The next step would be the President's meeting with de Gawlle. That
meeting could be judged a success if de Gaulle were moved by it to pledge
his full cooperation to NATO, even if he insisted on continuing a nuclear
program, For allied agreement on proposals which met many of the concerns
underlying that program would make it less likely that the French would
prosecute the program vigorously over the long-term or that the Germans

would follow suit.

B. If the meeting scores a success, even in this sense, il would be
important to translate that success into immediate action. The Prime
Minister might be invited to join the President and General de Gaulle in
Paris. The British and American undertakings could then be announced
simltaneously with France's intention henceforth to devote her full
energies to the political and military tasks facing NATO.

9. An early meeting of the NATO Heads of Government might then be scheduled
to consider both U.S.-U.XK. proposals regarding commitment and control of

- .
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nuclear forces and the proposals for a substantial non-nuclear buildup which
will have been gathering specific substance in discussions of the NATO Council,
The Atlantic Community's joint projects and purposes would thus be given an
impetus the 1ike of which has not been seen since its most creative days. The
revitalization of NATO which the Chancellor urged on the President would be
well on the way to accomplishment.,
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
SAccrias
PRESENT: The Secretary of Defense

General Lemnitzer

Assistant Secretary of Defense/ISA Nitze
General Miller '
Colonel Eaton

Colonel Rowny

Colonel Downey

DATE: Tues, 1l April 61, Washington, D. C.

1. Following a private discussion between General Norstad and
Assistant Secretary of Defense Gilpatric, Mr. Gilpatric departed and
the participants indicated above, except The Secretary of Defense, con-
tinued the discuasions in Mr. Gilpatric's office. They were then joined
by Mr. McNamara,

more and more-to fulfill pelitical as weall as military requirements and

& General Norstad noted that weapons systemns must be designed i‘ i
both of these factors were considered in establishing the ACE MRBM ”

\J .1

3. Mr. Nitze referred to Dr. Stern's study and wonderead if it
wouid be possible to provide custodial units for the PERSHING or any other
land-based mobile missile. General Norstad said that he thought this
could be arranged through the use of a two-key system of some sort; in any
event, he felt sure the problem could be solved.

4. Secretary McNamara asked General Norstad whether responsible
authorities in Europe questioned whether the U.S. would use strategic
nuclear weapons if these were required. He said he thought there were
several ways to reassure Europsans on this point, one of which might be
to put some of the U.S. strategic units under NATQO. General Norstad said
he did not really think there was too much concern on this point, but it was
important that we guarantee the availability of those nuclear weapons
necessary for the direct defense of Europe and attempt to devise some

" means to give the other NATO nations a greater voice in the use of these
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weapons. General Norstad did not think it would be necessary to commit

strategic forces. In response to another question, General Norstad stated
that the Germans definitely want the PERSHING [ 1211i1i 000 0i00i0a70e,
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5. General Norstad then gave a brief rundown on the MACE
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Ls. Secretary McNamara then asked General Norstad for his view
as to whether 5~10 POLARIS submarines should be assigned to NATQO.
General Norstad replied that the offer of these submarines is 2s sound

. today as when it was made last December, but these submarines would
V' not take the place of mobile land-based MRBM's.] The Secrstary of
Defense wondered whether the commitment of these submarines and
efforts to meet other programs for nuclear-dellvery systems would not
operate to prevent the UK, France aid Germany from increasing their
conventional forces. General Norstad noted that the United Kingdom would
not increase its conventional forces wnder any circumstances.

T Assistant Secretary Nitze wondered whsther we would not be
better off if the Germans were to pick sp some of the British commitments
in Europe so that the British could maintain their forces elsewhere
throughout the world., General Norstad remarksd that we probably cannot
get more from anybody and that, in any event, this is not the problem.

The problem is to raise manning levels and provide modernized equipment.
We do not need more divisions. General Lamnitzer agreed and emphasized
that we must improve the guality of the forces alrsady programmed rather
than attempt to increase these forcaa. Generzl Norstad emphasized that

he was tired of having "paper divisions.' Rather, he needed full-strength

modern units,

8. Secretary of Defense McNamara then commented that he
thought we had had enough talk on concepts and principles, and must now
get down to specifics, i.e., what forces, how many, what mapning levels
and equipment, costs, etc. General Norstad agreed that the problem
needs to be further ddfined in terms of these specifics.

S. W. DOWNEY
Colonel, US Army
Executive to SACEUR -
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of other governmentu, (?artioularly the Britiah paper on

. mTO strategy}“’uil]. be discuseed fully and 'frankly. in the coumu,'

pmedurea .

. HATO's general Defense Posture J

Pundamental to our approach is the-great importanoafor
strengthening HATO's defense posture. The Rirect Soviet '
military threat to the NATO area is not didinishing aeupica

“changes in Soviet forses. We muat not give the Soviet

blo¢ any reason to think that they could gain’ thelr. =
objectives by threatening or using foree against Berliln or.

" any part of the NATO area. The U3 is firmly committed to -
-@ forward strategy in Europe. To this end, as the Fresidcnt‘p-i
has already indicated in his message to MATQ, ‘the U3 1ntends '

to maintain the strength of 1its NATO fornes in Europs.,
Deterrence requires that NATO shield forges sontimue to ..
have an affective nuolear capability, and the Soviets muat - .
néver be allowsd to doubt NATO's peadiness to use this . %
capability, 1if necesaary, together with the ruolesr forces .

- gutside the Europsan theater, to ecocunter Joviet attack on
. 'Burope. . It 1a at leant equally ilaportsnt. for deterrense
" that NATO have strong conventional foraes." Without smoh °

- FATO forees, the Soviets might be ensoureged to belileva

that they eould engsage in limited eonvuntional sgresalion

~with relative impunity under the usbrells of rgrouinar
_;nanaile capabtlity.r". ' ﬁ,

AL

fxt aeena unliknly that thsra uould be any:Gebate on thess

.. ;F;gt;ﬁf TH nemto»i




R [BE] §.".‘ [ IR RIE TUPLI 1 B SO TR

USRO FL.RM & e
S':‘ 54"

U.S. MiSSILS TO NATD .mu ;.fm UN‘ RECICHAL uzmu\nmmﬂﬁjﬁ
o " TELEGRAM cormNng@Wf*i‘EH B |
3 fPSECURITV G cmssmmnc"i T r T

!

__PAGE .TWO I =S — com'nex,. 2701
_”"ﬂgeneral proposltions. The dirficult queationy are confronted |
i o0 in determining the most appropriate balance between nuclear and
' conventlonal forces ard in working out the best arrangemsnts
for provision and control of nuclear weipuns. .,

Balanced Force:

- For aeveral yeira, 8 high priority has 4n effect been gi\en in

" NATO mllitary programming to the development of nuclear-cagable.

forces. Although there has been no conseious decislon to gilve
_conventional forces a lower priority,.these forces have-suffered .
.congiderably firom inadequate sllocation of resources. /We belileve potorad
_there is now an urgent need to insure that the alliance vill 1in Jﬂ&m.
act have & full range of forces to permit flexivility of responae. QUfw#
t seems to us that NATO should have conventional forces strong - - WMyg@;
‘enough to be able to force a pause in the event of substential 4g 4
: Soviet conventlonal aggression, and teo prevent_anv So 1Pt”miscal ‘j”( “”‘
ulation of ous 1ntentionsn, . 3 L , i =

Thia approach ahould not requlre any reviqion cf the political
Qirective or the strategis contept. These documents,’ which have- AT
~served thelr purpose well, should rather he subject to a ccnstructive U
Anterpretation in aupport of this approach along the" ‘1ines that' -~ -
&SACEUB has been developing. ‘The magnitude and nature of the con= -

' ventional forces required for this purpose wbuld have to be worked

‘out carefully in NATO, Alghough 1t may well he unnecessary to

‘go: beyond the general quantitstive level of froces now plarned B

bin MC-T70, it would clearly De necasaary, to. strengthen conventional =
orces as a matter of the highest priority.  Increased rescurces .
hould be devoted to ‘the achlevement of high cualitative standards -

or theae. forces in menning levels, tralning, modernizatior of
quipment and 3upply. It 1is primarily becausge of the' lwpertance

yf this task taat, as the President stated remenbly to- the  '
‘military commibtee, the U3 intends %o madintaln its own- e
‘divisions . and suprorting units in Europe amd to increase ‘thelr
-econventionsl capabilities. 1In doing so, we would expecb the
~other members of KATO, who are in a posttion to 40 so, to make - .
vigorous effart to provide the halance of required convertionul
forces at adgquate strength where other mombers clearly ineed ._;_
“help in achieving their force goals, the US 1n prepared- Lo ;ﬁIV? G
. explore with tnese countries what might be prnvidad most
frectively in the form of mi]ltary aaalstancu I

- The ooat of meeting an entire range or vnquirvmen*s for all o
. gontingencies, such as those recommerded Ly the NATO oommanders .
.would probably: be considerably in exceas of what NATO 1s pxepared
to provide. Therefore, if we are to sugeced in:strengthening -
'1N&T0'a conventional forces, .1t will probably. he naceasa%y‘to

’ ‘[. 5 secumw cmssmcanoa:
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?jdovelop a general gysten of priorities Lo ensure that the
‘overall allocation of NATO resources will support the desired .
pattern of forces.  The councill, working cloaely with the ;
NATO nilitary authorities, should be responsible for. the . - .
developament of this system of priorities. It should bake full
account of the possibilities for coordinated NATO research, ®
development and production of improved weapons and equipmen
for conventional forces, and for integratlon of" logistica
an¢ training facilities. "e also belleve that the : 3
priorities should enable rapid progress in’ organizing and
training the mobile task force that Gencral' Nbrstad haa
been planning nuclesr weapons requlrements.?-~'v~. o

HNTO shield forces have achieved a very substantial nuclear
capability. It 18 the firm policy of the U3 that this -
capabllity be waintained and that US nuclear weapons in -
the European‘area not be uithdrawn withou fadequate"eglacement.;
’*'*k- : : -1-:?.!"r SEy kS

The queation of how NATO requirements ror additional nuclear a
weapons should be treated in a system'of priorities’is one., '
for careful examination in NATO. Sufficient European”
regources are probably not avallable to meet all of the S
miclear weapons requirements posed by the!NATO commanders . i
for deployment in Europe, and,at the same time, to’ enable e
. any necessary strenghtening of conventional forces. @~ - DT T
£ will be necessary to review nuclear weapons requiremenkts .
ould probably have to be ad justed at some point to ba =~
congiastent with the priority to be accorded conventlonal

©. forces.

UL Qur planning should take account of the facf that the nuclear S
defense of Europe will continue to be provided for. with - RS
weapons and forces outslde the Europesmn theater as well
as those deployed in Europe. For this reason, the US"
reaffirmed its intention to commit five Polaris submarinear
to NATO and .also undertake to commit to NATO, ap ‘they : ,
-~ become avallable, additional Polaris submarines planned for O
-+ deployment in the NATO commarxi areas, ° The exact number . :
..:that this would involve, the areas of deplaymurt and the
©7 . BATO command arrangements to be adopted will require further
- Tatudy, altihough 1t would be underatood.that, in accordance
-=Witih existing provedires, the U3 would remain {ree to use
. thess submarines in self-defense. We also have in mind

4" that the deployment and targetting of these submarines - .

. wiould be developed with allied partioipation through the

- NATO oommanda concerned. : o 5

- wn‘ﬁ J‘rs in mina, and a#"arr‘: ?[ macs{ 7(4“-:' fﬂ’wrcnmué

{ Y secu:un c,\msgmc,mm i i ~' .




UIRD FOAM 49 C
5.5

u.s. MISSION TO NATU AMND EUROPEAN kuGIONAL ORGANIZATIWNS.
TELEGRAM CONTINUATIQK-SHEET

~

o SECHTITY uasszry-‘.\npﬁ‘ﬁa
X ;ﬂ, s u"}“ h&{ Wﬁ\;j g Li)
PAGE FOUR e kb P

CONTROL: 2701

The NATO commitment of these submarines will make available
to NATO a substantial portlon of US strateglc forces for
coverage of targets of importance in defending against an
attack on Yurope. This willl of course have the effect
of exparding the role of NATO-committed forces. It 1s
impossible at this astage to indicate the extent to which
the roles and missions of the submarine force might be
devided between categories of targets. It may be that

a definitive break-~down cannot be developed. However,
availability to NATO of thls Polaria submarine fleet

will be a major factor in deterring Soviet attack ageinst
the alliance.

This NATO commitment of US Polaria submarines will emphaaiza_

the indivisibility of the nmuclear defense of Europe apd
North Amerilca. The US hopes it will lead toward further
measures to strengthen North Atlantic area defense
arrangements within the institutional framework of NATC.

ability of such forces to NATO commandas should

(impoatpone he time when it may be necessary to deal with

questlion which we are continuing to examine.
Meanwhile, if other NATO membersa should be interested in
contributing MABM'a to a multilateral NATO force after the
non-muclear goals have been met, we would welcome their
views on how the NATO MBBM force concept that was suggested
at the ministerial meeting last December, might be carried

-out,

Control and use of nueclear weapons

We have no%t yet been able to develop anowers to all

of the speclific questions on control and use of muclear
weapont in the British paper on NATO strategy. However,
we agree that thece questions are ortant and should

be consldered carefully by NATO.&‘E‘%m questions relating
to operational use of nuclear weapons, the problem of

oontrol and use can be devided . : controls
on the one hand, "and_the j " baslc declslon on
use on the other.

With respect to _militaxy goptrol of nuclear weapons in

Burope, we believe 1t 18 vital to insure bhat the uge of

these weap-nﬂ_wlll_alwa g_he_ras ailve £o._ ,lihggggg
and e M,_ le ) -eoiaion, and to provide or

} Hecl Yy &8 5t Babotage and unauthorlzed
‘o this end, urgent anrd
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continulng attention should be glven %o improving present
arrangements for physical security of installations, security
and reliability of communications, and of weapona deployments.

£-Drabg LW 1 \ 8iop on use ghould he
made it 1s 1mpor?n : to the eltectiveness of the nuclear
eterrent that its use be subject tc a clear line authority
able to make a quick decision if circumstances require.

It is also important that the basic decision on use be

made_Dby responaible leitical authority. The 13 _waquld
velcome ap _ﬁlzzeatio a_ ner _memherﬂ_as_to_h-

\ Onn form that this might take could be the development by
the council of general guildelines regarding the use of

nuclear weapons committed to NHATO and or of a political

method to facilitate consultation and decision on use,

The US would undertake to observe any agreed guidelines

or political method consistent with the principles indicated
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'siiiiil The councIT might endeavor to refine or extend
hese guidelines on use, with particular reference to the pe of
questlon posed in the British paper on NATO atrategy.

Frocedural approach

In studying thesge general defenae problems, 1t may be
advisable for the council to concentrate initially on the
task of developing policy guildance to provide a basis

for adjustment of on~-going military programs. . —

As soon as a consensus of the council has been reached

on policy guldance, 1t will be necessary to decide what
procedures should be followed in putting this guldance
into effect. One procedural approach might be as follows:
The councll would develop a flve-year projection of increased
regsources that might be made avallable for NATO defense
programs on the assumption of a demtermined effort by all
governments., The council might then ask the NATO milltary
authorities to design slteinative military programs
oonaiatent with the council's policy guidance and with

SECURITY ClAS:lPILATION
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tvo, ﬁexela.or resourcd &vallabilitles: one correeponding to |

Qne douncll's five-year projection and the other corres-
pané&ng to present levels of military expenditures.

- with these alternative programe in hand, the council

oould then reach a decision as to the magnitude snd nature
of defense programs that should be supported by governments
in fulfillment of the council's policy objectives,

Erd Text
Altheugh you will probably wish to make foregoing presentation

orally, exact text as given above should also.be circulated
in writing.
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CORRECTION NOTICE:

Following is correotion &n page thres, third paregraph (underlin@ﬂ
portion previouslyrdintttad):

s»0« X6 w111 b2 necescary to revisw nuolenr weapons requirsmente

with this in mind, and efforts to merot these reguirsments
woula probably have......

Fbllowlng is correction on pags four, fourth pmragrnph (underlinad
portion previously omitted):

carefinlly by HATO. Agide from qusutiona.....

In thigd paragraph, page five, word "next" should he omitted
and uhderlined portion inmertsd as follows:
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SECRET April 24, 1961

PRI

MEMORANDUM FOR

THE PRESIDENT

The State Departrnent has asked that you mention to the
Congressional leadership tornorrow the NATO policy,

based on Mr, Acheson's report, that we are proposing to
our allies. The Department is consulting this week about
that policy with the Torelgn Relations, Foreign Affairs, and
Armed Services Committees, and with the Joint Committee

on Atomic Energy.

The Department is pressing this consultation, since it intends
soon to submit a paper elaborating our NATO policy to the
North Atlantic Council, which has already heard Mr. Acheson's
presentations. If your speech Thursday is to be on NATQ, the
need for consultation is further enhanced.

I attach a copy of the briefing paper that the Department is using
in its own consultations. § also attach a ons~page surnmary of

the main points in this paper,|together with one or two ol our own,
which could well be mentioned to the leaderﬁhiﬁj '
rd

McG. B.
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NATO and the Atlantic Community
{Talking Points)

1. Non-Nuclear. NATO non-nuclear iorces should be tmproved, to the
point where they could force a considerable pause in the event of substantial
Soviet non-nuclear aggression. 7Thia probably does not mnean golng beyond
the planned {MC~-70) level of forces, but it does mean putting increased
resources into meeting these goals and improving the quality of these forces.
The main effort here belongs to our Allies, and it will not be easy to get
thermn to make it.

2. U. 8. Polaris Submarines., NATO should continue to maintain an effective
nuclear capability in Europe. To this end, we will commit to NATO: (i)

five Polaris submarines initially; (i) additional Polaris submarines, as

they come along, that are planned for deployment in NATO command areas.
This commitment would not prevent the U], 5. from uaing these submarines in
self-defense. We hope the U.K. can also be persuaded to commit its strategic
forces to NATO, and that this in turn may lead to a gradual modification of

the present stiff ¥rench position (though certainly not at once},

| 3. Control of Nuclear Weapons, We will indicate U. 5. willingness to

,! consider any ideas the Europeans may have for NATO control of nuclear

| weapons comumnitted to NATO. The U, S, would participate, as a member of

S the NATO Council, in deciding on any of these European suggestions. The
difficulties are such that it is unlikely the Council will be able to agree on
any means of giving NATO full control. But NATO may, however, be able
to work out some advisory guidelines concerning use of nuclear weapans

ijand a political methodto {acilitate congultation on use, It is lmportant

\that we appear to be responsive to Buropean concerns in this fleld, in order
to deflate any drive {or lndependent European nuclear capabilities, Meantime,
the U.S. would make clear its {ntention to use nuclear weapons in case of
nuclear attack or overwhelming non-nuclear attack on NATO forces.

4, Furopean MRBM's. The NATO commitment of Polaris submarines,

and possibly of U, K. strategic forces as well, should postpone the time when
it becomes necessary to deal with the question of MRBM's for deployment in
Furopean hands. We are not persuaded that MEBM's are needed -- NATO
already has very great nuclear strength, and Polaris deployment will add grea

5. Command, Control, and Candor., We are taking energetic steps to stren;
our own ¢ommand and control over nuclear weapons, and we propose, with en.
couragement from members of the JCAE, to see to it that our Allles understa;
better how very strong NATO now is, on the nuclear side. The law dllows thi
i candor, and our own position will be strengthened by it. This is not a maiter

| of know-how, but one of rough gquantitative statistics. ‘
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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Dear Mac:

I have received your memorandum of April 24, 1961,
subject: Improving the Security of Nuclear Weapons in NATO
Europe Against Unauthorized Use: National Security Memo-
randum No, 36,

I expect to have our study of the securify of nuclear
weapons in NATO Europe completed early in May and at that
time I will forward you a copy of the study with recommen-
dations, I will also send copies to the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Department of State requesting their
comments, We will, of course, provide you with our con-
sideration of any comments after they are received from
these two agencies.,

Sincerely,

b

DEPUT!J

Mr, McGeorge Bundy

Special Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

The White House
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It might be umeful for the Preslident teo raime thils issue in
his meeting with Mr. Acheaon this afternoon.
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NO: 770 May 5, 9 PM

EMBASSY PASS USRO AND STOESSEL
PERSONAL FOR AMBASSADOR FROM SECRETARY

* LIMIT DISTRIBUTION

I em grateful for thoughtful enalysis reflected in your 79, and belleve it
might be useful spell out my own thinking these issues.

