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Nonmber 12. 1965 

NOTE FOR. Mil. BUNDY 

l bad DOt Mat a. copy ol &la• attached to you 
beca.uae .it wa.a an adYa.ace draft &Dd I wae waitina 
to Jaear wlaat chana•• Holifield wialaed to make. 
HoweYer, la riew of Holiflelcl'• immediate 
in&ereat la 1•ttin& .A.dmlniatra.tlon riew ■ on 
■enral maU.r ■ touched on lA tbi ■ report I 
think you ml1ht find it u ■eful -- il deala at 
■ ome lenstJa wWa MLF ancl matter ■ related 
&hereto. l Jaave wo given a copy to Spars. 

Charle ■ E. Jolm ■ on 

8:&8ft'ET•NOFORN AUacbm•Dl 
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i' C,L/1 ~ r·~L.Summary Report of Discussions with JCAEGroup fl ' / • 

At NATO Building, Paris an Tuesday, October 12 1 19§:! J:. if- fu<J,.,1 

Ambassador Cleveland began the meeting by asking Chairman Holifield 

whether he would like to 118.k:eany remarks on the custodial and security 

aspect of his visit, particularly his impressions of the two units visited 

on Saturday. 

Mr. Holifield said the arrangements at the bases visited seemed quite 

satisfactory to the group and that he had no particular suggestions or 

criticisms to make. He noted that conmrunications, in particular, had been 

much improved since the Committee's 1960 visit and said that this was a very 
1hL 

gratifying sign of progress. He noted that at Joint Committee's suggestion,
/\ 

the PAL System had now been installed in all weapons at the bases visited, 

and he assumed on other weapons 1n the Alliance. He mentioned the question 

of putting the PAL System on U.S. weapons and said that this was rather more 

debatable, that it was not a Joint Cormnittee idea but that if the u.s. milj,. 

ta.ry is satisfied with the reaction time for U.S. weapons, the Joint Committee 

certainly has no objection to the PAL System for U.S. weapons. Mr. Holifield 

mentioned also that the destruct capability for weapons now seems much improved, 

and summarized by saying that the problems noted during the Cormnittee's 1960 

trip now seemed satisfactorily cleared up. 

Ambassador Cleveland said he was very glad to hear this, and that there 

certainly was now a much higher degree of awareness and of priority attention 
DECLASSIFIED 
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bein~ given to problems of this sort by respcnsible officers. 

'lhe meeting then turned to broader questions, and Mt-. Holltield suggested 

that, since Congressman Bates would be leaving the meeting at 1100, we should 

tum to the heart of the problem, the MLF. 

Mr. Bates said he would like to discuss this it 1n tact it still is a 

problem. He said he had Just attended 111eetingsof the NATO Parliamentarians 

in New York, and that the subject had not even been mentioned during the 

course of these meetings. 

Ambassador Cleveland said he would like to put this matter 1n context. 

He surmnarized the state of the Alliance as having been 1n effect dead in the 

water for the last 10 months for a variety of reasons familiar to all present. 

We are now at the point, however, where we can perhaps see where to go next. 

Here, of course, France poses the main challenge. 'lhey have, however, played 

most of their cards as far as withdrawals or impedimenta to NA'ro are concerned, 

having left now only two divisions, some air squadrcna and French real estate 

and air space to put into play. 'lhe real question is: What do the French 

actually want? - and the answer is that no one knows except General de Gaulle. 

General de Gaulle is a target of opportmity man, who does seem to have goals 

but does not have a scenario as to exactly how and when to move toward those 

goals. 

'Ibe general Executive Branch strategy- is to get the Alliance 110ving in 

areas which do not require France. Some proposals toward this end were 

about to get to the President last week. 'lhe various compcnants ot this 

approach all have the characteristic of being capable of achievement by less 

than 15 but more than 2 members. 



'!be first possibility is the Special Conaittee which we hope to get 

moving 1n November with 8 or possibly 9 members. '!he French have opted out 

of this COIJlllittee, exacting as their price for opting out the promise that 
1.4,; ti 

Secretary General Drosio [doe'!}not participate 1n its work. A major problem 

area 1n which the Special Connittee DIii¥be able to make some progress 

is that of command and control of nuclear weapons 1n the period before a 

Presidential decision to release has been made. Connand and control arrange­

ments 1n the Alliance 1n the period after the Presidential decision has been 

col'!'ll1Ullicated seem to be 1n fairly eood shape. By comparison, little has 

been done on the problem of what could be called Political Conmand and 

Control, i.e., 1n the period of consultation prior to a Presidential 

decision. 

Congressman Holifield said[tbat] it seemed to him that, 1n view of how 

long NATO has been 1n existence, this sort of thing should have been 

accomplished long ago 1n view of its basic importance. Congressman Bates 

made a similar remark, asking why something had not been done previously. 

Was it due si.l!lply to lethargy? 

Mr. Farley speculated 1n response to these questions that there seemed 

to be three ma.in reasons why more progress had not been made to date: 

l. 'lhe Allies tend to think a great deal about deterrence but 

comparatively little about use 1n case deterrence fails. 'lhey simply do 

not wish to think hard about questions relating to possible use. 

2. The U.S. has offered to discuss these problems but we have had 

some difficulty 1n being able to f"urnish the necessary information, and we 

have also had comparatively little response from the Allies. 

------- 3 
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3. The question of ''how NA'ro goes to war" has not been addressed 

very seriously by tho U.S. within the Alliance because ot some fear that 
Cc.1.v r"'-·' ( ~ 

go1n~ down this road might involve us in J'IIUl.tilateral procedures and ~heck-

point~ which it would be Just as well to stay away- trom, it possible. 

Ambassador Clevelmld added as a connent that we also have not in the 

past had to face up very seriously to limited war contingencies. '!his is 

a fairly new problem for the Alliance and a veey difficult one'to address. 

At Congressman Holif'1eld's suggestion, the discussion 110ved directly 

into the MLF area. Mr. Farley gave a resume'ot events in this area since 

last .December. He said the pace of discussion 1n Paris had been slow, and 

could best be described as having been sparring between the UK and the 

Continental Europeans. 'lhe UK's suggestions are not liked by- either the 

u.s. or the Europeans for various reasons, but there is a manimous desire 

to keep the Working Group alive, because there is agreement that the 

nuclear sharing problem 1n the Alliance is a veey real one which IIIUStbe 

solved. 

Mr. Bates asked if someone could explain the nature ot the problem, 

which had been described as being primarily political rather than military. 

r-tr-. Farley agreed that it was 1n fact primarily political and that the 

particular problem country was Germany. 

Nr. Bates asked whether we are not pushing the MLF move on the Germans 

rather than vice versa. 

f.lr. Farley's comment was that far-seeing Germans want to find a 

rational solution which would tie Ge1"12l'lYinto the nuclear power or the 

Alliance before the German national nuclear capability problem becomes an 

acute political problem domestically, as it now is in India. 



r-'ir. Holifield asked i! soraeone could explain to him what 1s meant by 

"nuclear participation". Do the European countries really understand the 

degree of participation they now have? He thoust+e actions the U.S. has 

already taken, including the arrangements tor release ot more information, 

would make the Allies realize better what the actual present situation is. 

Hasn't this sort of information been given to the member countries? 

Mr. Howard said that these countries thought there would be inrned.iate 

release of information when the NATO144 b Agreement was ooncluded. We have 

not as yet been able to do this but determinations made in September will 

now make it possible. 

Mr. Holifield asked whether adequate evaluation has been made as to 

the need for excessive security conceming release ot intormation. He 

said he could not really see the need for some extreme measures that seemed 

to be in effect concerning the numbers of weapons in Europe. We are very 

strong in Europe. Why not tell everybody so? 'lllis would impress the 

Soviets and help strengthen the deterrent. 

Ambassador Cleveland said this was a very good point but we must 

remember that what we would be disclosing is the presence of u.s. power in 

Europe, not joint power. 

Chairman Holifield said he could not see this. '!be power we have 1n 

Europe is Joint power. The only possible step f'urther would be to relinquish 

control over use to the Germans or other Allies. 'lb1.s could not possibly 

be gotten through the Congress and "I would be laughed off the floor if 

I proposed such an action". 

Ambassador Cleveland said this is obviously not 1n anyone's mind but 

there are other ways to increase Alliance participation. What we must 

~ 

,. 
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avoid i::: a situation which would pormit extremists 1n Germany to say: "Evory­

one else has nuclear weapcns, why not us?" We 11Ust develop something into 

which the Germans can tie. At a m:1.n1.mum,this would mean deep consultation; 

at a maximum, Joint management. 

Mr. Holifield and Mr. Conway both asked simultaneously whether we do 

not in fact have Joint managementtoday. 
j,,;J 

Ambassador Cleveland agreed that 1n a sense we do, but.I\ that it is 

necessary to increase the sense ot Alliance participation. 

Turning to the question ot an indepmdent national nuclear capability, 

Congressman Holifield asked whether anyone thinks the U.S. can really stop 

any nation desiring to build its own weapons. He said India is going to 

have weapons, Israel will have weapcns, and non-proliteration simply is not 

a practical policy. If the Gel"lll!lns wish to have nuclear weapons, maybe 

the right posture is to say let them go ahead and build nuclear weapons. 

I don't mean that we should help the Germans, but it is certainly :foolish 

to attempt to resist them. It seems to me that we should postpone the day 

as best we can by giving the Germans a bigger part in operation of nuclear 

power under the present ground rules, but that this is the most we can do. 

Perhaps we ought to move toward some sort ot NA'ro Consortium to decide an 

management. 'lhere should be some kind ot formula, not unM1rnous, but as 

nearly unanimous as can be worked out. 

Anbassador Cleveland observed that this is one ot the purposes of the 

MLF. 

Mr. Holifield's reply was that as long as we retain a veto on use, 

this can~not satisfy the urge of which we have been speaking. General de 

Gaulle picked this up inlnediately, pointing out that a U.S. veto meant that 



European participants would still be subservient to the U.S. '!he mly reason 

he could see that the Gennans would want an MLF is that they see it as only 

en interim step toward some sort of eventual German takeover of cmtrol. 

f.tr. Holifield suamed up by saying that it seemed to him that we should aim 

at developing tight enough conmand and control arrangements 1n the Alliance 

to contain national urges toward weapons if possible, but if these arrtmge­

r.1ants prove insufficient, we should simply let the countries go their way. 

Mr. Farley observed that comparing Germany to India posed one problem 

because Germal'l¥ is different. Wehave treaty obligations concerning Germany, 

and the u.s. can:not permit Germany to take actions which it mighte1otJ be 

able to permit in other countries of the world. 

Mr, Holifield asked whether our treaty rights are such that we, our­

selves, can say no if the Federal Republic wants to build weapons. Mr. 

Farley said he was not at the rno11ent certain of the mswer to this, but that 

it was possible we did not have theae rights. (NOTE: At lunch this point 

was developed further. Mr. Farley pointed out the relevance ot the great 

fears of German revived militarism, on the part ooth of their NATOneighbors 

and of the Soviets. Even if we haven't the right to stop a German nuclear 

program, the Soviets would never believe we couldn't, end their reaction 

would be violent and involve us as well as the Germans. F1nally, we are 

not trying to enforce something on the Germans, but working in tull mutual 

understanding with the most far-seeing and balanced Oennan leaders to try 

to prevent emergence of a domestic situation in Germany which would get out 

of control. ) 

Dr. Agnew refeITed to the nuclear support arrangements, such as those 

seen on Saturday, and asked why it could not be made better known that 
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such arr~ements exist. What is the reason for holding this so closely? 

Mr. Conway said the Joint Conmittee had made this suggestion four 

years ago and he saw no reason why it would not be a good idea now. If 

Prime Minister Erhard of Germany could speak out and say clearly what is 

going an in this base and other bases 1n Germany, in the mutual defense 

interest of Germany and the u.s., wouldn't this take care of the German 

problem? 

Ambassador Cleveland said this had been a fascinating discussion to 

him, that he was still learning his way 1n this very complex area, but that, 

frankly, he had heard several times that excessive secrecy 1n this area. 

could be attributed to the wishes ot the Joint Connittee. 

Mr. Holifield said there was certainly some misunderstanding of the 

wishes of the Coanittee and that while he could obviously not now speak for 

the entire Comn1ttee 1 he would certainly advocate a much treer release policy 

on such data then seer.is to have been practiced 1n this area. 

Mr. Ink said that perhaps there was some confusion between two quite 

different areas. 'lhe Joint Conrnittee is very much concemed about the pro­

tection of weapon design information and sul:mar1ne propulsion information. 

Information having to do with numbers and locations of nuclear weapons, how­

ever, is not sensitive in the same way. It was his impression that this 

has been safeguarded largely because of fear that local extremist groups 

:-:1ight becoce agitated, and the JCAEhas not, itself, been very 1mch concerned 

in this area. 

l!r. Conway said there is no secret to the numbers of weapons 1n Europe 

anyway. 'lbe countries know exactly how many weapons are there, because 

they have the responsibility for transporting them to the stor&Ge sites 

and they can count as well as anybody else. 



Ambassador Cleveland asked if' the point being made by the Gamlittee 

is that we can make better political use ot nmbers ot weapons, locations, 

etc. 

Mr. Holifield said that was exactly the point. ot course, we do not 

want to say exactly what sort of weapons and how Dll!lnYare located at 

particular sites but, 1n general terms, ther,re we sq the better. 

Mr. Holifield and Mr. Conway both asked whether any responsible German 

leaders have ever requested anything more of the U.S. 1n the way of nuclear 

sharing. 'Ibey expressed the belief' that there have been no such requests, 

and that we have in fact generated a lot ot the alleged Germandissatisfaction 

ourselves. Mr. Holifield said he would like to have any Germandissatist'action 

probed right down to the ground. Specifically, who is dissatisfied and 

what is his dissatisfaction? He mentioned that he had recently had dinner 

with General Speidel. When the subject of MLF was brought up, Speidel 

laughed and said that Germany was not really interested 1n MLFbut if you 

fellows wanted it, we would be willing to go along. 

Ambassador Cleveland said that Secretary McNamarahad discussed this 

subject quite extensively with Minister ot Defense van Hassel end had made 

it quite clear to van Hassel what the limitations would be within which the 

U.S. could reconsider proceeding with mi MLF. He asked whether von Hassel 

was interested. and desired to proceed within these limitations, end von Hassel 

said this was the German wish. '!be real question is: What does the German 

leadership think is necessary to satisfy their intemal needs? We will 

perhaps learn something on this subject t'rom Erhard's meeting with the 

President next month. 

-- ·- --. 9 
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Mr. Holifield said: "Yes.,this 1s true., but the President looks to 

you here in Paris to give h1m some ideas and recommendations., and I 

think you should try to do so to be of assistance to him before Erhard 

arrives. 11 

Ambassador Cleveland said he was vecy much aware of this responsibility ., 
that the President had told him to attempt to work out something which would 

satisfy both German and Congressional requirements., and that he would do 

the best he could to achieve this. 

Turning to another subject., Mr. Holifield wondered whether it would 

not assist in handling the French problem if' a speech or two could be made 

in the U.S. Congress along the lines of saying that it De Oaulle wants to 

pull out of NATO., let h1m pull out., but that NATO will go on without him. 

French teITitory is not all that important. We should assert our independence 

of De Gaulle and if some people are unwilling to talk tough., there are plenty 

of them who would be glad to. 

Mr. Howard mentioned the f'act that he had made a proposal some time 

aGo to the Joint Cor.mtittee to take numbers., yields and location of weapons 

out of the "restricted data" category of' the Atomic Energy Act. He wondered 

what Congressman Holifield thought of this idea in view of his suggestion 

that we say more about our nuclear power 1n Europe. 

Nr. Conway interposed at this point to say that he had asked Mr. Howard 

for details on his proposal some months ago and had received no answer. 

'lllere followed a spirited discussion between these two., without very rauch 

in the way of a conclusion. Mr. Holifield observed that he was not speaking 

about precise numbers but only general numbers. If., for example., we have 

300 megatons 1n Europe., why not say we have 2~.00 megatons here? Mr. 
~--4 -
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Holifield asked if there would be any- objection to saying that we have 

(say) 6,000 weapons in Europe, and no one raised any objection to this. 

Mr. Holifield said that on a slightly ditterent subject he would have 

no objection at all to telling the Soviets how to put the PAL System an their 

weapons. Mr. Howard subsequently asked tor clarification, saying he 

assumed the Chairman was not suggesting that we tell the Soviets how we 

build PAL.s. 'lhe Chairmml said this was not his intention, that he meant 

only to explore the possibility of telling the Soviets in general terms what 

the PAL Systcr.i is, what it is designed to achieve, and the general principles 

of its operation. 

'Ihe discussion next turned directly to the MLF and, in particular, to 

nuclear submarines. Mr. Holifield observed that he had sat next to the 

Netherlands Pen:sanent Representative Boon at dinner the previous evening, 

and that &Jon had brougntup the desire of the Netherland.a to build a 

nuclear submarine. Mr. Holif'ield said he had asked Mr. Boon why a country­

would wM.t only one sulnarine, what use would it be? Mr. Holitield's con­

clusion was that the Dutch want a nuclear sulnarine solely tor reasons ot 

prestige. Turning more directly to the nuclear submarines and ANF, Mr. 

~arley said the UIC is obviously interested in getting someone to help 

them pay for their submarines. 'Ihey would also get considerable political 

capital in the world and domestically by giving up their national capability 

by putting the suanarines into an ANF. 'Ihe Germans have made two main 

points with the tm:,one having to do with the equality in the method of 

voting on use of weapons, the other on mixed manning ot the submarines. On 

the latter point, the Military Working Group is now making a Military 

Technical Feasibility Study. 

~--- 11· 
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At this point, Admiral Small gave a presentation an the status of his 

Worlcing Group operation. He said we have agreed to the discussion. Cne 

irllportent background tact is the recent mixed manned demonstration an the 

nICJ{ETI'S. His position in the Working Group will be to show the differences 

and the difficulties of mixed manning ot sul:aarines as compared. to surface 

vessels. We all realize, however, that it will be iapossible to prove that 

mixed manning of submarines will not work if sufficient emphasis and attention 

is given to it. We will have to emphasize two things: 

l. n1e difference between operations in two dimensions and operations 

in three dimensions. He would expect to point out, for example, the great 

and critical importance of split second reactions here on the part of crew 

members and the increased difficulty of being able to count an such reactions 

from a mixed manned crew. 

2. 'llle security problem, i.e., trom a practical point of view, it 1s 

sir:tply not possible to segregate parts of a subnarine so that some can be 

visited by crew member& and others not. 

Ar.lbassador Cleveland said we were keenly aware ot the importanoe of 

this matter. At the same time, the political stakes were veey high also, 

and the Committee should understand that his instructions were not to act 

in &uch a way as to foreclose any options which the President might later 

want to have available. 

!•~• Holifield said Admiral Rickover feels strongly that the men who 

operate nuclear suanarines r.ru.st have a good deal of knowledge about the 

dcsic;n and operational features of the whole plant 1n order to do a 

12 · 



satisfactory Job. 'lhis means that it would really be impractical to have 

a mixed manned crew operate a submarine without divulging some design 

information. 

~nbassado1• Cleveland said it has never been quite clear to h1l'I how 

mixed r.mnninr; can satisfy the desires ot governments tor political partici­

pation in a nuclear forca. His point was that nations do not "participate" 

by having their citizens working an a mixed manned sul:marine erry more thml 

by havin3 them work for such international organizations as NATOor the UN. 

If a given individual is serving in effect as a "spy" tor his own govem­

ment aboard a submarine, he is not really a member of the crew, because if 

he were a member of the crew, his primary loyalty would have to be to the 

boat, the skipper and his fellow crew members. 'lllis seemed to him to be 

an insoluble dilemma. 

Mr. Farley said that it was very important to keep in mind that in the 

conduct of the Military Working Group, we have completely decoupled 

feasibility and desirability. 'llle Group is to look solely at technical 

feasibility; even if mixed manning were to be found technically feasible, 

there is no commit.-ne11twhatsoever as to political desirability. 

Mr. Holifield concluded by recinding the Group that this 1s a vecy 

sensitive subject with the Joint Co111Dittee and that real U.S. security 

interests are involved 1n our nuclear su1::r.1S.rines. He asked that this be 

kept very much in mind as the work here 1n Paris proceeds. His SllgGestion 

is that the most fruitful possibilities lie 1n exploring the idea of better 

command and control arraneements for the nuclear power already 1n Europe, 

and that we should work toward establishing some better sort ot decision­

making body within NA'ro. 



Mr. Roback asked whether anyone present believes this problem cm1 be 

solved, m1d if so, how. Ambassador Clevelmld replied that a certain act 

of faith is involved here. '!he problem simply must be solved because we 

cai(not accept a Germmiy which has 1ndependmt natimal nuclear power. 

'.Ille problem is that the Germans, as a great power, must teel equal to 

somebody. 'lhey don't expect to be equal with the U.S. but perhaps they cm1 

be made to feel equal with the UK. Mr. Conway asked why they aren't equal 

enou::;h already under the QRA arrangements. 'Ibey have more nuclear power 

rir;ht now than the UK. 

Ambassador Cleveland said the problem is that we must t1nd a better 

way to decide Jointly cm the managementof that portion of U.S. nuclear 

power which is in Europe, emphasizing that u.s. nuclear power outside 

Europe remains solely the responsibility ot the u.s. to mana.ge. 

Mr. Holifield concluded the discussion by saying that he, himself, m1d 

the Joint Co111J1itteeas a whole were desirous of being as helptul. as possible. 

