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TDESREPURLIK DEUTSCHLARD
DER BUNDESKARZLER

Bonn, den 11, Pebruar

Seiner Brzellens B
den Premtorminister .

tapnien
Horin Harold Macmillen

Lbondon
Downing Street lo

Lisber Fresund I

Als Thr Boleschafter sir Thren freundlichen Lpist
ar 3. Febraar tibergab, in dem Sie Thron Futsghluss, rach
Hoskay zu reisen, mittelltan, hshan wir oln lingsras o
spetich tber die genme Situst¥onm gefdipt. In dlesim Go-
sppéich machte S1v Christopher Steel elne Bameriung etwa
folgenden Inhaits: '

"Nass das Vorhandenssin dey DIR ein Paklum sel,

an den man miohi vorbelgehen kiswe, wnd dass

die IUR ismer wisder von andeyen Shasten angp-
koomit wiidn, Dis westlichen Nichte sBlesten slioh
woltd, aueh oinpal fGber diege Frogs depr Ansikenoymg
dgp IR bersten.® .

ba unsere Ansichb 1:1_(3@1'3113913 onhelt bekamnt ful,
nmbs ieh Sir Cheigtopher Stesl dar nights orwldsvt.

_ Teh wichis abor gons persfiiich doch Thamn fhed dlsnp

frage sehyolben, Oobald dis westlichen Allliarlen sigh

g1t dep Frage einor shwsigen Anevkermrwry dep TDR basehlis-

- g, wird daturch die gensie suesenpolitische Sitesticg,
gowait, Puropd wad sogbil wiy ig Frage kosmen, vbllig

vertinlert,  Jedenfalls wirde dey Verhandlung w

sings Friedens mii Daulsohlang dadurch v&mggﬁf an

werdsn, Po kmde seln, dass Bls wou Chruscatsohow

suf diess Vrage Rel Threg acfeuthall iv Heskau

angeaproohen wepdes,
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Western Depﬁgg;ent
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The German Ambassador called on me this afternoon and
raised a number of detailed questions about which I am making
separate records. At the end of our talk, as he had told
me that he was on the point of leaving for Bomn, I suggested
that it would not be a bad thing when he was there 1f he
warned people to pay a little more attention to Anglo-German
relations. There had been a good deal of criticism aroused
in this country over the Krupp affair and other various
reports about snti-Semitism and undue softness towards former
Nazis, etc. Some of this criticism had no doubt been due to
the professional anti-German element in this country but all
the same quite strong feelings against Germany had been
aroused. The next few months were likely to be critical not
only for Germeny but slso for the relations between the U.K.
and the rest of Eurcope and it was important that during this
period the German suthorities should pay particular attention
to British public opinion. Otherwise there was a risk that
the two countries might get seriously out of step. I
concluded by saying something to the effect that there were a

yhmm~1> good/den~of stories going about that the Chancellor was
showing himself unduly susceptible to French influence and #Ha/
it would not be a had thing if the Ambassador, when he saw
Adenauer, was to remind the latter of the importance of paying
proper attention to British views,

2. The Ambassador took all this in quite good part and
sald that he would certainly speak on these lines in suitable
terms when he was in Bonn, He admitied that the Krupp case
was an awkward one and I think took the point when I sald that
ay further action in the near future aboult Bochémer Vereln
merger would be badly received in this country,

HA

February 11, 1959

Copy to:
Private Secretary
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SECRET

FROM BONN TO FOREIGN OFFICE

Cypher/OTP FOREL} OFFICE (SHECRET)
Sir C. Stesl DISTRIBUTTION

No. 160 D: 6,45 p.m. February 3, 1959

et m—

February 3, 1959 R: 7.18 p.m, February 3, 1959

IMMEDIATE
SECRET

Yourr telegrams Nos, 308 and 319:  Prime Minister's Visit
o Mescow,

The Chancellor was in Committee all this morning and I was
not eble to see him until half past four. Brentano wes away,
wut Scherpenberg atteonded,

2. I gave the Chancellior a copy of the Prime Minister's message

~—~and & transla“ion., He began to read it, but after a mimte or

two looked up and said that we had known sach other for a number
of years and could he ask we a straight question, I replied

"of course”, to which he sail "was this an elsction manceuvre?”

T said that this would no doubt be suggested in some quarters,

but it seemed to me unjustified, No election could take place
until this visit was overlaid by numbers of other events including
probably a conference with the Russiens, The real [? Gmp, omittod? £X
the visit seemed to me to be contained in the fourth paragraph.
British public opinion must be convinced of the importance

of the corisis and that everything possible had been done by way

of negotiation before the necessary measures could be undertaken
to convince the Russians that we were in earnest., Scherpenberg
intervened helpfully at this point to say that he had been much
impressed by this factor in London,

3. The Chanceller however did not agree, He considered that
the unity of the West was the prime conslderation, Fe was
afraid that every kind of suspicion would now be aroused and
that opinion, instead of being consolidated, would become more
than ever confused and irresolute., I sald our opinion was not
like that as had been shown in the past. The Chancellor then
embarked on a dissertation on the hopelessness of dealing with
Khrushchev, I said the Prime Minister did not propase to deal
with him, but to find out what was in his =ind and try to impre
on him the solidarity of our position, The Chancellor seid the
the effect on Khrushchev would be that of a major triumph for



Bonn telegram No, 160 to Foreign Office

D

gide, The Russians had gratuitously dencunced a solemn agreement
with the Western Powers and we were now ruaning to them to !
negutiate about it, Nevertheless, if this meant that the
Conservavive Party would win the election there was some point

in it. Paris was worth a mass{sic] and he would be happy if this
was the resnlt. \/

L. Scherpsnberg then suggested that at least on the German side
they must ghow solidarity and to this the Chancellor consented.
He sent for Eckardt and said that they would of course say that
they had been informed previously, I warned him of the Bruvssels
leak and he sald they would be ready for it if it were quoted to
them, Al the end he reverted to the reception among the other
Allies and asked me if I kmew what the French and American
reactions would be, I said I did not know, but I did not imagine
that the Americars would be unsympathetic., The Chancsllor said
he felt sure the French would be very intractable and it would be
diffiocult to hold the Allied front,

5. I sm afraid this was far from a happy interview and the Chancellor's
suspicions will grow as usual unless Mr, Dulies is able to reassure
him over next week—end, Throughout the discussion he displayed

total inflexibility and there was no sign of the more comprehending
line of which Eckardt and Blankenhorn have told us. He is probably
8till groping for scme alternative firm ground. I expect the
official German reaction tuv be correct when it emerges, but I fear |
his private doubts and suspicions will not be long in reaching the |
outside world. '

{Copies sent to Ne, 10 Downlng Street]

ADVANCE COPIES

Private Secretary

Sir ¥, Hoyer Millar

Sir A, Rumbkold

¥Mr, 0'Neill -
Head of Western Department
Head of Northern Department

PPPP
SECRET
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Sir C, Steel

No.227 WGIOS ,7 D. 12.2.p.m, February 14,1959

February 14, 1959 R, 11.46.a.m, February 14,1959
PRIORITY
SECRET

Herwarth dined with me alone on Thursday immediately after
seeing the Chancellor. I found him morc than usually depressed.
He said that while the Chancellor maintained his admiratieon and
personal liking for fhe Prime Minister, he had persuaded himself
that British policy is, nevertheless, uvnrcliable and anti-~German,
Specifically he suspects us of preparing to sell out over the
recognition of the D.D.R. and this, I gather, is partly my fault
since I needled him the ot'er day about contacts with the East '
Germans. (I did not mention recognition). TFor him any dealings
with them by the Federal Republic sre unofficial and harmless,
whereas the slightest a2llied nod is fatal. Fis main source of
Gisquiet of course is the variety of legitimate speculation in
the British Yress.

2. It appears to me that there may be an opportunity during
the debate on Februsry 18 tc say something reassuring on all this.
It would be useful to try and create a better atmosphere before
you and the Prime Minister come here after the Moscow talks,
because Adenauer's initial apprchensions about your trip have
eviaently not diminished and have inevitably lesked into the better
informed newspapers.

3. Herwarth's account is confirmed to us by other friends on
the fringes of the Chancellor's entourage. At present we have
not many of these, since the whole Government machine is faithfully
following the watchword of "stick to the French and refuse to
contemplate any change in the arrangements for Germany". He seems
to have quelled the rising uneasiness in his party over the
inflexibility of his policy and the completeness of his personal

autocracy actually encourages the Byzantine suspicions and rumours
on which he feeds.

. / L, Herwarth's

SECRET
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Bornn telegram No.227 tao Foreign Cffice,
_.2._

). THerwarth's conclusion was that i% will be all right when the
Prime Minister can talk to him again and I have great hopes that
this may be so,-but the situation ds not one which should be
allowed to go too far on the eve of the difficult negotiations
before us. Apparently his suspicions of the imericans are almost
as deep and anithing that can be done during the next month to
give reassursnce will be to the good.

bbbl _ SECRET
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Please see Sir O, Steel's telenram No, 227 attached,
about Dr, ‘Adenauer's suspicions of British poliecy. It is
important that this country end Fedeval Germany should be on
good terms, that we should be friends with Dr. Adensuer and
that the policies of the two Governments should be closely
aligned. It is therefore s pity that the ¥Pedersl Chancellor
has got. in %o one of his bouts of suspicion.

2. On the other hand, however nmuch we may regret this, we
should not forget:-

() Dr. Adensuer thinks & lot about his own difficulties,

but he does not think at all abovut curs. As Sir

C. Steel says, his watchword is "stick to the

French and refuse to contemplate eny change in the
arrangements for Germany”. Is there any indication
that he has given any heed to the difficulties in
which the adoption of such & policy would land this
country? '

(b) In whet other directions has Dr. Adenauer made
any sdjustment of his policy in order to help us?
What about the Free Trade Area? What about XKrupp?

{c) If S5ir C, Steel is apparently responsible in that

: he needled Dr. Adenauer about contacts with the
D.D.R., then Sir C, Steel was perfectly right to do
so, I was doing exactly the seme thing in the
Working Group in Washington. The fact is that,
unless a major Juropesan explosion is to take place,
there must be an extension of contacits between the
two Germenies, If Dr. Adenausr does not realise
this, then he is simply burying his head in the sand.