1. Our policy of trying to slow down acquisition nuclear wespons capabilities
is based on view that such acquisition will increase risk of war by accident
or miscalculstion, diminlish possibility controlled nuclear response in event
of hostllities, ralse new obstacles arms control, and pose. very grave threat
to allied polliticel cohesion. The more rapld and extensive any additional
acguisition of nuclear capabllities, the greater will be these dangers.

2. Policy of trylng to slow down nuclear proliferatlon precludes U, 5.
assistance not only for development nuclesr warhesds but elso for development
bellistic missile systems, since such systems represent aqﬂ'essential and
politically most sensitive aspect of effective nuclear strike capability. |

3s We recognize that provision info on ballistic missiles might be of only 1
limited importance in overcoming formideble difficulties France faces in trying
create militarily mesningful missile capability. But experience to date i
suggests provision any kind of eild only leads to requests more extenspive |
assistance. Refusal of these further requests {unavoidable under exisiing
national policy) then leads to more friction than if no aid had been granted
in first place.

4. Recognize that France will nonetheless continue its missile program. But
cost and time required for France to prosecute that program will surely dbe
greater if we do not provide help than otherwise,  This cost and time msy
eventually tend discourage French from pursuing present path, in post-deGaulle
period, iT alternative means of responding to basic French concerns are deve-
loped by U.5. {see para 6 below).

5 We also recognize that French will probably develop nuclear strike capa-
bility with menned alreraft, even if they do not develop effective ballistic
missile capabllity. Thelr national nuclear program will be less promising in
this event, however, than if they haeve missile capsbility, since aircraft
less effective delivery means. Thus Freach will be less apt, if dependent on
ajreraft delivery, to conslder they have achleved such succesgs in nuclear pro-
. gram as to justify continued national effort in this fileld in post-de Gaulle
period, And Germans will elso be less likely, in this event, to consider that
such striking success has been achieved in French nuclear progrem as would
* Justify their trying to follow in French footsteps.
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6. Key question throughout, in my view, is not so much whether France will
\ achieve some sort nuclear wespons capabllity but effect on German aspirations
'\ and thus on NATO of US posture of encouraging French nuclear effort. The
French will face a most serious resocurce problem in trying to prosecute s
national missile and nuclear program alone. They may well seek German aid at
gome polnt. The Germans would not now wish to be.drswn into such a venture
and would be unwilling to grant ald under present circumstances. But if US
gignifies it spproves French program and helps that program, German resistance
to joining it may be grestly weakened. Even possible that, despite Chancellor's
desires, Germany might eventually be moved to seek US aild for ite own program
in this event, Any such German effort creat or Joln in oreating nuclear
capability would shake NATO to its foundations. For this reason I am not
aware and would not approve any assistance to Germans or any other country
for development of national ballistic missile capsbility.

T. 1In light these factors, and after most careful review different consider-
gtions, I belleve US should proceed along lines laid out in Acheson recommen-
dations concerning US pollicy toward Atlentic nations, which President approved
April 21:

{(A) Not help Frence achieve nuclear weapons capability or produce or acquire
MRBMS's.

(B) 8Seek to respond reasonsble French interests and concerns through such
steps as more intimate political consultation with France, guarantee to main-
taln US nuclear capsbility in Europe for 1ife of treaty, comunitment US
Polaris submarines and UK strategic forces to NATO, greater allied and
particularly French participation in planning and decision regarding use
nuclear weapons committed to NATO, and other meassures to same end now under
consideretion here.
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.. i'-‘""‘.‘authority he believes France should maintain oveir -its NATO forces. ' His' cone”
g ultimately mst be «capable of acting for its owi natlonal security with™

© by-pelitical avthoriti
~. s ably reduce: the degree of national: identity in a country!s armed forces
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SRR the rapidly’ changing. “technology 'of modern' air war, In September 1960, the

oo May 2%, 1961

.:;,PRESIDENT'S VISIT.T0 DE-:GAULLE

" Fretioh Attitude Toward rmo. S
Poﬁticﬁ itag;r Queetione ;. L

g o ‘I'here i‘ollowe a reevme of “the French' attituc ] towerd a mnnber of. ey
* mro political-miln.tary -"questionso Sl T

Integretion of NATO Forcee :

e General de Gatﬂ_'Le hae expressed- concernl over too extensive integration
of mo forces;" cla:uning that. this’ woq1d°der0gate from the degree. of national

¥ cern stems from a mixture’ ‘of ‘the following ‘views: (1) that each. nation
C natione.l forces 1f necessary, . (2) “that NATO intezration of forces mAy place

460 much power :Lmthe hands of military commanders without sdequate control
3 €3) that integration oi.NATO forces. will mdesir—-

S Theee attitudes have conditioned French action with respect to i‘urther
L steps ‘within HATO toward. integration of efforte in the fielde of eir defen.se |

T f
R I

(a) I,ntegrated Air Defense ‘ o

, In 1955 NATQ approved the concept of a coordinated air defense system
for HATO Europe. - Since that time. there has been growing recognition within
 MATO of ‘the need to integrate’ European air; dei‘ense syetems in.the face'of.

i North'Atlantic Council adopted MC 5l/L;:%hich calls for' the integration of
. “the: existing air defense _systems of Europe into cne. eyetem under the opera
: l‘_ﬁ-ftional control of SACEUR in peace" time, . The: egsence of ‘the new system is’
~-the assigmment’ by nations to SACEUR in peace and war of the respo*sibility,

neceeeary forces 5 a.nd authorn.ty to defend the ﬁetione of NATO Europe agains
; air attaCko'*Jf; , “ S . N

T _f“:“"'Alth.ough there wes generaﬂ. agreement 'to this paper, France entered
o extensive resemtione., -The" French agreed to MG ph/l on];y on. condition
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e acts vatagP' - T“.a*a chang*s‘in...he Atlan‘hic wi...l ot be camt ed out unt:L..
o the ovgr\a_l_.. Teview of nnv&'fccmmanda 1has--been”cbmp1eted. T

“In Febr.ary _96.-. ‘-‘z"a‘.n “uubmitted, provosacs 50 bhe tanding Group

‘._on EERL.\.NT, raconm*ndlrg aisn that dh be comranded by 2 Frenchmar, .

. Undér the proposed: “eorgani-'at don; discussed. abova, JIEERLANT, when :. -
o cactivitedy would: ‘sontrol the watars off: Portugal and Morceco to-a point

.-+ . Westiof ‘the Madeira and.Canary. Talandey J-Franca has propoaed expanding . ..

.. the IBERLANT area wéstward in the Atlantic, addimg the wester Hediter:anea._.

0. THe:IBERLANT -comrander would. time. be respons_b.;.e %o SACLANT in'the A%2 -

~ -+ - and SACEUR i the Meditarransan, ' No action has; b#e-z taken by ths Stand:l.ngw
.. " Group.on’ the French-propdsals, . The Freach bave not ra..sed ‘the matter with-

< the US a* the d,.pa.cmatic leva...' , - o

e -s,In Ap*‘:L.. the *ﬁ:;‘.taxv ‘Ccmmittea in-.-Ch.iexs 0f Staff Session urged . .
- SACETR %o expedits his review of the crgan,..*at_.on sy naval commands in the
H-d.;tu..am-an, whils gensrally endorsing tha lizs taken oy SACLANT ami
. “CINCHAN im their recommendations for maval commahd’ :-e-srg-a';iza,,..o Tha
. Franch prodpes=al on naval ccmmands did not mention whesher Frange would oz
e . prspared to return 1ts Meditarransan Flest %o the stagus- r-f sarmarked for
‘ S . assigrment to NATO 1f -its v‘ews vera a.d:mted ‘I’h-r» ,:‘.,.3 ro. reagon o
e believ» that 25 wouid do-so.’ L

(c) ‘¥ur:.::er ot F*en-n Offi.cers Holdinz Hai A NA’.&‘O G"'mna.d..

- ".Qthe '&han the ?-muh de°i:' to cmnd IBEB_AHT hers h;ve Tean ?'2
_ofri;..n.a"_ acproach..s by the: French to obtain insrsaszed “presentat:.c in
* . inereaded. representation in sendor NATO cemmard aseigrments, The Fre nc'*‘

‘A’ . PRV : N -
. however, are lnown to be dissatisfied with the prssens diesribution of such.

, eitisme; this dissatisfactlon has beer sxpraszad largsiy.throuch. ru. oy
~Tand h:l.m:... .'A sur7ey of the senior posts does: ‘--‘**a‘r-l 2 05 and UK Bre-’
" ‘daninance, . It has been our posiition that. any remision ofthe MNATO cormand
. gtructurs iS‘qf primary interest to.the HATO military 1.1."1101“:.‘03.88 and Franes -
- 'sheiild: submi% itz proposals through *thase channsit,+ The US 4= preparsd 3o
1 ' consider-amy reorganiza.*ion of ccxmnands recommnend =2 by the IIA."‘O mdlitary
.. authorities,  To date no ¢ther comtries ha w-‘-a.gnn m:f st'ps to. initiz=a a.
reor gan...,a*ion of the cmrmnnd a**nc*-m-g. o e D :

-

‘Stcrag» oi‘ US R l-a. W-ax:or.z-_n F"an..a

] Af or the ..957 daci.s on of ‘he MATO neads ‘of GoFsrmment to 'o-'cv.e-.:l witho

the establishment of a NATO atomlc ateockpile,’ c.*"' discasions with Luan $'v
'\, - provide warhead support for both French and US groes sta;:.ic ecin Frames.
<. wers p" aced 'Ey uz in the NATO com#m.r -
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: Hegotia‘ticns with Franca for. an. agreement for'atomic "ooneration have
_.v:t.rtually baen concluded, and Ambassador Gavin ie Beirg. 1athorized, to 1n1 152

the agreement, - The proposed agreement: would 3 perimit she’ ...*ansmi%ion oL
~atomic information to France to enable’ French forces assigmed % Yo MATO to
attain full operational capability on: nuclear-‘cap:ble deiivery s systens
a.practical matter,\ this applies o‘nly to "French .t‘ca ss in Germany

Mr. McBr‘c.e
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MEMORANDUM
May 26, 1961

Subject: General Norstad's Proposal for NATO
Control of Nuclear Weapons

Norstad's public statements on this concept have
always been in very general terms, e.g., that "control
of weapons might be passed to the Alliance and that
they might be committed to NATO aa long as the Alliance
endures,”

This is close to the present US position, based on
the polliey paper approved.by the President April 21:
That the US should explore with its allies means of
increasing allied participation in control of nuclear
weapons committed to NATO.

Norstad's private expositioms of his concept have
been somewhat wmore specific., He appears to have in mind
that the North Atlantiec Council would authorize in
advance SACEUR to release US nuclesr weapons in an
emergency to NATO national forces, with national
governments then indlvidually making their decisions
as to whether or not these weapons should be used by
them. It is doubtful that this particular application
of Rorstad's general proposal is understood by
Chancellor Adenauer or would be acceptable o wost
NATO goverrnments. For thls proposal would make it
pogsible for any one NWATO country (Turkey) to initiaste
use of nuclear weapons by agreement only with a military
cotmanday (SACEUR) and without any political consensus
within the Alliance.

The alternative possibilities referred to in the
April 21 policy statement ave that the North Atlantic
Council might agree on genersl guidelines to govern
the use of nuclear weapons, and that & sma ]l committee

of the
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Council might be established to concert about:
application of these guldelines to specific cases
or about the handling of cases not covered by these
guidalines.

When Chancellor Adenauer spoke favorably of
General Norstad's proposal to General de Gaulle, he
was almost certainly speaking of the general concept
outlined in paragraph 1. The only evidence we have
as to the Chancellor's thinking on any specific
application of thiz concept is the strong lonterest
he showed, In talking with Henry Klaszinger recently,
in the President’'s Ottawa reference to possible creation
of a NATO sea-borne missile force which would be 'truly
multilateral in ownership and comtrol,” This creation
is envisaged In the April 21 policy statement s a
pogsibility-~after NATO's nou~nuclear goals have been
met and 1f 1t should be degired and found feasible by
our alliles.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
4 7 WASHINGTON

May 29, 1961

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT;:

Subject: Specific answers to your questions of May 29th relating
to the USSR

First, on Berlin: At Tab A you will find some papers you asked
for plus a general paper giving the State Department German
desk views. The author, Hillenbrand, will be in Vienna, and is
an able man, I'm asking him for better dope on the West German
legal position.

I checked Walter Lipprmamds view with him again and it can be
summarized as follows:

1. Stand absolutely firm on our right of access to Berlin and
point out the extreme danger of any interference with it.

2. Avoid any actual negotiation at Vienna and aim to defer
such negotiations beyond the German elections in September,

3. Do not foreclose the possibility that in return for detailed

; written guarantees of access to Berlin, we for our part might

offer a practical de facto acceptance of the East German Republic
(perhaps by ams'svoéiating it in the guarantee of access.) Lippmann
thinks that without recognizing the GDR in formal terms, we can
yet find ways of meeting what he thinks may be the fundamental
Soviet impulse -~ a need for security in Eastern Europe and the
fear of what the post- Adenauer Germany might be like.

You will see that the differences between the Achesonians and Lippman
do not turn on the specific issue of standing fast to defend our access
to Berlin. They turn rather on whether there is any legitimate

Soviet interest to which we can give some reassurance. At one
extreme are those who feel that the central Soviet purpose is to

drive us out of Berlin and destroy the Kuropean Alliance as a
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consequence., On the other extreme are those who feel that if we
think in terms of accommodation, we should be able to avoid a

real crisis.

Secreary Rusk inclines to the harder view, while Thompson, as o
you know, believes we must explore the possibility of accomoda- g Tr

tion. Butin practical terms, for Paris and Vienna, there may be
no real difference between them. Rusk, for example, suggests
that in talking with Khrushchev you may wish to begin by a strong
statement on access to Berlin and go on to ask, as Thompson so
often has in his conversations with Khrushchev, just what the Soviets
really find so unsatisfactory, as a practical matter, in the present
situation. There is a chance that you might draw him into some
clearer statement of their purposes here. It's not a very good chance,
though, because he will probably be cautious in tipping his hand, just

as you must be.

My own summary is first that firmness on allied access to Berlin

is indeed fundamental, and second that a willingness to hear the

Soviet argument on other points will not be harmful. The one thing
which must be avoided in both capitals is any conclusion that the
United States is feeble on Berlin its elf. What we might later be
willing to consider with respect to such items as the Oder-Neisse

line and a de facto acceptance of a divided Germany is matter for
further discussion, and we ourselves might indeed have new proposals
at a later time., (One which we like and Soviets do notis a free city
of all Berlin, and it's not unfair to mention that in Vienna if you want,)

Second, on the pos sibility of scientific proposals, I attach at Tab B

2 new and much improved memorandum from Wiesner's office.

They put a priority on four possible areas of cooperation ~- two in
space and two in nuclear physics. Your own proposals to Khrushchev
should probably not go further than to express your own interest

and to suggest the matter be discussed at expertsrmeetings arranged
through Ambas sador Thompson. The practical process of scientific
cooperation can be very difficult even with friends, and you will

not want to get your own pr estige hooked to specific negotiations

that could be made sticky at any time by the Soviets.

]
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At Tab C are some recent disagreeable Chinese Communist
statements about the United States.

We do not have any good facts on the relationship between Albania,
Russia and China, but we will have some tomorrow.

We are proceeding to seek assurances that a mission in Outer
Mongolia would be acceptable, Very few other nations have
missions -~ a list is being obtained. France does not.

hfo s,

McG, B.
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By prior arrangement I saw Spaak alecne this morning following
his return from Paris late yesterday, to get confidential
report on his talk with De Gaulle. agﬁgyk said that while he
had useful talks with French about European unification (re-
ported separately), he wanted us to know in strictest confi-
dence on eve of President's visit, about De Gaulle's present
general attitude re defense of Europe and American's role
therein because presumably this general subject would come up
in President's Paris talks.

In discussing defense of Europe and NATO military strategy

De Gaulle expressed strong and adamant view that United States
would never risk using its strategic nuclear striking power
solely for defense of Europe, since this would invite Soviet
retallation on American cities, Neither Europe nor France,

De Gaulle reiterated, could count on US strategic nuclear
capability to defend it.

Spaak. said he argued strongly with De Gaulle that not only
would United States use its strategic nuclear power to defend
Europe, but also that the defense of Europe was impossible
without ‘United States power backed by its nuclear striking

DECLASSIFIED : REPRODUCTION FROM THIS COPY IS
PROH!BITED UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED”

v

&.! ia NARS, DATE f —/ /7
F




- FRECREI=-

-2- 1991, May 29, 7 p.m,, from Brussels

force. Spaak told De Gaulle that in his conversations with

“you at 0slo you had discussed desirability, under proper safe-

guards, of developing a NATO nuclear capability which would

' not be subject to the veto of the US or others. Spaak stressed
" to De Gaulle this indicated the sincerity and determination of

the US to use any and all weapons, including our strategic
nuclear power, to defend Europe.

De Gaulle, according to Spaak, pooh-poohed this and went on to
say it was both clear and understandable that US would never
share control of its nuclear striking power with any other
nation, but would retain it intact for use, as it alone saw
fit, in defense of its own interests and purposes. Despite
Spaak's efforts, he said he could not shake De Gaulle in
slightest from his conviction along these lines.