'Ihey would like to meet further 1n W~an or 1n Paris or anywhere else 
c,.;.*'""'.rtu ~ 

they might be helpful, that the ~ountry• sJwish m1d intention was to do 

whatever might strengthen NA'ro. He said he uenned some sort of record 

of this meeting would be prepared m1d said that it such a record were 

prepared, he would appreciate a chmlce to review it, 1n order to be sure 

that his own remarks were accurately recorded. 
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Dear Mr. President: 

In late September, I attended the Ninth Internati:onal 
Conference on Atomic Energy in Tokyo, Japan and stopped in 
Bombay, India October 2 - 5. While in India, I spent about 
a day and a half visiting the Tarapur Reactor site and the 
atomic laboratory at Trombey. I spent some time with Dr. Baba 
and other top Indian atomic scientists. 

Dr. Baba and bis friends were careful not to state their 
position in regard to making an atomic weapon. I do believe, 
however, Dr. Baba is a very ambitious man who realizes bis 
personal fame would be greatly increased if be were authorized 
to make such a weapon. There is no doubt in my mind that these 
people in Dr. Baba's group.believe they must offset Red China's 
weapon with one of their own. Of course, they will have to 
persuade Shastri and other top Government officials this policy
and expense is justified. I cannot predict Shastri's attitude. 

During our conversations they asked me what the attitude 
of the United States would be in regard to their (India) making 
an atomic bomb. I am sure they thought I would immediately urge
them to abstain from an atomic effort in line with our policy
of non-proliferation. I decided to play it on a low key, however, 
and said, "Of course, this is a question for India to answer. If 
they think it necessary and wise to divert from their domestic 
needs the capital it would take to make even the first crude bomb, 
then I suppose they will do it. There is no doubt Dr. Baba and 
his colleagues have high scientific capability and certain facilities 
which might insure success in the·project". 

But I pointed out, " ... it was a race they could never win. 
Always they would lag behind Red China, further behind France, 
far behind the Soviets, and much farther behind the United States". 
Tassured them they would never catch up, but left it up to them 
to make their own decision. They seemed to be somewhat impressed
by my reasoning on their question. 

I doubt if our present policy of non-proliferation will 
prevent India, Israel, or any other capable nation which may arize, 
from doing just what France and Red China have done. If their 



-2-

national interests indicates such an effort, I believe they will 
make it unless the nuclear umbrella can be extended to protect
them against ·nuclear attack. 

I wonder if it would be worthwhile for you to take the 
initiative and propose that the United States would be willing 
to extend nuclear protection to India against a nuclear attack 
by any other nation, providing the Soviets would extend the same 
type 
spot 
they 
the 

of protection? Admittedly, this would put the Soviets on the 
and drive the wedge deeper between them and Red China, ·if 
agreed. If they would not agree, would it not be a plus for 

United States and a minus for the Soviets in their: relations 
with India? 

A further thought: Would it be wise for the Pr·esident to 
advance the idea of the four western world nuclear nations to 
join in a compact agreement offering nuclear protection to any 
non~nuclear nation against a nuclear attack? Would this not be 

(1) A constructive move toward removing the 
national pressure of Nth nation development 
of nuclear weapons, if the present four nuclear 
powers in Europe and America really want to stop 
proliferation~ 

(2) If the Soviets or the French refuse (as one or 
both very well may) would no~ our position for 
peace and non-proliferation be stronger in world 
opinion and would not the nuclear nation refusing 
to join in the effort to stop proliferation be 
weaker? 

In my opinion, there is a common interest in the four nuclear 
nations having a policy ofstopping additional Nth nations from 
developing their own atomic-hydrogen weapons. I do not believe 
the Soviets, any more than the United States, want to aid or 
assist non-nuclear nations into the club. Certainly France and 
the United Kingdom are not thinking about aiding other nations 
in an atomic-hydrogen weapons development project. 

Could this common selfish interest be used as a cement to 
join the four nations together in the following: 

(1) Joining the forces of the Western World 
(U.S. and Europe including u.s.s.R.) in 
a multi-nuclear-weapon-owning nation compact. 
A nuclear weafon compact that would stop 
proliferation on the basis of eliminating 
the need for nationally owned nuclear weapons. 

{_2) Would it not jsolate Red China and remove from 
India and- other non-nuclear nations the fear of 
nuclear attack by Red China? 
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One might say, "We offered the Baruch plan and there were 
no takers". True, but was it not a noble offer in the eyes of 
the world? What do we have to lose in the eyes of the world, if 
another attempt is made to stop proliferation of the present 
more powerful and more dangerous weapons? 

Mr. President, I kno~ you have many brilliant advisors 
and it is with some trepidation I write this letter. As a 
member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy during its 
entire life of nineteen years, I have worked to make our 
Nation strong in atomic weapon capability and deliverability. 
We are strong, but so are and will be other nations •. 

If there is any way to join together the destructive 
capability of the four western world nuclear nations so their 
collective atomic strength can serve to develop, not a Pax Romano 
but a Pax Atomica for the presevation of peace in the world, 
we should find that way. 

May God bless you and give you strength to achieve His 
purpose. 

Moacerely yours, 

--~da 
Chet Holifield 

The President of the United States, 
The White House, 
\'lashington, D.C. 

cc to: 

Secretary of State Rusk 
Mr. McGeorge Bundy 

No release to the press. 
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The Multilateral Force 1 

I 

THE CONTROL of nuclear strategy has presented 
a problem for the Western allies with which 

they have been attempting to grapple, by fits and 
starts, ever since the advent of the missile age made 
final nonsense of any simple policy of massive 
strategic action in response to any form of aggres­
sion in Europe. Many factors and arguments have 
been thrown into the debate as to whether and 
how the European allies should share with the 
United States the responsibility for strategic 
decisions whose implementation still depends over­
whelmingly on American owned and based 
weapons: they have included the revived economic 
strength and potential political strength of 
Western Europe; the danger that the nuclear 
weapons programmes of Britain and France may 
lead to imitation on the part of the Federal 
German Republic; the problem of the credibility 
of the American response to a serious attack on 
Europe in the light of the growing vulnerability of 
her own civilization; the military requirement to 
offset by some means the growing Soviet MR BM 

threat to Europe; the need to share the burdens of 
strategic deterrence more equitably between the 
United States and her European allies. 

Out of these debates, official and non-official, 
three possible courses of action for the alliance 
began to emerge in the early l 960s. The first was 
to recognize that NAT o is a coalition of sovereign 
states (even though it has a standby international 
command system for certain kinds of forces), and 
to accept the fact that the principal nations in it 
are not prepared to delegate major decisions of 
policy, let alone of peace and war, to each other or 
to a central system. This is the so-called multi­
national approach, and those who have advocated 
it believe that the central problems of confidence 
and co-ordination could be met by a reorganization 
of the machinery of NATO, both to give those 
responsible for civil policy a greater control over 
military action and to give the European allies a 
more constructive relationship to American plan­
ning. Certainly a permanent solution involves 
bringing more and more national nuclear forces 

1 Thia paper is adapted from an article in /nternatwnal 
Affairs (Vol. 40, No. 4, October 1964), the quarterly 
journal of the Royal Institute of International Affairs in 
London, for whose permission to reprint it in this form 
I am extremely grateful. 

within the scrutiny and authority of the alliance 
itself, working towards a distant day when the 
whole of the American strategic force as well as the 
British and French forces are within the system. 

The second solution, which emerged out of the 
acceleration of the ECC, and of the Kennedy 
Administration's encouragement of this develop­
ment; would be to create an analogous relationship 
in the strategic field to the unfolding trans­
Atlantic economic relationship, one of partnership 
between units of roughly equal strength and 
importance. This would involve the development 
of a European strategic nuclear force under the 
control of an authority evolved by the Community 
itself. Though the European force might not be as 
large as the American, it would be of sufficient 
importance in both American and Soviet eyes to 
enable Europe to develop its own strategic concep­
tions, and to co-ordinate its force fully with the 
American forces on the basis of right rather than 
of grace. If it were to grow from European 
resources and internal European confidence it 
would require the participation of the United 
Kingdom. 

The third alternative is to create within the 
framework of an alliance of sovereign states a new 
force owned, operated and controlled jointly by 
the nuclear and non-nuclear powers - the so-called 
multilateral solution. 

None of these solutions is foreclosed, but it is the 
third which holds the day at present, which has 
been most exhaustively explored by governments, 
and on which active negotiations will take place 
between the United States and the seven European 
countries interested in the proposal once the 
British and American elections are over. It is in 
many ways curious that this should be the case 
since this third solution meets few of the anxieties 
which have found expression in the various allied 
countries since the control of nuclear strategy 
became a problem. Since France under President 
de Gaulle has expressed disinterest in the proposal, 
a multilateral force could not, in the foreseeable 
future, be considered a European Community 
force even if the American veto on its control were 
withdrawn. It does not, of itself, dispose of the 
British, let alone the French, nuclear force, and 
therefore, if European nuclear forces are prestige 
symbols, it does not eliminate the danger of a 
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German national force, however remote in reality 
such a contingency may always have been. 

As the proposal now stands, the multilateral 
force does not heighten the credibility of the 
American response to attack in Europe, since the 
United States, like all the other participating 
countries, will have a veto on its operational 
release: the problem of the credibility of the 
American response has in any case been less in the 
forefront of European anxieties since the Cuban 
missile crisis of October 1962 and the end of the 
Soviet diplomatic offensive against Berlin. Nor can 
the force proposed, 200 Polaris missiles, be con­
sidered a strategic counterbalance ( even if such 
a concept has any real validity) to the 800 Soviet 
MRBM's targeted on Western Europe. And a 
European share of 60 per cent of the finance of a 
force costing about £150 million a year cannot 
alleviate more than about one and a half per cent 
of the cost of the American strategic nuclear forces 
even if planned American force levels are reduced 
pari passu with the development of the M LF. 

The reasons why the solution which most dis­
passionate students of the alliance problem would 
regard as the least satisfactory is now being pressed 
with such vigour are complex. The essential one is 
that the other two alternatives, the multinational 
system and the European-American strategic 
partnership, have become impossible to pursue 
- largely, but not entirely, as a result of French 
mamuun a conwiumg private maiogue Witn tne 
Soviet Union has made it essential for the United 
States to make a special effort to retain the con­
fidence of the Federal German Republic. Though 
the MLF may be a left-handed means of doing this, 
many people in Europe and the United States have 
come to regard it as the best instrument available. 

It is true that some progress has been made 
towards the development of NATO and the 
commitment of nuclear forces to enable it to 
function more successfully as a multinational 
coalition in the missile age. But the enormous task 
of reorganizing institutions and adjusting national 
habits to develop a better system of joint planning, 
force commitment and crisis management, has not 
only been inhibited by President de Gaulle's 
dislike of the degree of military integration which 
is involved. The will is still lacking in London and 
Washington, as well as in Paris, to confront the 
problems of giving allies a certain degree of control 
over a hitherto sovereign area of policy. As the 
brief historical sketch which follows suggests, such 
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a transformation might have occurred, and the 
conclusion will suggest that it may yet have to 
come. 

The concept of a European force has proved less 
attractive, and its difficulties more formidable, the 
more closely it has been studied, except to certain 
French spokesmen and writers and to the dogmatic 
European Federalists. The idea has in any case 
been shelved as a matter of practical politics for 
the immediate future by the exclusion of Britain, 
the only European country with an existing 
military nuclear and thermonuclear potential, 
from the EE c; by the distaste of both parties in 
Britain for the idea; by the preference of the 
German Government for the MLF solution; and by 
increasing American doubts about the soundness 
of the concept or about the inevitable identity of 
European and American interests, now that the 
first euphoria about 'the twin pillars' ofEuropean­
American partnership has given way to longer 
thoughts. Although the situation has been compli­
cated by the tendency of some American officials 
to talk of the multilateral force as the eventual 
nucleus of a European force, only the election of 
Senator Goldwater and a policy of old-fashioned 
American isolationism are likely to revive signifi­
cant European enthusiasm for the idea in the 
immediate future. 

II 
The idea of creatin2' a multilaterallv owned and 

nas a rruxea ancestry. 1t got us nrst nnpetus trom 
certain studies conducted at SHAPE in the 18 
months after the meeting of the NA TO heads of 
government which took place in December 1957. 
These studies were conducted against the back­
ground of a still unresolved technological question 
of whether and when the United States could find 
a dependable long-range missile to match the 
apparent Soviet lead in this weapon. They sug­
gested that there was a military requirement for a 
force of mobile mediumrange missiles in Western 
Europe, mounted on trucks, railway cars or barges, 
and the conclusion was soon reached that a missile 
made relatively invulnerable by this means could 
not, by reason of its mobility, be operated under 
the bilateral agreements covering tactical nuclear 
weapons, but would require a genuine mix-manned 
allied force to run it.2 

2 This possibility was, I think, first publicly explored in 
the first edition of my book NA TO in th4 1960s (ISS 
Studies in International Security No. I) publiJhed in 
March 1960. 



These studies did not commend themselves to 
the American, British or French Governments, but 
they did lead those, especially in the State Depart­
ment, who had begun to become sensitive to the 
political disadvantages of the American nuclear 
preponderance, to think that, if there were a 
serious military requirement for such mobile 
missiles, here was an opportunity to bring the 
non-nuclear powers within a more integrated 
system of allied planning and control than had 
been achieved thus far. The United States Govern­
ment began the study of a 'NA TO Deterrent' as it 
was then called, in April 1960. In October a 
rudimentary plan was aired for a force of 300 
Polaris missiles- some in submarines, some on 
mobile land mountings - under the control of the 
NATO Council. It was argued at that time that by 
thus making NATO into 'the fourth atomic Power' 
the danger of further national nuclear forces in 
Europe would be averted and faith in the credi­
bility of Western nuclear weapons would be 
enhanced. The offer was fonnally made by Mr 
Christian Herter, the outgoing Secretary of State, 
at the NATO ministerial meeting in December 
1960. 

The American proposal met with a cool recep­
tion in e,·ery country except Germany and Italy, 
and when the new Kennedy Administration took 
office it looked as if it might be dropped altogether. 
One of the President elect's first moves had been 
to set up an infonnal commission of inquiry under 
Mr Dean Acheson to examine the relative merits 
of schemes for strengthening NATO as a multi­
national alliance or of introducing a new multi­
lateral component within it, alternative approaches 
whoseleading counsel were Mr Albert Wohlstetter, 
the distinguished strategic analyst from the RAND 

Corporation, for the multinational solution, and 
Professor Robert Bowie, Director of the Harvard 
Center for International Affairs, for the multi­
lateralists. The evidence at that time told against 
the multilateralists: the Pentagon had lost whatever 
interest it had earlier had in European based 
missiles; Herr Strauss, the German Defence 
Minister, appeared more preoccupied with a 
better German association with decisions affecting 
tactical than with strategic nuclear weapons; 
President de Gaulle had not yet begun to use the 
French nuclear force as a diplomatic instrument; 
and American strategic analysis was becoming 
increasingly preoccupied with centralizing control 
over nuclear weapons in the interests of a more 
flexible war strategy of controlled response. 

This situation was reflected, not only in press 
reports that the new President intended to bury 
the idea of a NATO deterrent,3 but also in the 
President's first major policy move when he com­
mitted five American Polarissubmarines to NATO 

'subject to any agreed guide-lines on their control 
and use .... '4 However, he did not close the door 
on a NA TO deterrent though he hedged it with the 
formidable condition that the European allies 
should meet their goals in conventional forces 
before 'we look to the pos.,ibility of eventually 
establishing a NATO seaborne missile force which 
would be genuinely multilateral in ownership and 
control.5 

Thereafter the multilateral proposal simply 
dropped out of sight for over a year. There was 
little reaction in Europe to the President's hint, 
certainly no united one, and it had little effect 
upon the endemic arguments about the level of 
European conventional forces. The Berlin crisis of 
1961 gave the leaders of the alliance other things 
to think about. At the same time there were signs 
of an attempt in both London and Washington to 
withdraw some of the veil of secrecy that sur­
rounded nuclear targeting and planning, and to 
operate the multinational system more successfully. 
However, there were certain pressures operating on 
the United States Government below the surface 
which became more evident and harder to resist, 
during the second half of 1962. 

One of these pressures was generated by the 
preoccupation of the Action Committee for a 
United Europe and its American supporters with 
finding a political role for the European Com­
munity that was not exclusively tied to French 
nuclear potential and that would provide an 
inducement for Britain to enter it: this had the 
effect of reviving the idea of a multilateral force as 
the foundation of a European one and of altering 
the American condition for launching it from the 
fulfilment of Europe's conventional force goals to 
the eventual achievement of a politically united 
Europe. 

A second pressure was provided by the dismay 
of the Gennan government at realizing that the 
strategy of massive retaliation had been abandoned 
(it had in fact been abandoned years earlier, if 
indeed it ever was the real American strategy, but 

3 t.g., Henry Brandon in Tu Sunday TimM, 2 April, 
1961. 

4 Speech in Ottawa, 17 May, 1961. The figure was 
reduced to three in 1962. 

5 /bid. 
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it was not publicly buried until Mr McNamara's 
speech to the NA TO C.Ouncil in Athens in April 
1962). This development revived doubts about the 
credibility of the American response and began to 
increase German enthusiasm for a multilaterally 
controlled NA TO force ( although German leaders 
continued to insist in private that they were more 
concerned with some sort of control over nuclear 
weapons on German soil than with long-range 
missiles). 

A third pressure, in some American eyes at least, 
was the need to prevent the arguments used to 
justify the British, and still more the French, 
nuclear force from eroding the confidence of all 
the non-nuclear powers in the American sense of 
commitment to NATO and the integrity of Europe. 

A fourth pressure was created by the fact that, 
as 1962 wore on, depressing evidence began to 
accumulate of the difficulties of improving the 
existing multinational machinery of NA TO. There 
were unresolved arguments between governments 
about the move of the Standing Group from 
Washington to Paris, about the strengthening of 
the NATO Secretariat, and about the role of the 
Council. Though President de Gaulle was the most 
openly obstructive, neither Mr McNamara nor 
the British government appeared ready to take 
any significant step towards giving the other NA TO 

allies greater control over American and British 
planning or decisions. As far as can be observed, 
the new Nuclear Committee of the NATO C.Ouncil, 
created in April 1962, in which the nuclear powers 
were to discuss their strategic policy with greater 
confidence and candour than hitherto, was still­
born. 

Last, but by no means least, there was the 
pressure exerted by the presence in the State 
Department of a small number of senior officials 
who had early made up their minds that the multi­
lateral solution was the correct one, and who have 
since displayed a degree of missionary zeal, not 
normally to be found in diplomatic offices, to 
convert - 'lobby' is not too strong a word - others 
to their view 

In consequence, various American emissaries 
began to tour the Western European capitals in 
the summer of 1962 to canvass the merits of a 
multilateral force. They came from the State 
Department and their arguments were based 
partly on the need to provide a Europe that was 
surging towards unity with a worthy strategic 
role, partly on the need to prevent proliferation. 
The line of reasoning was based on President 

Kennedy's famous Declaration of Interdependence 
made at Philadelphia on 4 July, and in contradic­
tion of the major presentation of the new American 
strategy of controlled response which Mr Mc­
Namara had made at Ann Arbor a month earlier. 
Judging from the impressions of those who talked 
to President Kennedy at this time it would appear 
that he had made up his mind that one serious 
European nuclear force would be more easily 
reconciled in the long run with his Defence 
Secretary's insistence on centralized control than 
two small European national forces and the 
possibility of more.6 He was not, however, pre­
pared to try and force Britain out of the nuclear 
weapons business. 

One would have thought that the vindication of 
American firmness and decision in the Cuban 
missile crisis, and its beneficent effect on American 
prestige in Europe, might have set the question 
aside for a while. But, in fact, so strong was the 
American urge to make Europe strategically 
respectable and to find a formula that would 
enfold the British and French national nuclear 
forces within a larger framework, that less than 
three weeks after the height of the Cuban crisis 
Mr George Ball was informing a European 
audience that: 

From a strictly military standpoint, we do not 
feel that the Alliance has an urgent need for a 
European nuclear contribution. But should 
other NA TO nations so desire, we arc ready to 
give serious consideration to the creation of a 
genuine multilateral medium-range ballistic 
missile force fully co-ordinated with the other 
deterrent forces of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. It is not for us - indeed, it would 
be out of keeping with the spirit of the Atlantic 
partnership - to dictate how such a force should 
be manned, financed or organized. But it is a 
proper responsibility of the United States, which 
has had so much experience in the nuclear field, 
to make available to others our information and 
ideas with respect to the characteristics and 

6 President Kennedy clearly had a private nightmare 
about nuclear proliferation which can have borne very 
little relation to the kind of scientific advice which was 
available to him. C.Onsider thiJ statement from his tele­
vision interview of 18 December, 1962: 'If the French 
decide they want to become a nuclear power themselves, 
that is their decision. The question is whether the US 
should join in helping make France a nuclear power, then 
Italy, then West Germany, then Belgium. How does that 
produce security when you have 10, 20, 30 nuclear powers 
who may fire their weapons off under different conditions?' 
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capabilities of a multilateral force. And we are 
now in the process of doing so.7 

In reality, Mr Ball was being somewhat modest 
and disingenuous: the United States had by then 
a plan for a multilateral force which she was about 
to insist that her allies consider. This plan was 
unveiled just before the December meeting of the 
NA TO Ministers in Paris in the form of a force 
that would consist partly of Polarissubmarines and 
partly of a new medium-range mobile land-based 
missile known as 'Missile X', which the Pentagon 
had been somewhat reluctantly developing for the 
past two years. s The assumption behind Mr Dean 
Rusk's exposition of this proposed force was that 
if it materialized the British and French forces 
would become part of it, but that its employment 
would remain subject to an overriding American 
veto for the time being. 