(a) If Dr. Adensuer had really wanted to come and talk
to the Frime Minister, he could easily have dons so,

3. In the circumstances, I deo not see any reason why we
should go out of our way to say anything in the Foreiun Affairs
Debate which we should not ctherwise have said. I think that
the Germsn Ambassador's conclusion is right viz that it will

be all right when the Prime Minister can talk to Dr. Adenauer
again after the Moscow trip, That will be quite soon encugh.
Dr. Adensuer's suspicions are chronic, but I do not think thet
the trestment administered personally by the Prime Minister
has ever failled to laewns them ,wab,

eviehe

m—mm.M..

(¥. P. Hancock)
February 16, 1959

. ”:7 Agnee . PYE Com'f” 6@
@v/ecf’é.,;& fa W’\)\ML’ o /‘uff’\‘r\'e/\ . whal et f')c.,,}
D\ﬂ{)b‘\t rll’e’n‘\ 1:'!' MoL" | ML.’ rW\‘—ar a’l‘—/\. rm»y)

5ir A. Rumbold.
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Britisn Bmbassy,
Bonm.

ACCHIVES

!DMD\L - ~1AR195D March &, 1958.

e Do

- 0On %etting back from leave I found Foreign Office
Despatch No. 43 (WG/1051/9) of February 18 reportir
your conversation and that of the Prime Minister with
John2¥ Herwarth about Anglo-German relations. While I
am extremely glad thal you spoke Lo Johnny seriously
and that he thought he had made some impression in
reporting your words I must admit of a little surprise
at the subjects on which you took him to task. Quite
honestly the Federal Government have not really been
the principal culprits in the Krupg case. The whole
thing has been mismanaged in a mmber of directions and
notably by Herr Beitz. However, I agree that from the
point of view of the British public the Germans are of
courseiver¥hmuoh in the wrong and to this extent it is
good that they should realise the ﬁosition. On the
other hand over the emgloyment of Nazis and anti-
semitism I really do think that the exciltement in the
Britigh press is factitious. A lot is being done at
the present moment to pursue concentration camp guards
and other embusqués and anti-Nazi feeling is remarkably
vocal in the press and elsewhere. This applies even
more to anti-semitism. Whoever heard of anyone in
England being sentenced to a year in gaol for calling
somebody a dirty Jew?

2. On the other hand we have real grievances against
the Germans which you do not mention, I suppose for
tactical reasons. I mean the obvious and disingemous
refusal of the Chancellor to help us over the Free Trade
Area after he had at two meetings with the Prime
V5¥§ﬁ‘ Minister expressed his conviction of its desirability.
Lo ¥ ; Not only this but he knows perfectly well that the great
o @a.ojﬁw bulk of opinion in Germany is for ii. He has in fact
& Y completely set his course for Little Europe and prefers
o \\g&éﬁ‘ not. to_worry sbout splitting the continent at this rather
- ERSON crucial juncture. I sincerely hope that when the Prime
g A Minister comes next.week Berlin and Germany will not be
the onl%hﬁoplgs and that this aspect will be frankly dealtl
with, ere is also the coal quota, on which we could
easily have been given satisfaction, as even Herwarth
himself realised. :

Sir Frederick Hoyer Millar, GCMG, CVO,
: Foreign Office, ,
ndon, S.W.1l,

Confidential




3. The whole situation as far as the Chancellor is
concerned 1s of course conditioned by his current
enthusiasm for the French and de Gaulle. Tt is an
enthusiasm witich is by no means shared in influential
quarters outside the Chancellery. Blessing for instance
the other day was quite open to me about it but equally
resigned to 1ts continuance for a waile, the implication
being that either the old man would find out his
mistakes or must in tle long run disappear. chief
anxiety is that the revulsion when it comes will be too
strong and spoil the results of our own efforts for
Franco-German understanding!

%W/éx

Christopher Steel

Confidential
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WESTERN DEPARTMENT.

We osis.

(Prioting Instructions)

GERMANY
rov Sur C. Sliat SUBJECT :
' L Sklin Bas Do, Qetanausen 1n SIM
No. 3T, hoatids dso cver Bulink pofiey kb ha
Dated  Nores D, o mﬂmﬂd&‘ IRapoured | Hueh clapand 2l
Recelved L "o o PR's WG '].""J"c:1 ol LWoJe Sl bF 1
Referencea T MINUTES

{Outward Action)

D).

.of them.,

.

(Action
completed)

%\X’\b ‘h’qugl ”}55\

(Main Indexed)

I understand from the Private Secretaries that we
may expect Lo receive a letter from No. 10 asking for a
brief for the Prime Minister on the subject of this

telegram. It may therefore be helpful to set out the
story.
24 This misunderstanding about dealings with the D.D.R.

arose at a meeting between Sir C. Steel and Dr. Adenauer
on February 3. In his report of this conversation

(Flag A) Sir C. Steel made no mention of having discussed
relations with the D.D.R. and it only emerged that he
had made some remarks on the subject when he later
discovered from Herr Herwarth that the Chancellor had
become very suspicious on the subject (see Flag B).

This was indeed confirmed when the Chancellor sent the
Prime Minister a personal letter on February 1l (Flag C)
in which he guoted Sir C. Steel's remarks as he had
understood them, and earnestly asked the Prime Minister
to bear in mind that it would be essential to be
extremely circumspect in Moscow if he should have to say
anything on the subject. This letter called for no reply
but Sir F. Hoyer Millar dealt with it in some detail in
acconversation with Herr Herwarth on February 18 (Flag
His remarks will obviously have been reported to
the Chancellor and Sir C. Steel was of course informed
It now appears that much of the misunderstand-
ing was due %o Dr. Adenauer's convietion that Sir C.
Steel had referred to "recognition" of the D.D.R.,
whereas he himself is gquite certain, and is supported
in his view by Herr van Scherpenberg, that he referred
only to "dealings".

It is perhaps a pity that no reply was sent to

Dr. Adenauer's letter, a although it certainly did not
appear to call for one at the time., It is presumably

too late to send a reply now and indeed Sir C. BSteel
does not suggest this. Clearly, however, if Br. Adenauer
does not bring up the subject again during the Prime
Minister's visit to Bonn, we should brief the Prime
Minister 0 raise it himself in an atiempt to clear the
matter up once and for all.

L

er-/wuk |
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j March L, 1959. Ji gu
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Sritish BEmbassy,
j Bonn,
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I > APRIES S larch 31, 1959.

Wétos If 305 &
Dg%& ‘ /3_;." jf .

fr 10
T expect yow'were inclined to think my
- telegram No, 37 rather alarmist but I am afraid

;xi we are really reaching the long expected crisis
here over the Chancellor. I noticed during the
meetings with the . Prime Minister and the secretary
of State on Harch the 12th and 13th how flushed and
excited he got over comparatively minor points.
tioreover his recollections of what has passed now
geem to get 8o mixed up with his imagination that
misunderstandings are the order of the day. For
instance his belief, which I am told he still
maintaing, that I talked to him about recognising
the DIR and his equally firm comviction that the
Prime Minister agreed with him on trying 1o extract
a four or five years' standstill from the Russians.
Scherpenberg has, as 1 reported, supported me on the
first as he was present. On the second, after
begging me to treat the matier as purely personal, he
sala he must inform wme that the Chancellor stuck o
his guns but suggested that we ghould both let the
matter drop, As the notes to the Russians had #&b
been completed by then I sald this seemed 10 me much
the best idea.

2, However we are informed that there were no less
than twenty misunderstandings between the Chancellor
and de Gaulle as to what they had said and agreed upon
and on this count alone business is becoming very
daifficult, But nol only business of this kind. The
0ld man seems o have finally made up his mind that
British policy is fundamentaily perfidious. He-refers
to us in private conversation as "Verrdter" and is
letting himself go more and more in the interminable
Vorstands- and Frakiions- meetings wirich seem to

occupy so much of his time. I doubt very much whelher
even the Prime Minister can @ffect any more magic
transformations in his thlnkin% and I feel that what
we must now do is to aim at holding the position here

Sir Frederick Hoyer hillar, GCHG, CVO,
Foreign Office,
London, S.W.1.

sSecret, & Personal




at least during the dangerous months of negotiations
ahead of us. 1t is quite possible that the emotional
strain under whilch Adenauer is now labouring may result
in his fading away or disappearing quicker than now
geems 1likely. On the other hand his physical toughness
is extraordinery and his dominance over his party and -
his colleaguss still complete, I have little doubt that
all are expecting him to go before very much longer

but none is going to be the first to break the line

and Strauss of course is even more openly anti-British
than the Chancellor.

3. In these circumstances the first thing for us to
do as I salid in my telegram under reference is to let
the others make the rumning in the comin% negotiations
for the present both West and Fast - Wesl. WMeanwhile
let us demonstrate in such ways as we can our opposition
to appeasement. Secondly I will try to get at some of
the other ministers such as Schréder, who no doubt see
themselves in more important roles when Adenauer goes.
For us to be able to maintain a show of solidarity and
western unity however 1 do think that official comment
on awkward guestions like disengagement must be held -
10 a very robust minimum and that if possible we should
start some other hare which will divert attention 1o
more important matters such as preparedness.

4, 1 fear most of the above is rather general but if
I have conveyed the seriousness of the situation that
is perhaps enough for the present. It is more serious
than I thought when the Prime Minister's visit ended
apparently so amiably. For that the Gettysburg press
conference is chiefly 1o blame. But whalever the
cause the position here is not one which can be
dismissed as Adenauer's tantrums and I think we are
entering, as I sald above, a most difficult phase.

e
bt

Christopher Steel

secretl, -8 Personal
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Sir G, Steel .
: D: 12. . Mar
- No, 37} 12.15 p.m. Mareh 31, 1959

March 31, 1959 R: 11.40 a,m. March 3, 1959

TMMEDIATE
SECRET

Addressed to Foreign Cffice telegram No, 374 of March 31,
Repeated for information Immediate to:  Washingfton for
‘ Secretary of State,

A1l our information supported by copious leaks in the Press
goes to show that the Chancellor's suspicions of us sre not -
only =till alive but more rampant than they have ever been,
Eekhardi reports that he is unapproachable on the subject
of the United Kingdom and is convinced that we are preparing to
sell Germany down the river, Our friends such as we have gre
reduced to trimming. E

2. This is the inevitable result of a series of incidents
in which we have appeared as weaker brethren, i,e. the origiﬁél
Foreign Office memorandum and the conclusion that recognition
of the D.D.R, was preferable to war, our opposition to the
Americans on contingency planning, the Moscow communiqué on a
zone of limited armaments and the Gettysburg Press Conference
with the suggestion that we would sacrifice German atomic
armament.