On the basis of foregoing assumption with respect to United
States policy and attltude, De Gaulle went on to develop his
strateglc nuclear capabllity. De Gaulle said that since US
would not use nuclear weapons to defend Europe, it was possible
that Furope would recelve an ultimatum from Soviets (presumably
over Berlin or some other tense question) to capitulate and to
emphasize seriousness of ultimatum, Soviets might at same time
drop nuclear bomb on some secondary city such as Hamburg, Munich
or Lyon. Should this occur, Europe must respond at once by
dropping a bomb on some Soviet city, such as Kiev, to let
Soviets know that Europe would not capitulate and that all-
out nuclear war would ensue if Soviets persisted. Today
Europe could not reply to such Soviet action and United States
would not be willing to do so because of fear of immediate
Soviet retaliation against American cities. However, when
France developed its own nuclear capability it would be in a
position to reply at once to such Soviet action. 1In this
connection De Gaulle told Spaak he was not trying to build
great nuclear strength, with many bombs, but he wished to have
enough bombs to be able to deliver one if the Soviet Union
should pursue above course and also something in reserve if
Soviets did not desist.
, /Spaak
—SHERET—
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FOLLOWING IS SUMMARY BASED ON UNCLEARED MEMORANDUM PRESIDENT'S
FOURTH CONVERSATION WITH DE GAULLE 3:30 - 5:00, JUNE !-j

T ETING WAS DEVOTED TO NATO PROBLEM, - PRESIDENT SAID NAT MAND :
o MﬁNNER IN WHICH ALL IANCE COULD BE MADE STRONGER WERE IMPORTANT
SUBJECTS. PE ‘GAULLE SAID HE WISHED.DISCUSS THIS VERY. !WFORTANT;
' QUESTION WITH UTMOST FRANKNESS.. NATO, HE DECLARED, 1S FIRST-AN.
R ALLIANCE AND SECOND ‘AN ORGANIZATION. NO ONE GUESTIONS -NEED: FOR
N ALL I ANCE THOUGH PERHAPS IT SHOULD BE EXTENDED BEYOND ‘EURCPE & 3
HOWEVER WI!TH REGARD TO ORGANIZATION IT HAD. BEEN FOUNDED . ELEVEN
YEARS. AGO ON PRACTICAL US MONOPOLY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND WEAK= ..
© NESS THEN OF EUROPEAN POWERS. ESSENCE- OF ORGANIZATION HAD'BEEN]E
' DEFENSE OF EUROPE BY US NUCLEAR WEAPONS WITH SOME CONVENTIONAL g
: FORCES TO PERMIT DEPLOYMENT OF US NUCLEAR FORCES. NATO HAD BEEN
i HE CONTINUED, AN AMERICAN DEFENSE OF EUROPE. SITUATION HAD NOW
| GREATLY CHANGED. SOVIETS AND US ARE MORE OR' LESS EQUAL - IN’ NUCLEAR
o STRENGTH AND 'US IS NOW IN DANGER OF BEING DESTROYED. US WILL THU
! FIND IT EXTREMELY. DIFFICULT MAKE DECISION USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS.
) IF SOVIETS DO NOT STRIKE FIRST WITH SUCH WEAPONS US MIGHT NOT -
STRIKE EITHER. [N PARTICULAR IT IS NOT CLEAR US WOULD. BE FIRST L
TO. USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS IF SOVIETS LAUNCH PURELY CONVENTIONAL ~

[ " ATTACK. FURTHERMORE US IS COMMITTED. NOT ONLY IN EUROPE TODAY

5 .BUT THROUGHOUT THE WORLD. :

S BUROPE HERSELE HAS-ALSC CHANGED, DE GAULLE WENT oN,. FR‘ANCE‘ is: ‘
- SOMEWHAT STRONGER THOUGH GENERAL IS NOT UNDER ANY ILLUSIONS: THAT
. SHE IS GENERALLY STRONG YET, . IN ADDJTION THERE' IS DIFFERENCE IN.
FRENCH PSYCHOLOGY. ELEVEN YEARS AGO. FRANCE HAD GIVEN UP WHILE

=% TODAY AGAIN SHE HAS AMBITION AS A NATION. DE GAULLE ADDED ,_TQDAY
I THERE 1S NO NATIONAL S
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| DEFENSE - IN EUROPE BUT ONLY INTEGRATED DEFENSE UNDER US. CQMMBND

. TOWAHDS THEIR GOVERNMENT WAS TO LARGE EXTENT DUE 'TO SUPRANATIONAL

TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS. AMERICAN NUCLEAR POWER REMA!NS_'

PR

P

THIS 1S 'UNACCERPTABLE TO FRANCE,

DE GAULLE THEN- REFERRED O REVOLT OF FRENCH GENERALS IN
ALGERIA, HE SAID HE DID NOT WISH TO IMPLY THAT THIS WAS .
ENCOURAGED BY NATO BUT SIMPLY THAT STATE OF MIND OF GENERALS

'CHARACTER EUROPEAN DEFENSE, MENTALITY.OF THESE -GENERALS WHO'
DSOBEYED THEIR GOVERNMENT MAY BE DUE TO FACT DEFENSE HAD
BECOME DENATIOMNALIZED, HE ADDED 1S DIFFICULT FOR FRANCE ~
TO HAVE STABLE STATE AND STABLE GOVERNMENT WITHOUT FEELING

- GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBLE FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE, THIS 1S WHY,
‘HE CONCLUDED, FRANCE CANNOT CONT I NUE UNDER SYSTEM INTEGRATED

DEFENSE.

DE" GAULLE CONTINUED ON THIS THEME SAYING ABSENCE NATIONAL
DEFENSE NOT GOOD FOR ALLIANCE [TSELF, IF WAR COMES IT CANNOT. - -

T BE WAGED WITHOUT FULL SUPPORT OF PEOPLE AND THIS WILL REQUIRE |

NATIONAL DEFENSE WITHIN -THE ALLIANCE, AT THE PRESENT TIME
THERE 1S ATMOSPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL, CRISIS AND FRANCE DOES
- NOT HAVE ANY' INTENTION fol DEMOL [ SHING NATO AT THIS MOMENT,

FOR FUTURE, DE GAULLE SAID, FIRST FACT 1S THAT IT (S NOT .
CERTAIN THAT US WiLL STRIKE FIRST WITH ATOMIC WEAPONS WHILE
SECOND IS THAT BIGGER EUROPEAN POWERS SHOULD HAVE THEIR OWN
NATIONAL DEFENSE. DE GAULLE ADDED HE DID NOT BELIEVE DISTINCTION :

- BETWEEN. TACTICAL AND STRATEGTC WEAPONS WAS VERY REAL.

HOWEVER EVEN IF IT WAS .CONSEQUENCE WOULD BE THAT WESTERN
ﬁND CENTRAL EUROPE WOHLD BE LAID WASTE BY SOVIET AND US

IMPORTANT BUT. SHOULD BE USED ONLY.IN LAST RESORT, DEFENSE
OF EUROPE SHOULD BE ASSURED BY EUROPEAN COUNTRIESNOT WITHOUT
US BUT NOT EXCLUSIVELY THROUGH US, MAJOR EUROPEAN POWERS

SHOULD HAVE THEIR OwWN NATICNAL DEFENSES, UK ALREADY HAS

THIS TO SOME EXTENT AND THIS [S+WHAT FRANCE WANTS AND WILL
DEVELGP AS SOON- AS ALGERTAN BUS[NESS TERMINATED & DE GAULLE

=B TCREF—
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FOLLOWING 1S SUMMARY DASED ON UNCLEARED MEZMORANDUM PRES[DENT‘S '

'FOURTH CONVERSATION WiTH DE GAULLL 3: 3@ - 5:0@, JUNE 1.

MEETING WAS DEVOTED TC NATC PROBLEM, PRESIDENT "SAID NATO ‘

AND MANNER TN WHICH ALLIANCE CCGULD BE MADE STRONGER WERE

!MPGRTANT SUBJECTS, DE GAULLE SAID HE WISHED D] 3CUSS THIS
VERY IMPORTANT QUESTION WiTH UTMCST FRANKNESS,. NATO; |
HE DECLARED, 1S FIRST AN ALLUTANCE -AND SECOND AN ORGANiZATION

. NO ONE QUESTI@NS NCED FOR ALLIANCE THCOUGH PERHAPS [T SHOULD .

BE EXTENDEL BCYOND FURCFE, HIMWEVER WITH REGARD 70 ORGANIZATIONr :
|1 HAD BEEN.FCUNDED CLEVEN YZARS AGD. ON PRACTICAL US MONOPOLY . ﬂf
OF NUCLEAR WEAPCNS AND wWIZAKNLSS S THEN OF -EURCOPEAN-POWERS, U
ESSENCE OF ORGANIZATION HAD BEEN DEFENSE ok EUROPE BY US
NUCLEAR WEAPCONS WITH SOMZ CONVENTICNAL FCRCES TO FERMIT ’
DEPLOYMENT OF US NUCLEAR FURTES, NATO HAD BEEM, HE CONT.INUED,
AN AMCR!bAN DEFENSE OF EURCEE o!TUA?iON HAD NCM GREATLY
CHANGED. - SOVIETS AND US ARL MSRE OR LLSS EQUAL N NUCLEAR
STRENGTH AND US 1S-MNOW [N DANGER _OF BL[NG DESTROYED.  US

WILL THUS FIND |7 EYTFLMELY ST ICULT MAKE DECISION USE NUCLEAR
WEAPONS, . [F SOVIETS DO NUT STRIKE FIRST WITH SUCH WEAPONS

US MIGHT NOT STRIKE Z1THLR. [N PARTICULAR IT- (s NO% CLEAR

S WOULD BE “FIRST TC USEL NUTLEAR (#) EUROPE HERSELF HAS. ALSO

CHANGED, DE GAULLE Wil 3T ON., FRANCE-13 SOMEWHAT STRONGER THOUGH )’]

" GEMERAL 1S NOT UNDER ANY [LLUSIONS THAT SHE 1S GENERALLY STRONG

YET.. IN ACDITION THERE % DIFFERENCE N FRENCH PSYCHOLOGY ..

'ELEVFN YEARS AGO rRANui_hAr GIVEN UP WHILE TODAY AGAIN -SHE HAS . :
AMBITION AS A NATION, Lt G ULLE ADDFD TODAY THERE 15 NO NATIONAL"
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- SECTO'G JUNE 2, 5 PM (SECTION ONE CF TWO) FROM"ﬁARI

D[FENSE IN CURCPE. EUT ONLY INTEGRATED “CFCNSE GNDER US COMM ND,
THIS 1S UNACCEPiABlE TO rRAhCE _ , Jff_'

DE GAULLE THCN REFERRED 0 WF“OLT OF FRENCH GENERALS IN
ALGERIA. - HE SAID #7 ZID NOT WISH TO IMPLY THAT. THIS WAS
ENCOURAGED BY NATO BUT SIMPLY THAT STATE OF 'MIND OF GENERALS
TOWARDS THE[R GOVERNMENT %AS 7O LARGL EXTENT DUE 16 SUPRANAT1O}
CHARACTER EUROPEAN DEFENSE, MENTAL [ 7Y~ OF THESE GENERALS WHO '
TDISOBEYED THEIR COVERNMONT MAY BE DUE TO FACT DEFENSE. HAD-"
BECOME DENATIONALIZED, he ADDED [S CIFFICULT FOR FRANCE
TO HAVE STABLE STATZ AMD STABLE COVERNMENT WITHOUT FEELING
) GOVERNMENT RESFONSIBLE FCRX NATIONAL DEFENSE. THIS IS WHY,
HE CONCLUDED, FRANCE CANNOT CONTINUE UNDER aYSTEM [NTEGRATED

~ DEFENSL,
DE GAULLE CONTINUED ON TS THOME SAYING ADBSENCE NATIOVAL’
DEFENSE NOT GOO2 ¥ ROUIANCE I TSELF,.  1F wWAR COMES [T CANNOT
BE WAGED WITHOUT FLIL. SUFPORT COF PEOPLE AND THIS WILL REQUIRE
NATLONAL  DEFENSE WiThIN THD ALLIANCE. AT THE PRESENT TIME .
CTHERE {S ATMOSFHIRL COF JHTTANAT [ONAL CRISIS AND FRANCE DOES

NOT HAVE ANY INTONTION OF DUMOLISHING NATO AT TniS MOMENT,

FOR FUTURE, DL CAULLL SAIT, FIRST 7FACT 1S THAT T JS NOT
CERTAIN THAT US VWILi STRIZE FIRST WITiH ATOMIC WEAPONS WHILE
SEGOND 15 ThAT BILC = EUalrEAN POWERS SHOULD HAVE THE IR _OwWN
. - NATIONALDEFENSE, OO SANLT ADDED HE BID NOT BELIEVE DISTING
'~ BETWEEN TACTICAL AN STRATELIC WCAPONS WAS VERY REAL.. '
o COWEVER EVEN 15 [T wAS, CONSCQUENCE WCOULD BE THAT WESTERN:
AND CENTRAL LCURCPE WCULD BE LAID WASTE BY SOVIET AND US
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WOAFCHNS.  AMORICAN NUCLEAR POWER PEMAINS

IMPORTANT BUT SHOULD BE UAED ANLY 1N LAST REGORT.
. OF EURCPE SHCUZT EL n,JJﬁfo CY Euwopinw‘tﬁjN*?Tﬁs NOT WITHQU

US BUT NOT CXCLUSTVELY THROUGH US, MAJOR EUROPEANM POWERS
SHOULD HAVE THECIR 4N HAT[CMAL DEFENSES, UK ALREADY HAS-,
THIS TO SOME CXTENT AN Tl 18 WHAT TRANCE - WANTS AND WILL

DEVELOP AS SOON AS ALTLERTAN aUSINCSS TERMINATED, DE GAULLE
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-3~ SECTO 6,_JUNE 2,.5 PM (SECTION ONE oF TWO), FROM.PARIS
ADDED'ONE OF ERRORS GF NATO HIAD BELN TO GIVE SMALL NATIONS .
AS LARGE A VOICL AS LARGER ONES.  ME CONCLUDED PRESENTATION
SAYING US SHOULD BE* RESERVL 7C 5r CoMMI TTED FULLY DYT NOT

AT FIRST MOMENT, THERD CAN ET NG NUCLEAR WAR ONLY TOTAL

.
0
v

CNUCLEAR DUSTRUCTHIN, et .

. . R
' PRESIDENT SAID HE MISHED Rc—iY"I1H CCUAL FRANKNESS. DEFENSE.” -

OF EURCPE AND DEFENZE CF U ARE oAME THING, - LO3S OF FUROPE

SPELLS CERTAIN DIFCAT TOR JJ. THERCFORE IF QC”ILTS ATTACK

AND THREATEN TC CVERRUN LURCHL CVERN W1THOUT USING LTOMIC -

WEAPONS, US MUST STHIAC © IRST, WITH NUCLTAR WEAFONS,, ONE" .

GF REASONS FOR PLACING A HHRIuAN TROCHFS [N, CUROPE 1S TO MAKE

SOVIETS UNDIRSTANT ANY ATTACK BY THEM [N rb‘CFE WOULD BE
PHYS[CALLY fAND AUTOMAT [CALLY ATTACK ON U3.. IN NUCLEAR WARFARE- )
ADVANTAGE OF w|vl'[?’ F1R5T VI TH NUCLEAR WDAPONS IS SO GREAT : '211
THAT IF SOVIETS WiLEL TTATY EVON WITHCZUT USING SUCH WEAPQNS "

ARG

It
US COULD NOT AFFLhD B0 VATT LT USE THIM,

AV N

.BP
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“?PREDIDENT AOVTTTED THERE MIGHT BE SOME PSYCHO!

e

IN STRICTLY NAT!ONAL DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENTS BUT ALL PROBLEMS -
COULD NOT BE SOLVED THEREBY, OE GAULLE INTERRUPTED TO -SAY
HE- DID NOT HAVE [N MiIND NAT|ONAL DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENTS WHICH -
“IWOULD INCLUDE NUCLEAR WEAPONS, - GERMANY, HE NOTED, 15 LEGALLY
PREVENTED FROM HAVING SUCH WEAPCNS AND DISADVANTAGES DER!VFNG.
FROM GERMAN POSSESSION -OF THEM WOULD BE FAR GREATER THAN

ADVANTAGEJ.

PRESIDENT SAID. THERE 15 CONSIDERAT!ON ON US.PART TRANSFER

‘SOME ATOMIC WEAPONS TO NATO CONTROL TO STRENGTHEN UNITY AND

MUTUAL -TRUST OF MEMBERS, SUCH TRANSFER WOULD CREATE DlFF!CULf
COMMAND PROBLEMS, WHO WOULD GIVE ORDER SUCH WEAPONS BE USED°

" PRES|DENT SAID HE WOULD BE WILLING SEE GENERAL DE GAULLE

THE SPOKESMAN OF EUROPE [N RESPECT TO THIS QUESTION,-
~ONCY TF WILL TO USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS 'S OBVEOUS

L wWiLL SOV?ETS BELIEVE IN DETERRENT " PROBLEM 1S TO BUILD

TRUST WiTHIN NATO AND BELIEF |N DETERRENT, PRESIDENT CONT INUED
SAYING. THERE ARE TWO DIFFERENT QUESTIONS, FIRST "1S FRENCH

DECISION TO OBTAIN NUCLEAR CAPABILITY, DEFINITE DECISION.J;
: | ~ /SEEMS TO
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“ ' SR
SEEMS TO HAvr BLEN TAKEN ON THIS POINT, SECOND QUEST!ON'LS:
"QUITE DIFFERENT,. THIS 1S DEFENSE OF EUROPE THERE 1S NO.:
CONFLICT BFTWELN TWO QUESTIONS AND POINT 'I'S HOW TO STRENGTHEN
ALLIANCE, - IF FRANCE HAS - | NDEPENDENT .NUCLEAR CAPAB1LITY
SHE MAY ADD HER GUARANTEE TO THAT OF Us, - ‘

DE GAULLE SAID HE AGREED lT onLD BE DESIRABLE MAKE SOVIETS
GELICVE US ATCMIC WEAPONS WiLL.BE USED TO DEFEND, EURCPE.,-

GENCRAL 15 NUT SURE SOVIETS DO BELIEVE THIS NUR IS HE; CERTAP
EVEN U3 BELH K\f’"S IT, HE CONTINUED SAYING THAT NO GNE BELIEVES
ANY COUNTRY WILL PLACE TS ATOMIC WEAPQNS IN HANDS OF OTHERS ;
THIS 15 wHY HE DOES NOT ASK US FOR HELP I[N FORM OF ATOM|C ?‘
WEAPONS OR (IN NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT AoSISTANCE FRANCE WOULD i
NOT GIVE HER NUCLEAR; WEAPONS TO ANYONE ELSE ONCE SHE- HAS

THEM.  PRESIDENT REAFF IRMED ANY SUBSTANT 1AL ATTACK" ON

THE WEST WOULD BRING ABOUT US NUCLEAR RETALIATION, INQUIRED
HOW FRANCE WOULD PARTICIPATE IN CREATING CONF IDENCE WHICH L
WE ARC TRYING TO BUILDAUP ONCE SHE HAS NUCLEAR WEAPONS,

NE GAULLE SAID 1T WAS NOT HIS IMPRESSHON US WOULD NEVER. USE
NUCLEAR WEAPONS BUT ONLY THAT US WOULD USE THEM SOLELY ‘WHEN

1T FELT ITS TERRITORY DIRECTLY THREATENED, DE GAULLE 'REFERRED
TO FACT PRESIDENT HAD STATED THAT FOR US OUR TERRITORY AND
rJROPE ARE THE SAME FROM DEFENSE VIEWPOINT, ADDING, "SINCE

YOU' 3AY S0, MR, PRESIDENT, U BELIEVE YOu," 8UT STILL CAN

OME E CERTAIN, o

| DE GAULLE WENT- ON INQUIRING AT WHAT MOMENT US CONSIDERED
S| TUATION CALLED FOR USE ATOMIC WEAPONS, —GENERAL REFERRED T
TO US INTENTION TO RA%JE THRESHHOLD FOR USE OF ATOMIC" WEAPONS

B

PREOCCUPIEJ CURUPE IT 1S NOT KNOWN AT WHAT POINT THEY WJLL\ é{

X NOT KNOW EIThER

. juydart (83 AdO




hJ B Y

- _UNPLEA5ANTNES3. IT IS FOR THIG .FURPOSE US ASKS
CITS CUNVENT TONAL CAPABILITIES, HOWEVER IT IS CLEAR ANY SOVIET

e T

S =3-

DE GAULLE CONCTLUDED THAT CONVERSATIONS ON THIS QUDJECT SHOULD

— R

3= SECTO 6, JUNE 2, § P.M. (SECTION TWO OF TWO) FROM PARIS |’

PRESTDENT ?AED RATSING THRESHHOLD WAS ATTEMPT AT.QBTAINING
BETTCR CUNTROL AND PROVENTING USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS TN LOCAL
CREASE

ATTACK WHICH THRZATENED TO OVERRUN NATO QH'ELD FORCES WOULD
FCON TITUTE DUCH THRESHHOLD

. PRCSIDENT CUNCLUDED SAYING THERL WAS GRCAT DIFFERENCE 3CTWEEN | ,

US PREVIOUSLY AND US TODAY.  HE REFERRED TO FACT US HAD MOVED . .
IN UNHESITATINGLY AT TIMC OF KOREAN WAR AND THIS SHOULD 3E. :
CAUSE FOR CONFIDENCE AMUNG AMERICA'S ALLIEJ.

CONT INUE AND REITERATED THAT N PRESENT CRiSIS FRANCE WOULG- -
DO NOTHING TO WCAKEN NATO, MEETING CLOSED WITH PRESIDENT SAYING
HE WOULD LIKE TO COME TO GRIPS WiTH MANNER |N ‘WHICH TRUST '
COULD 8E FOSTERED,

GAVIN

JH
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, DATE: June ly, 1961
10:15 A.M.

Meeting Between The President and doviet Embass
: " s N
SUBJECT: Chairmen Ehrushchev 1n Vlenna.‘ Vienna :
Us USSR o 7
The President Chairman Ehrushchev
NTS: .
PARTICIPA The Secretary ~ 'Foreign Minister Gromyko
Ambassador Bohlen Mr. Dobrynin, Chief,
Ambassador Thompaon American Countries Division,
EUR - Mr. Kohler USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs
D - Mr, Akalovsky, Ambassador Menshikov. _
COPIES TO: (interpreting Mr. Sukhodrev, Interpreter,
, - USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs
The White House ' - :
The Secretary
Mr. Kohler 7 ‘
Permanent record copy for the Executive Secretariat's
conference filke :
‘ [l_— . During the exchange of amenitles, the President ésked Mr., !