III 
At this point a different issue became entangled 

in the discussion over a multilateral solution which 
profoundly affected its later development and 
caused much of the confusion in which the question 
subsequently became enshrouded. The history of 
Anglo-American military relations and the ten­
sions caused by the decision to cancel the Skybolt 
missile belong to a different story. The point that is 
relevant here is that when Mr Macmillan travelled 
to Nassau on 18 December, 1962, to negotiate on 
a replacement, the United States Government had 
become too deeply committed to broadening the 
basis of co-operation on nuclear control to 
conclude a straightforward bilateral arrangement 
with Britain. President Kennedy's formula (as he 
made clear in a background news conference a 
fortnight after Nassau)9 was to pursue both the 
multilateral and the multinational principle 
jointly and simultaneously, in order to see which 
would prove the most successful. The Prime 
Minister's thoughts appear to have been concen­
trated solely on the multinational solution. 

Unfortunately, both delegations got their ter­
minology muddled, and their final communique 
reflected two soliloquies rather than an under­
standing. Thus paragraphs 6 and 8 of the com­
munique include the British offer to assign 
Bomber Command, British tactical nuclear forces 

7 Speech to NATO Parliamentarians' Conference in 
Paris, 16 November, 1962. 

8 Missile X was finally dropped from the American R. 
and D. programme in August 1964. 

9 The Times, 2 January, 1963. 

in Europe, and the eventual British Polarises 'as 
part of a NA TO nuclear force targeted in accordance 
with NA TO plans', pari passu with a similar 
American contribution. In the subsequent months 
the British government elaborated this proposal 
to suggest that all NA TO countries with tactical 
nuclear weapons should similarly be drawn into a 
new command and planning system within NATO. 

In paragraph 8 of the Nassau communique this 
was described as a multilateralforce. The British 
impression was that the Americans agreed with 
them that the future structure of NA TO should be 
organized around a closer commitment of existing 
national forces rather than on a new force, a view 
that was strengthened by the fact that an offer of 
American Polaris missiles was immediately made 
to President de Gaulle. 

But the State Department officials had a 
different concept of a multilateral force. In their 
view it was to be a new force, consisting of sub­
marines or surface ships, jointly financed, planned, 
owned and controlled by the participants in which 
the non-nuclear allies would win their right to 
participate by their financial contribution. In 
paragraph 7 of the communique, which spoke of 
joint support for the development 'of a multi­
lateral NA TO nuclear force in the closest consulta­
tion with other NAT o allies, they thought they had 
got British agreement, to participate but in fact 
the question of British participation was not 
settled at Nassau. The British, moreover, were 
led to think, by the tenor of the discussions there, 
that this was to be regarded only as a distant 
aspiration and a secondary American objective. 

They were wrong. Less than three weeks after 
Nassau, President de Gaulle struck a heavy blow 
at the multinational solution when he rejected the 
American offer of Polaris and made it clear that 
France would continue to develop a wholly 
independent nuclear force, as well as excluding 
Britain from the Community. Mr Macmillan, for 
reasons of British domestic politics, weakened his 
own position considerably when, in defending the 
Nassau agreements in the House of Commons on 
31 January, 1963, he laid such stress on the 
continuing national command of British nuclear 
weapons as to rob their assignment to NA TO of 
much of its significance, at least in European eyes. 
By the beginning of February 1963 the American 
proposal for a new multilaterally owned and 
controlled nuclear force had become a prime 
objective of American policy: detailed plans were 
unwrapped, influential emissaries were dispatched 
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it was not publicly buried until Mr McNamara's 
speech to the NAT o Council in Athens in April 
1962).This development revived doubts about the 
credibility of the American response and began to 
increase German enthusiasm for a multilaterally 
controlled NATO force (although German leaders 
continued to insist in private that they were more 
concerned with some sort of control over nuclear 
weapons on German soil than with long-range 
missiles). 

A third pressure, in some American eyes at least, 
was the need to prevent the arguments used to 
justify the British, and still more the French, 
nuclear force from eroding the confidence of all 
the non-nuclear powers in the American sense of 
commitment to NA TO and the integrity of Europe. 

A fourth pressure was created by the fact that, 
as 1962 wore on, depressing evidence began to 
accumulate of the difficulties of improving the 
existing multinational machinery of NA To. There 
were unresolved arguments between governments 
about the move of the Standing Group from 
Washington to Paris, about the strengthening of 
the NA TO Secretariat, and about the role of the 
Council. Though President de Gaulle was the most 
openly obstructive, neither Mr McNamara nor 
the British government appeared ready to take 
any significant step towards giving the other NA TO 

allies greater control over American and British 
planning or decisions. As far as can be observed, 
the new Nuclear Committee of the NATO Council, 
created in April 1962,in which the nuclear powers 
were to discuss their strategic policy with greater 
confidence and candour than hitherto, was still­
born. 

Last, but by no means least, there was the 
pressure exerted by the presence in the State 
Department of a small number of senior officials 
who had early made up their minds that the multi­
lateral solution was the correct one, and who have 
since displayed a degree of missionary zeal, not 
normally to be found in diplomatic offices, to 
convert - 'lobby' is not too strong a word - others 
to their view 

In consequence, various American emissaries 
began to tour the Western European capitals in 
the summer of 1962 to canvass the merits of a 
multilateral force. They came from the State 
Department and their arguments were based 
partly on the need to provide a Europe that was 
surging towards unity with a worthy strategic 
role, partly on the need to prevent proliferation. 
The line of reasoning was based on President 

Kennedy's famous Declaration of Interdependence 
made at Philadelphia on 4 July, and in contradic­
tion of the major presentation of the new American 
strategy of controlled response which Mr Mc­
Namara had made at Ann Arbor a month earlier. 
Judging from the impressions of those who talked 
to President Kennedy at this time it would appear 
that he had made up his mind that one serious 
European nuclear force would be more easily 
reconciled in the long run with his Defence 
Secretary's insistence on centralized control than 
two small European national forces and the 
possibility of more.6 He was not, however, pre­
pared to try and force Britain out of the nuclear 
weapons business. 

One would have thought that the vindication of 
American firmness and decision in the Cuban 
missile crisis, and its beneficent effect on American 
prestige in Europe, might have set the question 
aside for a while. But, in fact, so strong was the 
American urge to make Europe strategically 
respectable and to find a formula that would 
enfold the British and French national nuclear 
forces within a larger framework, that less than 
three weeks after the height of the Cuban crisis 
Mr George Ball was informing a European 
audience that: 

From a strictly military standpoint, we do not 
feel that the Alliance has an urgent need for a 
European nuclear contribution. But should 
other NA TO nations so desire, we are ready to 
give serious consideration to the creation of a 
genuine multilateral medium-range ballistic 
missile force fully co-ordinated with the other 
deterrent forces of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. It is not for us - indeed, it would 
be out of keeping with the spirit of the Atlantic 
partnership - to dictate how such a force should 
be manned, financed or organized. But it is a 
proper responsibility of the United States, which 
has had so much experience in the nuclear field, 
to make available to others our information and 
ideas with respect to the characteristics and 

6 President Kennedy clearly had a private nightmare 
about nuclear proliferation which can have borne very 
little relation to the kind of scientific advice which was 
available to him. Consider this statement from his tele­
vision interview of 18 December, 1962: 'If the French 
decide they want to become a nuclear power themselves, 
that is their decision. The question is whether the US 
should join in helping make France a nuclear power, then 
Italy, then West Germany, then Belgium. How does that 
produce security when you have 10, 20, 30 nuclear powen 
who may fire their weapons off under different conditions?' 
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capabilities of a multilateral force. And we are 
now in the process of doing so.7 

In reality, Mr Ball was being somewhat modest 
and disingenuous: the United States had by then 
a plan for a multilateral force which she was about 
to insist that her allies consider. This plan was 
unveiled just before the December meeting of the 
NA TO Ministers in Paris in the form of a force 
that would consist partly of Polarissubmarines and 
partly of a new medium-range mobile land-based 
missile known as 'Missile X', which the Pentagon 
had been somewhat reluctantly developing for the 
past two years. 8 The assumption behind Mr Dean 
Rusk's exposition of this proposed force was that 
if it materialized the British and French forces 
would become part of it, but that its employment 
would remain subject to an overriding American 
veto for the time being. 

III 
At this point a different issue became entangled 

in the discussion over a multilateral solution which 
profoundly affected its later development and 
caused much of the confusion in which the question 
subsequently became enshrouded. The history of 
Anglo-American military relations and the ten­
sions caused by the decision to cancel the Skybolt 
missile belong to a different story. The point that is 
relevant here is that when Mr Macmillan travelled 
to Nassau on 18 December, 1962, to negotiate on 
a replacement, the United States Government had 
become too deeply committed to broadening the 
basis of co-operation on nuclear control to 
conclude a straightforward bilateral arrangement 
with Britain. President Kennedy's formula (as he 
made clear in a background news conference a 
fortnight after Nassau)9 was to pursue both the 
multilateral and the multinational principle 
jointly and simultaneously, in order to see which 
would prove the most successful. The Prime 
Minister's thoughts appear to have been concen­
trated solely on the multinational solution. 

Unfortunately, both delegations got their ter­
minology muddled, and their final communique 
reflected two soliloquies rather than an under­
standing. Thus paragraphs 6 and 8 of the com­
munique include the British offer to assign 
Bomber Command, British tactical nuclear forces 

7 Speech to NA TO Parliamentarians' Conference in 
Paris, 16 November, 1962. 

8 Missik X was finally dropped from the American R. 
and D. programme in August 1964. 

9 The Times, 2 January, 1963. 

in Europe, and the eventual British Polarises'as 
part of a NAT o nuclear force targeted in accordance 
with NATO plans', pari passu with a similar 
American contribution. In the subsequent months 
the British government elaborated this proposal 
to suggest that all NA TO countries with tactical 
nuclear weapons should similarly be drawn into a 
new command and planning system within NA TO. 

In paragraph 8 of the Nassau communique this 
was described as a multilateralforce. The British 
impression was that the Americans agreed with 
them that the future structure of NA TO should be 
organized around a closer commitment of existing 
national forces rather than on a new force, a view 
that was strengthened by the fact that an offer of 
American Polaris missiles was immediately made 
to President de Gaulle. 

But the State Department officials had a 
different concept of a multilateral force. In their 
view it was to be a new force, consisting of sub­
marines or surface ships, jointly financed, planned, 
owned and controlled by the participants in which 
the non-nuclear allies would win their right to 
participate by their financial contribution. In 
paragraph 7 of the communique, which spoke of 
joint support for the development 'of a multi­
lateral NAT o nuclear force in the closest consulta­
tion with other NAT o allies, they thought they had 
got British agreement, to participate but in fact 
the question of British participation was not 
settled at Nassau. The British, moreover, were 
led to think, by the tenor of the discussions there, 
that this was to be regarded only as a distant 
aspiration and a secondary American objective. 

They were wrong. Less than three weeks after 
Nassau, President de Gaulle struck a heavy blow 
at the multinational solution when he rejected the 
American offer of Polaris and made it clear that 
France would continue to develop a wholly 
independent nuclear force, as well as excluding 
Britain from the Community. Mr Macmillan, for 
reasons of British domestic politics, weakened his 
own position considerably when, in defending the 
Nassau agreements in the House of Commons on 
31 January, 1963, he laid such stress on the 
continuing national command of British nuclear 
weapons as to rob their assignment to NAT o of 
much of its significance, at least in European eyes. 
By the beginning of February 1963 the American 
proposal for a new multilaterally owned and 
controlled nuclear force had become a prime 
objective of American policy: detailed plans were 
unwrapped, influential emissaries were dispatched 

7 



to Europe, and any suggestions that the proposals 
for developing a better multinational command 
and planning system should first be studied and 
discussed tended to be treated in Washington as 
irrelevant diversions from the main issue. 

Why, one must ask, did the United States 
launch the MLF proposal with such vigour and 
haste, despite the fact that the 'grand design' of 
~ .mW''Z'ili\Jl.,J-.w.r'"ii. t1lf.._1 Initm.fitua,?,"d..a 
American prestige in Europe had seldom stood 
higher, and that Britain had just made an im­
portant beau geste to the solidarity of the alliance ? 
The answer lies partly in the American view of 
German policy. It is true that the alarming Herr 
Strauss had fallen from office in November 1962 
and that Herr Erler, the widely respected deputy 
leader of the Social Democrats, and other German 
commentators, had expressed their preference for 
the multinational solution, though not condemning 
the MLF. But the Franco-German pact, signed in 
January 1963, profoundly alarmed the United 
States, and had aroused a spectre of an eventual 
Franco-German nuclear co-operation. No time, 
it ~a.,__ ar1rns<J_in..._)Vll§binll:lQP. _PlusL.he 

0 
IQ&.t.in 

European request for participation in nuclear 
planning; the right solution must be sold to 
Europe before French influence spread. 

There was a second reason why the British 
attempt to create a NATO nuclear force out of the 
assigned weapons of the nuclear powers, plus the 
nuclear armed aircraft and other tactical weapons 
in Europe, received only nominal American 

McNamara had become concerned about the 
drain of overseas military expenditure on the 
American balance of payments, and the latter had 
made clear that he equated an ally's right to 
influence NA TO strategy with its readiness to make 
a special financial contribution to the costs of 
deterrence.10 This the contribution of European 
allies to a multilateral force carried some promise 
of doing, while a re-grouping of the existing 
nuclear forces did not. 

IV 
It is a tribute to the amount of staff work on the 

MLF which had been quietly undertaken before it 

10 Testimony to the House Armed Services Committee, 
January 1963. 
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became a major premise of American policy that 
the proposal presented to the allies in March 1963 
is substantially that on which they are still 
negotiating a year and a half later. It called for a 
fleet of 25 mixed-manned surface ships to be 
jointly owned, financed and controlled by those 
countries willing to participate, each armed with 
eight PolarisA3 missiles. The cost was estimated at 
li,\mQ{r..mc~f £YG"'.V\¥.t.'W'~...'.:u....L.;- ... i!i..;'i".~ 
that the United States and Germany were prepared 
to pay 75 per cent of this sum between them. (The 
US Joint Atomic Energy Committee had firmly 
refused to contemplate American nuclear sub­
marines passing out of American hands. The new 
proposal was for a straightforward medium range 
missile force but based on international waters, 
rather than the terrain of Western Europe, to avoid 
complications with both France and the Soviet 
Union.) 

The first reaction in Europe to the MLF proposal 
was civil but not enthusiastic. The smaller govern­
ments who were approached (Canada, Norway, 
Denmark and Portugal, as well as France, expressed 
nq.jn.tex:~t-in_.13artici.J>ation)_were_worri«Labol'.!----­
demands to strengthen their conventional forces; 
naval staffs were sceptical about the operational 
viability of such a fleet, and public opinion was 
sceptical or disinterested. And no one, except Herr 
von Hassel, the German Defence Minister, who 
early suggested a form of majority voting which 
was unacceptable to the United States, could see 
how the problem of control was going to be 

proposal.11 But it became increasingly tepid as 
Washington made it clear that British participation 
was expected. When President Kennedy em-
barked on a 'tour of exploration' in Europe in 
June there were many who thought, and not only 
in London, that the MLF proposal would run into 
the sands, more especially as the President himself 
had never displayed the same enthusiasm for the 
idea as the ardent spirits in the State Department, 
particularly if it did not carry wholehearted 

11 'We shall certainly do our best, with the United 
States and Europe, to bring a NATO nuclear force into 
being, and as a first step we have offered to assign the 
whole of our V-bombcr force to it. This has been widely 
welcomed in Europe. We shall support, too, the efforts 
which the Americans are engaged upon to bring about 
a mixed manned force as well.' - Mr Peter Thomcycroft, 
House of Commons, 4 March, 1963. 

https://proposal.11
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British support. However, two developments had 
occurred which were about to give it a fresh lease 
of life. 

One was the slow strangulation of the idea of 
strengthening the political machinery of NAT o on 
the basis of multinational forces. The United States 
loyally supported such an idea at the Ottawa 
meeting of the NA TO Ministers in May 1963 where 
it was agreed that allied officers should be 
stationed at the headquarters of Strategic Air 
Command in Omaha, and that a new Deputy 
Supreme Commander in Europe should be 
appointed to co-ordinate European nuclear plan­
ning (a Belgian general was appointed four 
months later). But this did not presage a serious 
reform of the alliance structure in the direction of 
= = = 
strategic planning, and the cold bearing of M. 
Couve de Murville made it clear that, while she 
did not object to · tinkering with it, France was 
not prepared to see the alliance machinery recast 
in a more integrated design. 

Moreover, from the spring of 1964 British 
Ministers themselves began to demolish the 
foundations of their own position. As the British 
election began to loom over the horizon, and as 
they sensed that the future of the British deterrent 
might become an election issue, they began to lay 
increasing stress on the theoretic independence of 
British nuclear weapons rather than on the 
assignment of those weapons to the planning 
control of NATO. Even in Ottawa, where lay the 
best hope of convincing the non-nuclear Powers 
of the significance of Britain's change of policy 
towards NA To, the then Foreign Secretary, Lord 
Home, found it necessary to make a speech 
stressing the national aspects of Britain's nuclear 
force.12 

The other development was in Germany. There 
for the previous two years increasing doubts about 
American policy had been accumulating, even in 
the hearts of the most judicious Germans. The 
McNamara strategy of controlled response, enun­
ciated without any consultation with Bonn, hardly 
seemed to fit the security requirements of an 
exposed country like Germany. Exercise 'Big Lift' 
Europe exposed Germans to a drumfire of French 
propaganda that the United States would eventu­
ally pull out of Europe. Above all, the increasing 
American emphasis on arms control had made the 

12 Speech to the Canadian Club, 21 May, 1963. 

German government nervous, ever smce the 
opening of bilateral Soviet-American discussions 
on Berlin, that the United States might, in order 
to meet her own security requirements, have to 
make agreements with the Soviet Union which 
conflicted with German interests. It was almost 
certainly the signatur~ of the Test Ban Treaty in 
July 1963, handled by London and Washington 
with the minimum of consultation with Bonn, that 
convinced the German government that the 
MLF proposal must be firmly embraced as the only 
modification in alliance arrangements that was 
available; partly to bind American military power 
inexorably and permanently to Europe; partly to 
ensure a stronger German voice in Washington; 
partly to compensate for the Pentagon's declining 

the pleas of two successive SACEURS. In the depths 
of German thought the M LF had been, and still is, 
conceived as the German equivalent of the British 
and French independent deterrents. These addi­
tional stimuli meant that by the end of the summer 
of 1963 the German position on the MLF had 
changed from one of intelligent interest to some­
thing more closely resembling a demand.13 

There was also a second reason for the interest 
of the new Erhard Administration in the MLF. 

Since leaving office Herr Strauss, the leader of the 
Bavarian party affiliated to the cou had become 
increasingly the spokesman of a form of German 
Gaullism which advocated a reorientation of 
German policy away from its Atlantic and 
American affiliations towards a Franco-German 
partnership, and which has offered increasingly 
vocal opposition to a policy of detenteand move­
ment in respect of the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe. The political future of Herr Schroeder, 
the Foreign Minister, Herr von Hassel, the 
Defence Minister, and even perhaps the new 
Chancellor himself, became entangled with the 
future of the MLF as a touchstone of Atlanticism. 
Consequently, when the United States began to re­
exert pressure on the European countries, in the 
autumn of 1963, to accelerate a decision on the 

13 This judgment is based on my own observations and 
%,S-a.J.n:,r-on•.;-a-p-p.o; .o: ""''"' ..,_ ~·.a;;,...,.., ~&.. ~~y~..=- ...;,....,~ ... , 

1963. Just over a year later the Bonn correspondent of 
Tiu Times noted that German enthusiasm for the MLP 

derived from the fact that 'Although the Americans will 
retain a right of veto, the fact that their European partners 
will have a voice on the "board of governors" will give 
them far more weight in forcing a decision in time of 
crisis than at present, through merely being able to ask 
for United States assistance.'-T/u Times, 6 October, 1964. 
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MLF, the importance of retaining the confidence 
of Germany was more in the forefront of American 
arguments than before. The American arguments 
about the MLF as a device to arrest nuclear 
proliferation had by this time come to mean the 
arresting of Franco-German nuclear co-operation 
not as in 1958--62 the offer of an alternative to 
the French national force. 

At the beginning of September 1963 the only 
countries ready to enter into close negotiations 
with the United States were Germany, Italy, 
Greece and Turkey. Throughout September heavy 
American diplomatic pressure was applied to 
others to join the discussions on the ML F which 
were to begin the following month. This had the 
interesting and unusual effect of producing in 
Britain a public and endemic difference of opinion 
between two major Departments of State, the 
Foreign Office and the Ministry of Defence. The 
former argued that Britain could not afford to 
stand aside from an important development in the 
relations between the United States and Germany, 
while the Ministry of Defence resolutely opposed 
the MLF as costly, vulnerable, unnecessary, 
destabilising, and likely to encourage a German 
appetite for nuclear weapons. The consequence of 
this official schizophrenia was an announcement by 
the Prime Minister on I October that Britain would 
join the discussions but without commitment. It 
had by then become established that if Britain did 
join her share should be IO per cent of the cost. 
Belgium had joined the group earlier; the Nether­
lands, taking her cue from Britain, joined with 
equal reluctance in January 1964. 

The following six months were spent mostly in 
official discussions, in Washington on the military 
problems, in Paris on the legal and political ones. 
A number of outline agreements, on the relative 
invulnerability of a seaborne force, and on 
methods of financing it were reached. The only 
practical action was the American offer of a ship to 
experiment with mixed-manning, to which every 
country participating in the discussions, with the 
exception of Belgium, sent a contingent. Without 
doubt the MLF began to gain official and political 
support during these months in all the countries 
concerned. 