3, The Chancellor also resented, as you know, only .
hearing at the last moment of your Moscow visit, especially as
Scherpenberg had been in London such a short time before,

In fact the situation here is potentially explosive and
Adenauer must now be congidered abnormal in his reactions.
For this reason I hope that it will be possible for us to leave
the initiative and particularly pressure on the Germans to
the others during your Washington conversations, You may be
sure that the French will keep the Germans informed of the
tripartite session for their own purpose and the more robust we
/can show
SECRET
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Eurovean Rocket Prodject

{(D.(59) 21)

Tne Kirnister of Defence in this memorandum, while professing
to susport any practicsble application of interdependence, is ouposed
to this project tor the joint development and production of an
I.R.8.k., by France, Germany snd the United Ringdom (with United States
technical and iinsncizl help).

There ure tactical and military srpuments against thse
project but these zre somewhat inconclusive, particulsrly so fap as
they éssume {what is ot really settled policy) that BLUE 3TkbAL is to
go ahead, -

But the dominant fact is that this proposal must be viewed
against the background of ihe current Geneva negotiations on Berlin
and the future of Germany, The Brussels Treaty has tnroughuut been
presented as an effective séfeguard against the dangers inherent in
a re-armed Western Germany. Aﬁ amendment to this Treaty to enable

the Federal German Republlc to teke part in the development ol a long-

range offensive weapon might well bring these negotistions to an sbrupt

and unsuccessiul end.

e should therefore try to kill this project. But we
ourselves should not openly take the initiative to do so if we are to
avoid accusations by the Frenc% that we are sabotaging the principle

of interdependence, and the risk of worsening our reiations with the

Federal Republic, whose present%@overnment are‘looking forward to the

time when all restrictions on Gérman arms production will have been
. : Cy :
removed, - %

The- best course, therefore, seems to be, as the Minister of
Deience suggests and the Forelgn Becretary is ekpected to recommend,
that we should put all these arguments frankly to the United States

Government and persuade them to withdraw their support of the project.

T 30th June, 1553 . h | ' ’ . é'g ff
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13th June, 1959
CABINET

FOREIGN MINISTERS' CONFZRENCE

Memorandum by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs

. 1 will try o set out on paper f2r my colleagues my impressions
“of the present situation in the Geneva Conference.

2, We spent the first fourteen days solemnly expounding cur positions
on German reunification. U ¢5uld not be called a debate; it was a series
of prepared speeches delivered in a large chamber containing about
129 people. 809 copies of each statement were delivered promptily to the
attendant journalists. There were two or three dinner parties during
this period at wihich there was some private discussion, but without much
profit,

3.  Then came the intermission caused by Mr, Dulles' death.
4.  Since then, we have spent fourteen days meeting privately at one
another's villas about a dozen people in all being present, without any
Germans. There has been an occasional formal sessinn at Soviet
reguest o remind us that the East Germans are in Geneva. The private
meetings have been conducted in & friendly atmosphere. There have been
real discussions and remarkable secrecy about their substiance,

5. These private discussions were concerned with berlin, and were
concentrated on four points:-

{a} the juridical psotion, or Western rights as it has come to be
called;

{b) the number and status of Western troops in Berlin;
{c) espionage and propaganda activities in Berlin; and
(¢} the problem of access.

6. My purpose has been to get agreement upon these matters along
the following lines:-

{a) As tothe juridical position, there could be a staternent that the
Western Powers maintain their rights both basic and contractual, which
cannot be extinguished by unilateral action by the Soviet Unim: h-wever
fuis might be, both sides agree upon certain improved arrangements fyr
West Berlin and access thercts, which by agreement should continuz. until
the reunification of Germany. At the beginninp nf our talks the other
delegations were very far from accepting sucha formulation. My
impression now is that they have come some way towards it.

“le .
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{b} As tothe positicn of Western troops in Berlin, 1 have sought
agreement on the bas is of our troops remaining there with a ceiling
fixed a3 to their numbers and perhaps some limitations on their equin-
ment (for example nuclear weapons). As tothe numbers af tronps, 1
think“that the Western Ministers would accept an overall ceiling nf
7,500, provided that agreement to this redonction would be part of an
agreement which would strengthen rather than weaken West Derzlin
morale. Although the idea of a reduction has been vaguely mentisned,
no figures have been pul to Mr. Gromyko, the Saviet Foreign Minister,
Mr. Gromyko still presses for the admission of Soviet traops into West
Berlin. 1 feel, however, that provided the question of status can be
satisfacliorily presented from the Soviet point of view, the Soviet will
agree to a limited number of Western troops remaining, without 2
Soviet ¢ontingent.

{c} With regard to espionage and propaganda activities, my purpose
has been to get some reciprocal declaration on this matter, tngether
perhaps with the acceplance of some guadripartite bady possibly with
advisers' from East and West Berlin t hear complaints. We must
insist on 2 measure of reciprocity; we have t5 be careful abHut the
extent 1t~ whizh we permit interference by the Soviet Government in the
affairs of West Berlin. There is really already agreement in principle
about this: the difficulties will arise if and when the attempt is made
t» work the details qut in practice. The United States delegation have
nrt made as much sbjection to all this as 1 had expected, but they
regard the retention of R,[,A.S, { the United States $3%% station} in
West Berlin as vital for the morale of the West Berliners.

(8} With regard to access, | have been seeking an agreement
reaffirming the rights »f free access for military and civilian traffic
of all sorts, expressed in clear terms including & provisisn that they
will continue until reunification. For such an agreement, 1 would be
prepared {o accept East German operation of the control system provided
the Union of Soviet Socialist Renublics guarantee the rights and
accept the ultimate responsibility, 1 have not been at all move:d by
questions as to who stamps what documents, and 1 have tol? my Uniied
States and French colleagues that no-one is going to fight or even risk
a war on that sart of question,

7. The United States and French thinking in Geneva has developed
¢ siderably towards our position. Drovided the West ¢res not have
to make these agreements with the Deutsche Demokratische Republik
{D.D.R.) a5 2 co-signatory, and provided complaints are not to be dealt
with directly with theD, DR, Government, | do not expect difficulty
with the United States or France., The West Germans have kept fairly
quiet, but I infer that they also have come some waytowards rar view. With
regard to the Soviet position, 1 believe that if they are satisfied -n
other points, they will guarantee the freedom »f access: they will
accept the association of the D,D.R, by some separate declaratisn and .
will help to save the Western face over the way in which the inevitable
direct dealings with the East Germens are presented.

8. The crux is whether the Soviet Government can present any
agreement made as a change in the status of West Derlin, and the West
can present it as a maintenance of their rights. 1have tried to persuade
Mr. Gromyko that it is what actually happens that matters, and that what
we have been talking about would in fact amount to & change. Therefore,

he need not make all this fuss about status.
-2
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9. Uptnthe end of a private conversation with Mr, Gromyks on
Tuesdry, 9th June I was not without hope of achieving a esmpnsite
agreement ou the above lines.

T !

10.  Then at the private meeting of the four Ministers on Tuesday
afternoon, Mr. Gromyko produced his latest plan, It pocketed all the
Western concessions about Berlin, but said that the modified arrange-
ments could only last far twelve months, During that twelve months the
Federal German Republic and the D.D,R. must negotiate, in the manner
prescribed by the Soviet, the reunificatian of Germany. I they fail,
the Soviet Government will sign a separate peace treaty with the D.D.R.
That will lead to mounting pressure nn the Allies to leave West Berlin
and no doubt greater difficulties for the West Berliners.

11, This plan was repeated at a formal session on 19th June and
rejected by the four Western FPowers,

12, Mzr. Herter, the United States Secretary of State, went with our
approval to see Mr. Gromyko on Thursday to say that we could not
continue to negotiate under the threat of a time limit. Mr. Gromyks
speedily climbed down in private and rather less gracisusly in public,
He made a tourh speech about ending the occupatinn status.

13, All this has brought eorresponding rigidity from the ¥rench and
to a considerable extent the United States. It will now be much mare
difficult to get them to make any cuncessions over form or substance.
Their view is that if Mr. Gromyka does nat show willingness to make
real progress on Monday or Tuesday, these talks should be proclaimed
a failure and be adjourned for at least one moanth, M. Couve de Murville,
the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, says it should be twn m-mths.

4.  The following questions therefore present themselves:=

What further effort should we make to salve something from
these present talks and for how long?

[s there any new approach to be made ?

Is there any point in trying to get the Confevence back to breoader
issues than Berlin, e.g. disarmament, security zones, non-aggression
pact, etc. ?

If these talks cannot be salved in what {51 should they end ?

Should the West play for & break-down on the ground that the
Soviet proposals of 9th June have spoilt the prospect of ajreement?

Should we seek an adjournment n the ground that the dust must
be allowed to settle after the Soviet threat?

If s, for how long should the adjournment be ?
What about the surmmit?

~3-
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What do we expect to happen there in the tight of what has taken
place at Geneva ?

-

When do we want it tn take place?

S.L,

Foreign Office, S.W.1.

13th June, 1959
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was repeated by the French Permanent Representative to NATO in the context
of the storage of atomic weapons in France (end of extract 3). As a senior French
official in the International Secretariat said o me recently, it is not so much that
General de Gaulle is hostile to NATO as that he is indifferent to it and pursues
his major ends with scant regard to NATO or to France’s dependence upon the
NATO shield.