Khrushchev what part of the USSR he waa from. Mr. Khrushchev
replied that he had been born in Russia, in a village in the
vieinity of Kursk, 7 or 10 kilometers from the Ukrainian border,
but thet he had “spent the early part of his life in the Ukraine,.
Tn this comnection, he mentioned that recently very large de-
posits of iron ore had been found near Kursk. The depoalts al-
ready prospected are estimated at 30 billion tons., The. general
estimate of these particular deposits 1s about 300 billion tons.
Mr. EKhrushchev said that according to US official statistics total
deposits of iron ore in the US are estimated at 5 billion tons,

 Thus, he -seid, Soviet deposits will be.sufficient to &over the . ..
needs of the entire world for a long time to come,

‘ The President observed that he wondered why then the Soviet
Union. was interested in Laocs,

Mr. ¥hrushchev seid that the Soviet Union was not interested
in Laos, but that it was the US ‘which had created the Lsotian
aituation. )

The President sald that he was not sure whether Mr, Khrushe-
chev and himself could reach agreement on all the items under

L— | . . discussion,_ _._l

. E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
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nder such conditions, how could any of the two be certain that __7
‘ nothing suspicious is going on in his neighbor's room. The
Preaident then szald that a treaty along such lines could not be
confirmed by the Senate. In sending any treaty to the Senate the
President would have to give assurance that the treaty mrovides
if* not for a fool-proof control system, at least for a reasonable
deterrent agalinst violationa. However, 1f the Soviet mroposal
were accepted, no such assurance could be given, Likewise, how
could Mr. Khrushchev give such assurance to those people in his
country who may think that the United States is testing clandes~
timely. True, Mr. Khrushchev Is in an advantageous posltlon be=~
caugse of the open way in which the United States acts,.

b

Mr, Khrushchev smiled and said: "But what about Allen Dulles?
i Jan't that secret?" The President replied he wished it were,
Furthermore, the President continued, how can we inspect events
in the Soviet Union if any such inspection would be subject to
| Soviet approval? Under such an arrangement any party that might
! have tested clandestinely would 8imply refuse to accept inspection
© in the area where the test had occurred, .

Mr ., Khrushchev referred to his statement about three inspec~
tions a year to verify suspicious events and also noted that the
President had failed to address himself to his statement regard-
ing the dropping of the troikas proposal if nuclear tests were
linked with disarmament, If this arrangement were adopted, then
full control could be exercised any time and at any place. Mr,
Khrushchev went on to say that a nuclear test ban alone would not
‘be very important to the national security of the people. The
danger of war would remain, because the production of muclear
energy, rockets, and bombs would continue full blast, What people
want 1s peace, Therefore, agreement should be reached on general
and complete disarmement, Then the troika would be dropped and -
the USSR would subscribe to. any controls developed by the US, sven
without looking &t the document

The President said that he agreed that & nuclear test bam .-
would not of itself lessen the number of nuclear weapons possessged
by the USSR and the US. Nor would it reduce the production of
such weapons, However, a test ban would make development of
nuclear weapons. by other countries less likely, although, of
course, no one can guess what will happen in the future, At this
time, the United States and the USSR possess great stocks of
nuclear weapons; Great Britain possesses certain quantities of
such weapons and France is alaso getting some capability. If we
fail to reach agreement on a nuclear test ban then other countries
will undoubtedly launch & nuclear weapons program, wWhile a
muclear test ban would be no certain guarantee against the

proliferation __J

|
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r::moZl.ii‘erneLt_’Lon of nuclear weapons, it would certainly impede such-__]
proliferation., If no agreement ig reached, then in a few years
there might be ten or e ven lftesn nuclear powers, So in cone
sidering this question of what Mr, Khrushchev mlls sspionsge one
should balance its risks against the risks involved in the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons, If we are successful in reaching
agreement on & nuclear test ban then it will certainly at least

put a brake on the sprsesad of nuclear weapons,

Mr. Khrushchev agresd that there was some logic in the
President's position and sald that this was why the Soviet Union
had entered the negotiations, However, practice has demonstrated
that this logic is not quite correct because while the thres powers
are -negotiating in Geneva, France simply spita at them and goes
on testing., Thus if there is no link between a nuclear test ban
and disarmament other countries may say that they are in an un-
equal position and might act like France., Qther counbiries may
say that 1f the great powers possess stockpiles of nuclsar weapons
they should also acquire such stockpiles., On the other hand, if
there were disarmament, then nuclear weapons would be eliminated
and other countries would be in an equal position and would not
have to spend money ont he development of nuclear weapons,

General and complete disarmament is the most radical means of

- preventing war, The Sovist Union has always regarded the question
of a nuclear test ban merely as a small step toward gensral.and
complete disarmament. But let us now begin with the main issue
and include the test ban in it,

: . The President said he agreed that a test ban would not be a
basic part, but it would be a most important part, He said that
the treaty as drafted now provides for abrogation of the trsaty
il any country assoclilated with any party to the treaty should
conduct tests. The United States does not support French test-
ing. We hope that once a treaty has been concluded most other
countries will join in it, The question of & nuclsar test ban
is a relatively sasy problem to resolve because the controls re-
quired ere. based on scientific¢ instrumentation, such as seis- - -
mographs, ete., So why not start with this relatively easy

{ question., Ths President then inquired whether the Soviet concep~

tion was that if we usedthe term general and complete digarma-

ment -- or general and comprehensive disarmament as used by us

last year -- the process would be carried out step by step with -

the necessary parallel inspection. Or 1s it the Soviet view '
that we would simply announce that goal as an objective of

national policy and countries would carry out inspection on

' their own, '

Mr., Khrushchev

L ]
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F_éiscussions on disarmament on June 19, which will be 1n effect .EaL__MI
continuation of the discussions Mr., Gromyko and Mr, Stevenson had

had in New York.

Mr. Enhrushchev inquired whether the FPresident would agree to
tle together the question of the test ban and disarmament.

The President replied that he would not unless there was as-
surance that agreement on disarmsment could be rsached speedilye.
He referred to the fact that negotiations on a nuclear test ban
had been in process for three years, The President emphasized
that the problem of espionage mentioned by Mr, Ehrushchev |
paled. if compared with the problems which would result from the
development of nuclear capabilities by other countries, This is
bound to affect the national security of our two countries, and
increase the danger of major conflicts,

Mr, Khrushchev said that if we agreed on general and complete
disarmament that problem would not only pals but would completely

disappsear,

Turning to the question of Germany, Mr. Khrushchev said that
he wanted to set forth hils position., He said. that he understands
that this will affect the relations between our two countries
to & great extent and even more so if the Ujpere to misunder-
stand the Soviet position., Conversely, if/US understood the
Soviet position correctly owr two countries would be brought
closer together rather than be divided, Sixteen ysars have passed
since World War II., The USSR lost 20 million people in that War
and many of its areas were devashted, Now Germany, the country
which unleashed World War II, has again acquired military power
and has assumed a predominant position in NATO, Its generals
hold high offices in that organization, This constitutes a
threat of World War III which would be even more devastating
than World War II, The USSR believes that a line should be drawn
under World War II,  There is no explanation why there iz no
peace tresty 16 yesars. after the war, . This is why the USSR has & |
suggested that a peace conference be convened, In this connec-
tion, the USSR proceeds from the actual state of affeairs, namely,
that two German States exist., Our own wishes or effarts not-
withstanding, a united Germany is not practical because the
Germans themselves do not want it, No delay in the matier of -
signing a peace treaty 18 Jjustifiable and only West German’
militarists gain from such a delay. A poace treaty would not

prejudice the interests of the U3, the UK, or France; on the
contrary, these interests would be best served by a peace treaty.
The present situation looks as if the US opposes & peacs treaty
while the USSR wants it., Mr, Xhrushchev said that he wanted the

L__ - President ﬁ‘J
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Preaident to understand him correctly. He would like to reach __1
agreement with the President —-- and he said he wanted to emphasize
the words ™with you" -~ on this question. If the US should fail
to understand this desire the USSR will sign a peace treaty alone.
The USSR will sign a peace treaty with the GDR and with the FRG
if the latter so desires., If not, a peace treaty will be signed
with the GDR alone, fThen the state of war will cease and all
comuitments stemming from Germany's surrender will become invalid,
This would include all institutions, occupation rights, and accesgs
to Berlin, including the corridors. A free city of West Berlin
will be established and there will be no blockade or interference
in the internal affairs of the city. West Berlin should have a
clearly defined status, If the US desires,. guarantees could be
given to ensure non-interference and the city's ties with the out-
side world. If the US wants to leave 1%ts troops in West Berlin,
that would be.acceptable under certain conditions; however, the
Soviet Union bselieves that in that case Soviet troops should be
there too. Likewlse, the USSR would be agresable to having _
neutral troops stationed in Berlin., UN¥ guerantees would be ac~
ceptable as well, The USSR would be prepared to join the US in
ensuring all the conditions necessary for preserving what the

West calls West Berlints freedom, However, if the US rejects

this proposal -- and the USSR willl regard such ar sction as hav-
ing been made under the pressure of Adenauver -- the USSR will

sign a peace treaty unilaterally and all rights of access to
Berlin will expire because the state of war will cease to exist,

The President said that first of all he wanted to exXpress :
"his appreciation of the fact that Mr., Khrushchev had set forth f
his views in such a frank manner, At the seme time the discus- '
sion here is not only about the legal situation but also about
the practical facts which affect very much our national security.
Here, we are not talking about Laos, This matter is of greatest
concern to the US, We are in Berlin not becasuse of someocne's
sufferance, We fought our wayghhere, although our casuelties
may have been not. as high as/USSR's. We are in Berlin not by _
agreemert of Bast Germans but by contractusl rights, This is:@ .- = .
an area where every President of the US since World War II has
been cormitted by treaty and other contrectual rights and wherse
every President has reaffirmed his faithfulness to his obliga-
tions, If we were expelled from that area and if we accepted
the loss.of our rights no one would have any confidence in US
cormitments and pledges. US national security is involved in -
this matter because if we were to accept the Soviet proposal US
cormitments would be regarded as a mere scrap of paper, West
Europe is vital to our national security and we have supported
it in two wars., If we were to leave West Berlin Eurcpe would be

' gbandoned
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L abandoned ag well, S0 When We are talking about West Berlin we __1
* are also talking about West Burope, The President said he would
like to see the relations between our twe countries develop in a
ravorable direction so that some arrangement could be found, Mr.
Khrushchev seems to agree that the ratios of power today are
equal, Therefore, it 1s difficult to understand why a country
with high achievements in such areas as outer space and economic

progress should ngH est that & o
vital interests.

Mr., Khrushchev interjected that he understoocd this to mean
that the President did not want & peace treaty, He said that
the President'!s statement about US national security could mean
that the US might wish to go to Moscow because that too would,

of course, improve its position,

The Pregident replied that the US was not asking to go any-
where; we were not talking about the US going to Moscow or of
the USSR going to New York. What we are talking about is that we
are in Berlin and have been there for 15 ysars., We suggest

that we stay there,

The President continued by saying that the US was interestsd
in maintaining its position in Berlin and its rights of saccess
to that city. He said he recognized that the situation there is
not a satisfactory one; he also recognized that in the conversa-
tions Mr. Khrushchev had had with former Preslident Eisenhower
| the term "abnormal® had been used to describe that situation.
{ However, because conditions in many areas of the world are not
satisfactory today it is not the right time now to change the
situation in Berlin -and the balance in general,  The United. States
does not wish to effect such a change, The US is. not asking the
USSR to change its position but 1t i1s simply saying that it should
not seek to change our position and thus disturb the balance of
povwer, If this balance should change the situation in West
Europe as a whole would change and this would be a most serious i
blow to the US. Mr. Khrushchev would not accept similar loss and
we cannot accept it either, The question is not that of a peace -
treaty with East Germawy but rather of other aspects of this: %
Eggposal which would affect our access to Berlin and our rigﬁ%g
H e o i _:‘._;_"r L0
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Mr. Ehrushchev said that he was sorry that he had met with _-W
no understanding of the Soviet position. The US is unwilling to
normalize the situation in the most dangerous spot in the world,
The USSR wants to perform an operation on this sore spot -- to
eliminate this thorn, this ulcer -~ wilthout prejudicing the
interests of any side, but rather to the satisfaction of all
peoples of the world. It wants to do that not by intrigue or
threat but by solemnly signing a peace treaty. Now the President
gsays that this action is directed against the interests of the
US. Such statement is difficult to understand indeed. No change
in existing boundaries is proposed; a pesace treaty would only
formalize them. The USSR wants a peace treaty becausze such a
treaty would impede those people who want a new war, Revanchists
in West Germany will find in a peace treaty a barrier impeding
their activities. Today they say that boundarises should be
changed. But if a peace treaty 1s signed there will be no ground
for revision of the boundaries, Hitler spoke of Germany!s need
for Lebensrggpbgg the Urals. Now Hitler's generals, who-had
helped him/designs to execute his plans,-areyhigh commeanders in
NATO., This logic cannct be understood and/USSR camnot accept it,
Mr, Khrushchev said he was very sorry but he had to assure ths
President that no force in the world would prevent the USSR
from signing a peace treaty, 16 years have passed since World
War II and how long should the signing of a peace treaty be de~
layed? Another 16 years, andther 30 years? No further delay is
possible or necessary. As far as US losses in the last war are
concerned, losses are difficult Lo measure, Loss of a drop of
blood equals the loss of a pint of blood in the minds of those
who shed that blood. The US lost thousands and the USSR lost
millions, but American mothers mourn their somns just as deeply as
Soviet mothers shed tears over the loss of theilr beloved ones.
Mr., Khrushchev said that he himsell had lost a son.in the last
war; Mr. Gromyko lost two brothers, and Mikoyan a son., There is.
not a gingle family in the USSR or the leadership of the USSR
that did not lose at lesst one of its members in the war, Mr.
Khrushechev continued by saying that he wented the US to.under-
stand correctly The Boviet positlon, - This positdion is advanced - -
not for the purpose of kindling passions or increasing tensions.
The objective 1s Just the opposite -~ to remove the obstacles
that stand in the way of development of our relations and to
normalize relations throughout the world, The USSR will sign a
peace treaty and the sovereignty of the GDR will be observed.
Any vidlation of that sovereignty will be .regarded by the USSR
as an act of open aggression against a peace=loving country,
with all the consequences ensuing therefrom, ' '

The President Inquired whether such a peace treaty would
block access to Berlin, Mr. Khrushchsv said that it would,

The Prewident +WJ
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The President then sald that the US is opposed to a build.up___-I
in West Germany that would constitute a threat to the Soviet Uniona
The decision to sign a peace treaty is & serious one and the USSR
should consider it in the light of its national interests, Refer-
ring to the question of boundaries, the President sald that
General de Gaulle had made & statement on this question This
problem has beaen discussed in the Western world and there is some
divigion of opinion on this matter, However, ths US is committed
to the defense of Western Burope and has assisted Westernm Hurope
in the past, The Presldent said that one of his brothers had
been killed in. the last war, when the US came to Western Europe!s
asgistance. If the US were driven out of West Berlin by unilateral
action, and if we were deprived of our contractual rights by East
Germany, then no one would believe the US now or in the future,

US cormitments would be regarded as a mers scrap of paper. The
world situation today is that of change and no one can predict
what the evolution will be in such areas as Asia or Africa. Yet
what Mr, Khrushchev suggests is to bring about & basic change in
the situation overnight and deny us ouwr rights which we share
with the other two Western countries., This presents uws with =a
most serious challenge and no one can foresee how serious the con-
gequences might be, The President said it had not been his wish
to come here to Vienna to find out not only that a peace treaty
would be signed but also that we would be denied our position in
West Berlin and our access to that c¢ity., In fact, the President
said, he had come here in the hope that relations between our two
countries could be improved. The President stressed hs hoped

that Mr. Khrushchev would consider his responsibility toward his:
country and also consider the responsibility the President of

the United States has toward his people, What is discussed hers
is not only West Berlin; we are talking here about Western Europe
and the United States as well,

Mr. Khrushchev replled that he could not understand the
President's reference to Western Furope, The USSR does not wish
any change; 1t merely wants to formalize the situation which has

-resulted from World War 'II, The fact is that West Germany:- is .

in the Western group of nations and the USSR recognizes thig., =
Bast Germany is an ally of the socialist countries and this

should be recognized as a falt accompli, East Germany has now
demarcation lines and these lines should become borders. The
Polish and Czech borders should be formalized. The position of -
the GDR should be normalized and her:sovereignty ensured, . To do
all this it is necessary to eliminste the occupation rights in
West Berlin, No such rights should exist there. It would be
impossible to imagine a situation where the USSR would have signed
a peace treaty with the US retaining occupation righta, which are
based on the state of war, The US may say that its blood was shed,
but the USSR shed blood too and not water.

L__ : . The President _~J
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[_— The President inter jected that our rights were based on a

s four-power agreanent. Mr. Khrushchev replied that this was so in
the absence of a peace treaty, but sald that a psace treaty would
‘end the state of war and those rights would therefore expire.

- The President said this meant unilateral abrogation of the
four ~power agreement by the USSR and emphasized that the US could
not accept such an act, Mr, Khrushchev replied that this was not
so because the USSR would invite the US to sign a peace ireaty
and would sign it alone only if the US_should refuse to do so,

In that event the US could not maintain its rights on the ter-
ritory of the GDR. The Presgident again referred to the four-
nower agreement, but Mr. Khrushchev replied that the USSR con-

Mfoﬁ‘% sidered all of Berlin to be GDR territory. The Presgident stated
- @WJ} this may be Soviet view but not ours, If the USSR transfers its
Q@ﬁx rights, that is a matter for its own decision; however, it is

an altogether different matter for the USSR to give our rights
which we have on contractual basis, He said that the USSR could
not break the agreement and give US rights to the GDR. Mr.
Khrushchev re joined by saying that this was a femilar point of
view but had no juridical foundation, since the war had ended 16
years ago. In fact, President Roosevelt indicated that troops
could be withdrawn after two or two and a half years,

Mr., Khrushchev continued by saying that all the USSR wants
is a peace treaty, He could not understand why the US wants
Berlin, Does the US want to unleash a war from there? The
President as a naval officer and he himself, & civilian although
he participated in two wars, know very well that Berlin has no
military significance. The FPresident speaks of rights, but what
are thoge rights? They stem from war., If the state of war snds,
the rights end toco.,. If a peace tresaty is signed US prestige
will not be involved, and everybody will understand this. But
if the US should meintain its rights after the signing of =a
peace treaty, that would be a vioclation of East Germany's
sovereignty and of the sovereignty of the socialist camp as a
wholse., Mr. EhtushecheV recallséd that President Eisenhower had
agresed that the situation in Germany was abnormal, Eisenhower
had said that US prestige was involved., Then the possibility of
an interim agreement was discussed, an arrangement that would
not involve the presblge of our two countries, Perhaps this
could serve as a basis for agreement. The USSR 1s prepared to
accept such an arrangement even now. Adenauer says that he wants
unification but this 1s not so, As far as unification is con-
cerned, wWe should say that the two German governments should
meet and declde the question of reunification., A time limit of
say 6 months should be set and if there is no agreement we can
disavow our responsibilities and then anyone would be free to

L__ conclude __J
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' ' . (——conclude a peace treaty. This would be a way out and it would
J resolve this question of prestige, which, Mr. Khrushchev said,
he did not really understand. Mr, Khrushchev said that he had
hoped that Eisenhower would agree subsequently at the Sumit, but
the forces which are againat improvement of relations between the
US and USSR sent the U-2 plane and the USSR decided that in view
of the tensions prevailing as & result of that flight this ques-
tion should not be raised, However, the USSR believes that time
for such action is ripe now, Mr. Khrushchev expressed regret on
his own behalf and on behalf of his colleagues and allies at not
having found understanding on the Fresildeht!s part of the Soviet
Unionfs good intentions and motivations. II only the German
question were resolved the road would be clear for the develop-
ment of ow mutual relations, The USSR deoes not want to infringe
upon enybody!s interests, but neither would it concede its own
interests, Mr. EKhrushchev sald he believed that the US does not
want territorial geins althoughthere is ideoclogical disagreanent
between the US and the USSR. EHowever, ideological disagreements
should not be transferred onto the plane of a devastating war. He
said that he was confident that people would be reasonable enough
not to act like crusaders in the Middle Ages and would not start
cutting each other's throats for ideological reasons, If the
United States disagrees with the Soviet proposal it should at
least understand the Soviet posgition., The USSR can no longer
delay. It will: probably sign a peace treaty at the end of the
year, with. a1l the ensuing consequences, i.e., all obligations
will come to an end, The status of West Berlin as a free city
will be- guarantsed and camplets non-interference will be ensured,
West Rerlin will be accessible to all countries with which it
will want to maintain ties. However, access will be subject to
GDR's control, since communication lines go through its territory,
If the US is concerned: about what 1t calls freedom of West Berlin,
let us develop guarantees Jointly or invite the UN, No nation
will urderstand the US position of perpetuating the state of war -
with Germeny. The USSR will explain its position to the world.
It wants to prevent the possibility of -war, If the US refuses to
sign a peace treaty, the USSR will haveé no way out ‘other than to"™ -
sign such a treaty alone, The USSR loat 20 million people in the
last war while the US lost 350 thousand.