In April and May I 964 a new note entered the 
United States Government's exposition of its 
ML F proposal. The day when Mr Ball could suggest 
that this was an idea on which the Americans 
would lend advice only if the European countries 
wanted such a force belonged, of course, to the 

IO 

dim past. But what had been a proposal now 
became a demand. The driving enthusiasts in 
Washington had got a commitment to the MLF 

from President Johnson, who is essentially a man 
of action, which they had never got from his more 
analytic predecessor, and the word went out from 
there that all the relevant arguments had been 
thoroughly explored and that the time had now 
come for action. Once the American and British 
elections were over it was essential to conclude an 
agreement, by December 1964 at the latest, so that 
the necessary treaty legislation could be com­
pleted by next spring. Time was now of the essence, 
for the particular reason that the German legisla­
tive process is almost as complex, where treaty 
ratification is concerned, as the American, and 
that if the MLF treaty were not presented to the 
Bundestag early in 1965 it might not be completed 
before next September's elections and would either 
become delayed into 1966 or become a prey to the 
growing dispute between the right and the 
moderate centre in Germany, or both. 

It was apparent by the spring of 1964 that the 
United States was now determined to go ahead 
with the MLF, if need be with Germany as the only 
major European member. It then became clear 
that Washington gave the demands of German 
internal politics priority over those of Britain; for 
the effect of demanding an agreement in principle 
by December 1964 would be to give the incoming 
British administration - a Labour government 
assuming office for the first time in 13 years - ten, 
or, at the most twelve weeks, to reach a final 
decision. In view of the prevarications of British 
policy there might well be some justice in this, 
were it not for the fact that Labour has certain 
proposals on NA TO organization - akin to the 
multinational approach, but not necessarily pre­
dicating a British nuclear force - which it has the 
right to ask the United States and its European 
allies to examine before committing itself to the 
MLF. 

One further development occurred in July 1964, 
before the opening of the campaigning season in 
Britain and the United States temporarily be­
calmed the MLF. One source of opposition to the 
MLF, in the United States as well as in London, 
has been the American insistence since early 1963 
that it must take the form of a force of surface 
ships. Two variants have been suggested. One is 
that the European allies should finance and control 
a part of the central American strategic force, 
namely the Minuteman missiles in hardened silos in 



the Middle and Far West. Though just as logical 
as the sea-borne force, and though commanding 
the support of the late Secretary-General of NAT o, 
Mr Stikker, and some influential Americans, the 
idea has never been popular in the Pentagon or in 
Congr ss. The other idea is to group part of the 
multilateral force around the longer range inter­
diction aircraft and missiles already in service in 
Europe, or scheduled for that purpose. This idea 
has always appealed more to the British govern­
ment, partly because of naval objections to a large 
fleet of surface ships, partly from a belief that it is 
Europe-based weapons whose use or non-use 
would be of prime concern to the Europeans in 
the early stages of a nuclear crisis, and partly 
b cause Britain would play a larger part in such 
a mixed force than in a purely seaborne one. 

In July the British government submitted to the 
other MLF powers a detailed plan for the mixed 
manning, joint finance and control of the strike 
aircraft and missiles in Europe. RAF Bomber 
Command in the last war is an example of the only 
mixed manned strategic force in modern times. 
The first American reaction to regard this plan 
as a diversionary tactic has given place to a 
decision to take the proposal seriously as a com­
plement to, not as an alternative to, the seaborne 
force. There are no signs of any great enthusiasm 
for it in Europe partly from doubts about the 
role and importance of tactical aircraft in the long 
run, partly because they are not part of the 
strategic system of deterrence against the Soviet 
Union itself and therefore carry less deterrent 
weight and diplomatic prestige. 

V 

My reason for imposing this historical retrospect 
on the r ader is my own conviction that it contains 
the clues to the five questions which will dominate 
discussion of the ML F proposal among the NAT o 
allies over the coming months. Will the multi­
lateral force in fact be launched? How will it be 
controlled? What sort of force will it be? To what 
developments in alliance relationships will it lead? 
What ffect will it have on East-West relations? 

If one examines the reasons why the United 
States d cid d to revive the MLF proposal at the 
beginning of 1963, on quit different grounds from 
those first used - namely fi ar that Germany 
might succumb to French arn-uments about the 
desirability of a separate Franco-German diplo­
macy and strategy - there is no r ason to feel that 

the argument is less valid almost two years later. 
It can reasonably be argued that American policy 
is itself responsible for building up France as an 
alternative pole of attraction in the alliance. It is 
also true that President de Gaulle seems now to be 
deeply disillusioned about the Franco-German 
alliance. But the United States has acquired a 
vested interest in the political future of the 
moderate centre in Germany (she openly used her 
diplomatic influence on behalf of Dr Adenauer 
in earlier German elections); and the collapse of the 
MLF would now be a s tback to the Erhard 
government which the United States could not 
afford, since a strengthening of the German right 
wing might not only revive the Franco-German 
entente but might jeopardize the policy of dentete 
with the Soviet Union and of 'movement' in regard 
to Eastern Europe. 

The assumption that Britain can kill the MLF, 

either by downright opposition or by proposing a 
different political solution for consultation and 
crisis management within NATO - views that ar 
held in British service circles and in the Labour 
Party respectively - is at best debatable. But the 
Macmillan Government and its successor have 
failed in the past four years to put forward any 
proposals for the reorganization of planning and 
control in NATO which have captured the 
imagination of the smaller European allies, and 
those constructive steps that have been proposed 
remain stillborn by reason of the attitude of 
France. Whether a Labour government prepared 
to abandon British nuclear weapons (some £200 
million is already committed in the British Polaris 
programme), or to commit them to NATO as 
integrally as the multilaterally owned forces them­
selves, can revitalize the political approach to 

AT o reform depends partly on France and partly 
on the willingness of Germany and the United 
States to turn aside from th MLF proposal for a 
complete reappraisal of all alternative solutions 
- something that is now not very probable. A 
Labour government, with its strong views about 
the importance of the Anglo-American relation­
ship, cannot long stand outsid a development to 
which the United States attaches the highest 
importance despite the h sitations of the Labour 
party in regard to Europe. To oppose the MLF 

cat gorically on grounds of its vulnerability, cost, 
incredibility and effect on Soviet policy, as many 
service advisers would like, might risk exposing 
the relative weakening of the Anglo-American, as 
compared to the Am rican-German connection 
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- a risk that any British government would be 
most unwilling to take. 

However, the American handling of the multi­
lateral proposal has created an ambiguity about 
the control of the force which could still wreck it. 
This ambiguity has two sources, Washington and 
Bonn. As a study of the record has suggested, 
American support for a multilateral force was 
originally engendered by the passionate en­
thusiasts for European unity in the days before 
President de Gaulle put paid to the 'grand 
design'. And a number of senior American 
officials and their advisers have gone on talking 
about the MLF as a basis of an eventual European 
force, even though the American motive for 
securing the MLF has altered.1 4 This view is 
anachronistic in temIS of American interests; it is 
a form of nuclear proliferation which the United 
States strongly condemns, and it also tends to 
undermine the position of Herr von Hassel and the 
German enthusiasts for the MLP, who justify their 
attitude almost solely in terms of binding the 
United States indissolubly to Europe and disposing 
of any talk of a purely European force. This is true 
of every other European government concerned 
except Italy; there the fear that the country is 
going neutralist, combined with the desire to keep 
on reasonably good terms with France, leads 
senior officials to argue that Europe must acquire 
collective nuclear responsibility as soon as possible. 
But Italian arguments aside, the readiness of 
European governments to translate the MLP 

proposal into treaty form (Germany for fear of 
France; Britain, Bdgium and Holland for fear of 
Germany) depends absolutely on the United 
States being a member and having a veto on its 
use for the indefinite future. Fortunately, the 
dogmatic 'dumbell' men now appear to be losing 

14 ThUll: 'The multilateral force would also inevitably 
make easier the eventual development of a European 
nuclear force ... .' Mr Robert Schaetzcl, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Atlantic Affairs, at Ditchley, 27 September, 
1963. 

'A united Europe may one day acquire control of the 
multilateral nuclear missile fleet.' Vice-President Johnson 
at Brussels, 8 November, 1963. 

'Such a force might evolve in either of two ways: it 
might become an integrated Atlantic force with the 
United States still a member but without a veto. Or it 
might develop into an integrated European force without 
the United States as a member ... .' Professor Robert 
Bowie at the WEU Assembly, 3 December, 1963. 

'We have wished to leave the structure of the ldLF 

sufficiently flexible to adjust as Europe moves towards 
unity.' Mr Walt Rostow, Chairman of the Policy Planning 
Council, State Department, to the wEu Assembly, 24 
June, 1964. 

their irifluence in Washington and the President 
and the Secretary of State seem anxious, in their 
most recent statements, to eliminate this source of 
ambiguity. No doubt the United States Congress 
will make the position even clearer. 

The kind of ambiguity to be found in Bonn 
concerns suggestions that Germany would be 
prepared to accept an American veto on the use 
of the force but not that of any minor European 
subscriber - a position which conceals either the 
distaste of certain German officials at the prospect 
of Mr Harold Wilson's finger on the safety catch 
or a desire to make Britain buy a larger share of the 
MLP by scrapping her Polarisprogramme. But any 
proposals for decision by majority voting in the 
MLP control group on operational issues, however 
ingeniously devised, cannot - in my view at least -
survive the process of treaty ratification by 
national parliaments, including those of the small 
participants. 

There is also a disturbing belief in the minds of 
some German officials that the MLP could somehow 
be used in a European crisis independently of the 
main American strategic forces. Such arguments 
play, of course, straight into the hands of the 
opponents of the MLF in London and elsewhere, 
but the fact that they are put forward suggests that 
in their anxiety to retain German support for the 
project, American officials have been disingenuous 
in not confronting their German colleagues with 
the very stringent principles of control on which 
the Administration will in fact insist- that it 
should be based on the unanimity principle if the 
smaller participants wish it and that it must be 
directly integrated with the American command 
and crisis control system. Since there is no dispute 
about this in Britain, it is possible that the closing 
phases of the MLP negotiations may require 
greater internal debate and clarification in 
Washington and Bonn, and probably Rome as 
well, than in London. For it can only emerge as a 
multi-veto, integrated, Atlantic force, though 
perhaps some very general provision for the 
revision of the arrangements by the consent of all 
concerned, if Europe should achieve political 
unity, could be written into the treaty. 

The form of control has a direct bearing on the 
nature of the force. The 25-ship, 200-missile force 
proposed by the United States represents a com­
promise between the desire of the German 
government and the Supreme Commander, 
Europe, to have missiles with a strategic range 
directly committed to the defence of Europe, and 

12 



the reluctance of the United States to base missiles 
of such range on the land in Western Europe. The 
British contention is that the proposed force is too 
large and will be too long range to put at the 
disposal of a regional commander and that, 
since it will have a fairly low credibility by 
reason of its control system, its size will constitute 
an unnecessary drain on the resources of the 
participants. Hence the proposal to extend 
the principle of multilateral control to the inter­
diction weapons which must be developed in any 
case and which are a central part of SACEUR's 
responsibility: the difficulty with the British pro­
posal is that these interdiction weapons must have 
a high degree of credibility which is somewhat 
harder to conceive under a system of multiple 
vetos than under the present double key arrange­
ment. But since Britain is the most sophisticated 
military power in Europe, her entry into the 
MLP discussions has had the effect of challenging a 
number of American assertions about the man­
power, finance and training requirements of the 
seaborne force, and it is possible that the final 
discussions may well reduce the seaborne element 
to more modest proportions (10 or 15 ships), 
extend the multilateral principle to certain inter­
diction weapons, and leave provision for the 
inclusion of others if the initial experiments sa~fy 
the participants. 

Fourth, what effect will the MLF have on the 
structure of the Atlantic relationships? Anyone 
who examines the record of gradually mounting 
support for the MLP in European foreign offices, or 
who talks to politicians and officials in Bonn, 
Brussels, the Hague and even Rome, becomes 
aware that the real desire for this force does not 
arise out of any serious fear of nuclear proliferation 
in Europe nor from any overwhelming desire 
either to be associated with the firing control of 
nuclear weapons or to influence their targeting, or 
in any way to share the awesome responsibilities 
of the President of the United States. It reflects, 
rather, a wish to gain a more effective and in­
fluential role in the development of NA To's long 
term strategic and diplomatic policy, especially 
as it affects relations with the third world and the 
Soviet Union as well as to play a more decisive 
role in crises. In other words, to achieve exactly the 
objectives for which the reform of NA TO along 
multinational lines was first mooted several years 
ago. 

The question which one must therefore ask is 
whether the United States government under-

stands where it's own policy is leading. If it treats 
its M LP allies merely as technical collaborators, and 
confines the discussions of the control group to such 
relatively uninteresting subjects as missile targeting 
or finance, it will cause grievous disappointment, 
particularly in Bonn, which might lead to the kind 
of German irredentism which the MLP is specifically 
designed to prevent. Nothing could be more fatal 
to American influence as the leading power in 
Europe if the MLP were seen in Europe to be 
merely a military toy to keep the children quiet. 
Consequently, it seems to me that the 
United States will find herself speedily having to 
accord to the MLP powers a right of scrutiny into 
wider aspects of her policy which she has by and 
large refused to give to NATO - into strategic 
concepts, into force levels, into arms control 
proposals, even into Far Eastern policy. But can 
the United States afford to place this 'Little 
Entente' in such a favoured position without 
drawing in Canada and the Scandinavian 
powers? 15 Can she indeed do so without France, 
unless she is prepared to face a virtual French 
withdrawal from the Western alliance which 
would overturn the whole of the defence of Europe 
and, indeed, the power structure of the Northern 
Hemisphere? Some Americans have seen the M LP 

as giving the United States greater autonomy in 
the Far East and in her relations with the Soviet 
Union: in fact it is likely to have exactly the 
reverse effect. 

It may well be, therefore, that the MLP will in 
the end prove to have been nothing but an 
expensive and time consuming detour on the road 
to a more effective system of political and strategic 
planning among the Western allies, centred 
perhaps in Washington rather than Paris: a solu­
tion which became blocked by reason of French 
chauvinism, British hesitations and a series of false 
American judgments about the nature of Europe 
and about the strength of her own position there, 
during the earlier years of this decade. 

Finally, what effect will the decision on the 
MLP have on relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union? To this a study of its 
history provides no clear answer since the Soviet 
Union has only recently become a partner to 
the debate, and even now has not deployed its 
full diplomatic strength on the subject. There 

15 Fear that the MLP may drive a wedge between the 
West European and the Scandinavian members of NATO 
was one of the principal reasons for the hesitation of the 
Netherlands in supporting the project. Norway is now as 
flatly oppoeed to the MLP as France. 
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has been a noticeable tendency on the part 
of American officials to write off Soviet hostility 
to the MLP as merely captiow or as ritualistic. 
Some have even maintained that they have 
succeeded in convincing their Soviet opposite 
numbers that the MLP, by binding Germany even 
more closely into the NATO system, serves a 
Russian interest. Certainly the whole American 
position on the MLP has rested on a calculation 
that the Soviet Union would prefer to see a 
moderate German government with a limited 
degree of control over some nuclear weapons than 
a more intnu:1Sigent one, probably working closely 
with France, and no MLP. 

But if this calculation is proved wrong then a 
new situation arises for the United States mwt 
give its relations with the Soviet Union as high a 
priority as those with any ally. Some who have 
talked to Soviet officials closely and privately on 
this question have derived the impression that the 
Soviet opposition to the MLP is not ritualistic and 
is based on a fear that important technical in­
formation on warheads and missile systems will 
pass gradually into German hands and will 
broaden the option of some nationalistic German 
government of the future, either for developing a 
national nuclear force or for some co-operative 
venture with France. This is what the Soviet 
Union means by proliferation. 

This view may be wholly misguided, but if it is 
maintained it mwt present the United States with 
several awkward choices. For one thing the Soviet 
Union has made it quite clear in the Geneva 
negotiations that the abandonment of the MLP 

is her price for seriow negotiations on a nuclear 
non-dissemination agreement. Such an agreement 
may be higher on the list of American than of 
Soviet priorities, and may rise still further if a 
Chinese nominal bomb is tested in the near future 
and it becomes important to prevent powers like 
India from shopping for a nuclear programme of 
their own. Moreover, if a non-dissemination 
agreement falls by the wayside through dogged 
American adherence to the M LP this means 
alienating the more liberal and pro-American 
section of public opinion in the countries of NATO 

Europe which looks to the United States to 
maintain the momentum towards arms control 
agreements initiated by the nuclear test ban. But 
the United States has placed so much emphasis 
on the MLP that to abandon it now would create a 
grave political crisis in German. It has been sug­
gested one possible way out of this dilemma would 

be to carry through the full provisions of the Irish 
resolution and initiate a treaty among the non­
nuclear powers whereby they would agree not to 
manufacture or to acquire control of• nuclear 
weapons. It is possible that if Germany were to 
take the lead in collecting signatures to such a 
treaty it might prove successful, though again the 
advent of the Chinese bomb makes this a difficult 
moment to ask India or Japan for their sig­
natures without stringent security guarantees on 
the part of the United States (and perhaps the 
Soviet Union as well). 

Alternatively if the Soviet Union is adamant, 
the United States may have to regard the MLF 

more as a bargaining card than as fixed policy. 
The difficulty here is that the purpose of the MLP 

has been considered so much in German terms 
that the Soviet concession against which it is to 
be traded mwt be one that fully satisfies Germany. 
The displacement of Mr Khrushchev by Mr 
Kosygin and Mr Brezhnev adds a new element of 
uncertainty to the Soviet reaction. 

There is a danger that a diplomatic initia­
tive undertaken originally to reconcile Germany 
to the existence of a Soviet-American dialogue may 
either endanger the dialogue itself or the influence 
of the United States with its allies. The coming 
crisis on the MLF is likely to illwtrate once again 
that for the strengthening of allied cohesion and 
the pursuit of a stable relationship with the 
adversary cannot be separated, since they are two 
facets of the same problem. 

At the beginning of November 1964, the leaders 
who had been associated with the policies of the 
early 1960s had been replaced in every major 
country that is a partner to the old East-West 
confrontation, except France. This can hardly be 
the appropriate moment to apply a plan that was 
evolved in quite different circumstances to those 
of today. If the MLP proves, after more profound 
discussion than has yet been attempted among the 
NA TO powers (including France whose unwise 
abstention from earlier debates has provided so 
much of the proposal's impetw) to be the soundest 
solution to the problem of allied confidence and 
control, then a year's delay will not diminish its 
soundness. If it gives way to proposals, emanating 
as much from Germany, Britain and, one hopes, 
France, as from the United States, which are more 
suited to the international climate of the late 
1960s and the 1970s, then nothing - except a few 
diplomatic and academic reputations - will have 
been lost. 
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Government riot ·only to -pledee oµt'.:; «M~ . 

. , to make-an effectiyf Bri tisb 
very close to the 
-all remember the time 
there was a very 
f'ortunately. cut out at 't.he -last 
We were never told why or 
a pity that what he intended 
said. It will now be said.··' 

• ·1.· 

... • ~ ,,. 

''! -

•,CcQfl~t~:. U~tf 
=heart of the. ~:1A-f:e\~ote• ·, 

when he b.a(fi$'.3Ji>~•.·
powert:Ltl -pax-agr«p};t~ op;i. • 

alnut.e ~ 
Who :c~ttt\a\ ~ • ~ 

if;p---it•.ro · 
a" • • , -~.-

..: ·· .. 

,,, "·: • 

. . . 

, - ' 
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... 
. 

~ 

;,. 

~ • ; .. • ..... .. .a.. i·~,· 

a·_great ·de~ more ~1~·~, dis 
4 •xamination ot the defense ai 

• anticipate ei'ther_.--thQtsepolicl 
~. ·W111-..umer~.t~ that we now-..)la
•. Nad ~ we-ve ~en d.iligent. 

.. .. ....'- . . 

• • . • • R,i~\· Honora1:>le Gent 
-not only read "I.hose· books, 
undoubted abilit7 to read and 
tberecollections o~•eome or t 

-aom.eRight Honorable Gentle 
tacts and figures :now,-'v,9.11.a'.. 
in reco~cilin&~_ec,me of .tl'.!e ~& 
the figu~es then \uoted; I 
I am ·sure that the !louse and~ 

'· speculate •J:i•n the fao·t~ lftl'e r.t 
led to some ot ·these 1111~).ead 

. • I knew that 1 ·rilt·ed 
relevance of ·the· high :co$t ot· 

! J)l'S)gr&m to ·our .A!CODO~C situ'­
• • intention to. •~oro.e~ ~etre~ ....-:...-i 

-~ Chancellor of "'he Exchequer
t.heae talks, but the entire 

.. t • _pr.esent J.n a novel- and r•!.T'l'JN"M■ 
ed. •alue ·for money. It mtle 
eveT,&nd, s~aking for ~s,eltt 

.,. .- . l,een_ c~rman ot the Publib '!~ 
h•lf _years~··· .. • ,. ..•. • • . .,. .... ' . 

• . •... ··: ._._.~JlaviDC)said that,· ab 

•. • . 

. '.£ooddeal more·in the~~ t-·---
• • certain points raised by'the_~IIJIMI~

• conduct o!· negotiations. The .;,.,~~ • 
. .. ·-euftioient experience .in: t~its t.. 
: .....of ne·go'tiationa is not ,•4v~o, .~~11., 

• d_et&i_led -proposal,• eve_r, .-pc1n · ;.,_flli\\~..... .... 
, • . :. make ~ -off e;-. i!, ~ onJ.y· ~. 

• • Ooviouel.y 1 because. ·tlle~e ne.t<tt$:'-!ll~l!!i 
. .: l cannot. 1>e /i~7 epe9if1.c as L _.,_.IL'

• ... •. :tro~_WashinlEon. We ·intend. ~•-:.-..- ..1,~ 

Oppos1ti.Dn and the liouee • a p t 
like to repeat. the prinoipl••- ... . . . . . .-,. 