8. All the French actions described in paragraph 2, which have cut across
NATO planning in many fields over the past year, clearly follow from the first
of the two principles given above. Before the speech fo the Ecole Militaire, it
might have been thought that these actions were purely obstructive tactics, a kind
of bluff or blackmail mtended to produce results other than those stated—e.g., to
get more attention paid to France’s demand for political consultation, to extract
firmer support for France’s Algerian policy, to have some improved arrangement
for control by France over the nuclear weapons held by United States forces, or
to obtain nuclear information from the United States or the United Kingdom—
and that once satisfaction had been obtained the tactics would be changed and the
hatred of “integration” would be forgotten. Some Gaullists may believe this
and in supporting General de Gaulle say “ we shall go on being as tiresome as
possible until you listen to our just demands”. A senior member of the Quai
d’Orsay has even hinted (in the strictest confidence) that perhaps the same was
true of (i) and that there was a possibility that the General, his honour once
satisfied by a successful test explosion in the Sahara, could be induced to change
his line. But can we dismiss a statement by General de Gaulle in this way?
Although this s a matter for Sir Gladwyn Jebb to pronounce upon, my belief
is that, in the light of his past career, and of the considered pronouncements in his
published works, he must be given credit for meaning every word he says and for
having weighed it beforehand. I submit that under both heads we must act on the
assumption that in his statement to the Ecole Militaire and in his Press conference
he meant exactly-what he said and that these are and will continue to be his views.
The rest of this despatch is therefore based on the assumption that these principles
will continue to guide French policy as long as General de Gaulle remains in
power. _ :

*

Co-ordination and Integration :

9. NATO is the first alliance in history to have established in peacetime an
agreed system of command and control of forces in war and to have agreed on the
assignment or earmarking (the words have different meanings in technical NATO
language, explained below) of major forces of the member countries to this
command system. This was justified on grounds of military effectiveness, but it has
also served the great political end of enabling German armed forces to be associated
in Western defences, of which they should soon be the major factor on land in
Europe. A year ago the NATO military authorities devised an even closer system of
integrated control to be imposed in peacetime in the vital sector of air defence, with
the aim of ensuring the effective defence of the Alliance against surprise attack
from the air. This is in suspense because of the refusal of France to participate.
Without going into too much technical detail, I summarise below the main principles
of command and control in NATO as they apply to the four categones of air
defence, land forces, navies, and strike air forces. The quotations are from NATO
Military Committee papers. 1 would emphasise that no NATO measures for
“integration” prevent national units within NATO from remaining entirely
national so far as their essential spirit, traditions and characteristics are concerned,
a point to which de Gaulle attaches such importance.

10, Air Defence.—In their report on integration of air defence in NATO
Europe (MC 54/1), which was completed in November 1958, the NATO Military
Committee reported that experience had shown that co-ordination alone of air
defence was not sufficient and that an integrated system was required to meet the
needs of the Alliance. This would mean that SACEUR would have the operational
command and control of the air defence forces in NATO Europe (including the
United Kingdom) in peace and war.

11. Land Forces.—~The “ ready ” forces on the continent of Europe (so-called
“ M-Day ” forces) are normally assigned to SACEUR, *“ Assignment ™ means that
they “are in being and have been placed under the operational command or
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of French ideas on the organisation of world-wide security (see extract 1)—which vl



=t

SECRET . 5

n‘@op‘erational control of SACEUR. 1t does not include ‘authbiity to assign separate
employment of components of the units concerned; neither does it of itself include

(v

administrative or logistic control 7 (MC 57/1) . ,

12. Naval Forces.—Ships committed to NATO are normally * earmarked for
assignment ”, that is, it has been agreed that they “will be assigned to the
operational command or operational control of the NATO Commander concerned
at some future date in peace or in the event of war ” (MC 57/1). . -

13. Strike Air Forces—In addition to the strategic United States and United
Kingdom bomber forces which are independent of NATO control, there is a tactical
bomber force assigned to SACEUR consisting of United States and United Kingdom
1nits, some of them stationed in the United Kingdom. There are arrangements
for the co-ordination of strike plans between the United States and United

Kingdom authorities. This is not a “ NATO” arrangement and there is perhaps

some scope here for new arrangements which would make such of these units as are
on this side of the Atlantic, e.g., United Kingdom Bomber Command, more chviously
part of the NATO military machine and therefore less of a target for critics of the
“ special ” Anglo-Saxon position within the Alliance,

14. The original military conception of NATQO was in itself a novelty in th
degree of military unification in peacetime that it demanded. 1In the ten years of its
existence this trend has continued. It cannot be explained away as a4 mere
consequence of the fact that the main nuclear armoury of the Alliahce is in the
hands of one Power. It is ja_quite straightforward technical conseguence of the
increased speed of modern warfare and the increased violence of modern weapons.

Air defence is the most obvious case. (If you have central control both of the -

information that is coming in from the long-range early-warning system that guards

~ the Alliance and of the fighter forces and surface-to-air missiles that are ready to

fight off an attack, you have some hope of success. If each country relies on the

information available to itself and on the forces it can Hself put into the air, the,

attack will be over in most cases before anything can be done to repel it. )

General Norstad has made it clear more than once that no progress can be made

towards an effective air defence unless the crucial step is taken to accept the

command and control system summarised in paragraph 10. Anything short of

.

this would be a_“logse ineflective co-ordination of forces™ All the NATO

— sty

countries except France are feady to actept this.

- 15, Ttis true also of land forces that, if a general attack were launched with
very little warning, the separate national forces in Western Europe would have
little chance of making an effective contribution unless their chain of command up
to and including the Supreme Commander was perfectly understood and agreed
before attack started, and the communications network in use. There would be
no time to improvise afterwards. Still less is there time for the long-drawn-out
diplomatic negotiations by which a Marlborough assured himself of the eventual
co-operation of his Dutch or other allies in this or that campaign. There is
however nothing in the NATO command system that causes the individual units to
become “ denationalised ”, to use one of General de Gaulle’s own phrases about
senior officers at NATO commands. :

16, For navies a permanent peacetime command- by an international
headquarters over all the ships made available by member countries would not be

practicable because of their frequent movements from area to area and from sea.

to sea. Indeed, in reply to questions from enthusiasts in the W.E.U, Assembly, the
following has recently been said: * The NATO military authorities do not agree
that it would be of appreciable military advantage to the Alliance for naval forces

to be assigned in peacetime to the Allied naval commands ”, However, a unified .

command and control is necessary as soon as an emergency occurs so that the vast
initial deployment of forces to counter the submarine menace in the Atlantic can
be quickly made, and so that there can be the greatest possible flexibility in the use
of the limited total forces to meei threats as they arise. The Commanders need
plans on which they can rely absolutely and which would not be dependent upon a
last-minute decision by one of the parties whether to place NATO or national
commitments first, _

17. Overriding all these considerations there is the fact that, considéred as a
deterrent, which is their primary purpose, the forces of the Alliance must be seen
by enemies and friends alike to be ready to repel the aggressor, and the organisation
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of command and control must be such as to give conviction. Air defence onil 7
national basis would not be a convincing defence of the bomber bases from which
the retaliatory force would have to act. A shield force consisting of national
components under no agreed single command would less convincingly perform its
deterrent role: that of causing the aggressor to pause for thought before launching
an all-out attack. There is unified control on the Soviet side, and if the Soviets
were to contemplate an attack, they would be well aware of the importance of
unified control or the lack of it in the dispositions of the Western side.’ :

18.- So much for the actual command and control of forces. Tn other fields,
too, de Gaulle’s “ wind of time ™ is surely blowing towards closer co-ordination or
integration of defence. A number of proposals in this direction—some of them
wide-ranging—were put forward by Governments at the NATO Ministerial
Meeting in December. 1957. They concerned logistic support (at present a national
responsibility for all forces), training, and the concept of balanced collective forces,
according to which each country would deliberately concentrate on the fields of
defence for which it was best suited, leaving it to their allies to provide the necessary
defence in other fields. It cannot be said that much progress has been made in
turning these ideas into practice, although a small step forward has been taken
by the Belgian and Dutch air forces which have agreed to joint arrangements for
the training of pilots, the basic training being done in the Netherlands and the -
advanced training in the Belgian Congo., - -

19. The other main field in which great efforts have been made to co-ordinate
defence efforts more closely is in the development and production of weapons.
The object is to make the most of the research, development and production
capacities of the industrialised countries of the Alliance and to unite their efforts
in supplying NATO forces with advanced modern weapons as quickly and
economically as possible. In this co-operative effort, France has played an active
part and indeed has made a valuable contribution to NATO for which she was
recently praised by Mr. Fiske, the Chairman of the NATO Armaments Committee,
during the 1959 Annual Review examinations. France is taking a leading or a
useful part in various NATO production groups such as those for the Hawk Missile,
the Maritime Patrol Aircraft and the Mark 44 Torpedo. In many fields she
exchanges information on weapons and equipment with her NATO colleagues
energetically and fairly freely and has herself produced a few first class weapons
and equipment in use by NATO forces. This is to her direct advantage and
moreover the schemes on which she has embarked with her NATO partners should
on balance bring profit to her own armaments industries. Above all, co-operation
in armaments development and production does not imply any integration of
forces or of strategy. The weapons and equipment which France is producing or
developing with her Allies can be used directly or indirectly to meet her own
. national requirements. Common development and production has certainly not
reached a stage in which France is dependent on her Allies. for vital weapons to an
extent which limits her independence.

20. 1t can well be argued that if the trend towards greater unification of -
defence is an inevitable consequence of modern technical developments, then some
loss of political sovereignty is also inevitable if we are to be effectively defended.
Indeed, the subjection by sovereign nations of their forces to the peacetime control
in certain respects of American Supreme Commanders already implies a certain
acquiescence in this fact of life—and has definite political advantages where
Germany (and perhaps other countries such as Turkey) are concerned. But
General de Gaulle has put the argument the other way round: that since France
has always been a sovereign State, she must always remain one if she is to have a
raison d’étre and that therefore no military integration is possible. His Foreign
Minister has even made the startling claim that France, alone in NATO with the
United States and the United Kingdom, has a national military tradition of her own,
which must apparently be maintained pure and undefiled by integration. From
this it seems to follow that if France is to retain her personality in the sense
intended by General de Gaulle, then she must renounce any hope of being effectively
defended, more especially so long as her forces are concentrated in North Africa.