The President interjected that this w as why the US wanted to
prevent another war, - : , : S

Mr. Khrushchev continued by saying that if the US should
atart a war over Berlin there was nothing the USSR could do about
it. However, 1t would have to be the US to start the war, while
the USSR will be defending peace, History will be the Judge of
our actlions, The West has been saying that Khrushchev might

lVﬂ miscalculate. -__J
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r_éiscalculats. But ours is & Jjoint account and each of us must ~_1
see that there is no migcalculation. If the US wants to start
a war over Germany let it be so; perhaps the USSR should sign =
peace treaty right away and get over with it. This is what the
Pentagon has been wanting. However, Adenauer and Macmillan know
very well what War means, If there is any madmen who wants war,
he should be put in a straight Jjacket. Nations close to USSR
territory know what war will mean for them. The USSR thinks of
peace, of friendship, and it is heppy with its trade relations
with West Germany, France, Great Britain and Italy. It is not by
aceidernt that trade .between the US and the USSR is still frozen
but that is a problem for the US, So this 1s the Soviet position.
The USSR will sign a peace treaty at the end of this yesr, Mr,
Khrushchev concluded by saying that he was confident that common

sense would win and peace will prevail,

The President said he recognized that the situation in
Germany was abnormal, Germany is divided today. When President
Roosevelt talked about the withdrawal of troops he was not able’
to foresee this situation or the fact that owr two countries
would be on different sides, The US does not want to precipltate
a crisis; it is Mr. Khrushchev. who wants to do so by seeking a
change in the existing situation. The President then said the
US was committed to this area long before he had assumed a
position of high government responsibility., Now Mr, Khrushchev
suggests a peace treaty at the end of the year, which would deny
our rights in that city and our rights of access, Mr, Khrushchev
knows very well that Berlin is much more than a city and yet he
makes such a suggestion, Is that a way to secure pesace?

Mr. Khrushchev replied he did not undsrstand how the signe-
ing of a peace treaty could worsen the world situation, Pesce
is always regarded as gsomething beneficial while the state of -
war is regarded as somsthing evil, , , _

The President said that the signing of a peace treaty is not
-8 belligerent .act,  He . had not.indicated this at =2ll, . However,:.
a poace treaty denying us our contractual rights is a belligerant
act, The matter of & peace treaty with East Germany is a matter
for Mr, Khrushchev's judgment and is not a belligerent act. What
is a belligerfnt act is transfer of our rights to East Germany.
West Berlin is not important as a springboard, However, the US -
ls comuitted to that area and it is s0 regarded by all the world.
If we accepted Mr. Khrushchev's suggestion the world would lose
confidence in the US and would not regard it as a serious country.
It is an important gtrategic matter that the world believe the
US is a serious counbry.

Mr. Khruashchev
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Mr. Khrushchev wondered what he should do in these circum-
stances. .He said he believed that US intentions led to nothing
good. The. USSR, would never, under any conditions, accept US
rights in West Berlin after a peace treaty had been signed., He
said he was absolutely convinced that the peoples of the world
wounld understand such a position, Moreover, the US had deprived
the USSR unilaterally of its rights and interests in West Germany,
it had deprived the USSR of - reparations in West Germeny, and
it had signed a unilateral peace treaty with Japan, As a result
of this latter action the Soviet Union s3%till has no peace treaty

with Japan.

The President inter jected that Mr. Khrushchev had said to
President Eisanhower that he would have signed the treaty. Mr,
Ehrushchev confirmed this, while Mr, Gromyko said that the fact
remained thet the US had signed the Japanese psace treaty without

the Soviet Union., .

Mr, Khrushchev went on to say that the US regarded all this
as appropriate, but now it says what the USSR wants to do is
immoral, The USSR would like to do if together with the US, but
if the US refuses to sign a peace treaty the USSR will do it
alone, East Germany will obtain complete sovereignty and all
obligations resulting from German surrender will be anulled., The
factor of the U3SR!'s prestige should be taken into account. What
the US wants i3 to.retain the rights gained after World War II
sven after a peace treaty hss been signed, This is a policy..
of "I do what I want", The USSR regards East Germany as & com-
pletely sovereign astate and it will sign a peace treaty with ite.
Responsibility for violation of that sovereignty will be heavy,

The President said that there is every evidence that our
pogition in Berlin 1s strongly supported by the people there,and
we are committed to that area, Mr, Khrushchev says that we are
for a state of war., This is incorrect. It would be well if
relations. between East Germany and West Germany improved .and if
‘the development of US-USSR relations were such a3 to permit ..
solution of the whole German problem, During his stay in office,
Mr, Xhrushchev has seen many changes, and changes will go on,
But now he wants & peace treaty in six months, an action which

Mr.

Fhrushchev had said that the President young men, but, the
President continued, he had not assumed office to accept arrange-
ments totally inimical to US interests. The President saild he

L— 7 was ——J
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was preparéd to discuss any problem bubt Mr, Ehrushchev should take
into accourt our interests just as he says we should take into
account his views,

Mp, Khrushchev said that then an interim agreement should pe
concluded. However, no matter how long a time limit sueh an
agreement Were to provide for, the Germans would not 8g1re6 bg
cause no one wishes reunification, An interim agreement would be
a formal Tactor, it would give the semblance of the responsibility
for the problem having been turned over to the Germans themselveg,
If the US does not wish sueh an érrangement there is no other wa
but to sign a peace treaty unilaterally. No ons can force the
US to sign a peace treaty but neither can the US maks the Soviet
Union accept its claims, Mr., Khrushchev then said that an _
aide-memoire on the Berlin question had been Prepared so that

the US could study the Soviet poslition and perhaps return to this
question gt a later date, if it wished to do S0,

The group then moved to the dining room for lunch,
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Meeting Between The President and Soviet Embass
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SUBJECT: Chairman EKhrushchev in V:Lenna.. Vienna .
us : USSR A
, The President Chairman Ehrushchev
ARTICIPANTS: ,
P The Secretary ~ Foreign Minister Gromyko
Ambeassador Bohlen Mr., Dobrynin, Chief,
Ambaszssador Thompson  American Countries Divisiomn,
?; EUR - Mr, Kohler USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs
D - Mr, Akalovsky, Ambassador Menshikov. g
: COPIES TO: {interpreting Mr., Sukhodrev, Interpreter,
™~ | ' USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs
The White House ' . -
The Secretary
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Permanent record copy for the Executive Secretariat's
conference fik
) [I__ . During the exchange of amenitles, the _Preaident asked Mr, —_—|

Khrushchev what part of the USSR he was from., Mr. Khrushchev

replied that he had been born in Russia, in a village in the

vicinity of Eursk, 7 or 10 kilometers from the Ukrainian border,

but that he had ‘spent the early part of his 1ife in the Tkraine,.
, In this connection, he mentioned that recently very large de-

’ posits of iron ore had been found near Kursk, The deposits al-
ready prospected are estimated at 30 billion tons. The. general
estimate of these psrticular deposits 1is about 300 billicn toms.
Mr. Khrushchev sald that according to US official statistics total
deposits of iron ore in the US are estimated ab 5 billion tons.

_ Thus, he -3aid, Soviet depcsits will be .gufficient %o eover the .
needs of the entire world for a long time to came.

l The President observed that he wondered why then the Soviet
Union. was interested in TLaos,.

} _ ¥Mr., Khrushchev said_ that the Soviet Union was not interested
) in Laos, but that it was the US which had created the Laotian
- altuation, i

The President said that he was not sure Whether Mr. Ehrush-
chev and himself could reach agreement on all the items under

l_ . discussion, ,_J
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‘- Mr. Khrushchev wondered what he should do in these circum-
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stances. .He said he believed that US intentions led to nothing
good. The. USSR would never, under any conditions, accept US
rights in West Berlin after a peace treaty had been signed. EHe
saild he was absolutely convinced that the peoples of the world
would understand such & position, Moreover, the US had deprived
the USSR unilaterally of its rights aibd interests in West Germany,
it had deprived the USSR of - reparations in West Germany, and

it had signed a unilateral peace treaty with Japan, As a resulst
of this latter action the Soviet Union still has no peace treaty

with Japan.

The President interjected that Mr., Khrushchev had said to
President Eishanhower that he would have signed the treaty. Mr,
Khrushchev confirmed this, while Mr, Gromyko said that the fact
remained thet the U3 had signed the Japansse peace treaty without

the Soviet Undion. ;

Mr, Khrushchev went on to say that the US regarded all this
as appropriate, bub ncw it says what the USSR wants to do is
immoral, The USSR would like to do it together with the US, but
if the US refuses to sign a peace treaty the USSR will do it
alone, East Germany will obtain complete sovereignty and all
obligations resulting from German surrender will be anulled. The
factor of the USSR's prestige should be taken inteo account. What
the US wants is to-retain the rights gainsd after World War IT
sven after a peace treaty hsad been signed. This is a policy..
of "I do what I want". The USSR regards East Germany as a com-
pletely sovereign state and it will sign a peace treaty with it.
Responsibility for violation of that sovereignty will be heavy.

The President gaid that there 1s every evidence that our
position in Berlin is strongly supported by the people there,and
we are cormmitted to that area, Mr., Khrushchev says that we are
for a state of wer, This is incorrect. It would be well if
relations between East Germeny and West Germany improved .and if
the development of US-USSR relations were such-as- to permit. ..~
solution of the whole German problem. During his stay in office,
Mr. Khrushchev has seen many changes, and changes will go on,
But now he wants a peace treaty in six month actlon which
uld drive.usg out of Berlin. B

Mr,

Khrushchev had said the he President was a young men, but, the
Presldent continued, he had not assumed office %o accept arrange-
ments totally inimical to US interests, The President said he

L__ ‘ o - was __J
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. - Ambasandor Bohlen Mr, Dobrynin, Ghier, L
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h [l—‘ : During the: oxohanga of amenities, the President askad Mre -
Khrushochev what pert of the USSR. he waas.from, Mr. Khrusichev

| . " replied that he had been born in Russia, in a village in the
. S vicinity of Kursk, 7 or 10 kilometers from the Ukreinlian: border
but that he had-: spont the early part of his 1ife in the Ukraine.

In thisa connection, he mentioned that rooently very large de-
posits of iron ore had been found near Kursk, -.The depoaits al-
. ready prospected are estimated at 30 billion tons, The genersal "
L " estimate of these particuler deposits is about 300 billion tons
— Mr, Khrushchev said that dccording to US official statistics total
deposits of iron ore in the US are estimated at 5 billion tons. i
. Thus, he skid, Soviet deposits will be eufficient to sover the.
" needs of the entire world for a long time to como. ' e

- - I‘ The preasldent observed that he wondored wh'y then tho Soviet‘
' "} Union was interested in Laos, i '1 g i

P Mr. Khmahchsv sald that the Soviet. Union was not intereste
- ’ in Leos, but that 1t was the US which had oreatod the Laotian
‘ slituation, - , L

- " fThe President said that he was ﬁot sure whether Mr., Khruah
chev and himself could reach agreeme_'nt on all tho-ito‘ma_under_ .
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elways unstable and even & shot fired auoidenmﬂnkby'a soldler:
could be regarded by the other side as a violation.of’the ‘
fires, Therefore, other questions Bhould not be made’ sontingent:
upon a cease-Tine, However, the President should. not:misunder

stand this position.,. The USSR believes that the question o

question 48 to bring about agreement among, ‘the three foroo.
Laoa, 80 that the formation of a fruly neutral govermmentici
be secured, Mr, Khrushchev agresd that no normal condi
settlement would exist inthe absence of a ceage~Lire,
‘he was not aware of any fighting going on; if the United Statea
had contrary information, it should be verifled,

.  Mr, Gromyko remarked that the ICC was already in Laos and:
that it .could act by agreement of both sldes. In response, to an
- inquiry by the Secretary, Mr. Gromyko clarified that what he.

meant by both sides were the two sides fighting In Laos, The IC
‘should not be grasnted the rights of a supragovernmenta o

The President reiterated his hope that thé Secretary and
« Gromyko could dilscuas this ‘problem’ bri%fly during 1uncha
o
Mr, Khrushchev then addressed himself/the question of nuclear
weapon tests., He said he would not go into any details becauss
- the positions of the two sides were well known, FPurthermore, he
was not familier with all the details of this intricate probleme
However, there were two basic questiona: (1) the number of ‘
suspicious events to be inspected and (2) organization of con=
trols The Soviet Union cannot accept such controls ms have been’
suggested so far, The events in the Congo taught the Soviet o
Union & lesson, Before those events the Soviet Union might have
- signed a treaty like the one suggested, However, the events.in
the Congo Indicated that the UN sppesars to be able to,.act: againat
the interests of individual states. The Congo had invited UN
troops snd those troops acted sgainst. the interests of the
Congoless Govermment, So if there is a single chairman of the.
control commission (Mr., Khrushchev was obviously reéferring
the sdministrator) he will be able to set the policy, - The
would not agres to having a Communist chairman and that. is
standable, If it dld then the Soviet Union could, accept a single”
chairman (administrator). But the Soviet Union cgnmot accept a™
neutral chairmen; after gll, Hammarskjold ,is slsc¢/heutral. and -
an intelligent one at that, He iz not the worst neutral poa-
sible, - One should try to imagine a situation, Mr, Khrushchev
sald, where he, ms Prime Ministser of the Soviet Unlon, would have*
to aubjeot his actions tb such & commiasion (adminiatrator),
The peopls of. the Soviet Union would never accept such s situa-
tion and if the United States wents him to be fired then it
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[ should pursus this line, The Soviet Union does not seek control
over the control organizetion bul it doea not wish the United -
States to have such control elther., This is why the USSR has, -
proposed a three-man body, ©Such an arrangement would not he pre-:
' Judicial to any of the sides,. Mr. Xhrushchev said that he be=~ -'4
& ljeved that the work of other international organizations; should -
be organized along the same lines, - He said that the United States
was now in the majority in the UN, but times may change ~~ one
cannot sey when -~ and the US may find itself in a minority.: The
UN is not a parlisment, it is an international organization and.
the majority rule has no place there. ' Each group of countrien:
should be equally represented, so that a balance of forces be = -
established and that no one be-.able to pursue a policy prejudicial
to any other side, Referring to the number of: inspections, Mr,
¥hrushchev sald that three inspections a year would be- aufficients
A larger number would be tantamout to intelligence, something -
the Soviet Union cennot accept. Mr, Khrushchev then saild that:
he wanted to link the question of nueclear tests with disarmament,
" If agreement could be reached on disarmament, then the USSR could:
agree to any contrels and it would then drop the troika arrange~
' ment and the requirement for unanimity, The Soviet position on
T disarmament is well known; it was stated at the UN and the USSR
still proceeds on that basis, Under the conditions of general
and complete disermament control must be most extensive sc that no
country could arm itself clandestinely. I there were general
end complete disarmament there would be no question of esponiage
because there would be no armaments, Then there would be no
gecrets and all doors must be open so that complete verification
ceuld be ensured. This would inclwle nuclear plants, In view of
the fact that apprarentiy no agreement can be reached on the ques-
tion'of nuclear tests, this question ghould be linked to disarma=
ment, The disarmament_groupbshould combine the two questions and
"work out a general plan., Given good will, two years should be
sufficlient to develop an agreement on peneral and complete dis~
aymament, Mr. Khrushchev said that he could give the President
an aidemmoire setting forth the Soviet p031t10n on this question,
(The aide remoire wes received from the Soviets after the mee ting, )

The President sald that he wanted to ask Mr. XKhrushchev
whether he believed it to be impossible to find any person that
would be neuvtranl both to the US and the US3RH,

Mr. Khrushehev replied in the affirmative,
The President then saild thet the result of the Joviet pro- -
posal could be compared to a situation where if he were living in

this room and Mr, Khrushchev in the adjacent room, they could not:
go to sach other's rooms without the consent of the occupant,

. Under w:J




nothing suspiclous is going on in his neighbor's room.. The
President then said that a treaty along such lines could ne )
‘ confirmed by the Senate, In sending any treaty to thg:Senate 'th
President would have to glve assurance that the treaty irovides
if not for a fool-proof control system, at least for 'a reasohabl
deterrent against violations, However, if the Soviet proposal
were accepted, no such assurance ocould be given, Likewise; hoW
could Mr,' Khrushchev.glve such assurance to those people in'his
country who may think that the United States is testing clandes
tinely. True,. Mr, Khrushchev is in an advantageous position be=
couse of the open .way in which the United States acts. o

Mr, Khrushchev smiled and said: "But what about Allan.Dull
_Ian't that secret?” The President replied he wished it werey:
“FPurthermore, the President.continued, howican we inspect events
in the Soviet Unlon if any such inspection would be subject te
Soviet approval? Under such an arrangement any party that nlg
have tested clandesatinely would simply refuse to’ accept inapecti
in the area where the test had cceurred,

Mr. Khrushcbev referred to his statement about three insp'
tiona a year to verify suspicious events and also noted that the
Procsident had failed to address himself to his stdtemernt regard-
ing the dropping of the troika proposal il nuclenr tests were:.
linked with disarmament If this arrsngement were adopted, then
full control could be exercised any time and at any place. Mr,:
Khrushchev went on to-say that a nuclear test ban alone would not
be very important to the national security of the people, The '
danger of war would remain, becsuse the production of nuclear
energy, rockets, and bombs would continue full blast, What people
want 13 peece, Therefore, agreement shcduld be reachpd on general
and complete disarmement, Then the troika would be dropped and
the USSR would subscribe to any controls developed by the US, even
without looking at the document. .

The Presiden} said that he agreed that a nuclear test ban.
would not of itself lessen the number of nuclear wesjpons possessed
by the USSR and the US, Nor would it reduce the production of -
such weapons. However, a test ban would make development of
nuclear weapons by other countries less llkely, although, of
course, no one can guess what will happen in the future, At this:
time, the United States and the U33R possess great stocks of
nuclear weapons; Great Britaln possesses certain quantities of

. such weapons and France is. also getting somes capability. If we . .
fail to reach agreement on a nuclear test ban then.other countries
will undoubtedly launch a nuclesr vespons program, While a

ruclear test ban would bs nc certain guarantes against the

.

prolifseration




[}

¢

* . last yoar -- the proceas would be carried out step by step with

ffh proliferation of nuclear weapons, it would certainly impodafsuchl

“and disarmament other countries may say that they are in an'un—‘ '

‘question, The President then inquired whether the Soviet .concep=~

proliferation, If no agreement is reached, then in a few years:
there might be ten or e ven fifteen nuclear powers, S0 in con-{;
sidering{his question of what Mr, Khrushchev mlls eapionage.one.
should balance its risks against the risks involved injthe pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons. If we are successful, in reaching
agreement on a nuclear test ban then Lt will certainly at least

put & brake on the spread of nuclear weapons. P "

Mr. Xhrushchev agreed that there was some loglc in ‘the -
Pregsldent's position and sald that this was why the 3oviet Union
had entered the negotlations, Howevot, practice has domonstrate
that this loglc is not quite correct because while the: ‘three: ‘power
are negotiating in Geneva, France simply splits at them:and goeag
on testing., Thus if there "1s no link between a nuclear test ban

equal poasltion and might act like France. Other countries may "
say that if the great powers possess atockpiles of nuclear. WGapons
they should also acquire such atockpilea. On the other hand, if .
thero werc disarmament, then nuclear weapons would be eliminated
and other countries would be in an equal position and would: not:
have to spend money ont he development of nuclear weapons, & .=}
Goneral and complete disarmament is the most radical means of
preventing war., The Sovlet Union has always regarded the questlon
of a nuclear test ban merely a3 a small step toward gena"al and:
complete disarmament, But let us now begin with the main 1ssue
and include the test ban 1n it, _ '“g

. The President said he agreed that a test ban wouli not be a :
baalc part, but 1t would be a most important part. He said that
- the treaty as drafted now provides for abrogation of the treaty
if any country aswsociated with any party to the treaty should
conduct tests, The United States does not support French teat-
“ing, We hope that once a treaty has been concluded most other
countries will Join in it. The question of a nuclear test ban
is a relatively easy problem td resolve because the controls re-.
quired are based on sclentific instrumentation, auch as seia—.
mographs, ete, So why not start with this relatively easy

tion wag that if we used the term general and complete disarma-
ment -- or general and comprehensive disarmament =as used by-us

the necessary parallel inspection, Or ia 1t the Soviet view
that we would simply announce that goal as an objective of
national policy and countriea would carry out inspectlon on _
thelr own, < : -

Mr.