~ • ,, l • 

Vfsit to Washington' , ,· _-. ·..~ ... 
--~lftiJc.~ . .• 

' 

.• . First,. -~n ·tp.e
deter •~lluol:ea~ );tte._ck. . 
word$ used ·by the Leader-. 
·said tnat thousands ·of SQv 
Ol,r islands" and .that thie 
o~:y by. the combinatlon·qt-<t 
pow~r. ~e're was no &\18~~ 

.. 

.. • » 





. 
cf 'tr.t • 
s+.,p.te::t~nt
tb.o.t ·-the~· llig_ 

·s1r A. Dnn 

• 
. .. . . - ~ ~ ': . c..J ~. '~ ... • : -

• . · • • .... ·.., ~e have "'thrAugh~~. the dtscu:s!ione· • er -~J;ie:~st' :~~o· •: ... .. 
•·:, • 7e~r~ ·t~~~~se•to~ .f,ril;.~e~ort t ,t ol. • - .. ~.Ai.-:e, co.Q ·;. 
·: • t ·Jgreer.tept~Jeli -eJ1V1~~~the-·;C 1 ec: 1 e .i,tj..,_..,.....,., :enci equa1ly, 
-· • • we have •~tefsea_ -ou.i\ opposi tt pn to • b parllcu ar. proposal • 

put f orw~ ~:\lrlde~ ,tbat· c~ausQ°which ·.e-nvisaged • mixed-manned 
surface fi,Jet. .We b$l1eve :,hat lied-on urf~ce !le.et 
adds nothing to iestern strength, 1s •likely t_ o ~sea dissi­
pation of effort within the Alliance, and tna7 d ~o tpe . 
difficulties ~f East-West agreement. Tbe~e i tli~ question 
whether the mixed-t1anned surf.o.ce fleet - -and 1hi is tpe·
pr,,rosal which at .. _th~ m~ent holds the 'field - . 1;wolveif·rp.
Ger:x:an finger or. the ·trigger. In Koscow.thia'year.ae I ·tol 
the :-iouso it: Jul~r, ·my Richt Honorable Friend 'tbe Foreign Secre­
tary and I soueh~ tQ ~isr,l t~e Soviet view·~hai the propoaaV 
in ita pre3ent fom meant, ,as the 1>ut it., -a :<lerm&n finger on 
the trigger. In tts present form.and as~lo~gaa the A.~erican • 
vet> r~i_9s -~~s9l~t,.~ ~.t~does ~ot meaq in ut .. view ad~itiona! 
fin~ers on the ~I-lgget. ~ susp~ct a~ al~ have euspecte4 _ 
that the Saviei _fear relfj.tes. not s• .much to pt~sent •• . • •• • 
pr~posal ~ut mor~ ... t• ·the· poesibility .sometla ..l anvassed ..that 
the Amet-1,."can be replaced bJ' • ,syat,a tf-veio •aight majority
voting capable of ~errJding Amer.ican·.oppo J'iion to the bemb 
being used." To eucb a developnent we·are' 1trev9cably opposed
and such, I gather, is the vie~ ef the Leacler or the Opposition. 

. ~ 

Throughout all our discussions Ott -the mixed-ma_n~ed ·,~
proposal there have been difficulties in finding out what "tias 
the view of the then Government, now the opposition. The Right 

• /Honorable •.• J 

https://thia'year.ae
https://surf.o.ce




•• 

CO!lll:let,surat·e in tc~ : our- b 
defen~es,. ~,?{hut"'w·i·~re d.ebj;t-in 
thirJc lli~t Jion_orabl.-e Gcntleme.ll ...."""',.,."" 
think 'Lfhaf/-~~· :1>61i~~'Y~b~3 .. ed 'Q 
pos~ess1on ~fa j)a~~1allY inden~~~~>, •~-.rili-
1ndepen4en~ weapon ~<io·tit'era 16? ~ 
•eonomHf stf~ngt~ rtln',F'thp indepe~abtfe .,.,.~iiJJ4.<l!!I.Y 

atrength. .Tne 1'eader:,<>f· .. th_e. p:1~·l~~~~:: 
ot tl1is -confer1:"iJl~.~ ~1clte*· ~o ~lnf•ftlla.<;r, ~"'lt.:.,1"111,! 

the phrase·~ery~~-fu~s in. 
in the • n9vl~.·._ conf.ere.n:q.e.,..~ro.am 
war a British .initiative has ·b 
because cf Viha\ :tpeRitht ·_H_onorabl• .. 
but mainly beceuse I believe t b ali-
zation in the worldtl'uit' -~,...M .c "tieth 
Century ideas. 'r I am·bound to . , ,'·;, ': 
Gentleman·• s spee~h thi~ aftet'n W.-.• 

•rings of sp~eche~ ,e )lave hear o ra~dy 
to sound a ·little ~ated. If o o ussio~ 

1

going on in the. WQ~7,4's press- •. , l . 
Western defence,·'It did not se ~ he . 
seffic age ·ns the di~cua~io~ - a ,4.-l~~ur-
sel ves I must say this to_. .~n~ .. 
becau~e we .h~ve all been thr .__._., -Qn • • 
arriVlt;&, o.r. 't.he ~~po~i;ticrio • i~" 

·make mintst~p.4l -~.P!~C~ies'',t}, ... · • 
pc,w~rful ~l'!:c~ on ~Otjopol1,es.. . : 
becaus~ _they. 1ere outdated,. ·~· . . .._ . a'l>ou. 1t 
Honorable ·'6e_ntlema!l • s spe~c~ tl i, afternoon.• ·• ~~-?!i~~ie~.'t.· 

Since It.ave referroo: o the fact th t ; o in.the 
conference room, I am sure ·to"' t .,the Hou~~ i11 •understand ::~j
fe~lings about·"the position,.in •. hifn 1s9qie of lIJ.Y • t Ho~Ol'3ble 
Friend_s. have. b~_cn.placed _1n·~c··ft,a\n' -~~c~11:t. ~ r ~l c~n:- ·I 

ferences .:..~ pusl!ior. of gr~t . b~rre,s.~cnt due C>~our ·•, 
·measures but ·to the measures· hidi:i vlere forced o ·:-"!he 
Right Honorable Jor Ea net {Mr .Ma~dlint) . • h~t ~heMem:t>.er 
ta.riff charg~ ~ --'~&re in ~.facl .. hi ~agn9~i. nd .edy,. ...S.o. . . 
there: car.l'.lot. ·1:ie·h,ny complain~ P:'t~igh~.Honor ere. --~··.. . • -
oppe_s.1to t'ho.-t;w~..,.1ntrodu·ccJ. th t_ r tjy,. ~~•-the.,·' - - -
_Oppo~i ti~r,~ ~n ;a·"·~~f19}! to _t)";e: C~"'!!.b e U riS(J:t~.
tive Ur.d·er-~uate_ .~9~.f~~y tr.e oth eve ~-.tilt-. 
the trouble aron~ froc the tact. that we ~ ~tr~li ·,~fer 
we i.Ir.pc~ed th.c~e- meq.oure~. ~ .T a.t r;. . .r~. .f.,umy e.rgtne~t • i 
1t net? V,'hnt ·.:.t~:jfa~t• is ~lte:f,~f ,u~.fl. e~tA ves~ebody.;.,&~~:·
black e:,a - •an~ ~i-p~bo1y de-c:t,~~- hp.,~ ;it ;l;,\,k?'$ 1! we.i1ii. ;them-· ,_,. 
ftrst that ~ o.~~-~o1ng to J~?:.~t:t,ty m,;rltes it more_f~~l"d-r-able .. 

• • • •• .. • • 'I • ~ 

. 3ir A. Dcue:las-Home: I .hor.cntly di . no·t · say that · ·I. anid ,that 
you made.an --~~ferr.n1 m,lck :9!.it,..-~1 , .. l'ia ab-out ri~h~~.,.. :-•• •··· ... • 

• ~~i-; .• . .: .... 
•• • h • \ 0~- . . ·~ 
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!.Jr. 'Wilson: ~hat was ·a ltt 
norntally ~xncct !~'iim the Ri 
cr1 ~'ic1z~-the .me"'ct' .!'es .. c 
r,e CA.id r.CJ-; ccnc··j_ • • ""o !l 
then did 1t, :i.4.: YJOUld ho. ve. e ... ,,..,.,.....~,. 
not h~ve had ·-~h"i_s~confo~9n 
icform ani then a:oit v,it 
thoug~t t~t "ie $~~¥ld _4g1 -.z'IC:r::r­
men~. We should h$ve ~a-a., 
Does not the Right Sonorab 
have had it· ~·nywey:if ,;e ha 
he thir.k would have hnppone 
that period? The ifght P.o~tt.A4,....,
is totally - (interruption)·
situation which v,e 1'nher1te 
no~ arise. ~I hope that I ll_Ul-1 
Hf.'norable Friends in these -c 
ness, although that woul4 ~ __l'lllll1U1AJ•.~ 

placed in an intolerable sii n "ti7 
measures had to be taken l)e~a.. 01=• a..,_.,..­
eco~o~ic situation, bccauae nothing •A• 
because the Election was pcstpotlej :.t_(J~­
i:urpooes. 

·:.) ·1·1·-. .• • • 
.. .. 
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I e~d as I begar., by 
Gcntlem~~ ~h~~ th~ i~fluer.ce~ 
word.3, twhich t:1is coti.n•ry can cam.m,nd:•i 
clinging er not clir.ging to some ~;f~ 
may or may r.ot tavc or wtich it ha. 
That is why, despite the challengi 
as a challenging ar.d exclting one:~ 
of auccessi,e negotiations on whlc 
we shall r.ot exert oar full influ&n 
assert our great pot'cnt iel econaQi,c 
neglected I would say to Right R_o~·orab~ 
some of them realize it - th~t Defence .Po\ 
Right Hor.arable Gcntlemar. concentrated, 'Fore 
Economic Policy ere facets of a single unit 
:9ri tain which JLear.s to be great. in' it~ inrl 
do so or.ly or. the basis of unit1 and a sens 
betweer. it3 policies for D~fence, its~ 
policies for economic strength~ and t 
d :,. 

• 
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Jte r~ 
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__1'1si8Ht ,· '• l,lt-OIS _KOMER 
_MOODY 

_f ROM BOHLEN_ ~ _ :· •i • :::!~~iiERSAND FI NLETTER_ 
• • • SAYRE 
. -PULL TEXT COUVE SPEECH JRANSMI TTED EMBTt'L 273¢·1AND TRANSLATION 

PORTIONON MLF SENT E~BTEL 2741 • · . 
' • , 

IN OUR OPINION USG SHOULD NOT FAIL RESPOND To·-couvE REMARKS AND 
PARTICULARLYPARABEGINNING"ALL TRIS LEAVES US WONDERING AND 
AWAITINGlNDISPENSABLE·EXPLANATIONS.":WHILE WE THINK THIS IS 

·PROBABLYWINDOW-DRESSING TO PLACE FRENCH 'INDESIGNED GOVT 
LIGHT OF RIGHTEOUS AND AGGRIEVED BELIEVEPARTY, WE NEVERTHELESS 
WE SHOULD' TREAT IT •T FACE VALUE AND INTERPRET IT AS INVITATION 
TO USG AS WELL AS TO-OTHE~S CONCERNED WitH ML.F, TO EXPLAIN 
·RAT1-0NALEOF' MLF TO G0F.: • • 

• ,\ I I • ' •I 

IT SHOULDBt UNDERSTOOD OF °THIS HAS ALREADY.!. FIRST THAT MUCH 
BEEN DONE. AMB SMrTH AND ADM LEE EXPLAINED OUR INITIAL THINKING 
ON PROJECT TO NAC ON OCT 22, 1961 AND THERE WERE BILATERAL AND 
NAG DISCUSSIONS AFTER NASSAU. S-INCE WORKING GROUPSE'T UP, 

' FRENCHLIKE ALL OTHER MEMBERS NATOHAVEST~NDING l"NVITATION TO 
• ~WIN PARIS WG. REPORTSHAVE BEE"NMADE'TO NAC ON THREE · 
. OC.CAS IONS, NAMELY OCT9,. 1963 (POtTO 421); DEC.T'1, f963·' 

(VJG/DOC12); MAY 6, 1964 (WG/DOC32/ADD.1). AMB BOHLEN HAS 
TALKEDTO COUVE ABOUTPOSSIBLE FURTHER DISCUSSIONS (EMBTEL 

12384) AMS Ft NLETTER HAS>TALKEDTO SEYD'bux (POLTO •595), '_' 

EMPHASI.ZINGus ATTA[;HES 1TO ·uNDERSTANDING s·PEtlAL· IMPGRTANCE BY 
FRENCHOF US DESIRE FOR-CORDIAL CONSUlfATfONWITH FRENCH·' 
CONCERNINGVARIOUSNUCLEARDETERRENTS. AMB FINLETTER HAS MADE 
THIS CLEAR TO SECRETARY. • 
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NEVERTHELESS TO US THAT FONMIN GIVESIT SEEMS ASSEteLY SPEECH 
U$G OPPORTUNITY INITIATIVE WITH GOf AT THIS TIME, TO TAKE USEFUL 
EVEN THOUGH WE MAY HAVENO ILLUSIONS REGARDINGWILLINGNESSOf 
GQf TO BUDGE ON THIS ISSUE. 

FRENCHDID MOVE ON IANf AT OTTAWA IN 1963fOLL<MINGINFORMAL 
APPROACH WITH COUVE. Mlf SEEM.5 BECOMEFINLETTER TO US TO HAVE 
BLONNUP AS POLITICAL ISSUE Of FAR GREATER PROPORTIONS, 
IN WHICH DE GAULLE BELIEVESTHAT WHAT IS AT STAKE IS ENTIRE 
MlL IT ARY ANO POL I TI CAL OR I ENT~ 1.QN Of GERMANY, AND I NDEED 
EUROPE, VIS-A-VIS US. If THERE SOMEBASIS FOR·· PERCHANCE WERE 
UNDERSTANDING,WE SHOULD THOROUGHLY 

I .

PURSU; ANY SUCH OPPORTUNITY, 
BUT EVEN If WE VIEW COUVE DISINGENUOUS THAT FRANCE PROTESTATION 
HAS WOT BEEN PROPERLY AS MANEUVER WARAGAINSTINFORMED IN COLD 
MLf,.WE ST'ILL BELIEVE WE SHOULD OURSELVESPROTECT BY MAKING 
FURTHERAPPROACH OUR SIDE. TO GOF FROM 

,.., 

WE RECCJ+1END THAT YOU INSTRUCT BOHLENTO SEE COUVE AND INQUIRE AS 
TO MEANING Of ASS::: ✓1BLY STATEMENT,POINTINGFIRST TO RECORD Of 
APPROACHES ABOVE.· AMB THEN RECALL' TO GOF.INDICATED COULD 
INFORMALSUGGESTIONALREADYMADETO fONMIN (EMBTEL 2384)AND 
ASK WHETHER-GOf·WISHES TO ESTABLISH ARRANGEMENTSfOR DETAILED 
EXPLANATION Of MLF AND STEPS RELATING OF RATIONALE THERETO. 
THIS COULD TAKE FORM PARTICIPATIONOF FRENCH IN WG, 
BRIEFINGOf SEYDOUX, MUTUALLY ARRANGEMENT.OR OTHER AGREED 
If COUVE.RESPONDED WE COULD SET TO WORK·TO , POSITIVELY, lt+1EDIATELY 
DEVISE SUITABLE FORMULA. If RESPONDS ORCOUVE NEGATIVELY 
EV.ASIV~LY,BOHLENWOULDINDICATETHAT UNLESS GOf WISHES TO 
DISCUSS MATTER SERIOUSLY,USG HAS NO CHOICE BUT TO RESPOND TO 
ASSEMBLY'STATEMENT SETTING RECORD WITH PUBLIC DECLARATION 
STRAIGHTREGARDING EtFORTS TO EXPLAIN OUR PREVIOUS Mlf TO GOF 
AND TQ.WCIT THEIR INTEREST AND SUPPORT. 

·' .• 

ABOVE~AS OBVIOUS I NG ALS~.ON BOHLEN REQUESTTO SEE BEAR I S FUTURE 
DE GAULLE, BUT WE BELIEVE IT WbULD BE BEST If POSSIBLETO CLEAR 
GROUN&.Sffl,RSTWI TH COUVE AS AUTHOR APPROACHOF STATEMENT. TO 
DE GAUw.,.E WOULDIN ANY CASE APPEAR TO CALL FOR SOMEWHAT 

/LESS DETAILED 

-GEGAEl-
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LESS DETAILED AND MORE PHILOSOPHICAPPROACH,ON WHICH WE WOULD 
WISH TO RESERVE RECOM'£NDATIONS DEPT REACTION TILL WE HAVE TO THIS 
MESSAGE. 

DEPT ATTENTION INVITED TO POMPIDOU REMARKSTO PARLIAMENTARY 
JOURNALISTSTODAY DELIVERED TO DRAFTING WHICH SUBSEQUENT 
ABOVEAND WHICH ACCENTUATENEGATIVEATTITUDEEXPRESSEDBY 
C.OUVE. 

ADVISE SOONEST. 

GP-1. 

BOHLEN 

JMH/25 

•SECRET 
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ARA 
FE FOLLO.vING IS FULL FRENCH TEXTOF FOREIGN MINISTER'S SPEECH 
IO TO N.4.TIONAL ASSEMBLY NOVEMBER 3 • . . 
p 

USIA Speech delivered by Mr. Couva de Murville. Minister of FoTeign
NSC 
INR Affairs ou November 3, 1964 before the National Assembly. 
CIA 
NSA 
DOD 

1.'he foreign policy de~ate in this ~sse.nbly, which is now being opened.NIC 
SMF by the statement I have 

I 

th~ honor to make to you, in tho name of the Govern• 
DAC 
STR ment, ia situated within at1; international context datninated by recent. events 
E 

or situations that everyone _.':Jell knows will have very important consequencesAEC 
AGR in the near, or perhaps 1n the distant, future. From the former, parti• 
CFA 
COM cularly from the two that concern Russia and China, I shall endeavor to 
FRB 

draw certain conclusions in order to state, at this time, the broad linesTAR 
TRSY of our international action. Of the latter, that is to say,· the present 

RMR state of Europe and of European policy, I shall speak more in detail and 

shall endeavor to define, as pr4c1Dely as pos~ible, the position of the 

government and the immediate objectives it has set for itself. 

With retpta t to. th• budao c, l ~bd 1 .:1t tempt in another- •ddr-e1 ■ to 
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answer the question• that ·have been put to me, and, e1pecially to atve, 

in so far as necessary, some particulars about the essence of the new 
J • 

provisions it contains, that is to say, concerning cultural relations, 

technical cooperation, and information. 

Of the recent event•, the firet in date is the change in the British 

Governm~nt. • Obviously I can do no more than mention it.and add that, in 

any case, we wish to maintain trusting, cordial relations with that great 

country, our neighbor, and o~r very old ally. In this connection, the 

m~~sures recently taken c: announced 1n London have naturally caused con• 

siderable emotion. _, does not rest with me to discuas the effect that 
'• 

abando~:1ent of the "Concord" project would have on our aviation industry. 
I 

Howevr..::-,~.TC? cannot but regret 1' profoundly to see tho h. r,cs to which 

that gr~at undertaking had given riae, both with respect to the 

maintennnce, in Europe, of a capital industrial activity for the 

development of modern techniques, and with respect to effective.F,ranco­

British cooperation, threatened, and perhaps disappointed. As for the 

~onmcrcial ~assures that have already bean applied, their effact on 

tra-0c vill surely be serious. Intornational talks are now in progreos, 

but it is still too soon to make a definitive judgment or decide on the 

action to be undertaken. 
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The change in government in Russia was, certainly, more unexpected 

than the ·~hang~ 1n England and hae, for that rBneon and for many others, 

given rise to cominenta and interpretations. The new Soviet leaders 
·-J • 

imnediately informed ua, as they did moat of the other countries of the 

world, that the effacement of.Mr. Rhruehchev meant no change in Moscow'a 

foreign policy, particularly with respect to what is.customarily known 

there as peaceful coexistence, that la to say. the maintenance of peaceful 

relations with other.States. Along with the rest of the world, we took 

due note of this, desirous as we are to maintain normal relations with 

the Soviets, and, in so fat ·as our mutual interests permit, to develop 

our eco~01nic, cultural, and :technical relations. Moreover, t~e Government 

has just concluded with the ~oviet Goverruztent a long-term agreement. which 
I 

should result in a 1!substantial increase in our exports, pa~ticularly capital 

goods. 

It is not possible, however, in the face of the event• that have 

occurred, and taking into account the circumstance in which thfY. have 

occurred, not to ask oneself certain question• concerning the ee1ence of 

the situation of that vast country, I mean, it• instituticm.a; lta economy, 

,;nd it• foreign relations. 

As for its institutions, it 11 clear that the political change• 

launched by ~hat has been called destalinization are far 'from complete. 

The evolution that will unavoidably continue, even though it may still_ 

suffer some $etbacks, will certainly have profound ~on~equencea, even 
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among the Communist parties other than th$ Soviet Communist Party. 

, As for the Ruaaian economy, one 11 struck by tbe'continued a1ri• 

cultural difficultie•~ that ie to .say, in the laat anaiyai•• the 
J • 

con~inued crop shortages. One is also struck by the chronic shortage•. 

in light industry and in consumer goode. There is involved here, it 

seems, somethirtg that is inherent in an economic setup founded on a 

rigid system, which leaveo nothing to Man and his natural healthy, 

cr~ntivc reactions,• He~e nr,ain, changes ore unavoidable, and they will 

have political conaequer.c~a. 