21. Ttishard to see how the Alliance can permit its military planning to remain
for much longer in the doldrums, nor ignore for much longer the insistent demands
of its military advisers for greater unification of the command and control
arrangements. As far as the French forces themselves are concerned, there is perhaps
nothing NATO can do but make the best of a bad job and patch up such
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I:“_’Jrrangaments for co-ordination as the French are willing to accept: though it should

be noted that no progress whatever has been made since March 1959 in the
discussions between NATO and French military authorities to arrange co-ordination
o between the French and NATO naval forces in the Mediterranean. The difference
- in principle between the French attitude and the needs of NATO make it unlikely
that any co-operation arrangement agreed to by the French will give much comfort

' to the NATO military authorities. ,

22. In other fields where progress af present depends on unanimity it may be
necessary to take definite decisions to carry on without the French. A moderately
satisfactory air defence of Western Europe could be organised that excluded both
French forces and French territory. If surface-to-surface missile sites cannot be
commonly financed under infrastructure rules, it may be necessary to have them
financed under a new formula excluding France, although there is no knowing what
harm this would do to the foundations of infrastructure. If this process of
“carrying on without the French” went very far, it might reach a point where
France participated so little in the important decisions, and contributed so little to
the common defence, that her membership of the Alliance might seem to have little
meaning, and might be called in question by her allies.

A French Nuclear Strike Force

23. Let us suppose that nothing happens to interrupt the present determination
of France to become a nuclear Power in the sense of having an independent nuclear
strike force at her disposal. What would be the effects of this, firstly on the peace
of the world and secondly on the other members of NATO? :

24. General de Gaulle has made it clear (extract 6) that he thinks a French
nuclear strike force would be a definite contribution to the peace of the world. Tt
can be argued generally that the more independent deterrents there are—even little
ones—the better, since anyone contemplating an attack will have to calculate the
chances of each one of them being provoked into retaliatory action. Circumstances
in which the United States Strategic Air Command might be thought likely not to
intervene might yet set off R.A.F. Bomber Command ; circumstances in which neither
of these were set off might bring the French bombers into play, and so on. T do

not need to rehearse here the arguments against the ever-increasing distribution of *

nuclear weapons, nor to draw any conclusion under this heading. 1 will only add-
that the criticism of the policy in France is not so much that a further independent
deterrent would be a bad thing, but that France, being so far behind in the nuclear
race, could not hope to produce an effective deterrent in any sense of the word, and
that by the time she had built up at enormous expense over some 10 years her own
nuciear weapons delivery system, developments of the other Powers would have
rendered it obsolete and ineffective.

25. France’s own action in going ahead with her nuclear programme will give
a strong incentive to do likewise to those of her allies who are in a position to do so.
This probably applies within NATO only to Germany and perhaps also to Italy
within the next 15 years. Germany at least, I should have thought, will be unlikely,
if the de Gaulle concept of the alliance persists, to acquiesce indefinitely (i.e., after
she has reached her present army target of 12 divisions) in a sitnation in which she
was entirely dependent for her defence on the action of independent United States,
British and French bomber forces, or rather on the Soviet belief in their readiness -
for action. If she were to follow France’s lead literally and develop nuclear weapons
herself, in defiance of the Paris Agreements and of her own repeated affirmations,
the political consequences in other member countries (including France) would shake
the Alliance to its foundations.

26. Are there any intermediate forms of dispersion of control over nuclear

weapons which would make France’s pursuit of an independent nuclear force
tolerable to the other members of the Alliance? There are two that occur to me:—
(1) A NATO stockpile strictly under NATO, as distinct from United States,
control could be set up on lines that have been indicated in recent months
by General Norstad. .
(i) The United States and United Kingdom could agree to put some or all of
their strategic deterrent forces under NATO control.

I take it that we can rule out the possibility of the United States {or the United
Kingdom) giving or selling nuclear weapons to other members of the Alliance. Nor
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Paris Talks with President Eisenhower
and President de Gaulls -

‘You were considering possibly taking the following

line:~

While the principle of the Atlantic Alliance is
clearly still of great value in containing the Russians
unifying Burope and uniting Europe and America, it is
becoming increasingly doubtful whether the present
military organisation of NATO is sensible. In the
first place, the Russiaﬁs seem increasingly unlikely

" to embark on an aggressive war and the greater economic
and political strength of Euﬁope,‘which NATO has done 50
much to create, provides in itself a strong detérrent.
Consequently, the conceptionlof a military "shield" is
‘becoming more questionable; the reai military deterrent
is provided by the U;S. Strategic Air Force with British

help. Secondly, the organisation of NATO's armies for

war, which has never becen tested in battle, is becoming

S UV
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increasingly distasteful to some of the continental |
powers, and even the United States is beginning to
wonder whether the cost of their great installations in
Europe represents real value for money.

The framework of the Atlantic Alliance must clearly
be preserved. But perhaps the time has come to examine
its structure and organisation more critically. = Is it,
‘any longer of value to have American and British land |
and air forces in Germany? And if we agreed fhat'their
withdrawal and the consequent feshaping of the Alliance
would be in the inmterests of the whole, could we not
in exchange obtain some price from the Russians? .
Provided that the militapy commitment of the NATO
Aliiance waé preserved and U.S. forces had adequate .
bases from which to defend Europe and the‘U.S. itself,
would it not be a gain to us to offer to the Russians
some system of limited forces, perhaps excluding foreign
forces from the territory of each nation state in an area
extending from the Urals to the Atlantic? The
theoretical diminution of military strength which the
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West would suffer would surely be compensated by the
reduction in Soviel aggressive potentialj and the
political gains in Eastern Burope might be very great

indeed.

You agreed that if you were to put these ideas
forward in a tentative way, it would be wise first to
mention to President-Eisenhower that you might speak to

President de Gaulle somewhat on these lines. To
"PpeSident Eisenhowér you would presumably say that the
French seemed to be thinking in this sort of way and

might it not be worth facing them with the reality?

At any rate, you did not feel:that NATO could continue
' to exist with President de Gaulle adopting his present

attitude (which Algeria will no doubt have made worse).

To President de Gaulle you might Speak more or less as

I have suggested above.

The possibility of taking this line with the French
and Americans really brings to a head the dilemma which

we shall have to try to resolve in the next few months.
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Thié'is whether we can contihué to make the best.of
the existing organisations in spite of the changed
circumstances in Burope, or whether we must re-cast
all our alliances. = The atiraction of the sécond cdufseA
is that it is the only one which:alldws us to use the -
aéset of British troops in Germany and to use it
not against our European friends but against the -
Russians. The disadvantage is that it‘will'be
unpopular with the Americans (at least at first) and
will be strongly opposed by the embattled NATO

Pz

bureaucracies.

December 14, 1959
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PARIS

Berlin .
If Americans have shown "surprising resolution" we mst

supuvort, them.

2.

B,

Disormement
a) Italian
b) ¥hen shall 10 Power Committee stert? Harch 15th or
before?
¢) U.K. plan,

. Geneva Tests

a) Shall we ask France to Joln? "accede in dus courss".
b) What do I say exactly to President Eisenhower?

Buropean I, R, B.li,
a) Germany
b) Do we join?
¢) Sonior Scientific adviser to SIAPE says Polaris not
good and will not go 1500 miles.
What is Americen position?

NATO ,
a) Shall I sugrest that perhaps it would be a good thing
if Britlish and American forces went home?
b) What price could we got Tor this?
¢) General Twining

Anglo-American Defence Talks
Mentlon to President, my satisfaction at good ctart.




"RECORD OF A MEETING AT THE BELYSER

at 9,30

a.m, on Saturday, December 19, 1959

Present:
President de Gaulle
President Eisenhower
The Prime Minister
Chancellor Adenauer

and Interpreters

0 " :
President de Gaulle began by welcoming the other

Heads of Government, and in particular hoping that

Presjdent Elsenhower had nad a good voyage. President

de Gaulle felt that this Journey had been of value 10

all the West.

President Eisenhower sald that the object of his

journey hed been to show peace and goodwill, In addition

he wanted 1o see
could be brought

whether people as well as Governments
to a feeling of kinship. He had tried

Lo carry lhe message that.peace was not something vhich

came ag & present, but had to be worked for each day and

from a position of strength. He had aleo tried to show

that the West had a agreat interest in the Asiatic

colintries and wished to make dependable agreements with

them,

President de Gaulle said that bir. wacmillan had

bheen o ioscow and had started the idea of the Summit
meeting and all that accompanied it in principle. It was

necescary to fix

a date wiich would be agreeable to all.
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would be to give Mr., Knrushchev an opportunity to
refuse., It might also leave the Summit Powers open
to the suspicion that they were organising world
Government,.. President, Bisenhower said that this was

perhaps true bub if the capital of one country concerned
was proposed then there mist be a hint of rotation,
otherwise kr, Khrushchev could not be expected to

agree. The Prime Minister said that there was also

the consideration that the possibilities of future
Sumnits might make Mr. Khrushchev behave better,

not, worse. The important thing now was to set a team

to work to provide a Note. Perhaps it would be possible
t@ ask the Foreign Secretaries to provide a suitable
draft Hote for discussion at the Plenary sessian -
although as they had now begun their meeting it might
be necessary to leave this until the afternoon.

Pregident de Gaulle said that he felt that the
four Heads of Government should now consider the question -
of Germany. On this he would ask Chancellor Adenauer
to cpeak. Chancel lor Adenauer said that although it
"as not probable that the seventeen millions of Germans
in the Eastern Zone would be liberated soon, nevertheless
1t was lmportant not to neglsct the 1link between these
people and Berlin., There could be no qﬁestion of
dejure recognition of Hastern Germany, Whether some

de facto arrangement for treating with them should be
worked oul was another matter which womld have to be

exaimined in the light of developments. So far as
Berlin itself was concerned, the Federal Republic and
Western Berlin are clear that there should be no change
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in its present legal status. Ay adjustments made
could only be contemplated on the basis of a continuation
of the present legal status, although some é;%giiéEFY
modifications might teke place., In particular, neither
the Federal Republic nor West Berlln would welcome 1t if
- the proposals of July 28 came up for discussion again.
In the view of Chancellor Adensuer these proposals
represented the absolute limit of what was tolerable
and left no margin for bargaining., What was suggested
in Geneva for the peace Lreaty was discussed in Geneva
as a whole — the Peace Plgn. This must be regarded as

ofio package. There was this danger ifi any idea of
an all-Germsn Committee; this was that from the East

German side enly Commmnists would come, while on the

West German side there would not only be Commnists but
all other parties would be represented, and the West

German Soclalists had put forward a plan wiich would
inevitably lead to the Commnisation of all Germeny.