Khrushchev
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r_- Mr. Khrushchev replied he wanted -to malke a complain
‘ President apparently had not read the Soviet proposals:with. suf
Ticient attention. Otherwise, he would know that-the Soviet: i
proposals provide for disarmament in stagea and for control 1n
atages. : .

. The President then ingquired whether this was to be undar too:
that, if both sides accepted general and complete disarmamefit: and
agreed to reduce their armed forces, the number of their aircraft
or submarines, or to disarm outer space, the Soviet Union would
dccopt inspection any place in the USSR,

Mr. Khrushchev replied in the affirmutive, using the word
"absolutely",

In other words, the President inquired further, if gencral
and complete disarmament were accepted as a commitment of nations
policy and a nuclear test ban were included in the first astage,:
would that mean that the toat ban would be subject to inspoction
wlthout a wveto? ., L

Mr. Kﬁrushchev rep)ied that 1n that event he would try ﬁé
. pursuade the President not to staprt with this meagure because it
ls not the most important one,

In reaponse to the President's question what should come. .
first, Mr, Khrushchev replied that any other meéasure would.be ‘ac
ueptable, such ass for instance, prohibition of nuclear weapons;
prohibition of the manufacture of such weapona, or elimination
military and missile bases, (At this point Mr, Gromyko corw-l'f
‘rected the interpreter saying that Mr. Khrushchev had not menw- -
tioned prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapo How-
ever, Mr. Khrushchev confirmed that he had mentioned th s item,)
The Soyiet proposals on disarmament. contain all the details and-
there s logic in thg;s proposals, The proposals also provide .
for complete control? In any event, both sides should try to
reach sgreament on the priority of individual measures so that.
neither side would have its interestspre fvdiced by the other. iﬁ

The President aald that Mr, Khrushchev appeared to feel that
‘B link should Ve established between.a nuclear test ban and -
disarmement and that these two questions 'are inter-related and
should be discusged together. We, on the other hand, belisve .
that a nuclear test ban would be if not the moat important step,
at least a very significant step and would facilitate a disarma~ -
ment agreement, There is a Chiness proverb saying that a L
thousand-mils journsy. begins with ons step. So let us make A
that .atep, - o ‘ ST

Mo,
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ly knwew the Chinese very well but that he too knew:them quito;

To this the President replied that Mr, Khrushchev might! get
to know them even better. Mr, Khrushchev rotorted that 'he already
know them very well,

Referring to the Proeasident's statement about the signiricanoa
of a nuclear test ban, Mr, Khruashchev sald that the USSR esould:
agres to a nuclear test bah provided it was subject to the troika.

arrangemont,

The President then sald that 1t appeared to him that the“don—
veraation was back where it had started. Therefore, he wanted. to
conclude thils discussion by saying that the United States is
greatly concerned by the uninapected moratorium that has been:go-
ing on for three years in connection with the negotiations,” This
indicates how long it takes to reach agreements:. The prOSpect,of
an indefinite continuancs of a moratorium without controls 1s a:
matter of %reat concern to the United States. Therefore, it is
difficult to envisage how the question of nuclear %tests could be
included in disarmament. negotiations, which we hope will be swuc=:
cesalful but which will probably require a lon7 time., Perhaps At
would be best to pgo back to Geneva to make another effort and. to:
see what each of-us should do in this matter, Perhaps then the
conference might’ bo recessed or some other action taken, Whethar
or not there is agreement on nuclear tests we would start our
discussions on disarmament on June 19,

Mr, Khrushchev replled that he was agreeable to conductlnp
negotliations in Geneva and said that there was a Soviet repro=
sentative there, However, the Soviet Unlion could not accept
such controls as would be tantamount to espionage if weapona -
-themselves Were not eliminated, This, in effect, is what the
Pentagon has wanted all along. EisenhoWer!'s Oan skies proposal
in 1955 was a part of that scheme, Now ground posts are enw '
visaged and this is also reconnalssance, The Soviet Union has:
agreed to negotiate on a nuclear test ban in the hope of reach-
ing agreement and proceeding 4o general and complete disarmament,
If the US refuses to accept general and ‘complete disarmament :
then the Soviet Union camot agres to accept such an arrangement,
The Soviet Union canndt accept a situation where controls would
prejudice its national security and where the Soviet Government
would be subject to the will of a third party and would not be
free to act on i*s OWIl, _ ,

The Presldent said that it weas obvious that if controls ‘
should turn oubt to be prejudiocial to the national interest of
any of the parties to an unreasonable degree, the treaty could
“pe abrogated, The President reiterated that we would begin ourv-

discussions




i——-di:aums::siom; on diparmement on June 19, which will be infsfroot :
continuation of the discussions Mr. Gromyko and.Mr, Stevenaon ha
had in New York, RO

Mr, Khrushochev ingquired whether the Preslident would agree t
tle together the question of’ the test ban and disarmamenbo s

The Presldent replied that he would not unleas there waa’as~
surance that agreement on disarmament could be reachad speedily.’
He referred to the fact that negotiations on a nuclear fest: ban
had been in process for three years, The President emphasizod
that the problem of espionage mentioned by Mr. Khrmashohev @ . °
paled. if compared with the problems which would result from. the
davelopment of nuclear capabilities by other countries, . This is:
bound to affect the national security of our two countries, and
increase the danger of major conflicts. . !

Mr, Khrushchev said that if we agreed on general and complet
disarmament that problem would not only pale but would completely
dlsappear, .

. Turning to the question of Germany, Mr., Khrushchev said that
he wanted to set forth his position., He said that he underatands
that this will affect the relations between owr two countriss ..
to a great extent and evenm more so if the Ujmpre to misunder-
stand thelSoviet position., Conversely, if/US understood the '
Soviet position correctly-our two countries would be brought .
closer together rather than bhe divided, Sixteen years have passed
since World War II, The USSR lost 20 million people in that War:
,and many of its areas were devasted, Now Germany, the country
which unleashed World War II, has sagain acquired military power
and has assumed a predominant position in NATO, Its generals
hold high offices in that organization, This conatitutes a
threat of World War III which would be even more devastating
than World War II; The USSR believes that a lins should be drawn
under World War.II, .There is no explanation why there is no - |
peace treaty 16 years. after the war., This is why the USSR has:
suggested that a peace conference be convened, In this connac=
tion, the USSR proceeds from the actual state of affairs, namely,
that two Geman States exist, Our own wishes or efforts note~
withstanding, a united Germany is not practical because the
Germans themselves do not want it, No deley in the matter of.
signing a peace treaty is justifiable and only West German
militerists gain from such a delay. A peace treaty ‘would not
pre judice the interests of the US, the UK, or France; on the .
contrary, these interests would be bestAssrved,by a peace treaty,.
The present situation looks as if the US opposes a peace treaty . -
while th\USSR.wants' it, Mr, Khrushchev said that he wanted, the

President
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I—mPreaident to understand him correctly. He would like to reach
agroement with the President -- and he sald he wanted to emphasi
the words '"with you" -- on this.question., If the US should fai
‘to understand this desire the USSR will sign a peace treaty alox
The USSR will aign a peace itreaty with the GDR and with the FRG:
1f the latter so desires, If not, a peace treaty will be: eigned
with the GDR alone, - Then the ‘state of war willl cease and alll:
commitments stemming from Germany's surrender will become. Anvalid
This would include all institutions, occupation Tights, and acces
to Berlin, including the corridors. A free clty of West Berlin
will be establighed and there will be no blockads or interference
in'the internal affairs of the city, West Berlin should have a.
clearly defined status, If the US desires, guarantees could he .
.glven to ensure non-interference and the city's ties with:' the out-
side world. If the US wants to. leave ita troops in West Berlin, '
that would be.acceptable under certain conditions; however, the '
Soviet Union believes that in that case Soviet troops should be
there too. Likewlse, the USSR would be agreeable to-having. _
neutral troops stationed in Berlin, UN guarantees would be a¢=
ceptable as well, The USSR would be prepared to join the US in
ensuring all the conditiona necessary for preserving what the
West calls West Berlin's freedom., However, if the US rejects
thils proposal «- and the USSR willl regard such an action as have-
ing been made under the pressure of Adenauer -~ the USSR will
aign a peace treaty unilaterally and all rights of acdess to
‘Berlin will expire because the ataste of war will cease to exiast,.

The President saild that first of all he wanted to express
his appreclation of the fact that Mr. Khrushchev had set forth
his views in such a frank manner. At the game time the discus-
slon here is not only about the legal situation but also about
the practical facts whioch affect very much our national security,
Here, we are not talking about Leos, This matter ls of greatest
concern to the US, We are in Berlin not becausde of someone?’s
sufferance, We fought our wayyghere, although our casualtiles
may have been not as high as/USSR's, We are in Berlin not by -
agreement of East Germans but by contractual rights, This is

. an area where every President of the US since World War IT has
‘been comitted by treaty and other contractusl rights and where

| every President hes reaffirmed his faithfulness to.his oblige-
tions, If we were expelied from that ares and if we accepted
‘the loss.of our rights no one would have. any confidence 4n US:
cormitments and pledges. US nationsl security is involved . in" -
this matter because if we were to accept the Soviet proposal US::
cormitments would be regarded as a mere scrap of” paper, - West o
Europe is vital to our nationsl security . and we have supported .
it in two wars, If we were to 1eave West Berlin Europe would be

abandoned




"1“fabandoned ag well, So when we ' are talking about Wbst Berli

N . ;

are also talking about West Europes The President saild: he would
'like to see the relations between our two cbuntries..develop;inia
favorable direction so thaet some arrangement could- be. foundy
Khrushohev seems to agree that the ratios of power today ar
equal, Therefore, it 1s difficult to understand why a countryy:
with high achievements in such areas as outer space and:economis
" progress should noX, suggest that we leave an anree where we have
vital interesta, . [How cen the US agree to.Esst Germany's prevent
ing 1% from exerciBing our rights we had won by 'wer? .- The United
States cannot accept an ultimatum, Our leaving West: Berlin would
result in the US becoming isolated, The President emphasized: tha
he is not President of the US to preside over 1soletion: of his.
country Just as Mr. Khrushohev, as leader of the USSR, would not
want to see his own country isolatedi}

\
-Mr, Khrushchev interjected that he understood thias'; to mean
that the President did not want a peace treaty. He sald that .
the President's atatement about US natlional security céould mean
that the US might wish to go to Mosocow beoause that too would,
of course, improve its position,

The Preaident replied that the US was not asking to go any=
where; we were not talking about the US golng to Moscow or of :
the USSR going to New York, What we are talking about is that we
are in Berlin and have been thare for 15 years. We suggest a
that we. stay there, 7 o,

The President contlinued by saying that tha UsS vas interested
in maintaining its position in Berlin and its rights of accesas -
to that city, . He said he recognized that the situation there .is
not a satisfactory one; he also recognized that in the conversa-
‘tlons Mr, Khrushchev had had with former President Eisenhower
the term "abnormal" had been used to describe that situation.
However, because conditions in many areas of the world are not
.satiafactory today it is not the right time now to change the
situation in Berlin and the balance in general., The United States
does not wish to effect such a change, The US is not asking the’
USSR to change its position but it is simply seying that it should
not seek to change our position and thus disturb the balance of -
power, If this balance should change the situsdtion in West .
Europe as & whole would change and this would be a most serious
‘{ blow to the US., Mr. Khrushchev would not accept similar loass and
.. we cannot accept it either, The question is not that of a peace-
{ treaty with East Germany but rather of other aspects of this s
i proposal which would affect our access to Berlin and our rights.

! there, ‘ N
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4 rA- ' Mr, Khrushohev sald that he was sorry that he had met with:
no understanding of the Soviet position, The US is unwilling to.
_ normalize the situation in the most dangerous spot in the world,
© The USSR wants to perform an operation on this sore spot == to .
v sliminate this thorn, this ulcer -~ without pre judicing the '
intereats of any side, but rather to the satiafaction of all
peoplea of the world, It wants to do that not by intrigue or .
o threat bt by solamnly signing a peace treaty, Now.the President
says that this actlon is directed against the interests of the
US, Such statement is difficult to understand indeed. No change
in existing boundarles is proposed; a peace treaty would only
formalize them., The USSR wenta a peace treaty because such a . '
‘treaty would impede those people who want a new war, Revanchists .
in West Germany will find in a peace treaty a barrier Impeding
their activitles, Today they say that boundaries should be :
changed, But if a peace treaty is sigmsd there will be no ground,
for revision of tha boundaries, Hitler spoke of Germany's need
for Lebenargyp g the Urals. Now Hitler's generals, who-had |
helped hinm/deslgns to exeoute his plans,.argphigh commbhnders in
NATO, This logie cannot be understood and /USSR cannot accept it, -
. Mr, Khrushchev said he was very sorry but he had to assure the
President that no force in the world would prevent the USSR
from signing a peace treaty. 16 years have passed since World
War II and how long should the algning of a peace. treaty be dew
 laye®? Another 16 years, another 30 years? No further delay is
possible or necessary. As far as US losses in the last war are
conscernad, losses are difflcult to measure., Loss-of a drop of
blood equals. the logs of a pint of blood in the minds of those .
who shed that blood, The US lost thousands and the USSR lost
millions, but American mothers mourn thelr sons just as deeply.as
Soviet mothers shed tears over the loss of theilr beloved oness
Mr, Khrushchev said that he himself had lost a son.in the last
war; Mr. Gromyko lost two brothers, and Mikoyan a son, There is
not a single family in. the USSR or the leadership of the USSR
that did not loase at least one of its members in the war, Mr.
Khrushchev.continued by saying that he ‘wanted the US to under-
stand correctly the Soviet position, Thias position is advanced
not for the purpose of kindling passions or increasing tensfons,
The objJectlve is just the opposite -- to remove the obstacles
. that stand in the way of development of our relations and to . .
. normalize relations throughout the world, The USSR will sign a
peace treaty and the soverelignty of the GDR. will be observed,
Any vidlation of that sovereignty will be regarded by the USSR
\as an act of open aggresslon sgainst a peace=~loving country,
with all the consequences ensuing thererrom.

. The President inquired whether such a peace treaty would
Ylock access to Berlin., Mr. Khrushchev aaid that 1t would.

'L;; | : : ‘ - e ‘Z:f::The Pren?dent B ;;Jt




wr“ : The President then sald that the US is opposed to a bu

i 2 P h =

© The decision to sign a peace treaty is a serious one and the. USS
,dhould consider it In the light of its natlonal interests, .

" General de Gaulle had made a statement on this question, ; Thia.

- agaistance, I the US were driven out of West Berlin by unilatera

- based on the state of war, The US may say that 1ts blood was- ahed,

.y
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in West Germany that would constitutse a threat to the Soviet Uni

erer

ring to the question of boundaries, the President sald that.

problem has been .dlscussed in the Western world and there ls som
division of opinion on this matter, However, the US is.committed
to the defense .of Western Europe and hasg, assisted Western Iurope:
in the paat, ‘The Prealdent said that .one of his brothers had .
been killed in. the last war, when the US came to Western Europe!

action, and if We were deprived of our contractuel rights by East:
Germeny, then no one would 'bglieve the US now or in the future,:
US commitments would be regarded as a mere scrap of paper. The’
world situation today is that of change and no one can predict |
what the evblution will be in such areas as Asia or Africa, = Yet
what Mr. Khrushohev suggests 1s to bring about a bagle change in:
the situation overnight snd deny us owr rights which we share y
wlth the other two Wedgtérn countries, This presents us with a: '
most serious challenge and no one can foresee how serlous the con-
sequences might be, The President said it had not been hls wish -
to, come here to Vienna to find out not only that a peace treaty
would be signed but also that-we would be denied our position in
West Berlin and our access to that city. In fact, the President .
salid, he had come here 1ln the hope thaet relations between our two|
countries vould be improved. The President stressed hs hoped
that Mr. Khrushchev would consider hils responsibility toward his
country and also consider the responsibility the President-of

the United States has toward his people, What is diascussed here
is not only West Berlin; we are talking heres abons Western Europe
and the United States as well,

s

Mr, Khrushchev replied ‘that he could not understand the
Presldent's reference to Western Europe, The USSR does not wish
any change; it merely wants to formalize the situation which haa
resulted from World Wer II, The fact is that West Germany is .
in the Western group of natlons and the USSR recognizes this,
Fast Germany is an ally of the poclalist countries and this
should be recognized as a falt accompll,  East Germany has now
demarcation lines and thess lines should become borders, The
Polish and Czeth borders should be formalized, The position of
the GDR should be normalized and her sovereignty ensured. To do
all thls 1t is necessary to_alimingte the occupation rights in
West Berlin., No such rights should exiat there. It would be .
impossible to imagine a situation where the USSR would have signed
a peace treaty with the US retaining occupation rights, which are

but the USSR shed bloog too and not water, ‘
" #he President
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r- The President inter jected that our rights were baadd on a
four-povwer agreement, Mr, Khrushechev replied that this, was :so'.in
the absence of a peace treaty, but saild that a peace treaty would
end the state of war and thoae rights would therefore expire.g

The President said this meant unilateral abrogation pf tha,
four-power agreement by the USSR and emphasizéd that the US could
not accept such an act, Mr. Khrushchev replied that this:was not
so because the USSR would invite the U3 to sign a peace treaty
and would sign it 'alone only if the US _should refuse to do 80, .
In that event the. US could not maintain its rights on the ter-

-~ritory of the GDR, The President sgaln referred to the fours .
pover agreement, but[ﬁr. Khrushchev replied that the USSR gon-

~aidered all of Berlin to be GDR territory.) The Presldent stated’
this may be Soviet view’but not ours, If~the USSR transfers- its
rights, that is a matter for 1ts own decision; however, it ia . %
an altogether different matter for the USSR to give our rightas .
which we have on contractualbasis, He said that the USSR. could
not break thé agreement and give US rights to the GDR, Mr.: '
Khrushchev re joined by saying that this was a femilar point of ~ -
view but had no juridicel foundation, since the war had ended 16 '
years ago., In faet, President Roosevelt indicated that -troopas
could be wiﬁhdrawn afterﬂtwo or two and a halfl years,

Mr, Khrushchev continued by saying that all the USSR wantas

" is 8 peace treaty. He could not understand why the US wants
Berlin, Does the US want to unleash a war from there? The

_ President .as a nevel officer and he himself, a civilian salthough
.he participated in. two wars, Eknow very 'well that Berlin has. no , ~
‘military significance, The President speaks of rights, but what.
are those rights? They stem from war, I the.state of war ends,
‘the rights end too,. If a peace treaty is signed US prestige ’
will not be involved,.and everybody will understand this. But
if the US- should meintain its rights after the signing of a
peace treaty, that would be a violation of East Germany's

- govereignty and of the soverelgnty of the socialist camp as a

" whole, Mr. Khrushchev recalled that President Eiﬂenhower had
agreed ‘that the situation in Germany was abnormal, ' Eisenhower
had said that US prestige was involved. Then the possibility of
an interim agreement was discussed, an arrangement that would
not involve the presbige of our two countries. Perhaps this
“could serve as a basis for agreement.  The USSR is prepared to ;
accept such an arrangement even now. Adenauer says that he wants'
unification but this is not so, As far as unification is con-
cerned,' we should say that .the two German governments should
meet and declde the question of reunification, A time. limit of
say 6 months should be set snd if there is no agreement’we can
disavow our responsibilities and then anyone would be free to
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[——conclude a peace treaty, This would be a way out and 1t woul
resolve this question of prestige, which, Mr. Khrushchev sal
he did not really understand, Mr, Khruahchev said that heihad’
hoped that Eisenhower would agree subsequently at the Summit wbu
the forces which are against improvement of relstions betWeen ‘the'
US and USSR sent the U«2 plane and the USSR declided that iin. view
of the tensions prevailing as a.result of that flight this: ques-
tion should not be raised, However, the USSR believes that time
for such action is ripe now, Mr. Khrushchev expressed regret .on
his own behalf and on behalf of his colleagues and allies at not
having found understanding on the Presideht!'s part of the Soviet
Unionts good intentions and motivations, If only the German. -
question were resolved the road would be clear for the develop-
ment of our mutual relatioéns, The USSR does not went to inrring
upon anybody's interests,.but neitHer would it concede its: ‘oW,
interests. Mr, Khrushchev sald he believed that the US does:nob
want territorial gains althoughthere.is ideological disagreament
between the US and the USSR,  However, ideological disagreemnents
ghould not be tranaferred. onto the plane of a devastating war,
~gaid that he wes confident that people would bé reasonable : enough
not to act like crusaders in the Middle Ages and would not. start -

cutting each otherts thpoats for ideological remsons, If the
~United States disagreebhqith the Soviet proposal 1% should at
least understand -the Soviet position, The USSR can no longer.
delay. It will'probably sign a peace treaty at the end of* the
year, with .ax1°the” ansuing consequences, i.e,, all obligatlions
will come to an end, The status of West Berlin as a free clty.