Lastly, as fc.n· ~..>reign relations, everything, with respect to 

Ru::;sia ,' still appears to be' dominated by. the dispute with China. What• 

ever IMY happen in the comi~3 months, national dispute3, power struggles 

within the Communist world, ~he inevitable incompatibility existing 
' 

between a relci.tively wall-endowed nation such as the Soviet Union and 

the vast proletarian mass of China is going to persist for a long time, 

and consequently, renders any true cooperation quite hazardous ... 

Tha announcement.of the first Chinese nuclear explosiQn and, hard on its 

heels, the.~nnouncement of another.nuclear taat 1n Russia have pointed U? 

this situation, even though, naturally, there ia no common measura of the 

u:1portoncc of these two events. The e;cplosion .1t Sin Kiang is a surpric~ 

only·in the m:itter of the <late. The Peking Government it!le?H had never 

made a mystery of ita intentions and plans, but the _fe.it ncc,,::1pli always 

has ita significance. From new on, China will be clo~scd ~s the fifth 
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nuclear power. If the road it still has to travel before it truly posseosa• 

the, ato~S.c weapon is long, it is now manif<:et that, politically speaking, 

things have changed suddenly for Cl!ina al8o. The iq>r.es·aion is so strong 

throughout the world that once again the ecope of juat tho atomic fact~• 

being measured, even if that'£act ia not expected to translate itself into 

effective power for soma time to come. 

World ~onscience is thereby again confronted with the question of 

nuclear wc~pons, i.e., the question of their abolition. A great d~al ia 

being said with regard to China, as was done previously with regard to 

France, about the dangers of proliferation, about the necessity of doing 

everything poasible iur.lediately to obotruct it. 'l'ba Governm~nt, for 

!ts part, has always thought\ that this was tlle wrong way to approach 

the problem. Certainly one ~ould only approve an action that-would ~end 

to prevent tho admission of new statea to tho nucleaT club. But, con­

e!dertng that the club would be_preparing for its-own destruction at the 

smoo time, how can one •eek ·to dcmy others, barring voluntary l:emmciatiol\ 

or. their part, what one permit• oneself? Furthermore, expuielnce provee 

th3t t.hia cannot be done without rosortiug to fore~, which to my knowledge 

has never been contemplated. 'l'ho solution, the only solution, ts the 

total-d~struction of existing ar~cnta and a prohibition against the 

manufacture of new weapons, both undor effectiv0 control. We have noted 

that the Socretary General of tho United Nation& recently expressed himself 

alou3 theao same lines. At the tiiirea time h'! sum~eat'l!d a direct discussioll 
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between all the present n1.U:lear powers. 'lllia ie what tho French Govo-rnmcnt 

has alwaye requested. fo; there is abaolutely no other practical method of 

progressing. provided the desire to progress exista. 

Tho same holds true for ~uclear ww~pona as for general oquilibrium 

in.the world, that ia, the terms and conditions for the -peaceful organi­

zation of international relations. w~must manoge-•and this iawhat.ie 

happ~ning, little by llttlo--to consider the question& nnd tha fact• by 

th(.!mSelves, not by the mech.:mical processe3 of the thought of certain 

conveniencea or certair. .;.ufluencea. Franca for its part is convinced that, 

even if fundamental differences betwean the countries of frocdom nnd those 

of totalitarinni&m continue ~o exist, and will for a very lon3 time, the 

yearo of sharp division betw~n rt.sidly orgoniF.o~ blocs hov.e coma to an 

end. In the totalitarian field, matters are aJ~."'1!'.'ly :oiug very f~r. 

Emancipation is clearly takinr; foTID; it ia even being transformed, in 

one easent1ai case, into violent antagonism. The free countrieo ~ill 

never havo reasons for such extrOl.lities. Their mutual relations have 

alwttya been of enother kind. Neverthelo68 it 1a natural, and•inevit.nblc • 

besides, that thos~ relations should undergo change in the direction of 

each ona's rediicovery of its own responsibilities. Fro~ ~hat trnnsform3tion, 

fr:x:n that; of the communiGt world end of the accession to !ull sovcrci~nty 
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of dozens o( previously colonized countries, some of which are of major 

importance, there i■ bound to coma • now world aqulU.brium which will 

assuredly be more stable than that-of the cold war, bacauoe it will have,. 

more natural foundations, and the final form of which i■ perhapa beina. 

foreshadowed by certain ragidnal regroupiuge that are beginnina to appear. 

Thf.a at lea■ c is what one has reason to think about ·Europe, and what can 

alao ba imagined foT Latin .America. 

I have mentioned Latin America. In the course of this year, the 

President of the Republic will have viaited most of the countries of that 

inmense continent: Mexico in the spring, and the ten nations of South 

America in September and Oc:tober. Two journeys the exceptional importance 
I 

of which is evident. Everydne al ■o knows of the unforgettable welcome 
i! 

given General de Gaulle and ?ranee, without exception, in 'a_ll. the c~untriea. 
·1 

visited. The far-reaching con ■ equencea of that extraordinary demonetration 

of friendship and understanding.will graduallybecoma apparent 1~ the 

political ·sphere and in au· th• other spherea. A fflttl conclu1tone may be 

drawn· fr0111it at this.time. 

'l'he first, obviously, ia that after the eclipse of the laat war, and 

also after a relative abecnca that in fact goes back to the fir■ t world war, 

that i•~fifty years, General de Gaul~••• visit meant that France ba.d returned 

.to Latin kn.erica. 'l'be incredible demonstration of friendship, and even 

affection, which took place ahCNed _in at~iking fashion that aentimenta 

remained, after all tho trials, astonishingly Jaithful; that our political 
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ond cultural presence had never been tmpairad in depth; that France wos 

ati11 awaited and •till welcome, because the meaning of itl human mi11ion 

is ,verywhere.understood. It did not behoove us, of course, on the occaaion 

of nuch a visit, also to represent that Europe which in South America con• 

tinuea to be thG source of all·.civilization. Neverthelees, it was clear 

that t'rnnc_e and Europe wer_e spontaneously associ~ted dJ.1ring that voyage, 

and thnt the lattar was ~lwaya apparent through the former. 

Sowe3ver muchthes~ countries differ and however strongly marked; the 

personality of each of them is, they h':lve fundamental problems in c:om:non: 

th~t of political et3bi1·:ty, that of economic stability, that of the 

training of men. In other vo~de, they must, all at on~ ti.ma-, cqnsolidate 

the found.!ltions of 4 nation and 4 stato by dr3stic reforms relating to 
i 

the et.'1-tnic and social question~. beginning with the agrat:ian.queat_ion; 

put ~n end to the 1netabtlity of the national revcnuo resulting fron too· 

imich dependence, pnrticularly in the one-crop countries, on fluctueting 

1uternational pricea; and, lastly, educate and technically train_~eu, without 
I 

whoM it would be purpos~leaa to cpe.ok of development mid progress. Thia 
·by 

triple task-con be undertaken and successfully performed only/t'he coiL,trics 

thems~lvca and on their own full responsibility. But they ~en bo helped 

by all tho forms of cooperation that do not affect their i.:1cc:,cmdence 

snd theif_.~tio1U1l ditp11ty. Who ,-can fail to see that F:::.::.ncc is n.atur~lly 

qualified te partic!pat• in providing &.uch aid_.? Politically, Prance offer■ 
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it•. 1nap~ration, tho examplo of ita own efforta, and a friondahip without 

ultorior motive or reatraint. 'Ec~osuically. it ta without doubt the only 
J. 

one of the principal powers that baa espoused, and very recently a;ain ~t . . 

the big trade conference in Geneva. the cousa of stabilization of the 

priceo of basic product•• just aa in.aide the CommonMukot . . it la tho 
.. 

cbantpiou of a genuine oi,;anization of aartcultural markets based on 

reasonable internati9nal prieca. P'inally·, the molding of human being• 

ie its calling above all others . 
. 

Thu is what has beau said during thia trip, and thia 1a tho action • 

that we·_must now continue and develop. That will be to the advantage of 

our f-ri~d• in La.tin .Amer~c:a~ 'l'hnt will U.kewiae be good for France. 
1!-

In the flret place. its international position will thereby b~ strengthened._ 

Then, a more vigorous, more ~ 1tab1e and m,,ra prosperous Latin &aerf.ca w~ld 

becouie a major clement 1n the: gener11l oquUibrium., And for this re4son, 

furtherr.uore, what would be good for it and for ua vould al•o be-~ood for 

&11 the othere, for it would tend to promote peace. 
. 

It is~ this Blmle epirit tba~ F~ance ha• alway• viewed European 

policy, that 1a, the prospect& of forming a genuine Wcatern European Union 

1n all aphc~es--po11cy. economy, defense end culture. To form auch a union 
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which would bathe maatcr of ita oconomy, which would be mada up of 

closely linked sister c~ltureo, ~hich would endeavor t~ define and 
·-

practice the same 1nternationd1 policy, which would succeed in coordi• 

nating its defense effort••ia not this the undertaking we have in mind, 

which would at the same time make it possible to give Europe the position 

• it hes loot, for ite capabilities would thereby be increased tenfold, and. 

to form and irreplaceable world factor of equilibrium, of wisdom 11nd of 

pesce? For years these have been and· still are our objectives nnd our 

hope. Much baa been· achieved in an important field, that of trade and 
I 

the econ9DJY, in oc: . ...;:.: words, the Common Market. However, it must be' 

ackn wledged that the essen~ial thing still remains to be done, not only 

because the n1ost difficult questions regarding th:a Europea~ Econok!iC Com­

munity still remain to be se~tled, but also because in the field of policy 

and defense the problem rema~a almost wholly unsolved. 

It is not hard to underst ....nd the reasons for this. As long a& one 

rernaina in tha area of generalities••especially ~then they are pleasant 
. 

oncs-•agTeemont is easy, even if everyone rcoerves hie own i~terpretc.tion. 

When o~e.eomcs down to brass tacks, everything ia different. Thie is the 

stage_that Europe has recchod. Immediately the real difficultias a~osc-­

th~se,.~1!~~h rec.u~t f~om ,the involveme~t, in the.name of the Co.-..;uunity, of 

national lntereata which are essential, or at le3at cons1dored to ba such, 
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and those which result from the effects that the devalopmont of the Community 

itself uiay have•-not only f~om th• point of view of trade, but aleo that of 

policy and defe.nse-on tha int~_rest. or th• poU.ciee of third countries, 

beginning with the friendly countries. 

That, of course, la a sign that the undertaking is making progress, 

for obstacles are encountered only when one advances; The worat courae 

would be to try to conceal it, at the price of remaining in uncertainty, 

for that would be dapriving oneself of all means of finding solutions 

jointly. Such a facile policy would ~erhapa be favored by many. It would 

undoubtedly be favored by the skeptics and by all those who in their haarts 

don~~ want a united Europe 'to become some day what I tried t~ define a 
~-

moment ago. I mean a Europe 1which is truly uni&d and truly European. 
1: 

Everyo~e is, or at leas~.was for a long time,convinced that on ·, 
indispensable preconditio~ f~r such a policy is rccon~iliation, then 

the establishment of friendly cooperation between-France and Germany. 

Su~h -as, and still is, the sincere feeling of the Government;·and in 

d 1its view the Treaty of January 1963 ha• no other raison atre;. 
Reconciliation ha• been achieved; it had never, moreover, been 

questioned by the reason of the two peoples. Cooperation waa organized 

on the terms fixed by the Treaty. Good collaboration has1.now been 

established between tha adminiatrationt on the two aides, and govern• 

m~ntal contact• are taking place regularly; Here again, howeve~, it 

would be vain to equivocate: the defin1ng of 4 .commonpolicy and •yetematic 
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cooperatlon in defenae have not been attained. Here ag4in the reasons 
. . 

are the samei a■ 100n •• one •~tere the_domain of eaaen~ial r~alit1••• 

obstacles arise which are due abt only to difforencee of .poaiti~n and 

points of view but also to opposition of.interests _or different con• . . 

ception1 of foreign relations. Later. I shall give aome_explanationa on 

the political and milit•ry aspect• of the question. 

llowever, I' ■ball say.right now that ~t wa• above a\1 in connection 
. 

-with the completion of the Common Mnrket, tba~ ~• _to say~ ~ con11~~tion 

with agricultuz:e, that t:ia 
0

difficultiea appeared_ o long_ t~ ago end 

took de~~nite form _.,.x months ago. 

' 
Ti10 Government in no wise concludes from this that the idea of . . 

. ' ~ 
the ~c3ty was a bad one ev~ if the Treaty has, in its ti.ma, &roused 

the opposition of many of those who have long been advocating rccon• 

ciliation to us and have neve~thelesa appeared to value it less as soon 

l . 

as it was achieved. 

Franco-German cooperation 11 ju1t as necessary Al ever. tt it 

encounter• difficulties; it ia not the Treaty that must disnpt'csr, it - . . . 
is the-difficulties that must be aettlod, Tilis ia the objective toward 

whi~ we intend to work with determination. And above CLll in so fa:- as 

tha :CQERDnMarket is concerned, for that :la the ~nly Eu:copc~:i zenlity for 
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On April 28 last, I rcmarked before the National.Assembly that 

the .. "European Community.was found. at the end of the ye.tr, to be 

vigorous and strong, eince it had been able to reach agreement on the 

second part of it• common ag1:icultural policy. Therefore, 11
• I went on 

to eay, 11thia year started under good auspices; a positive, well-defined 

attitude with a view to the important tariff diacussioD£of the Kennedy 

Round.... . The Cuatoma Union is gradually becoming a ,genuine economic 

Union." 

Six montns have gone by. six months in which events have, unfortunately, 

not come up to our expectat~ons. Therefore, I owe it to the._Aaaembly to 

explain how the Government musi: view the ..situation today. It b, of 

c()urae, once more· a matter .S.f the common agricultural polf,cy and of the 

Geneva tariff negotiations, known as the Kennedy Round. 

l-ndeed, things are going along no1"T1U1llyin the .industrial sector. 

It i&, to be sure, unfortunate that tho Custom■ Union 1• progressing more 

ra1)1dly than the !conOD1ic Union. but there are complex problesu involved, 

which it is to be hoped the member countries will solve in time. 

In contrast, in the agricultural ·,ector we have ever:y reason to be 

seriously worried. We aee that. after· the greRt effort made at the end 

~f last year; the work in Bruaaela la no longor progressing. The European 

Community has 
. 

not yet 
. 

established the .regulation• for sugar and vegetable 

oils- Rad it done ao, and had those regulations been added to the liat 
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~f those already adopted, the big que,cion of common prices wouldithel'l 

have arisen, as it.has for the other commodities~ 

Without common prices. the·wori accomplished in Brussel• since 1961, 

which is considerable, baa scarcely any economic 1ignifica.nce· •. It i's a 

highly technical framework, to be sure, but it ia only a framework, within 

which, in the absenco of thaae prices common to the six member countries, 

no true commonagricultural policy can develop. Further, it ia a frame-
. 

work within which there is danger that~ instead of a commonagric·u1tural 

policy, poltcie_a which a·:e often excessively protectionist will be can-ied 

· out. It 1a a fran:i:-~-.:.rk within which unprofitable productions develop: at 

the expense of the normal outlets of the more competitive partners of the· 

Common.?luir!cet. 

T'ne Chicken ~ar clearly ~emon1trated this. 

Thia means that it is necessary to fix a c01I1mOnindicator price for 

milk, a price bracket for beef, end even, if po1sible, •ince a delay·has 

already occurred, a single guiding price. 

Since the common agricultural policy is founded on the"1dea that, 

if the.S'ix import foodstuffs from third countries instead of consuminr; 

thos~ ~y havo pro·ducad locally, the surpluses thus ortifically erected 

are a C01Zim0n financial burden, it goes without saying that the Hna.ncial _..._ ..., . 
. ' 

regulation• adopted ··on tbe night of Janunry 14, 1962, certain par ta of 
•'-,, : ..· . . ' 

. . J . • • • ... . 

wht~. ~ effective untU-·Jtu1e 30, 196S'i_:~t: be co~leted ln time. 
\ • ~ • • • j .. , • 
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Th• 119st difficult point, that of fixing a commonprice for grains, 

still remains. 'lhe Aaaembly knows t~at the C0Ullli111onha•proposed that 

thia price be fixed now• and that the alinement of national pricea be dOll• 

all at once, and not by successive adjuatmenta, aa the 1962 regulation• 

prov_ide. 

The Assembly ·also knows that, in order to take into account difficultiea 
. . . 

enc~un·tered by the governments whose £aimers would aee their aalo prices 

drop owing to the single pri~e, certain temporary compensations hove been 

contemplated. 'lhia is what ia laiown as ~e ~taneholt Pl.an. Naturally, the 

common price ~hould be an ~ntermediate prico for reasons of general ~co~omic 

poli~r ~~ ao na not to mak~ ~e Europe of the Six a systematically •urplue 

area. 

The German Government announces that it cannot now make a decision 

regarding the price of grains, ·but it does not give.any guaranty that it 

will be willing ~r able to make a decision later. 

What ha• happened in 1964 give ■ food for ·thought. At fi~at, the 

Federal Goverpment considered f1xing_prices ao t~at the com:nunitymi&ht 
. . . 

be in a position to negotiate on agriculture in Geneva. 'l'ben, it gave up 

that plan when it became clear that th~ United States really wanted to 

I 

UNCLASSIFIED 

(OFFICIAL TRANSLATION) 



UNCLASSIFIED 

(OFFICIAL TRANSLATION) 

-16- 2730, NOVEMBERFROM4, PARIS 

~ogotiato, not ou the amounts of 1upport• accordina to the formula 

proposed by Six prices veta absolutelythe and .·for which co111110n eaa~tial, 

but on quantitative guaranties of accee ■ to the market of the Six. These 

!Jnder·theso conditions, should we now say that a theory that was 

expounded at great length at the time of the ratification of the Rom( 

T~eaty by the National Assembly in 1957, namely that, since it had not 

been defined _in the treaty itself, the agricultural policy would never 

be implemented, hns been borne out? Indeed, it was maintaine~ at that 

of c.n automatic character, w would one day be without any,menns of 

exerting pressure on partners-hesitating to take the decisive step in 

the cstablishllc.nt/ of European'. unity which a comnon agricultural policy 

would constitute. Must we, therefore, bring a charge of failu;-fl, which 

would call into question the European cOtllllUnity itself? 

All that I can say is that we shall see how the Brussels discucsions 

will gq• not only with respect to grain, but.with respect to milk products, 

meat, the financial regulntions, and the regulations for products that 

~re still to be determined. 
~ ~I~ . 

M,_,-~Ue, it ia advisable that hanca act in terms of the risks of 
I. -;• .. . 

• d:taoaratOll that: t:h• ·:conduct of IOIU mako• -s.tf·necessarY for ua loliL...lil!!!!&:i!:.B!!!:!5.!:!-------­
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and which will certainly continue to be a factor until the completion of. 

a cOUJmOn·agricultural policy. 'nli• mean• th~t we can only regard t~• 

period that ia beginning aa a ~emporary situation, and that. 1f our hope1 

are realized, the European community can be fully confirmed only at th~ 

end of the period. 

In particular, with respect to the plans far acceleration aubmitted 

by the commission or to be aumitted by member countries. the precautions 

of which I speak would tend to elimi~te any measure that was not, stricto 

~ensu._providcd for 1n the•treaty. I am thinking. in particular, of how 

in~or.~~stcnt it would be for us to agree to an acceleration of the intra• 

community customs disarmament and the setting by this means of an irrevocable 

) 

date for the end ~f the tr411sition period, while the fate of the 

common agricultural policy would still remain to be settled. 
i 

M regards the tariff negotiations in Geneva, on·December 23, 

lset we gave a mandate to the commission headed by Mr. Hallateln, which 

is in effect the mouthpiece of the ~ou:munity, as provided in the treaty. 

We remain faithful to thi• mandate. 

It ia obvious that in agricultural matters this mandate can lead 

to positive results only if the Comnunity is capable of setting com:non 

prices. If the Com:mmity i• unable to do eo, it ia not Prance'• fault. 
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Before concl~ding, .it would be advisable, theref~re, to wait, for we are 

not.prGparcd to change the poeit1on• adopted in common, for th• ■ ole 
. . 

reason that the German Covernment h,eaitatea to assume it• responsibilities.
J. 

In the industrial field, the measures that the British Cwernment has 

ju1t taken by instituting a 15 percent tax on all industrial imports will 

ooviously have a·mar1ted effect and wiU, in certain resp~cts, make the 

undertnking 1tseif unrealistic. Furthermore, the uncertainty which will 
. . 

co·.1tinue to prevail in the European Economic Community, so long as we 

don't know where we stand ~s far as the coumon prices are concerned, pre• 

vents ua from cot:::1itf-.1a ourselves irrevocably, even if we do n~t for that 

reason refuse to consider, without any commitment on either aide, what a 

reasonable ::;olution might ,be·. In addition to these rcaso11s, which ore 

sufficient in themselves, tlu~re" ia another one, which ecerna important to 
i • . 

me •. The difficulties encountered in the attempt at political cooperation 

mnong the Six cnuse one to think that the day has,not yet come when, in . . 

a firmly established CommonMarket, there will be great European enter­

prises capable of competing, on an oqual footing, with the ~iant enterprises 
. 

of the United States. Therefore,~ marked lowering of the common extern~l 

ter1ff seemu, under cuch circumstances, to involve undeniable risks. The 

GovertllllClnt wit:hes that -th~ might soon be a resumption of the prozrcss of 

a memor-1,le enterprise, whi~h ha• up to now proven to be beneficial for the 

Membe.J,°Countries, juat as it has for third countries, wha.tever may have been .. . ..~ 

•aid. _Ji.\t let no one be mistaken about the f irmnes.s of our determinotion • . ~ ,_~- . . . . 

'When.~• baste intereata of the .. nation are at stake••cnd the Goven=ent 
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considers that the difficulties encountared by the agricultural policy 

involve these basic interesta and the very equilibrium ·of the arrangements 

concluded in Rome eight years ago-•we are compelled to •how that we have 

had enough. We are willing t.o reserve the future, and we bop& it will 

be more favorable. But we also intend to reearve France's carda. 