Thnere was therefors a danger of a Commmist majority
on the Committee. The Working Party in Washington

had not clarified this and were said to be waitingfor

instructions from thelr Governments.
President, Eisenhower said that there was of course

no question of any concessions to the Russians which
involveddbandoning a principle. Berlin had become a
symbol of Western determination to maintain its positions

and to honour its agreements., This must be in accordance
with right thinking. There was one matter however on
which he wished to be clear. The West had made a separate
peace treaty with Western Germany. The President could
see no legal bar to Mr. Khnrushchev msking a ¥Tresty with

Ny wichu | ponFeronc
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Epst Germany, even though ihe West said that notwith-
staading such a treaty they would mhintain their position
in BEdrlin by force if necessary. But supposing the

West got into the position of maintaining themselves in
Berlin by force, what would happen o the relations
between Berlin and East Germany? While the West must be
very firm in sustaining the principles invoked since
1945, they must also be clear what exactly they were doing
in the field of practical politics and what the position
of West Berlin would be. The Soviet Union had said that
the West would lose all it s rights. The West would stand
by 165 yrinciples, but must be clear what the life of
fiest, Berlin would then bs. It seemed to the President
that there might be an awful diminution in the standard
of living in West Berlin because of trade. The Russians
could ammoy West Berlin by blocking the normal civilian
commmnications with West Germany. Was there any answer
to this? It was necessary to think now this situation

could be deall with.
Chancellor Adenauer said that he would like to point

out, that the NATO countries had decided to defend Berlin
on the present legal basis. If the present legal basgis
wrere removed, the NATO guarantee would be wiped out and

it would be very difficult to obtain a new guarsntee from
the HATO countries. He would als point out that the
Yestern Powers had not yet concluded a peace trsaly vith
West Germany. They had certainly concluded several
treaties but these were not peace treaties and the Paris
Agreements had Leen intentionally arrangsd in this way.
As regards Berlin itself, there was naturslly olwcys some
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rigk in the situation, but Chancellor Adenauner did not
nimself believe that iir. Khrushchev would start a war
over berlin. ifr. Khrushchev did not wamt a war at all
and certainly not over Berligﬁd The Russians regarded
Fast Germany as a satellite, B the treaty between the
D.D.R. and the Soviet Union still allowed some Soviet
divisions in East Germany. .In international law the
Soviet Union hadpromised to keep communications open
with Berlin and if the Soviet Union was to hand over its
powers to East Germany it would also have to hend over
its obligations. The Berlin Senate and the population
of West Berlin were united in preservipgg freedom, come
vinat¥might. Berlin was supplied with fogd and raw
materials for twelve months, and 1if thers were complicatlone
they would have to see now things went. If the iest gave
up the present position, it would be a symbolic act cnd
it was impossible 10 cee hhe consequences of such action

for Germany as a wnole. It would therefore be belter
+0 see whether ir. Khrughchev in fact carried cut his

threats. -
Prosident Eigenhower said that he had said unothing

about any change in the status of Berlin. The gquestion
ke wiched 0 agk was vwhat the West did if the Communiste

wished to hold Perlin. The Rugsians surrounded Berlin
and it depended for much of its prosperity on raw
mnoterials coming from the countryside of Fast Germany.
Of course it was necessary to maintain the juridical
position, but he was concerned with a practical question.
Chancellor Addnsuer said that the prosperity of ‘iest
Berlin depended on its trade with Weshtern Germany and
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the estera world. Life was not without risk and
Berlin was prepared to take a risk for its liberty

and freedom. It would be wise therefore to walt and
see what L. Knrusnchev did. President de Gaulle said

that the mprm position of Berlin was of course very
difficult; this was an indisputable fact. It seemed
nowever that it was not possible to allow the Commmist
situation to 1"prove as regards serlin., Even a small
retreat mignt have a‘33a935§53t on Germany and even on
France. If one day Germany, because it was ill-treated
over Berlin, changed its position, then Soviet power
mighﬁ be next to France, and this would have a very grave
effect., [For this reason the German question was the test
of Soviet intentions., If Lir. Khrushchev wanted peace
then he would not make trouble. But undoubtedly the
position was difficult. Berlin would be the test of
what ir. Khrushchev wants to do,

President Eisenhower said that this was true, but

that he still wished to consider practical questions.

The West could mhdntain its garrison and say that it was
maintaining the freedom of Berlin, but when we thought of
what the Ruséians might do, all we could say was that

if they acted this would mean that ir. Khrushchev did

nc want peace. The position in Berlin derived from
what the President believed to be Allied mistakes i1 the
past in allowing the Russians too much occupation status,
and it was clearly the duty of the West to stand biy their
position. He was still however worried hbout what would
happen to Berlin. He was ho mar e fearful than any nther
Head of Government of the consequences of lhis own ncte
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and no more inclined 1o give in 1o threats by Mz. Xhrushchev,
It nov appeared uiat there was no pPossibility of a German

peace treaty for a long time. Was the West able to stand

the economic stranglehold on Berlin, thus losing tue
economic well-Deing of the city in the name of its freedom?

Chancellor Adenauer enquied if President de Gaulle was not
correct in thinking that the test of ¥Mr Khrushchev's
intentions would be his attitude on Berlin at the Summit
Conference, whenever that might be. Asgreemestbo—wi-th

Tl whale é

It 3 would be wmEX useless if in the case of
Berlin, ke was to bresk his cemmitments. If he did this,
it wouFd show that he did not want-peace. In any case, if
he was given a concession over Berlin the world would only
gain a tenporary respite and the Soviet Union would then

come back again. The effect of concessions would be Lo cause
a terrible loss of prestipge for the West in thewrld and

- certainl. for Germany. There wers elections in Germeny in

1961, and at that time i there was any doubl aboui the
firmness of the Western position then the result might be

to swing the balance in Germany in favour of the Social
Democrats. If the Social Democratls came 10 power in Germay
in 1961 then the balance of power in Europe would be shifted
in favour of the Russians, wno would then be up to the Rhine.
Considering all these aspects of the question, the only
solution was to stand on the Western position, and see if

i, Khrushchev really wanted peacse.
President Eienhower said that he still could not get

nis question answered. Perhaps he had not expressed it
gclearly. Chancellor Adenaver said that if Mr, Khrushchev
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succeeded in his aims then Berlin would not be prosperous.
Prosident, Eisenhower said that the wﬁole question was how to
SuUpply¥ Berlin. Chancellor Adenauer said that the Western
rights were well known and agreed by the Russians. The thing
to do now was to wait and see what they did, President
Eisenhower said that this was still not an answer to his point.
President, de Gaulle said that if Mr. Khrushchev wished to meke
Berlin Communist, he would go on wa.nting it, even with a
bhange of status. As Mr. Khrushchev had raided the question of
Berlin, he should be the one to make proposals. Ppegident
EisenhoWer said that he still wished t©¢ know what would happen
if all the West could do was to stand on their position.
Chancellor Adenauer said that he remembered the days whan

Russian tanks were expected on the Rhine at any moment.
West Germany had stood firm during those days and would stand

firm now. If some concessions were made, the Russians wauld
continue to make demands on the West.  But if they wanted
peace, they would not move. ' '

The Prime Mimister said that the difficulty was that,
as he understood the position, the West only hé.d the legal
rights to supply their troops in Berlinf. This had besen
extended by a sort of tacit agreement to cover the civilian
population, but the legal rights only covered the supply of
trodps. The extension was simply an acceptance of a de facto
position. " Thanks t0 the skilful wag in which the Western
hand had been played in Geneva, with the hhlp of German
representatives, the Comference had mearly come *o a fair
agreement. about, Berlin. The Prime Minister had always felt
that agreement niight. have ‘beeri reached on Perlin, 't the

Russians had not come up to the final decision. “wis had not
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altogether surprised the Prime Minister, since he had always
supposed that only Mr. Khrushchev himself would take such a
decision. V |

Chancel Jor Ademmuer said that he would like to remind
the other Heads of Government of the Berlin airlift of 1953,
during which not only the garrisons had been supplied.
President, Eisenhower said that he had been talking about the

difficuities of the Western juridical position. What would be
the position, for example, if Berlin was reduced to 1,000
calories a day? This was not a situation for which the West
could g‘% to war. Chancellor Adenauep said that Berlin was

supplied for itwelve momths. President Eisenhower said that he

quite realised this, but he was thinking of the longer term.

Chancellor Adsnauer said that much could happen in twelve
months. Presidemt de Gaulle said that of course if Mr.
Knrushchev wished to cause difficulties for Berlin, he would
do so. President Eisenhower said that his difficulty was

that the West had said that they were merely sticking by their
juridical rights. But there was no treaty to say that all
the roads and avenues of supply must be kept open. He wished

to know what the situation was outside the juridical rights.

President, de Gaulle suggested that it would be for the West to
consider any proposals put forward by Mr. Khrushchev about
Berlin; after a.li, he had first raised the subject.

It would not bb for the West to raise the matter. President
Eiserhower said that in His view Mr. Kurushchev wished to
eliminate West Berlin, vhich was like a sore thumb.

President, de Gaulle said that of course Mr. Khrushchev could
either accept the existence of West Benlin or tcrture it.

,i;
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President, Eigenhower said that, as he understood it,
Mr. Xhrushchev's argument was that as a result of the last war,
West' Berlin was aa city inside a nation hostile to its form
of government. Therefore he had proposed his plans for a
free cit.y%ith evéry sort of guarantee, the United Nations!
presence and so forth, but no longer tied up with the
Occupying Powers, nor having a Western garrison. The West
had rejected this proposal, but as soon as this had happened,
the President himself had begun to study what could be done
for Berlin if international rights were obeyed. It was c¢lear
that the Russians could do a great deal against Berlin which
would not. give the West cause for war becmuse it would not
irnvolve the Soviet Union breaking any treaty. President,
de Gaullg said this indeed was the whole question. Either
Mr. Khrushchev wanted peace, or his(giin idea was to force
concéssions on Germany and Berlin. '

Chancellor Adensuer enquired if the other Heads of
Government had heard what Mr. Knrushchev had said to the

Austrian President and Dr. Kreisky. He had said that he
wished to make all Gez'ma.n,yr Oomrzmnlst " President, Eigenhower
observed that Mr. Khrushchev obviously wanted to do this.