' will be/guarantbed and complete: non-interference will be ensured.’
West Berlln will be accessible to all countries with whiech 1t -
willl want to maintain ties. However, access .will be subject to
GDR'd .control, aince cormunication lines go through its-territory.
If the US is concerned about what it calls freedom of West Bérlin, °
let us develop guarantees. jointly or invite the UN. = No nation
will understand the US position of perpetuating the state of war
wlth Germany., The USSR will explain 1ts position to the world,

It wants to prevent the posslibility of war. If the US refuses Lo
sign’'a peace treaty, the USSR will have no way out othér than to
sign such .a treaty alone, The USSR lost 20 million people in the -
last war while the US lost 350 thousand,

The President interjected that thismwas why the US&:anted to
prevent a.nother War, . _

Mr, Khrushchev 66“'inued by saying that if the US should
‘start a war over Berlin there was nothing the USSR could do about
' it, However, it would have to be the US to start the war, while .
_the. USSR will be defending peace, History will be the judge of
" our actions, The West has been saying that Khrushchev might

L—” - '.l : . o miacalculate° ;;J
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rrgiaoalculate.' But owrs- 13 a joint acoount and each of us muat
‘see that there is no miscaloulation. If the US wants to start
a war over Germany let it be so; perhaps the USSR should sign a:
peace treaty right away and get over with it, This is what, the .
Pentagon has been wanting, However, - ‘Adenaver and Maomillen know
very well what war mednas.,. If there is any madmen who wants: war,
he . should be put in a straight jacket. Nations close ‘to USSR
. territory know what wer will mean for them., The USSR thinka of
peace, of friendship, and it is happy with its trade relations .
- with West Gemmany, France, Great Britain and Italy, Tt is not: bya
aceident  that trade .between the US and the USSR is still frozen.
but that is a problem for the US, So this is the Soviet position.
The USSR will sign a peace treaty at the end of thias years Mr,:.
 Khrushghev concluded by saying that he was confident that common
. sense would win and peace will prevaill. _ .

The President seid he recognized that the aituation in

e Germsny was abnormal, Germany is divided today. When President

" Roosevelt talked about the withdrawal of troops he was not able:
to foregee this situation or the fact that ow two countries :

. would be on different sidea, -The US doss not want to preoipitate

" a crisis; 1t is Mr, Khrushchev.who wants Lo do so by seeking a -
.change in the existing situation. .The President then said the
*US was committed to this area long before he had assumed a =~ -
position of high government responsibility. Now Mr. Khrushchev;u
suggests a peace treaty at the end of the year, which would deny:
ow rights in that city and our rights of access. Mr. Khrushchev:
lknows very well that Berlin is much more than a clty and yet he .
mekes guch a suggestion. Is that a way to secure peace?

Mr, Khrushchev replled he did not understand how the sign-
ing of a peace tréaty could worsen the world situation: Peace
is slways regarded as something beneflclal while the state of

; wWar .is regarded as something evil,

The Pregident said that the signing of a peacse treaty ia not
o belligeyrent act, He had not indicated this at all, However, :
a peace treaty denying us our contractual rights is a beligerant -
act, The matter of a peace treaty with East Germsny is a matter-
s for Mr, Khrushchev's judgment,and is not a belligersnt act, What
ia 8 belligerfint act is transfer of our rights to East Germany.
Weat Berlin ia mnot important as a springboard, However, the US ;
ig committed,to that aree and it is so regakded by all the world.:
If we accepted Mr, Khrushchev'!s suggestion the world would lose
- . confidence in the US and would not regard it as a serious country,
-, It is'an important strategic matter that the world believe the

St US is a serious country, .

Mr.

Khrushechev
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: Mr., Khrushchev wondered what he should do in these.clrcum
stances, .He said he beliesved that U3 intentlions led to nothing
good. The USSR would never, under any conditions, accept USrﬂf;
‘rights in West Berlin after & peance treaty had been signed, He
said he was absolutely convinced that the peoples of the world
would understand such a position, Moreover, the US had! deprive
the USSR unilaterally of its rights ahd interests in West Germany
, -~ 1t had deprived the USSR of - reparations in Weat Germany, and'. -
o it had signed a unilateral peaca treaty with Japan., As a result’
of this latter action the Soviet Union atill has no peaco treaty
with Japan.

The President inter jected that Mr, Khrushohav had Baid to
President Eishknhower that he would have signed the treaty. Mr,-
Khrushchev confirmed this, while Mr. Gromyko said that the fact
remained that the US had signed the Japanese psace treaty without?
the Soviet Union, .

Mr. Khrushchev went on to say that the Us: regarded all this
as appropriate, but noy it says what the USSR wants to do ia. e
~ irmoral. The USSR would:like to do it together with the .US, but -
if the US refuses to algn a peace treaty the USSR will do it k
alone, Haat Germany will obtain complete sovereignty and all ' -
obligetions resulting from German surrender will be anulled. The
factor of the USSR'a prestige should be taken into account. What
the US wants is to.retain the rights gained after World War II '
even after a peace treaty hed. been signed. This is a poliey. .
> of "I do what I want", The USSR regards East Germany as a com-
. pletely sovereign astate and it will asign a peace treaty with it.
\ Responsibility for violation of that sovereignty will be heavy,

. . The President sald that there is evory evidence that our
' position in Berlin is strongly supported by the people there,and
we are committed to that area, Mr. Khrushehev says. that we are
for a state of war, This is incorrect, I% would be well if
relations between East Germeny and West Germeny improved and if
the development of US-USSR relations were guch aa. to permit
solution of the whole German problem, During his stey in office,
Mr., Khrushchev has seen many changes, and changes Will go ons
But now he wants a peace treaty in six months, an action which
would drive us out of Berlin, { If we accepted such a proposition
we would loase our ties in West ' ‘Europe and would lose all our
. friends there. We do not wish to act in a way that woulad
' deprive the Soviet Union of its ties in Eastern Europe. Mr,
Khrushechev had said that the President was a young man; but, “the
President continued, he had not assumed office to accept arrange- -
ments totally 1nimica1 to US interests. The President said he -

.oe . i : . . Was




waa prepared to discuaa any problam but Mr. Khrushaha aho
into account owr interests just as he says we shouldf alte Yinto

account his views,

Mr. Khrushohov aaid that then an interim agreemant- ahoul
concluded, However, no matter how long a time limitisuech an
ggroeement were to provide for, the Germans would notéagree ‘be
cause no one wishes reunification, An interim agreement: woul
a rormal factor, 1t would give the semblance of the responaibility
for the problem having been turned over to the Germans  themselve
If the US doesa not wish such an arrangement there is:no: ‘othe
but to sigh a peace treaty unilaterally., No one cani£o} ‘oo L
US to sign a pemce treaty but neither can the US make ' ths 30vie
Union accept its claims, Mr, Khrushchev then said that: an
alde-memoire on the Berlin question had been prepared’so.that:
the U3 could study the Soviet position and perhaps return to'th
question at a later date, if it wished to’ do 80,50

The group then moved to the dining room for lunche e

G
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_ (The President 'and Mp. K. alone) o \
ﬂ[aﬂb{ The Preuident opened the conVeruaLlon hy uaying that he r
. Egsggizhe importance of Berlin and that he hOpcd that in the inLeres
' ' 50 deeply :

‘}1 Mr. K. will not present him with a uitU&tiOﬂ/iﬂVOlVing our nationa
interest. Of course he recognized that the decision,on Berl#n;:gs

far as the USSR was concerned,,was wlth the Qhairman;"Theinééiden

contlnued by saying that eveolution is talkling place ;h maﬁy areéb

1t 1s mos% important that decisidns be carefully considereﬁ:
the Chairman will make his Judgment in the 1ight of what he
to be the best Interest of his country. - However, Lhe Presid nq:
he did want to stréss thef 1fference between a peace treaty andﬁtﬁé
rights of éccess to Berlin, He reitgrateg;his hope that:thelrelat
between the two countries would’dGQelop in such a way thaﬁ no+direct

- contact orVCOnfrontation would occur between them. o 7.
| Mr. K. said that he appreciafmd the franknesg éf the,PréSident
,remarxs but said that if the President insisted on Uoo, rig hts :after
T the signing of a peace treaty and that i the borders of the‘GDR
| land, air, or-ééa borderﬁ -~ «ere violated, they would be defékd

.’1“ ‘Mr K, sald that the U.S. p051tion ls not based on. Juridical gr nd

. 8 The U.3, wants Lo humiliate the USSR and this cannot be accepted

3351 He- saigd that he would not shirx his respons ibillty and would taVe-
{

R any action that he 1s duty bound to take as Prime Mlniuter., He sai

O She would be glad 1f the U.S.

werelto agree to an interim'agreeﬁen

m German and Berlin Witp‘a timé‘limit s0 that prGStige aﬁqftﬁg



" Soviet Union~would'do gthe same. The Preuident enqujrcd whether

~pained the impresslon thal the USSR was ‘goling . to take this drasHic,

: rogretted to leave V*enna with this impression. ‘ , '"'g
- troops could be maintained in West Berlin, including Soviet trOOp_

but on the basls of an agreement reglstered with the UN.' Of qourSe:

-will rgspond. The calamlties of a-war. uill be uhared.equaliy..

any action that might bring ahoul unhappy conuequenccs, force

be met by foree. The U.S, should prepare itself for Lhat and Lhc

under an interlm arrangoment fOPCOu In Berlin would remain and
acccens would be free, HMr. K, replied that that would bc 30 for
six month" In reply to the President s ‘query whether thc forces
vould then have to be wilthdrdwn, the Chalrman replled in Lhe3ftifJ
affirmatlive. :‘

The Presldent saild Lhat clther My, K. did not belleve that}théj

U,l. wao serious or the situation in that area was so amsatisfactory

o the Soviet Union that it has to take . thils drastlic action, Thei

President said there were difficulties In this problem bécaﬁsc‘hCQ
. ~
hatdxtm was golng to Macmillan and the latter would ask what had g

happened. The Prcoidcnt sald Lhat he would havo to say . that hc hac

action, The Presideht sald that he had come here to prevenﬁ.a

confrentation Tace to face botucen our tuo countrieu and that” he ‘

- Mr. K. ugid that in order to save prestipe we could agree. tha
token contingent of

'
sl

However, this_would be not on thé bhasis of some occupation righto,f

access would be subject o the GDR's jurisdibtion because this‘isf

its prerogative. Mr, K. coﬁtinued by saying that he wanted peace

and that .1f the US wanted war, that‘waé itslprOblem. Tt 15 not the
USSR that threatens with war. 1t 1s Lhe US. The USSR will have no

cholce other ‘than to accept the challenge, it must respond and it
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Var will take place only if Lhe UsS imposes 1t on thé . USoR.

- up Lo the US to decide whether there will be war or peace.'

. he sald, can be

to slgn a peace

wlll asign 1t in

AN
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FOLLOWING 1S SUMMARY BASED ON UNCLEARED MEMORANDUM OF SECOND 1 -
PART PRESIDENT!S FIFTH CONVERSATION WITH'DE GAULLE, T — '
JUNESZ, 1TE30 = 12385, WITH ADVISERS PRESENT- ON'UaSe ™« ‘
SIDE = SECRETARY, AMB GAVIN, BUNDY, BOHLEN, KOHLERy.
MCERIDE;. ON FRENCH SIDE = DEBRE, COUVE, ALPHAND, COURCEL, .

AND "LUCET » : R ; Ly

i -

CONVERSATION WAS PRIMARILY SUMMATION BY DE GAULLE OF PREV]IOUS
PRIVATE TALKS WITH SOME 'ADDED INTERCHANGE ON NATO AND TR~
PARTITE CONSULTATIONS .

'S

BERLIN. DE GAULLE OPENED BY REVIEWING Us=FRENCH AGREEMENT
ON BERLIN, HE SAID PRES COULD TELL KHRUSHCHEV #FRANCE IN
FULL IN AGREEMENT THERE SHOULD BE NO MOD1FICATION BERLIN
STATUTE OR GERMAN QUESTION NOW. HE SAID TRIPARTITE MILITARY
EXPERTS SHOULD COORDINATE ACTIVELY ON CONTINGENCY PLANNING.

LAOS. DE GAULLE THEN REVIEWED TALKS ON LAOS. HE REJTERATED

HE UNDERSTOOD US COMMITMENTS IN AREA AND SAID HE AGREED |

WiTH PRESIDENT SITUATION ON GROUND BAD. IF US HONOR FORCES

US TO INTERVENE IN LAOS FRENCH WiLL NOT OPPOSE. NEJTHER o
WILL FRENCH INTERVENE. PRESIDENT NOTED HE HAD STRESSED s
" THAT WHILE HE UNDERSTOOD FRENCH.POSITION HE HOPED 1T COULD .
8 KEPT ENTIRELY PRIVATE. DE-GAULLE CONCURRED. DE GAULLE -

" SAID

S : REPRODUCTION FROM THIS COPY IS
—SECRET— PROHIBITED UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED".
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R

SAID WITH REGARD TO GENEVA CONF ON LAOS HE: THOUGHT LEAST '
BAD. POSSIBILITY WAS RETURN TO 154 AGREEMENTS. IN'SO.FAR
AS THE LAO GOVT CONCERNED SOUVANNA PHOUMA. SEEMED.MOST
QUALJFIED PERSON.. PRESIDENT THOUGHT MILITARY SITUATION. .
SO BAD THAT PERHAPS NOT EVEN SOUVANNA-WAS POSSIBILITY. .
HE THOUGHT FRANCE COULD USE ITS INFLUENCE IN DESIRABLE
SENSE WITH SOUVANNA. IN RESPONSE TO DE GAULLE!'S QUESTION"
PRES IDENT SAID THERE WAS NO PRESENT PLAN FOR SOUVANNA " "
TO GO TO WASHINGTON, ~ |

LATIN AMERICA. DE GAULLE REITERATED FRANCE CONSIDERED US -
HAS. PREDOMINANT ROLE IN HEMISPHERE. HE REVIEWED UNFAVORABLE:
FACTORS IN LATIN AMERICA WHICH HE THOUGHT MADE 1T -INCUMBENT

ON EUROPEAN COUNTRIES TO ASSIST U.S. HE NOTED PRES IDENT HAD

STRESSED EUROPEAN ROLE IN LATIN AMERICA AND ACCORDINGLY -~

FRANCE WOULD DO WHAT. SHE COULD. IN CULTURAL, ECONOMIC AND- .
FVEN POLITICAL "SPHERE . HE REFERRED TO JULY OAS MEETING
[N MONTEVIDEQ AND SAID FRANCE WOULD ATTEND IF INVITED AND: . - *°
WOULD URGE. U.K« AND OTHER MEMBERS OF S1X TO ATTEND ALSO.- = -
UE SAID. MATTER WOULD BE PUT ON AGENDA SIX HEADS OF GOVERN=

MENT MEETING.

CONGO AND ANGOLA. DE GAULLE NOTED THAT U.S« POLICY WAS = .+
STILL TO ACT VIA U.N. WHEREAS FRANGE CONSIDERED U.N. NEITHER .-
EFFECTIVE NOR IMPARTIAL. HE NOTED SOME FAVORABLE DEVELOPMENTS -
IN CONGO AND SAID FRANCE WOULD ENCOURAGE KASAVUBU THROUGH L
HER AFRICAN FRIENDS. HE SAID HE WAS NOT OPPOSED TO UuS.

POLICY IN THE CONGO.

DE GAULLE REVIEWED SERIOQUSNESS; ‘WITH WHICH BOTH HE AND .
" PRESIDENT SAW ANGOLA SITUATION.  GENERAL AGREED PORTUGUESE -
POLICY BEHIND THE TIMES AND THOUGHT THEY SHOULD TAKE MORE

PROGRESSIVE .LINE. HOWEVER PILLORYING THEM. WOULD NOT HELP
'AND MIGHT CAUSE REVOLUTION IN PORTUGAL. 1T WOULD BE

UNDES JRABLE:

TSECRET—
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. UNDESIRABLE HAVE COMMUNISTBSTATE IN lZERlAN PENINSULA.

HE SAID IN RESPONSE. TO PRESIDENT'S REQUEST FRANCE WOULD-
ENCOURAGE PORTUGUESE TO TAKE CONSTRUCTIVE LINE,- PRESIDENT
CONCLUDED ON SUBJECT SAYING MILITARY MEANS- ALONE INSUFF ICIEN
SETTLE ANGOLA QUESTION. HE THOUGHT BECAUSE.OF FRENCH: POSITION
AFRICA, FRANCE COULD BE USEFUL wlTH PORTUGUESE.- I

NATO AND TR!PART]TE CONSULTATIONS. DE GAULLE SAID HE v
HOPED HE HAD CLARIFIED FRENCH POSITION AND PRESIDENT':

HAD CERTAINLY CLARIFIED U.S. POSITION TO HIM. HE- REfTERAT
HIS VIEWS RE CHANGES IN WORLD SI1TUATION SINCE.NATO:FOUNDED, =
LOST U.3. NUCLEAR MONOPOLY AND RENASCENCE oF EUROPEAN’STATES

ESPECIALLY FRANCE. . _ . .
. ) .

DE GAULLE SA!D T MATTERED NOT WHO HAD GROUND PowER SINCE
SOVIETS AND U.S. COUYD DESTROY 'EACH ‘OTHER AND EITHER COULD |
DESTROY EWROPE .’ HE ADDED FRANCE WOULD. HAVE A MODEST. FORCE
WHILE GERMANY AND ITALY COULD MAKE SU]ITABLE CONTRIBUTION.