I spoke just now of the difficulties being encountered in the attempt 

at political coopera~ion among the Six~ That is the other panel of the 

diptych of European policy. France ~ubmitted proposals at one time, that 

is. in 1961 and 1962, Accepted by some, rejected by othare. no action 

was takG\l·on them. Then came the breaking off of negotiations with Great 

Britain and the ordeals, fi~lly overcome 'in December 1963 •. of the second 

stage o~ the agricultural policy. Since that time. although t~at policy 

has, in the circumstanc~I hava mentioned,actually made no further progresa, 

the problems of political union llllve, on the other_hand, come again to the 

forefront. For three months they have been the subject ofnp.ny.comments and 

statements. The reason fer this, it seems to me, is twofold. On the one 

hand, the evaluations made concerning the aptitude or the determination of . . 

Great Britain renlly to participate now 1n the construction of [a unitei7 

Europe have become increasingly pessimistic. On the other hand, a more 
. . . 

objective view seems to hav~ been taken of the idens that we had put forward; 

I mean the ideas to the effect that one can start only from what already 
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esiata, that· is to· aay, tho countriel and the.ir governments, which should 

be a•soc!ated in a_weit-organized cooperative effort un~il the ultimately 

necessary institution• can be created. 

To date, no negotiations hava been atarted a, far as P'rance ta c'oncerned. 

We have merely h~d, recently, interesting conversations with qualified repre• 

scntatives 9f the Federal Republic and Belgium, who let.us know _the present 

state of their thoughts. We hope to hold conversations soon with Italy. 

We think however that it would not be _well to begin a new stage untoas 

:l.t has been cn~efully co::,s:!dered, for a new failure would run the risk 

of being irreparabJ~. We think also that the question should not be con• 
\ 

sidered 'alone, but rather in a brosder political context from which it 

would be uoaless to attempt 
I
fO disassociate it. This context, at the prcocnt 

juncture, is composed of two elements: 
1 

The ·first is the asricultural policy: I h~ve explained my views 

on that subject sufficiently. Tho second is the agreement on ~bjectives. 

These objectives, as I have already said, are, as reeards France. to 

define and then to put into practice a common foreign policy ~nd,further­

mor~~ ~ooperntion in the field of defense, which would also lead tm~ard 

a conmen policy. 

_;A~i~n foreign policy, that is to say, a European policy. It is 
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frequently b~ing said• with respect to Europe, that it must find its 

placo in en Atlantic world the other pillar of which would be the United 

States of America. A dialogue woul4 then be held between Europe and the 
J' 

United Statea, the dialogue between continents. I e.m not saying no. but. 

if there is to be n d1aio3uo this means that therc·are two policies, one 

emanating from Europe, the other from Washington. The two policiea would 

not, by definition, be either hostile or contradictory or irreconcilable 

but thare must be two.of them. Otherwise the dialogue would give place 

to a monologue. 

As for defense, we were being told not so long ago that NATOwould 

ece to it, and that Europeans, as such. were not supposed to concern 
• j

themscives about it. Here.again ideas have evolved and are evolving 
t!• 

toward our position. But som~ ambiguities remain. 
·, 

Let us take for example the matter of t:he so-called '*multilateral" • 

nuclur force. No one has yet told ua what its true objectives are. All 

concur in thinking that, from a military standpoint. it• value i• far from 

having been demonstrated. Now then. of what use would it b~ from a political 

standpoint?. It is readily understandnble that Germany would perhaps derive, 

paychologicnlly 1 some satisfaction from it. It ie apparent that the Soviet• 
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would, right.ly or wrongly, bo worried by it. It ia to be foreaoen that 

it would -conatituta in•ida NATOa cau•• of divt1ion for which it would, 

r;r~hermore, be difficuit to hpld Jranco reaponaible. Above all, and thia 

i:. perhaps for ua the essential point, what would its consequences be from 

the standpoint of the constl'\iction of a true European union? • 

All th!s le~ves us perplexed, while we await th~ necessary explnna• 

tior.~. And we are.also led to think that, regarding this point, just 

as in the matter of defense in general_ and the concept of a European 

policy, we must_hold di&ca&siona ~ith'our partners, seek to understand 

one another and if ,1.;:.ible reach·.agreement with ono another. Such U 
; \ 

~he ~~climinary task to which we must devote ourselves if, all of us 

tp&ethar, we a.e determined tb follow the p3th th3t leads to political
•;, 

un1o~. 
\ 

frcnce, for its part, is ~eady to do so. It believes that, o~cc 

that h~• been done, the probleins.of organization will appear in their 

true light, that is to say, that they will be found to be relatively minor 

.'.'...~deasy to solve ac 6oon aa the partners achieve basic aareement on in-
• 

tcntions. P.lrhapo that will take time, but it wUl not be time lost, 

e:::poci~lly if me.in;hile tl10 Common Mlirltet hes resumed its m.1:.:-chforwc:-d. 

S~ch arc, in this UU!tter of capital inporLance to Europe, the prea~nt 
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situation, the positions and disposition• of the Government. I have not 

concealed anything from the Assembly of the difficulties:that arise, for 

one must not, when interests as vital as these are involved, either harbor 

illusion or ~reate misunderstandings. The Government, for its part, has 

always been careful.not to do so, and I believe that it cannot be accused 

of having ever concealed its intentions or been lacking in determination. 

A union of Europe is in the inte~est of·France. It is, and, to an equal 

degree, in the interest of our partners. beginning with Germany, for, 

otherwise, who can guarantee that. others might not some day control their 

destiny w~thout them? Europ~ is necessary to itaelf. It is a~ao necessary 
' 

to the_world. 'l'bose are too ·good reasons which perhaps expl~in the obstacles. 

• that it is meeting on its way'• but Also which. _1uat1fy our hopes. 

. . 
NOTE: FOREIGN LANGUAGE AS 'A SIX SECTION:. TELEGRAM. TEXr PROCESSED 
OFFICIAL TRANSLATION ALL SECTIONS INTO ONE MESSAGE. COMBINES 
NOTE: FOREIGNLANGUAGE 11-4-64TEXT RECEIVED OFFICIAL 
TRANSLATIONGIVEN ·NORMAL DISTRIBUTION11-5-64. 
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BRUSSELSFOR USECs LUXEMBOURG'FOR luxcoSMF 
DAC REFt EMBTEL 2744-
E 
RMR SUBJ: FRENCH FOREIGNPOLICY STATEMENT 

COlNEDE MURVILLETOOK FLOOR AGAINON NIGHT NOV 3 ,
TO ANSWER QUESTIONS DEBATE HISRAISED DURING rOLLOVING 
INITIAL STATEMENT. HE BEGANBY SAYING SUBJECTSRAISEDCONCERNED 
MOSTLYATLANTICALLIANCE,EUROPEAND EUROPEAN POLICIES.ANDSPOKE 
AS F'OLLOVS1 ' 
CFN2769 233 •34 122 59 

1

137 259 2744 3 

PAGE 2 RUFJ~232 UNCLAS 

--NAT0--1 HE HAO EAijLIER, WHILE SPEAKING OFNLF, REFERRED 
TO•A1LANTICALLIANCE,THAT I~ NATO•, ONLY BY ALLUSION BECAUSE 
THERE DID NOT SEEM TO· BE ANY •&URNING• PROBLEIISIN THIS AREA OR 
ANY ON WHICH FRANCEHAO TAKEN NEV POSITION. KE KNEV ..OF •A 
CERTAINPRESS CAMPAIGN• BUT HAO NOT SPOKEN OF IT SINCE IT VAS 
OF FOREIGN ORIGIN AND FRENCH PRESS HAD MER£LY ECHOEDIT. WHATFRENCH 
INITIATIVES OF VOROS IN LAST FEW VEEKS COULD HAVE JUSTIFIED IT. 
COULDIT BE ANYTHING THAT FRANCE VKATELSE BUT AWARENESS IS WONDERING 
REAL INTENTIONS ARE BEHIND NLF? NOV IS FIRST TIME 
GOF •HAS OFFICIALLY EXPRESSEDITSELF ON NATTER•.QUESTION 
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IS WHETHERMLF FAR FROM (#.) _
INSTEAD, FOR MOtIVES FRANCE noES NOT UNDERSTAND, HAVE 
DIVISIVE EFFECT. THERE IS ALSO QUESTION OF WHAT RESULTS 
"LF WOULDHAVE CONSTRUCTION, THEREON EUROPEAN 'WHETHER 
WOULDREMAIN FOR THAT POLITICAL POSSIBILITY OF WORKING 
UNITY, WHICH ALL SAY THEY VANTBUT VKICH NO ONE BUT FRAN.CE 

PAGE3 RUFJC232 UNCLAS 
HAS AGREED TO DEFINE, EXCEPT TO SAY THAT ROAD TO EUROPEAN 
COMMUNITYIS BY WAY OF ATLANTIC FRANCECOMMUNITY. ASKS THESE 
C.UESTIONSAT THIS TIME BECAUSE MLF' SEEMS TO BE MOST· 
IMPORTANTFOREIGNPOLICY ELEMENT FOR CERTAIN OF FRANCE•S 
ALLI ES. 

FRANC-£BELIEVES HEALTH OF ATLANTIC ALLIANCEIS BASED • 
ON HEALTHEACH MEMBER. FRANCENOWMUCHHEALTtUER,ARMY 
UNIFIED, BETTER ABLE DEFEND WE~TERN'. CAUSE IN FRAMEVOR.K 
ATLANTICALLIANCE. ARMED FORCES BEING ORGANIZED AS WHOLE 
AND NOT CONTINGENTS OF INTERNATIONAL ARMYAND MUCH BEING . 
SPENT ON MODERN WE~PONS.THESE OBJECTIVES IN NO WAY INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH ATLANTIC AL-lANCE. 

•-CAP•-1 <BEING REPORTED SEPARATELY>. 

--POLITICAL UN ION--1 AFTER REPEATING PREVIOUS ARGll'IENT.S 
IN·FAVORSTRONG, INDEPENDENT, EUROPEANEUROPE,COUVE NOTED 
DEPUT1ESCRITICIZING GOVT NOT FOR POLICY BUT FOR 
NOTfPPLYINGIT. YET IT SE~MSCRITICISM IS ON CONTRARY 

PAGE4 RUFJC232 UNCLAS 
FOR STUBBORNLY TO TRANSLATE INTO ACTION. SEEKING WORDS 
REAL PROBtEM iS TO MAKE "OUR VIEWS OF EUROPE ACCEPTEDBY OUR 
PARTNERS".CRITICS, 1.F INDEED THEY AGREE WITHGOVT'.ON POLICY AND 
PRINCIPLES, HAVE PERHAPS NOT DISCUSSED SUBJECT SUFFICIENTLY WITH 
COLLEAGUESFROM OTHER EEC COUNTRIES TO REALIZE THAT THEY SHARE 
GOVT•S SO-CALLED ISOLATION. .. 

1IT IS HOPEDTHIS DEBATE WILLSTRENGTHENHANDSOF FRENCHREPRE• 
SENTATIVESIN FORTHCOMING SO IMPORTANT SERIOUS NEGOTIATIONS, 
FOR FATE OF COMMON MARKET.80.U..EN •. 
BT 

(#) OMISSION, CORREcrION TO FOLLOW. 
' 
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ASSISTANTSECRETARYOF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20a01 

1-28252/64 

MEMORANDUM SATOF CONVER I ON 

PRESENT: SYG 8ro1to, Secretary of Defense McNamara, Ambassador Flnletter, 
Mr. Bendall, Mr. McNaughton, Mr. Nttze, General Wheeler, Mr. Rowen, 
Mr. Getz 

Tl• and Place: Pentagon - 28 SeptNlber 1964 

The Secretary opened by asking Mr. Broslo his tmpre11ton of the state of 
NATO. lrosto said that the first month of his term tn office was very 
agitated because.of Cyrpus. However, there was good cooperation In the 
Council on this subject. 

He has talud with Gener•l L..,ftzer and the Standing Group about the few 
misunderstandings of secondary seriousness that exist between the military 
and ctvtl authorttl• In NATO. These can be overcome with good wlll ff not 
too l'Mlch fu11 h made about procedure and .forma 11ti es. 

Opening up the subject of the Force Planning Exercise, he said that ft was 
a slow and difficult process. He wanted to soltctt US views on where we 
are. It has taken six months to get the goals from the Conmanders and they 
might be plaustble and logtcal according to a certain rationale, but they 
certainly were unattainable In practice. Not in quantity, for both ALPHA 
and BRAVOgoals of SACEURdo not exceed earlier goals by much, but rather 
In quality .. They call for a fundamental change In aviation, miss lies and 
IM>btltty; they were all assumed to be In the context of general wr; and the 
cost of these forces would be between $20 and $30 btlllon a year depending 
upon the a11umptlon1. This ts simply unattainable. The Working Group ts 
putting questions to the Conmanders on these goals. In part these have to 
do with econ0111tc t11ue1, but for the most part they have to do with the ra­
tionale for the forces. The mtlttary are not enjoying these crtttclsms, and 
this ts understandable. For one thing· the Working Group ts very heterogenous 
In its competence. In any event, the work Is going slowly. 

He sees two alternatives. The first ts to get a new political directive. 
The second ts to stl•ck to the confrontation between requirements and re• 
sources, with the obvious result that force goals wtll descend to levels 
_supportable by govern1Nnt1. We can then discuss what Improvements tn the 
qualtty of the SMIier forces are appropriate, and can draw conclu1ton1 on 
strategy adapted fr011 the forces we wlll have. 
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Turning to the procedural side, he asked how it was possible to speed up 
and reach tentative conclusions in the months ahead; unless something is 

f!tdone there will be very little to report by December. There will have to 
'be a progress report and it will be necessary to ask for Ministerial 
direction. We might ask the Standing Group to look at the work of the 
Working Group, ·giving them at least a month; it there is a status report, 
it should be presented to the Ministers in December, with agreement to 
make decisions on force goals later. 

Brosio added that he didn't feel canpetent to have an opinion on just how 
to proceed; his ideas have not matured enough. He asked it we should have 
a special l«>D meeting in December? Would it be convenient, or advantageous, 
and to what purpose? What is the US intent in this regard? It might give 
a new impulse to the Exercise but, on the other hand, it might be better 
to have these issues decided earlier and at a lower level than the Ministers. 

He then asked the Secretary for his views on the ultimate purpose and out­
come of the Exercise and on how he felt we should proceed. The Secretary 
replied by s~ that the reconciliation of strategy, forces, and budgets 
has three objectives: • 

, 
One, and most important, is to provide a foundation for linking the 

US to E:m-ope indefinitely. He said that we don't have this to~. Out of 
a thorough analysis of strategy, forces, and budgets, we can get a firm 
foundation. 

Two, to disclose weaknesses and conflicts among current strategy, 
forces;- and budgets which stand in the way of a truly effective defense of 
Europe. Bot just against massive attack, for it is well deterred, but 
against lower levels of attack.where our defenses a.re not adequately devel­
oped. The Secretary stated that he believed that we can get an effective 
defense within politically feasible budgets. 

Three, to prevent waste, and there is DD1chwaste to~, with so many 
countries going pa.rt wa;y, but not to the critical point, in their budgets 
and force.a. 

The first of these objectives is the most important because the imbalance 
that exists is causing the US gradual Jy to move 8'Jt1&yf'ran Europe. 

He went on to say that BA.TOhas four strategic alternatives open to it: 

1. Sole reliance on strategic nuclear forces. This was our strategy 
for the decade of the 1950' s and especially in the early 50' s. This was an 
acceptable strat~gy when the Soviets had little nuclear pCMer. It is now 
suicidial to have a strategic nuclear exchange. There would be 100 million 
fatalities in ea.ch of three areas: the Soviet Union, Western Europe and the 
US. NATO can deter a strategic nuclear strike through superior nuclear 
forces. The Soviets knCM we a.re not likely to make a strategic nuclear 
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response tor less than a major attack on the West. Therefore, the Soviets 
will move at a lover level it this is all we have. This alternative is not 
~ing proposed by anyone, with the possible exception of de Ga.ulle. In any 
event, the US is opposed to it. Brosio intervened by s¢ng th&t de Ga.ul1e 
tavors this alternative entirely for reasons of deterrence. The Secretary 
replied that the French •~ they want this tor deterrence, but it is not 
credible it they are not willing to tight with it. This is a bankrupt strat­
egy. It is necessary but not sufficient to have a strategic retaliatory 
:torce tor KATO. 

2. A tactical nuclear strategy to deter and to canbat Soviet aggression. 
This has many of the defects of Alternative 1. The current tactical nuclear 
plans depend upon current weapons. The average yield of the tactical nuclear 
weapons in KATO to~ is 98 kilotons. The average yield of the tactical 
nuclear ground weapons is l.8 kilotons. The Hiroshima bomb had a yield ot 
between 14 and 19 kilotons. Reliance on these weapons would mean t~t a 
substantial part of Western Europe would be destroyed. This should not be 
the sole power of KATO. This alternative is favored by many Europeans. 
Brosio replied that some were in favor and sane not. de Gaulle was not. 
The Secretary said that the Germans were in favor. Brosio pointed out that 
they were in favor of tru; battlefield nuclear weapons, the smaJ 1 er ones. 
The Secretary said that this subject needed a great deal of thought. He 
added that current plans are based on a full range of weapons. This was an 
unsound foundation. 

3. A "trip-wire" strategy. This has forces up :front; a plat~ glass 
window. If this is broken, it will lead to general war. It calls tor a 
limited stock of tactical nuclear weapons, not thousands as in Alternative 
2. This is the UK view, and it is very dangerous. It has many or most of 
the disadvantages ot Alternative 2. It appells to the UKbecause of its 
relatively low cost. 

4. A U .s. preferred strategy based on strategic superiority and on 
substantial numbers of tactical nuclear weapons, but with a much more sophis­
ticated plan for their use. This strategy demands a conventional option to 
stop the Soviet Union in an initial drive to convince it that it it persists, 
general warwill result. This alternative is not beyond Western European 
resources, taking account of political lim1tations. 

It is the purpose of this exercise to analyze these alternatives in terms 
ot forces and defense budgets. 

The Secretary stated that he was well aware of political differences. France, 
the UK, Germany, and the US favor sanewhat different strategies. We must 
resolve these differences. It not, there will be continuing pressure on this 
country to withdraw; not to~ but in two, three, or five years. The feeling 
will grow in the US that we are doing too much it we tail to face and resolve 
these issues. de Ga.ulle already s~s that we are not needed. 

Brosio asked the Secretary what immediate procedures we should tollov~ The 
Secretary said that he didn't knov 
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exactly where we stood at this time. He would like to see a comparison 
of the ALPHAand BRAVOgoals versus what the countries have said they can 
su'pport. He would like to see this by December. The Secretary then asked 
If It would be desirable to hold a separate HOD meeting, or would a com­
bined foreign and defense ministers meeting suffice? This meeting needn't 
be controversial and, In any event, neither meeting need try to settle the 
subject. He added that General Wheeler was going to a Military Committee 
meeting In mid-October to discuss this subject. 

General Wheeler said that the Chiefs support the importance of having 
a conventional option. Broslo suggested that General Wheeler might come to 
a Defense Planning Committee meeting. Ambassador Ftnletter agreed that this 
might be a good idea. The Secretary said that this could be decided after 
the Military Committee's meeting In October. General Wheeler added that 
our Standing Group representative reports that the military side of NATOwas 
quite interested In the SHAPEXof last June. SACEURsays that his general 
war posture must be maintained and his major subordinate· commanders say 
that they can spare very few forces to meet lesser contingencies; only a 
few battalions. General Strother reports that the subject will be discussed 

J:c!h~PM:~t!a~~w~=1:;~•.\nH:ho~:':e~~!t~~=1~;•f::~s:s~;Ob~!:fn!h!sc~~~-
venttonal option backed by a US strategic nuclear force. 

Brosio said that the Secretary's remarks confirmed his view that this 
exercise has a deep significance and that It is not intended Just to cut ·/ 
down the military goals to reality. Cutting down the goals without having a 
rationale for them makes no sense. He said that he understands that the 
Secretary wants to come to the baste straiegy Issues. The Secretary replied 
that these facts must be faced, but not necessarily by December. If they 
are not faced, most of our forces must continue to be wasted. 

Broslo said that both the ALPHAand BRAVOforce goals are Justified In 
general war context, as given In NATO's political directive. The French even 
objected to the very limited concessions made In the goals to the possibility 
of limited conflict. The French will object to any change, saying that they 
favor irnmedlate counter-city nuclear strikes. All of this ts for deterrence. 
He agrees that if we aren't prepared to fight, we won't have a deterrent. He 
added that he came to understand the Secretary's view of strategy by reading 
Kaufmann's book, which Is very good. What the Secretary said about public 
opinion in the US is important and made him reflect. He added that we should 
be careful in the Military Committee. We don't want another clash such as 
the one over MC 100/1 last year. Wheeler should approach this subject care­
fully. In any event, It was Important to try to get the French to look at 
the alternatives In a practical way. He went on to say that he understood 
the fourth alternative. The first ts a strategy of weakness; the second 
might be worth consideration. He understands from Kaufmann's book the dtf­
ftcultles that we have had with the problem of tactical nuclear war. Most 
Europeans are against It; for them it is a strategic nuclear war. If the 
yields are low enough, ~owever·, it might work out. In any event, he could 
never accept a concept which would result In the destruction of Europe. 
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He asked what the separate MODmeeting would be about and wondered 
If we should have It. 