Chancellor Adenauer said that that was why he thought dis-
armament was important. President. Eisenhower said that if

he was in Chacnellor Adenauer's place he would not be

thinking about M.C.70 but would be trying to ralse for’c.y

' divisions. Chancellor Adensuer said that it wa.s necessary

£o do one thing at a time. President Eiserhower said that

the West must let Mr. Khrushchev make his propossls and not
rejedt them in advance.
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The Prime Minister said that the Geneva Confsrencs had
broken down on what was t0 be the position at the end of an
interim period for Berlin. If the rights of both sides were to

be preserved, then at the end of an interim period evaryone rmust
be where they were before. Genevs really broke down on this.
Tt was possible that along thess lines there might be a
solutionl
Pregident Bisenhower said that one thing that the Russians
would not accept, as they had explained to him,was a junetion

between West Berlin and West Germany. Gha.nceilor Adensuer

said that Mr. Khrushchev's view would change if all Germany
became Commnist. President de Gaulle said iiat everything
depended on what Mr. Khrushchev wanted. If he wanted peace, then
Berlin would not be all important. Perhaps what he wanted was
some international understanding, real co—-existence and a period
of peace. Later, of course, after a det,ente,‘ then perhaps she
problem of Berlin would not seem so important. President
Eisenhower said that he was afraid that, if we relaxed for five
years, at the end of that time the Russians would not have
changed. The Prime Minister said that this indicated the
advantage of not, pressing questions of principle. Perhaps the
best hope was to urge a provisional a.rrange:ﬁent. which might
perhaps last indefinitely. What would be important would be

to find out whether the Russians would agree with this or not.
Chancellor Adenauer said that he would like to ask why Mr.
Khrushehev wanted Germany. Of course, he wanted it because of

his idea Of econcmic war against the United States. In 1955
. Mr. Khrushchev had offered Chancellor Adenauer an al liance

with the Russians ageinst the United States. PRresident de
Gaulle said that if Mr. Khrushchev wanted war, then tiere weuld
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be war. If he wanted peace then he would let the German
question rest. The Cerman question was the test. |
The meeting ended at approximately 11.45 a.m.
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o= RECORD_OF A MEETING AT RAMBOUILLET

at, 10.15 a;m. on Sunﬂéw. Décember ‘;O 1959

Present.:

President de Gaulle
President Eisenhower
The Prime Minister
Monsieur Debre

and interpret,ers .

President, de Gaulle said that he was glad that at last the

representatives of the three Western Sumit Powers were met
togetHér. He wished to discuss the best method of cooperation
betwéeri the Three Powers, the United States, the United
Kingdom and France. THere wers a large number of subjects

in which they were interested upon a world-wide basis, beyond
the present limitations of NATG. One of the most important
of these was Ai?ica; then there was the question of Germany

and its future; there was the guestion of military cooperation
t:hm world. These Three Powers had world-wide
responsibilities which wasinot true of the other Powers in
NATO, such as Germany, which had now no colonies, or Ilaly.

We Three had to consider the Far East, the Middle E_asﬁ and
Eurbpe as a whole.

Pregident Eisenhower said that he would like to suggest

the establishment of a tripartite machinery to operate on

a clandestine basis with the object of discussing questions of

common interest to the three Goverrments. The group which he

had in mind might meet in one of the ﬂ'n"és capitels, personally
the President preferred London, bul which capital was

immaterial provided that there was no question of any contact




with NATO. Such an organisation would have many advantages;
in pa.rticular it would ensure that at leabt there was some

agreement between the three Goverrments on the facts of any

given situation. The Prime Minister said that he quite agreed

with this suggestion. President, Eisephower .continued that his

idea was that each country should supply one or two men who
should not only be competent but also of specially good
Judgment and of reasonably high rank. There might perhaps

< be someone on
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the political side, a wilitary figure and an economist. g
President de Caulle expressed himgelf very satisfied with ‘

this idea.
o Turning to Germany, President de Gaulle enquired what |
the Vest would really accept. President FEisenhower said :
thet he felt that for the next few years at least there
could be no question of any move which mignt be interpreted [

as a tiestern retreat. This was not a situation such as

the Vest faced in the field of the nuclear tests negotiation,

in which there was room for manoceuvre in the details of the

tecimicol and scientific situation. As regards Fast/Wlest

refations generally, the President felt that there uisht

be o begimming of co-operation between the Lwo sides; the

importent thing was to have a situstion in which bargains

were honoursbly observed. The whole process would have

to continue step by step. -
President de Gaulle sald that w& 1t that the manner

in woich one approacned .. whrushchev s of great

importence. One should not nsllow ir. Khrushchev to adopt
ail attitude of superiority to the West over Berlin. 1t
would be wrong to admit that {he Berlin situation was
abnormal; the true positlion was thal the D.D.R, wos the

cause of the Berlin situation. It would be most inportont

not to allow i1, Knrushchev to say that the Berlin situation |
needed changing, This wes a tactic which ne was most

successiully employing. The East German regilie wes quite

artificial. The Prime iinister said that in a sense all

Cominnist Governments were artificial, and President f
de Gaulle agreed. Pregident Eisenhower said that he

accepted tuis, but the argument wioich v, Xhrusicnev would




use ves that west Germany was equally on abnormality created
by the tiest. TPregident de Geuylle pointed out that est

Germa.y as the result of the application of the principle
of self-determination. President Bigenhower said that tals

was true, bubt brought the argument back to a basic
difference withh the Russians., This weo thet they hnad no
respect for the principle of self-determinstion, and indeed
laughed at it. They sald that the people in the Soviet
Union were happy and contenied and going shead; they had
no intentlon of chenging their Government. The Prime
dinister saild that of course the West should not accept

ir. ¥heusichev's moral position but saould reject it.

This novever did not help with the facts of the Berlin

situation, wnlca wag a difficult one. President de Gaulls

enguired how the West could strengthen it, The Prime
CJdnister saild that hie thought the West had done well at

the Geneva meeting of Foreigm kilnisters, and should stend
on the position adopted on that occasion. The conference
of Forelgn winisters had broken down on what was in o sence
a metophysical argument. The VWestern Powers had said thst
at the end of an interim period the situation would revert
to whet 1t was at the moment:; <he Russians on the other
hand saild that the position would not be quite the saue.

AL one time the Prime Lfinister nad thought that the Russlans
would come to accept the VWestern position, and when they
dld not he formed the view that possibly the reason was
that Lir. Khrushchev wished to reserve this concession and
o meke it himself 1if he got the Summit iesting which he
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desired. It was possible therefore that at a Summit
meeting kr. Khrushchev might accept the Western thesis.
What was important was that the West should not move back
from the Geneva pocition, as Dr. Adenauer had seemed to
suggest on December 19 when he had talked about the
proposals of July 28. President de Gaulle said that
perhaps the position of July 28 should be the final

Western position and not the initidl one. President
Eiseihower said that we could indicate to the Russians
that, we could make no concessions beyond this position.
Pregident, de Gaulle suggested that the West should also
add that they would regard the Soviet attitude on Berlin

as tHe test of their general intentinns.ﬁ'President
Eisenhower said that he agreed generally with this view
but that it was very lmportant not to introduce any
suggestion of a Western ultimatum. After all, the

recent trouble about Berlin had begun with what the

West, had thought 10 be an ultimatum from ir. XKhrushchev,
although he denied this. Pregident de Gaulle agreed but
suggested that the West could point out to Mr. Khrushchev
that he had asked for a Summit meeting and could therefore
reasonably be required to give an indication of his good
intentions at it.

President de Gaulle enquired what was the attitude

of the West to be about the frontiers of Germany. The
Prime iinister enquired if President de Gaulle meant the
eastern frontiers, i.e. the Oder/Neisser line, or whether
he included the frontlers with Czechoslovakia, which

somg Germens sometimes mentioned. President de Gaulle
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said that the main question was the so-called Oder/MNelsser
line, He had referred to the frontlers of Germany in
general because there were other questions. President
Eisenhower said that he had not talked about this with
iir. Khrushchev. Chancellor Adenauer however had receatly
indicated to him that he accepted the present frontiers
of Germany as a failt accompli. They regarded this
acceptance as a useful bargaining or debating point.

Bonn had been full of placards about frontiers when he
visited it in the sutum but Dr. Adenauer had not seemed
to take this seriously. President de Gaulle enquired

if the West wanted Germany to have the present frontiers
and what they thought could be said to the Russians,

if they raised the question at a Summit meeting.

The Prine Minister suggested that the West should reply

that this was a matter to be settled after unificatiomn.

i, Debre suggested that it might be dangerous to take this
view, since it would leave a major guestion unsettled
after the unification of Germany. The Prime Minister

enguired if France wanted Germany to be reunified.

i, Debre indicated dissent. President Eisenhower said

that, the trouble was that if Germany rsmained divided

Tor a long time this would mean the continuance of an
abnormal situation in Burope, which could cause troubls.

i, Debre said that the problem of reunification was a
theoretical one. The practical question was what attitude
the three Powerg adopted towards the Russians over Cermany.
If they showed weakness over the status o Berlin or Germany
in general there would De dangers. In spite of Chancellor




-6 -

Adensuer Cermany was still very fragile politically, If \
dest Berlin seemed Lo be abandoned, and if an agreement
with the Russians appeared to be reached al the expense

of Germany, then West Germany opinion would deteriorate
very fast. That was the reason for remaining firm on the
future of Beriin. The Prime ilinister said that this was

a reason for not raising the frontier question. The best
course was to stand on the Geneva position., President

de Gaulle said that he agreed and that the status quo

was really what should De preserved. President Eisenhower

enquired if the price of this might be a guarantee of the
presenteborders. This had not yet been raised.

President de Gaulle enguired what the Western attitude
should be about the Soviet offer on West Beriin.