ALSO THOUGH PRESUMABLY NOT IN NUCLEAR F1ELD.. FRANCE WANTS

A PERSONALITY IN HER DEFENSE AND CAN NO LONGER BE SATISIFED -
WITH INTEGRATION. FRANCE WANTED NATIONAL DEFENSE POSTURE
iWITHIN ALLIANCE. HE WOULD NOT DEMOLISH NATO IN PRESENT CRfS}S
SITUATION BUT NA CANNOT GO ON INDEFINITELY AS IT 1S, o
‘THEREFORE HE WlSHES REAFFIRM SITUATION. :

N

* GENERAL THEN REFERRED HIS DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT RE usa |
NUCLEAR WEAPONS. THERE WAS NECESSITY EUROPE SHOULD KNOW - |
WHEN. U+5 o WOULD USE THESE WEAPONS. HE RECOGNIZED UsSa o o'’
POSITION THAT WE WOULD USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS FIRST IF SOVIETS
WERE "TO' OVERRUN NATO FORCES IN EUROPE. HE SAID OF COURSE

WE COULDN'T TELL AT PRECISELY WHICH POINT WE WOULD' USE THESE"
WEAPONS AND REPEATED HE WOULD FEEL THIS WAY HIMSELF IF HE HAD
SUCH WEAPONS. . . o o
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_ THE PRESIDENT REITERATED WEAPONS WOULD BE USED 1f US. OR -
FUROPE' IN. SER1OUS DANGER OR IF OUR FORCES IN DANGER. HE 1
NOTED CONTINGENCY PLANNING DID NOT NOW ENVISAGE USING o
NUCLEAR WEAPONS IF BERLIN BLOCKADED. HOWEVER If BERLIN R
WERE SEIZED U.S. WOULD RESPOND WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS SINCE ..
THIS WOULD.CONSTITUTE ATTACK ON OUR FORCES IN EUROPE.

PRES IDENT THOUGHT THIS QUITE PRECISE. DE GAULLE REFERRED
TO POSSIBILITY OF EMPLOYING NUCLEAR WEAPONS' IN EUROPE ALONE
AND .DANGER THIS ENTAILED. HE SAID POSITION PRESIDENT HAD .
TAKEN. WAS . MOST IMPORTANT. THE GENERAL THEN INQUIRED AS 70
WHAT TARGETS U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS WOULD HAVE. ~THE PRESIDENT -
SAID THAT INCLUDED SOVIET UNION. DE GAULLE THEN REFERRED TO!
FACT UeSa,oKe AND FRANCE WERE ONLY POTENTIAL NATO NUCLEAR
POWERS AND THAT THREE SHOULD PLAN USES OF THESE WEAPONS AMONG
THEMSELVES» THJS SHOULD BE DONE ON WORLD-WIDE BAS1S INCLUDING
NOT ONLY. EUROPE. 1T WAS NOT NATO AFFAIR AND SOME DAY TRIPARTITE
PLAN IN THIS FIELD SHOULD EX]ST. HE REFERRED’ AGAIN TO HIS PLAN
FOR A SMALL STANDING GROUP TO APPLY TRIPARTITE PLANNING. ’

" PHES IDENT SAID HE HAD ALREADY TOLD DE GAULLE 1T WAS IMPORTANT
CONSULT ON ALL MATTERS IN WHICH ALL THREZ INVOLVED ALL OVER

THE WORLDa -IT WAS ALSO IMPORTANT NON=NUCLEAR NATO MEMBERS
SHOULD HAVE SOME VOICE IN THEIR OWN SECURITY. HE THOUGHT
CONSULTATION SHOULD COVER NOT ONLY NUCLEAR WARFARE BUT ALL

SORTS OF PROBLEMS. o o .

RUSK
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PRES IDENT STATED THAT HE WAS HEREBY :EXTENDING. TO DE GAULLE '
GQUARANTEES WHICH HIS PREDECESSOR HAD GIVEN TO U.Ke THAT. .
FRANCE WOULD- BE CONSULTED REGARDING USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS )
ANYWHERE IN. THE WORLD UNLESS THREAT ATTACK.SO IMMINENT. = |
AS TO THREATEN OUR SURVIVAL.. THE PRESIDENT ADDED PRES NT -
CONSULTATIVE ARRANGEMENTS NOT ENTIRELY SAFISFACTORY.

HE WILL NOMINATE OFFICIAL WHO CAN CONSULT WITH BRITISH -AND -
FRENCH IN ORDER NATIONALIZE AGREEMENTS AND AT LEAST.DEFINE -
PROMPTLY DISAGREEMENTS WHICH MAY EXIST. THIS WOULD. INCLUDE
CONSULTATION ON USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS. MUCH WEIGHT WOULD
BE GTVEN TO FRENCH AND BRITISH OPINION. FURTHERMORE, IF,

" FOLLOWING. GERMAN ELECTIONS KHRUSHCHEY SHOULD PRESENT

‘US WITH BERLIN CRISIS, WE SHOULD' CONSiDER TRIPARTITE HEADS
OF GOVERNMENT MEETING. '

DE GAULLE SAID HE WAS. ERY FAVORABLE PRESIDENT!S VIEW ON
CONSULTATION AND PERMANENT CONTACT WITH THREE: OTHER.
. NATJONS COULD SE CONSULTED ON MATTERS OF DIRECT INTEREST
'TO THEM. HOWEVER THE THREE HAVE WORLD=WIDE RESPONSIBILITY
© EVEN THOUGH THOSE OF UaS. MUCH GREATEST. HE THOUGHT
" CONSULTATION RE USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS PARTICULARLY }MPORTANT.
~ AND REITERATED HIS PRCPOSAL FOR TRIPARTITE MILITARY GROUP
iFOR THIS. PURPOSE ALONG LINES SIMILAR THOSE® ‘SUGGESTED BY '
PRESIDENT FOR POLI'I 1CAL QUEST]ONSa .

REFERRING‘J*V
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REFERRING TO PLANS TO FURNISH. POLAR]S TO NATO,- DE GAULLE:
SAID HE HAD NO OBJECTION BUT. THIS OFFER DOESN®T CHANGE .
STTUATION-FOR EUROPE SINCE NATURALLY ENOUGH THESE U.S
\WEAPONS WOULD BE USED AS RESULT U.S4 DECISION. 1T WAS: ..
AGREED . HAVE- FURTHER: MEETING FRIDAY AFTERNOON TO Discussa .
TH1S SUBJECT AGAIN. _ N

DE GAULLE-CLOSED THIS MEETING WITH UNUSUALLY WARM TRIBUTE .
TO PRESIDENT AND TO UTILITY THEIR TALKS. HE CONCLUDED. !
‘ON NOTE THAT NEVER-HAD U.S. AND FRANCE HAD CLOSER COMMON
DESTINY. PRESIDENT LlKEWlsﬂ PAID FROM TRIBUTE TO.ENERGY .
AND VITALITY OF FRENCH AND TO HIS CONFIDENCE IN DE GAULLE.

L]

RUSK
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~SECRAT
June 9, 1961
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: President's June 13 Meeting with Ambassader Finletter

1. Introduction. This meeting could usefully focus on two questions:

(a) U.S. policy toward NATOQ's military posture, -- to ensure that
Washington and Paris are on the same weve length,

(b) Next steps in implementing that policy, concerning which decisions
will soon be needed.

Each of these questions is discussed below,
2. U.S. Policy. The President might ask Mr. Acheson to run down

the main military elements of approved NATO policy, to ensure that there
is a clear and common understanding of these elements:

(a) Non=Nuclear. To prevent automatic escalation of any clash in
Europe into nuclear war, we envisage qualitative improvements in presently
programmed NATO non-nuclear forces. This will require increased
emphasis on these forces, even though they are not to be expanded beyond
presently contemplated goals.,

{b) Nuclear. We will keep the nuclear capability now in Europe, and
make such of the already approved additions to it as are politically required.
We will also commit U.S. Polaris submarines to NATOQO and urge the British
to commit their strategic forces. We will not otherwise enlarge the nuclear
capability in Europe substantially.

(c) Control of Nuclear Weapons, On a technical level, the U.S. wants
steps taken to ensure that nuclear weapons in Europe are not subject to
unautharized use. On a politicallevel, the U.S. would welcome its allies'
views as to how they might play a larger role in control of these weapons.
It envisages the possibility of agreed principles to govern use of these
] weapons and of a small grouping of the North Atlantic Council to concert
= about the application of these principles to specific cases.

il 2 6] e O B 220

, 3. Next Steps. The North Atlantic Council is now discussing the new
L : U.S. NATO policy, as presented by Ambassador Finletter., Meantime,
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a U.S. working group is being set up in Washington to spell out what the
U.S. believes that policy means -- in terms of specific force goals.

There is no formal agreement as to where we go from there in
the Council. State and Defense have been considering this question,
and the President may wish to secure their views, as well as those of
Ambassador Finletter, in the meeting.

Ambassador Finletter suggests in his May 29 letter to the President
that a combined civil-military effort to shape NATO military programs is
needed, There is a general consensus in Washington that the first major
step in such an effort should be Council agreement on a fairly concrete
directive to the NATO military commanders to prepare military programs
consistent with the new NATO policy.

There is real uncertainty, however, as to whether the Council will
be able to work out such a directive in any useful time period. There are
two reasons for this:

1. Relations between General Norstad, Ambassador Finletter, and

Mr. Stikker are increasingly strained. The General opposes the lower
priority for NATO's nuclear build-up which Ambassador Finletter champions
on behalf of the U.S.; and he is naturally resisting the efforts of Messrs

inletter and Stikker to achieve greater civilian control over NATO military
planning. Messrs Finletter and Stikker differ among themselves as to
where this civilian control should be located -- in the North Atlantic Council
or the Secretary General's International Staff, No one of these three able
and dedicated men has sufficient pre~eminence or prestige to exert leader-
ship in the Alliance which the other two will follow. The resulting conflicts
at NATO's suminit makes it difficult to get on with constructive work.

2. Neither the Council nor the International Staff now have the
analytical competence required to develop a meaningful directive to the
NATO military commanders. The structural changes required to create
that competence on a permanent basis could almost certainly not be agreed
to in time to have the desired effect this year.

In the absence of a fairly specific Council directive to the NATO
military commanders, the situation will be confused: The U.S, will have
proposed a new policy, and the NATO commanders will be pressing programs
which are unaffected by that policy. Council agreement on a bland set of
general principles will, as Ambassador Finletter points out in his letter
to the President, have little impact on what the military commanders
actually do.
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State and Defense have very recently discussed the following means
of coping with this problem: Temporary (e.g., 2-3 months) appointment
of a high level Special Assistant to the Secretary General, who would
command the respect of Messrs Finletter, Norstad, and Stikker, (not only
because of his eminence, but also because they would know he was not
staying on). This Special Assistant would be charged with preparing, in
the light of the policy discussions now going on in the Council, a fairly
specific directive to the NATO military commanders which the Council
could approve. That directive would define the general character, level, and
purpose of needed forces; NATO commanders would then prepare specific
programs to create such forces, "

In executing the studies required to prepare such a directive, the
Special Assistant could bring together a small staff on a temporary basis
~-- by borrowing people from existing military and civil staffs, The U.S.
would supply this Special Assistant {as well as Ambassador Finletter) with
the U,S. working group's conclusions concerning NATO force requirements
-~ for his private guidance.

This procedure would fulfill the purpose laid out by Ambassador
Finletter in his letter to the President: a combined staff effort designed
to produce a composite resuit which is militarily, fiscally, and politically
sound,

It would not, of course, create the permanent institutional arrange-~
ment that Mr. Finletter is looking for. After the Special Assistant withdrew,
however, consideration could be given to setting up a more lasting means
of carrying out the functions that he had performed. Experience would
have been gained which would be useful in determining what those means
should be,

State and/or Defense may surface these thoughts if the President
encourages discussion of next steps in NATO at his meeting with Ambassador
Finletter. The Ambassador's enthusiasm for such arrangements may
naturally be restrained, since the Special Assistant would not be working
directly for him; but he would be more likely to accede with good grace
in a meeting with the President than otherwise,




' NATC ADVISORY ~ 1961
L/Aﬁenauer, Konrad

June 28, 19261.

My dear Chancellor:

Your kind letter to me, written not
long after your return from your American
visit, has gone too long unanswered. I am
taking advantage of Awmbassador Grewe's return
to send this note to you by him.

May I say first of all that I hope
that it finds you in the robust health and
fine spirits in which you were on that mem—
orable Sunday when I had such a delightful
day with you. I think of it often and always
with the greatest pleasure. Everything com-
bined to make it a perfect day -- the Leauty
of the countryside, the opportunity to be
with you for so long a time and in so relaxed
an atmosphere, and, finally, your dazzling
prowess at boccie.

I hope, too, that, as appears from
this distance, the political trend in the
Federal Republic is building up more and more
in your favor. I have never held the view

T e it e e a2 3 eam

that it is wrong for a foreigner to have strong
preferences among the parties and personalities

of another country, although I have been
keenly aware of how unwise it is toc have this
appear publicly. So I say in privacy to you
that I am hpping fervently for your success,

His Excellency

Konrad Adenauer,

Chancellor of the

Federal Republic of Germany,
Bonn, Germany.




The international scene is a disturk-
ing one. This Administration inherited unhappy
situations in Laos and in Cuka and has not
improved them. The wvirus seewns to be gpreading
in Latin America and quite probkably in South
East Asia also.

And then there is Berlin, a situation
which seems to me fraught with the gravest
dangers. I should think it right that war
over Berlin is the last thing that Khrushchev
wants. But I think also that his appraisal
of American resolution -- and I hope of allied
resolution -~ is qguite wrong and that, if
things are allowed te drift, it is more likely
than not that he may produce a clagsh which
could escalate into the war which he does not
want.

The problem is how to change this
situation. I do not think that it can be done
Ly talk, and I see little possibility that
in his present state of mind negotiations with

Khrushchev can be productive. The task, there-
- fore, is to’'change his state of mind. . It
seems to me that one important way of doing
this is to translate allied firmness from
declarations and communiques intoc a military
posture which reflects its determination.

If this is to ke done, I should
strongly urge that it he done in an undramatic
-and quiet way, accompanied by constant edu~
cation about the nature of the issue and a
willingness to discuss with the Soviet Union
anything except the basic and non-negotiable
rights and interests of the allies. I think
that this could and should be done in such a
way as not to impair your situation in any
way.
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It would seem to me certainly true
that the more drastic steps which might be
taken would be much more useful if taken
later on as the crisgis deepens, rather than
too early. There is, however, the greatest
need for allied unity in the face of
Khrushchev's threats. Why he has gone as
far as he has is hard to see. He appears to
believe so strongly in the weakness of the
West that he goes very far in limiting his
own freedom of maneuver. This creates a
most dangerous situation, but cne from which
we should not recoil.

S8ince for so long our thoughts
have run in parallel, I have the strong hope
and belief that what I have said is in accord
with your own judgment. I hope alkso that
President Kennedy will think along these lines.
bBoubtless our govermment and yours will main-
tain close contact on this important matter

-and will exchange viewx_gnd,;lthgel_reach

agreements through the appropriate channels.
In the meantime, I share my thoughts with you,
ag I have for so long.

I also send wmy warmest greetings
and very best wishes.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Dean Acheson
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S Discussion at NSC meeting June 29. 1961 '

IR 1. The meeting hegan with 2 dlscusslion of security control of
- : documnents of high sensitivity., The President expressed his great
e concern about 1eaks of Information which had alrsady occurred with
) respect to Berlin planning, snd expressed his displeasure at the
number of coples of the Acheson yeport In cireulation. After ¢ somu

' ' . . be reviewed by the Sccretariea of State and Defense, the Director
. Qf CI‘A’ aﬂd Mf- Bundy‘. B -7 o ' . T :

The President made it clear that he was apeaking not o{
ordinary documents relating to ordinary problems, but {o such
unusually sensitive papers as, for example, the Acheson rep—ort
a2nd the record of hia couversation with Khrushchev. :

,‘ JA.,,', ‘.

Zo : Kuwait - Thesecretary oi’ State oPened 2 discuasion of Kuwait
: . by saying that the sit a“ticm was critical 21 and that decisions might -
Tt be called for soon. ClE

. .,.___. e i

-

Thera was a, brief but carc{ul diacussion in whic

the g‘reat intef¥sts of the West In Kuwalt were noted, and there wau o

concurrence in the view that the Secretary of State could giva re-
assurance o Lord Home dn both points, e

3, Berlin - The Secretary of State gave a surmmary accoun% Ql

the current state of the Department’s work on the aide memoire.

Jpa briefing books and on International and other fmmediate aspects :
/of Berlin planning. - He then asked My, Achesun to discuss hia.:

yeport:: Mrs Acheson did jua; that, . In addition, the iollow{ng

""" "_‘1"_ ,-__‘--..

“significait comments were made by Mr: Acheson: he gave special Rk T

L " emphasis to the 1dea of the frust of Berlin and ths peace which®
T exsts there, and argued that the real themes should bo that s

discussion he directed that the matter of circulation of such documentu g

i
imy

' Khrushchev is a false truﬂtce and a war mongor, and thesa t‘homes “"1‘.'- L
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! v ’x‘he ansidgnt askcd whether xea.lly it was to cur ndvintag
to press the argumeat fog unification, feeling that our poaition BRIV
/' lacks appeal. Mr., Acheson argued that this position should not ba e
sbandone¢d but he did not wholly convert the President until the .0 T
Secretary of Stats reminded him that self-determination is & better e
ground than uniﬂcaf-ion. 8 poaiﬁon Mz. Acheson cheorfu.lly acccPted.

The President asked about tha value of & plebiacite {a Berﬂn
" gnd pfter general agreement that such a plebiscite would be usgful,
the Department of Stats was asked to concert a plan for discussion
of such an eutorprise with the Germans In approPrlata wayﬂ. slnca
tho iniﬂativa ought to come from them, -
- ‘I‘he President questioned Mr. Acheson a,bout the reci;:xoca.l A
aaffect of military build-ups on each side. Mr. Acheéson’ agreed T
that this 1s 3 most important point and that planning should be
50 arranged a8 to avoid such back and i’orth challenges as far as
possible. S _ .

bl

& - )
T - Mr., Acheson made clear his own doubt thet Interference
with elvilian traffi¢ will be an early step by the Soviets. Mr, =
Ppillon later noted that In earlier Berln planning this interferénce -
_had beeh rated a8 a very grave danger and asked what Mx. Acheson’s =
%gw « gpecifig’ tecommendation was in such a case. Mr, Achason,. reiter@t—-;~
50 - ing his feeling that the Russian's own propaganda made such g move.
- {g\f - HiEficalt now, .said that in the event that such &1 Interferénce didoi, ~,'
' X oc¢ur; he would propose.an attempt at alr lift and & prom‘pt!rosort:;‘f _

40 other measures descmbed in !ﬁs report.
r‘i

A%
O
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 Admiral Burke made plain nis 0pposition to :he acale of‘tha
. "probe" recommended by Mr. Acheson #nd his opposition also to an .
Mrlift unconnected witha probe, In reply fo the ﬁratﬁ:p:o%nt; Mr.

e A°-“*:..Thq Preeident noted thq difficulty of sustalniug a atrong BRI ¢
political posfura and posed th¢ question, 89 an gxample, of ﬁndlug ozl :

thc right) answcr if Khrushchev proposes & Summit thiz summesp.=F. -

Mr, Acheson, remarking that it {a hard {o answer any speciﬁc o

posal a,iwad of thme, nevertheless believed that it would ngt‘._ :

tlw Presldgat could readily s.uggest thaf :

rh‘- ----- "Sl,. |.-,‘_,-(‘ \.
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T v “3oiidod oot b sk -subatantive de;':isiona S
~ hasis of this ﬁrst &iscuss?on, and the Px:esident directed Mr. Bundyaf Rt

in ccusultaiion with Mz, Kobhle¥ pnd others, to prepars ¢ Hat qf
{giments vwhich might bg carried forward ! o
_préparaﬁon fcr fuﬁher &Miussinu gmd a_Pproprig,m decision
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2 I r;:‘ ol red {m guﬂinq oi ﬂl@
‘_curreni situatio:x o MQS, closei foXE:-win E:Y m§morandum scnt_ _
-oyex from thé Department of Sta,te. ‘It yaa &greed that Appro ;ate
?ﬁ.ﬁdﬁurﬁ emf:nt s‘houl(i be given mfhoumi g.ud thaf he should be .
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b '-_stat«:s_g_i}riniervéné o prevent a Comminlsf Laos this summer. :;
3 On the other band, theso polnis must be méasured and decided by 13
“the Volted Staiee And) not by Pima:m, an& accbrdingly, c,ariful
: ms&ucﬁomﬁ ¥ilneed 1 be s¢nt to Ambassacior ‘Browd, “gnd 4
hOU:mi mus‘f be ¢n¢oumge& to 1 t.ay in cioac todch with ﬂ:xe . ée‘
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