President, Eigenhower said that it was of course ilmposcible
to stop iir. Khrusﬁchev signing his treaty with Fastern
Germanyy but he could not be allowed unilaterally to cut down
the prights. He had said this very firmly to Mr. Khrushchev
at Camp David and had warned him that if he attermpted
unilateral action of this sort the result would be a war,
President, de Gaulle sald that it seemed clear therefcre

thet the West should try to keey the status quo and tell

Jr. Khrushchev that his atiitude on Germany would be regarded
as the crucial test of his intentions. The Prime iiinister

asked what should be the position about reunification cf
Germany. President de Gamlle said that he would not say

that there was to be no reunification, nor should the West
specifically refuse special arrangements for Berlin., The
argument, with Mr, Khrushchev might be that as he wanted a
detents, and so did the West, it would be better tacitliy
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to preserve the status quo in Germany. Of course iater om,
after the detente had been achieved, it would be possible
to examiine the position. President Eisenhower said that

in that case it might be as well not to mention Germany

and Berlin at the Summit but to talk instead on disarmament.
The Prime Minister said that Berlin and Germany were bound

10 be discussed. It all depended on one's estimate of what
would happen. President de Gaulle said that if wir. Khrushchev
wanted to make trouble then he would no doubt do so; then

there would not be a detente. The Prime ifinister agreed and
sald that this was a situation which the West must face as

a possibllity. President de Caulle said that the West
should perhaps enquire Mr. Khrushchev's intentions, and,

if he expressed a wish for a detente, suggest more contacts,
cultural exchanges and so on, adding perhaps the suggestion
of Summit meelings every year, and tien see what ir.

Knrushchev replied. The Prime jfinister said that he feared

that this was not a realistic approach to the facts of the

situation, but only time would show what ought to be done.
President Eisenhower sald that Mr. Khrusachev had

created the problem of Berlin by his speech of 1958.

If it was possible to go back to the position of July 28

we could perhaps say that we could stand no further
concessions. At Camp David he had spoken to Mr. Khrushchev
about Red China and they had been frank in their views about
the two Chinese regimes. However, he had pointed out to

ir. Khrushchev that there would be war in the Pacific if

an attack was made on General Chiang Kai Shek. iir. Khrushchev
had then dropped the subject. The same'¥%;%g~might be‘Eiﬁiﬁﬁé
about Berlin. He agreed that there should be 1 move away
from the position adopted at Geneva but at the seme time the
position taken by the West there should be rascarial as

Sk 4

representing the limit of concession.
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The Prime Minister said thst the true position would

only become clear at the Summit Meeting. There must be
further discussion about the position beforehand. Of course,
it would be best if the Russians would accept the Western
position, 1if necessary with some tiny adjustment.

President Eisenhower said that of course the Summit

Meeting would begin with each side taking their prepared
positions. ‘"he Prime Minister agreed but added that it would
be impossible to refuse 10 discuss Berlin, DPresident

Figenhower said that Mr. Khrushchev had told him quite
frankly_&hat it wouldlake ien years of eduoa@ion before he
would allow free elections in the Satellites, He also sald
that Chancellor Adenauer did not want reunification, except
for fear of a Soclalist majority in a reunified Germany.
AGg%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@§§a£%§3§s unfathomable., France was not in a hurry
for the reunification of Germany. He did not say that
someday there would not be reunification, but there was no
reason to press the matter to any immediate issue.
President. Eisenhower sald that the West should therefore

wait o see what a Summit produced. ‘hey saould try to
take the line that it would be betiter to avoid, er at least
nov to pursue, controversial questions which were likely to
worsen relations because of rigid positions. ihe Prime
iinister said that he would like to maske one observation.
‘the present situation was not a detente; it was simply the
removal of the ultimatum which kr. Khrushchev had presented
in HNovember 1958, and which he had then postponsd and
finally given up after hisfialks at Canp David., In other
words, after MNovember 1958 there had not been a dstente
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but a worsening in relations and the present relaxation
was only relative. President de Gaulle suggested

that this was only part of Mr. Khrushchev's tactics.
He first created an artificial crisis and then claimed
that the calming of it was a detente. If the present
situation was settled r. Khrushchev would no doubt create
enother crisis later on.

Precidert de Gaulle said that he would now like to say
a little about Africa. France realised that there was
going to be an evolution in Africa; they accepted this

and hoped to gulde the emerging people on the é;;ﬁh to
self-detggminaticn. They felt that it was vepry important
that the evolution should take place in alliance with the
Hest and not against it. Some African nationalists,

like #. Sekou Toure, were hostile to the West. }M. Debre
said that there was a Commmist plan for subversion in
Africa. There were meny indications of this, especially
the mumbers of young studsenis in kioscow and Peking.

He had spoken twice to the Prime iiinister about the necessity
for Anglo-Frencli co-operation in Africa and this was
somsthing which affected all the West. President de Gaulle

said that France agreed that the African peoples must teke
their destiny in their own hands and Fraince was not
Colonialist. It was however most important to ensure

that the development of thnese countries was in association
with the West., Some Americans thought that the United States
nmight be able Lo replace France in Africa, but they were wrong.
If ™iie old Colonial Powers" were excluded, tie new countries
would fall to Communism. President Risenhower said

that he did not understamd President de Gaulle's sug. esticz.
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Turkey, Greece, Pakistan, Iran and even Italy. This was
a terrible burden and therefore the Uniteu Stales were
very glad 1o share it with other countries. Germany for

example ought to be brougut to give more. The Prime hiinister

sald that Germany had a 1ot of money and could certainly
nelp. President de Gaulle said that the proposed Western
Committee on under-developed countries might be very usefiil.

President Eisenhower agreed but said that this Committee,

pernaps under O0.E.E.C., would have %o be quite separate
from the tripartite committee which he had proposed.

This tripartite group should, he thought, meet in London
and the members of each country should be attached to their
Emﬁéesies. Secrecy was all-important. The Standing Group
in Washington should be preserved, nhowever, if only as a
"front". In zny case, this would not matter since the
instructions to the National representatives were sent by
their Governments. Pregident de Gaulle said that there

should also be a tripartite group to discuss NATO problems.
The Prime :iinister said that although the tripartite group

might discuss these problems it would be unwise to say this,
gvenl privately, and it would be better to take the line
that the tripartite group would xxmm discuss problems of
common interest to the United States, France and the United
Kingdom. '
President de Gaulle sald that France was not hsppy

with the present organisation of NATO, with its Committees
and interminable discussions, and with the pumerous small
member States which made things awkward. France hoped

in the next year to uring back a substantial number of

troops and aircraft from Algeria. When this had happened

it might be desirable to change the present HATO arrangenents.
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The French representative on any tripartite group would
produce detailed proposals. The United States, the United
¥ingdom and France really bore the burden of the Alliance,
admittedly in different proportions, and they should dizcusg
these problems together. Presideni Elsenhower said

that this might be true but that other countries were very
sensitive about the position. It would be a great mistake
ever to allow these countries to think that a Western
triumvirate had been established. For this reason the proposec
committee should be formed only to discuss problems in vhich

the three countries had a common interest. President de Gaulle
said tHat he agreed. N
President Eiseahower sald that he wished to raise a matter

winich was causing very serious concern to the military in NATO.
He wisihed to reassure them about the gquestion of unifying the
air defence of NATO. He quite agreed that it miznt be
desirable o have a review of NATO's organisation, but until
this was possible the Westerm countries would only be hurting
themselves and NATO unless they were able to settle the
problem of integrated air defence. Weéstern Europe was too
small to have separate arrangements. He did not suggest

that all aircraft should be assiged to NATO, but he did not
think that there was any way of defending BEurope without a
unified Command. President de Gaulls said that he agreed

¢/ that this was an important question and France was prepared
i t0 agree to co-ordinated radar and to central information.
| France was alwo quite happy thal her tactical air force in
\_ Germany should be in NATO. France must however reserve to

herself the right to decide the employment of the resgt of
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- her dgirforce. The Prime Minister said that there were two

sorts of aircrafi,; those assigned to NATO and those outside
the NATO Organisation. The United Kingdom had very few of
theelatter 1eft; in fact no more than enough 10 defend the
deterrent. M, Debre said that France had strategic
responsibilities which went beyond the NATO area; other
Powers had not this comuitment. The Prime Minister said

that the British forces assigned to NATO had of course 10 be
placed under NATO Generals.  President Eisenhower said that he

agreed that a scheme of reorganisation for NATO might be
prepared but the difficully was that as he understood it
France was holding back from the NATO Command struciure some
aircraft wiiich had been allocated to NATO. President de

¢ Gaulle said that he did not think that this was quite

accurahe, In any case, the position of France would be quite
different, for France had no nuclear wea.pdns. But as the
United States and the United Kingdom Kept nuclear wes ons for
themselves, France was put in a position wiich was untenable
in the long term.

President, Eisenhower said that he could not speak for the
long term; things had a way of changing. But the United
States could not move faster than Congress would allow. AS

regards nmuclear missiles, France could at any time have the
same arrangement as the United Kingdom under which missiles
were given subject only to the "key of the cupboard"
arrangement., In fact it would not be too difficuit to obtain
a key in a real emergsncy. As regards nuclear information,
the United States could only give this to a country which

had demonstrated a nuclear capacity. This was a somewhal
absurd position since it meant only giving help o those who
did not want it. At the same time, President de Caulie must
realise that there was as much nationd ism in the United States
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- as elsewnere., His own view had always been thal Allies should
be helped 1f they were to remain allies, and he had tried to
combal, the various arguments used against giving informaiidn

Lo France. Some people said that things lesked in Paris,

© but he did not believe this to be true, but he was bound m

" by the legal position. He himself would like to see NATO
armed with the best weapons as a deterrent, and an atomic
stockpike under NATO, President de Gaulle said that he hoped

' that cooperation on nuclear matters with the United States

| would imppove. France would explode her first atom bomp in
| arch; he was told that this would be 40 times more than the
bomb expjoded at Hiroshima.  President Eisenhower said tha

from memory this would be a megaton Eomb President de Gaulle
said that the explosion would be a xMERRERSR one, President

- Bisenhower sald that this was a large atomic bomb, since the

| biggest American one was 600,000 tons.  But when one got to

~ these figures, differences meant little. He had fought a
battle for liberalisation in the United States since 1946,

' and was gaining ground.