~ The Secretary replied that we should tentatively plan on ft. He said 
we could make the final decision In late November. By then the DPWGwill 
have progressed further fn Its examination of the ALPHAand BRAVOgoals 
and of politically acceptable goals. Also, the Military Conmlttee will 
have met. It Is fmpor tant that the discussions continue, for they are 
likely to shed some light on these Issues. It Is especially Important for 
the Germans to think through these problems more deeply. The German 
battlefield nuclear concept of a year ago was quite unacceptable. The UK 
plate glass view ts equally unacceptable. If the Europeans think the 
US believes that large Increases In European defense budgets are needed, 
we should correct this view, because there simply are not going to be any 
major Increases In European budgets. 

Broslo asked ff present levels of defense effort would require early 
use of strategic weapons. The Secretary said "No"; present levels could 
not handle 100 divisions but could handle lesser aggression. Broslo said 
that we should try to get French to join in the discussion. He asked for 
Flnletter's and Bendall's views. The Secretary said Brosto should propose 
a MODmeeting, but he shoul_tl say that It might have to be deferred. 

Flnletter said we were talking mostly about the US Input to the Exercise. 
He thought that a confrontation Is possible, but that we should pay little 
attention to the French. In any event that we could avoid a confrontation 
If we moved carefully. 

He went on to say that It fs Important to state that the purpose of all 
of this was to link the US to Europe. He added that he thought we should 
stop fiddling around in the Planning Exercise, that the Military Conmlttee 
should discuss the real issues and that the MODs should meet soon and fre­
quently afterwards. He added that the Ministers should submit the US and 
other inputs to the Exercise for consideration. 

Brosfo asked If there fs a US position yet. The Secretary replied that 
he wanted to·see the Interim report from the Working Group first. He would 
plan in December to outline the alternatives, not to present US conclusions. 
Brosfo said that by Nov 20 at the latest, the DPC would have an interim re­
port from the DPWG. Bendall added that how much would be In the report Is 
uncertain. It would not make profound compartsions but would present some 
gross facts. 

The Secretary said that If Bendall would present a paper by 20 Nov. 
we could prepare conments by 14 Dec. at the Mtntsterlal meeting. These com­
ments would extend the analysts without arriving at a definite conclusion but 
rather would point out directions for future work. Broslo said he preferred 
no separate MODmeeting, but favored setting aside an afternoon during the 

..,,. 
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regular meeting. It would not be good from a publicity viewpoint to have 
a separate meeting. The Secretary said this was entirely possible, and he 
did not disagree. Bendall added that nations would certainly not have 
unantmous views on the rationale for the forces in the general war context. 
The Secretary replied that unanimity was not needed since we would not 
be making hard rec011111endatlonsbased on definite conclusions. 

Brosio.said that if we succeeded In bringing the French to discuss al­
ternatives analytically, it would be an important achievement. Although not 
convinced that this will happen, he will explore all of ways of securing a 
meeting of minds with the French. 

At this point, the Secretary asked Brosto to summarize his meeting with 
DeGaulle. He summarized the DeGaulle views as follows: First, that the 
Alliance ts needed. Second, that the Soviet threat remains because war may 
come by miscalculation, or by crisis in Eastern Europe, or for economic 
reasons, and we must be prepared to fight. Third, that NATOts different 
now; conditions have changed since It was formed and Germany, the UK, France 
and the US are all In different positions. The US ts more concerned about 
the Far East than about Europe. The communion of position of ten years ago 
no longer exists, and so the,organtzation today does not fit the situation. 
Brosio said that he asked DeGaulle to suggest changes, but there was no 
answer. He said he told DeGaulle that in modern times one cannot agree to 
fight tomorrow without planning today, whether planning Is called integration 
or coordination. DeGaulle replied that the Europeans do not agree among 
themselves, and, until agreement is reached, they camot do anything con­
structive. He disagreed with the US strategy and believed that the US would 
not use nuclear weapons in or for Europe. 

Returning to the period ahead, Brosto sa·id we should explore alternatives. 
The Secretary asked If DeGaulle had said that he wanted to use nuclear weapons. 
Broslo replied that this was not clear, since they had not discussed deterrence 
versus use. DeGaulle said tactical weapons implied the destruction of Europe, 
and that if Europe was destroyed, he would prefer to see everything destroyed. 
With egard to rest of the world, DeGaulle said that conditions are too un­
certain and that he doesn't care to consult about them. Broslo went on to 
say that DeGaulle may In his mind link NATOstrategy to his grand view of 
world strategy -- somehow. He concluded by saying that it would be difficult 
to move DeGaulle on strategy. • 

The Secretary stated that one of the motives for the MLF Is our desire to 
see the US linked to Western Europe or at least to some members of Western 
Europe. The Germans desire this also. We want to counter the French view 
that the US will pull out. Broslo replied that the French will never accept 
the MLF which they see as a device for splitting Europe. 

-r - .• - -~,,: ,. t 
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He went on to ••Y that If we want to fit France into an agreed con• 

cept (and he thought It difficult to Imagine the Alliance without France), 
we would need to get the French to talk and say what they want. If the 
French won't say what they want, we must Initiate proposals ln order to 
get them to express their views. Broslo went on to ••Y that.one of this 
assets was that he was trusted by the French. 
to how useful he can be with the French, for 
usef u 1 ness • 

Although ther~ Is a 
the time being 'he has 

limit 
some 

i 

',. 
' 

,, 

Prepared H. s. Rowen/28Sept1964 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, ISA 
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straight on the action of the Rep illcan 
National Convention in San Fran isco in 
rejecting certain proposed am dments 
to the platform on the subject f extre­
mism. 

The action of the Republi Conven-
tion on Tuesday, July a, in~nnectlon 
with these amendments has een inter­
preted by many commentat rs as a re­
fusal to repudiate views and actics com­
monly called extremist. 

A fair reading of the two,ainendments 
presented to the conventfon makes it 
clear that the Issue was not presented in 
the terms in which it 1a generally de­
scribed in the press. The effect of the 
amendments was to 1ress the view 
that the Republican P I.a in danger 
of being inflltrated b "totalltarian" 
groups and to "repudiaf/e" the efforts of 
such groups to seize P<>Sltions of respon­
slblllty 1n the Republiqan Party and to 
attach themselves to 'Republican can­
didates for omce. A. the same time, 
these amendments abt;olved the Demo­
cratic Party from any connection with 
extremism. 

That such was e purport of the 
amendments 1a ma clear in the sup­
porting document ued 1n connection 
with them. Thia ocument contained 
the following asser ons: 

It; la Imperative th t our party aasure the 
American people tha we do not countenance 
the reckleaa totaU an actlvittea or thOBe 
who seek to unde e the butc freedoms of 
our Natton and hav settled upon our party 
aa the vehicle for he achievement of this 
goal. 

We recogn19e th problems experienced by 
the Democraitc P ty 1n the put, 1n the 
cases of the Ku wt Klan after World War 
I, and of the Co uni.st.a and fellow travel­
ers who were pal lly purged over a period 
ot years. 

The amen ents proposed were re­
jected because they were not based on 
fact. The gre t maJority of delegates to 
the Republi cenventlon were not con­
vln.ced that eir party 1s 1n peril of be­
ing subverte by extremists and they
rightly refuse to say so. The great ma­
jority of de gates to that convention 
were not co ced that the Democratic 
Party has n problem with extremist ele­
ments 1n i ranks, and they rightly re­
fused to say so. 

The gent man from Wisconsin, Con­
gressman J RN BYllNJ:S,clearly stated the 
reason for Jecting the two amendments 
1n question when he declared to the con­
vention: 

accept the charge lmpllclt 1n 
ent that the Republlcan Party 

Is in dang of being taken over by the very 
ldeu lts p at!orm denounces? Ia th1s party 
going to ean ttaelf by ln.8tnuatlng 1n lta 
platform at Irresponsible and utreme Ideas 
can prev l among us? I flatly reject thoee 
vieWII. 

If the question of repudiation of the 
views d activities of irresponsible 
groups ad been fairly and squarely pre­
sented the Republican convention, I 
do not know what the outcome would 
have b n. I suspect that many dele­
gatea uld have considered such a reso­
lution nnecessary, finding 1n the posi­
tive p ovisions of the platform ample 
repu tion of the views and the tactics 
which- sponsors of the amendments 
wished to condemn. 

The specific objects which those ho 
offered amendments to the "platfo 
the subject of extremism wished 
pudtate fall into three groups:

First. Racial discrimination an prej­
udice. 

Second. Slurs upon Preslden Eisen­
hower and other leading figur of his 
aclmin1stration. 

Third. The use of such tac cs as lies, 
deception, smear, and arassment 
against political opponents.

All of the foregoing are r pudia.ted 1n 
unmistakable terms in the 964 Repub­
lican platform.

Arranged below are pr sions incor~ 
porated 1n the 1964 Rep blic platform 
repudiating these views nd tactics: 

1. DISCUMINATION PU.1l1DICZ 

We pledge full lmplem tatlon and faith• 
ful execution of the Civil lghta Act of 1964, 
and all other clvll rlgh statutes, to assure 
equal rights and oppo unities guaranteed 
by the Const1tutlon every cltlz.en; im­
provements of civil rig ts statutes adequate 
to changing times; su additional admtn.1.8-
tratlve ar legislative ctlons aa may be re­
quired to end the d lal, for whatever un­
lawtu.1 re1L110D., of the lght to vot.e; continued 
oppOBltlon to dl8cr !nation based on race, 
creed, national orlgt , or aex. 

In au matters r atlng to human rights, 
tt will be the Rep bllcan way tu.lly to im­
plement all appl able laws and never to 
lose sight of the tense need for advancing 
peaceful progregs In human relatlona 1n our 
land. The part of Abra.ham Lincoln w1ll 
proudly and ta ully Uve up to lta heri­
tage or equal rt ht.a and equal opportunities 
for au. 

A880CUTm 

Republlca Presidents from Abraham Lin• 
coln to Dwt t D. EISenhower stand aa wit­
ness that publican leaderahlp la steadfaat 
ln principle clear 1n purpose, and committed 
to progress The many achievements of the 
Elsenhowe adm1nlstratlon In ■ trengthenlng 
peace abr ad and the well-being of all at 
home ha. been unmatched 1n recent tlmea. 
A new publican admlnl8tl'1ltlon wtll stand 
proudly n th1s record. 

ll. TOTALlTAILIAN TACTICS 

We ndemn bigotry, smear, and other un­
fal.r ta tics 1n poUtlcal campaigns. 

MORE ON THE WJI' 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previoUB order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr Speaker, on 
June 17 in this body I raised the issue 
of the proposed multilateral nuclear 
force, attempting to focus upon the vari­
ous elements involved and questioning 
the validity of the concept. 

Since then I have been pleased to note 
that media of communication have begun 
to debate the subject and devote more 
attention to it. In this week's New 
Republic, Mr. Alastair Buchan writes a 
profound piece on NATO and the MLF'. 
Mr. Buchan 1s somewhat of an expert 
on NATO, its inllltary and political 
meaning, and has written widely in this 
area.. 

On June 17, I warned that, wiless ap­
propriate diplomatic representations 
were undertaken, the multilateral force, 
a substantially new project, could sabo­
tage or undermine this country's en­
deavor to reach meaningful accords on 

disarmament and arms control. On 
July 12, the Soviet Government dis­
patched notes to the United States, West 
Germany, Britain, 'Italy, the Netherlands, 
Turkey, and Greece underl1n1ng its con­
cern. Moscow Radio was beamed to 
Italy on July 13 with the following mes­
sage: 

The Soviet Union baa warned 1n all eert­
ouaneea against thoughtless and adventurous 
eteps which can aggravate the danger of 
thermonuclear war and give the West Ger­
man rennge seekers the opportunity of com­
lng Into p()ll8e881on of nuclear weapons. A 
double danger hang■ over weat European peo­
plee: not only the aggravation of the danger 
of war, but also the danger of being pushed 
into an adventure which can be undertaken 
by Weat German revengemonger■. 

The Governments of the United States 
and other Westem powers, by undertaking 
■teps to create a multilateral nuclear torce, 
are thus contributing to the proliferation 
of atomic weapons. (U?) the Bundeswehr 
obtained acces■ to theee arms, lt would rep­
re■ent an ugly aggravation of the danger of 
thermonuclear conAlot. Many countrlea, 
including major Weatern states, could be 
pushed Into this conftict even against their 
wtll. It Is also nec-ry to obaerve that 
the German Federal Republlo Government 
actlvlt1e■ designed to equip the Bunde■ wehr 
with nuclear mlaalle weaporu represent a 
brutal violation of Bonn lnternetlonal obUga­
Uons whtch derive from unoondltlonal oaplt­
Ulatton Of Bitler"B Germany and poetwar 
(covenants?) still 1n force. 

There are two aspects to the question 
here. In the first place, earUer 1n July, 
Valerian Zortn, speaking a.t the Gen­
eral Disarmament Conference, harshly 
threatened that launching of the Polaris 
fteet would mean an end to meaningful 
disarmament possibilities. Second, the 
Soviet Union has restated its complete
opposition to permitting West German 
pa.rtictpa.tion 1n any nuclear undertak­
ing, hinting that it would take appro­
priate retallatory action. 

Soviet anxiety and hoswtty on this 
score was repeated again to Dutch For­
eign Minister Joseph Luns during his 
recent visit to Moocow. 

Now, I am not one to say that Soviet 
feelings should influence our decisioning 
conclusively. There are other factors 
involved. It may very well be that 
Khrushchev, understanding American 
and British policy vis-a-via Germany, 
1s simply blu1ftng. What I do contend 
1s this: Since the MLF' ls not really a 
military necessity, essential to the secu­
rity of the free world, I would want full 
assurance that this project, a new and 
unique venture, does not doom disarma­
ment prospects, undermine Eastern 
Europe's disengagement from Moscow, 
renew a Moscow-Peiping front, and con­
flict with other long-range objectives of 
American policy. 

Mr. Buchan raises another question. 
He states that the people behind this 
program want a full and decisive reckon­
ing by the tum of the new year. It will 
come in the form of a treaty. I have 
never stood for indefinite delay, but the 
prospects will not look good unless the 
Congress has adequate opportunity to 
survey all aspects of this complex and 
significant concept. And the Congress, 
if this timetable 18 correct, will be ad­
journed. Certainly, we will not be able 
to examine the issue 1n appropriate 
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committees on even a preliminary scale 
during this session. 

Most especially, I hope that we can 
now launch into a constructive and re­
sponsible public review of this venture. 
This is necessary. I fervently urge ap­
propriate officials of our Government to 
bring this subject to the forefront of 
public discussion. 

I would like to include at this point 
in the RECORD Mr. Alastair Buchan's 
article from the New Republic: 

Is THIS NATO CRISIS NECESSARY? 
(By Alastair Buchan) 

For the first time in 40 years there are to 
be British and American elections within a 
few weeks of each other. And there is now 
a serious risk that both the pre- and the 
post-election period will feature a major 
allied row over the proposal for a multila­
teral force, which may seriously divide Bri­
tain, America, and Germany from one an­
other and drive De Gaulle further into a 
corner. This risk has been created by the 
Johnson administration's decision to seek 
final agreement on the MLF by December of 
this year, to get the enabling treaty legis­
lation through the various national parlia­
ments by the summer of 1965, ostensibly so 
that the issue shall not become a political 
football in the German general elections of 
next summer. Given the degree of doubt 
and perplexity about the MLF proposal, par­
ticularly in Britain, but also in the Nether­
lands and Italy, there is a danger of NATO 
suffering a self-inflicted wound at the very 
moment when scars of earlier battles are 
beginning to heal. 

The American proposal is to create a mul­
tilaterally owned fleet of 25 surface ships 
with 200 Polaris missiles. Eight countries 
(the United States, Britain, Germany, Italy 
Belgium, Holland, Greece, and Turkey) have 
been discussing it for many months. The 
proposal has a tangled history. Ever since 
the advent of the missile age began to 
create doubts about the credibility of the 
American commitment to Europe, and the 
advent of the British and French nuclear 
forces began to create tensions within Eu­
rope, two basic approaches to strengthening 
the cohesion of the alliance without weak­
ening its strentgh or spreading the owner­
ship of nuclear weapons have been con­
ceivable. 

One is to accept that NATO is an alliance 
of sovereign powers that cannot relinquish 
ultimate control of their own weapons; to 
commit the forces of the nuclear allies to 
NATO for planning purposes; and to reor­
ganize the institutions of the alliance so 
as to give all the nonnuclear allies the 
maximum degree of influence over strategic 
and political planning, but leaving opera­
tional decisions in a nuclear crisis in the 
hands of the nuclear powers. This is the 
so-called multinational solution. The 
other is to associate the nonnuclear allies 
more intimately with the planning, finance, 
and operational control of part of the over­
all Western strategic forces, by creating an 
allied owned, mixed manned, jointly con­
trolled nuclear force--the so-called multi­
lateral solution. 

The project for a multilateral force arose 
from the conjunction of military studies 
that had been made on the mixed manning 
of • nuclear forces in Europe, and the poli­
tical proposals to commit American mis­
sile-firing submarines to NATO. In the 
middle of 1962 a small number of enthu­
siasts in the State Department, allied to a 
still smaller number in the U.S. Navy, be­
gan work on a plan for a mixed manned 
seaborne force ( originally of Polaris sub­
marines) which would be manned, financed, 
and controlled Jointly by the United States 
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and those European allies who were inter­
ested. Throughout the summer of 1962 
their emissaries toured the European capi­
tals to propound the merits of their idea. 

Until early last year they made only lim­
ited progress in Washington, despite a public 
relations campaign to gain official, political, 
and academic support, of an energy and 
ruthlessness unknown since Harriet Beecher 
Stowe and the antislavery movement. Presi­
dent Kennedy, in particular, was unwilling 
to adopt their plan as a central objective of 
official American policy until he was quite 
certain that no other solution-some form 
of European-American strategic partnership 
or a reorganization of NATO itself-was vi­
able. 

But after Cuba the pressures began to mul­
tiply. The prospect of serious negotiations 
with Moscow, which later culminated in the 
test ban and the hot line, brightened. In 
December 1962 Adenauer agreed in principle 
to the Franco-German pact, which carried 
the alarming implication of some Franco­
German deal on nuclear sharing. In the 
vacuum left by Britain's falure to gain entry 
to the Common Market and the oollapse of 
the Kennedy grand design, the ideas of the 
multilateralists began to make some head­
way in the United States and considerable 
headway in Germany, Italy, Belgium, and 
even Britain. 

The historian will have a tough time de­
ciding whether there ever was a real demand 
for the MLF in Germany, or whether the 
offer of a major share in the MLF forced the 
German Government to play the role the 
State Department had already as'signed it, 
namely a country eager for physical asso­
ciation with the control of nuclear weapons; 
whether, as the defense correspondent of 
the London Times phrased it, "the problem 
has in fact been created by passionate advo­
cacy of the solution." Certainly it is ironic 
that by the time the MLF project was pub­
licly launched, the German leaders whom 
Washington most distrusted in this connec­
tion, Chancellor Adenauer and Defense Min­
ister Strauss, had disappeared from office. 
But by the fall of last year, not only the 
Erhard government but intelligent Social 
Democrats like Herr Fritz Erler, the vice 
chairman of the party, had become reluc­
tantly convinced that the MLF was the best 
way to combat American nuclear isolation­
ism. 

Shortly after President Kennedy's death 
the multilateralists got from President John­
son a firm endorsement of the project as a 
central objective of American policy which 
they had never received from his predecessor. 
And with this the European political reac­
tion has become gradually more explicit. In 
Paris it is no longer regarded as a joke, but 
as a threat to put France in the position of 
eventually having to join an organization of 
which it is not a founder member. In Ger­
many, it is seen by most people as a means 
of emphasizing the priority of the Atlantic 
over the European connection ( in which 
many Germans are beginning to lose inter­
est), while giving Germany greater status in 
the councils of the alliance than she has 
hitherto possessed. In Belgium and in Hol .. 
land it is seen in much the same terms, ana 
also as a means of keeping Gaullism at bay. 
In Italy views are more muddled : The left­
wing members of the Government fear its 
effect on relations with the Soviet bloc and 
on the domestic political scene, the right see 
in it the eventual nucleus of a European 
force. Only the two Scandinavian govern­
ments, Norway and Denmark, have held aloof 
from the discussions; they are not disposed 
to join the MLF even if it becomes a reality 
and they fear that it will increase the 
strength of neutralist sentiment in their own 
countries. 

The MLF proponents argue that since 
France--and perhaps the U.S. Congress as 

well-blocks the path to a more compre­
hensive reorganization of NATO, the MLF 
provides an alternative to a gradual frag­
mentation of the alliance. It would give the 
European countries which decide to partici­
pate some responsibility as well as knowledge 
about nuclear targeting, force levels and 
general policy. They would also be finan­
cially involved, which would have the dual 
merit of forcing them to take their responsi­
bilities seriously and of taking a small share 
of the burden of Western deterrence off 
American shoulders. 

One of the strongest arguments in favor 
of the MLF is that it could provide a focal 
point for the growth of a more organic sys­
tem of alliance cooperation. The European 
Coal and Steel Community did not have a 
very important practical function when it 
was first founded in 1950, but became the 
seed of other Europea,;i institutions. Many 
European supporters of the MLF see it as 
essentially an Atlantic, not a European, force, 
and they are alienated by such speculations 
as those of Mr. Walt Rostow, director of the 
policy planning staff, who in a speech to the 
Western European Union Assembly in Rome 
on June 24, thought aloud about the even­
tual withdrawal of the U.S. veto on the con­
trol of the force, and of the MLF as a dowry 
to a politically united Europe. Such state­
ments, which are probably meaningless in 
terms of what Congress would accept and 
are certainly contrary to American policy 
about nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 
are presumably intended to provide a bait 
for France. 

The military and economic arguments for 
confining the principle of multilateral forces 
to a seaborne fleet of 25 ships and 200 Po­
laris missiles make little more sense today 
than when the project was first discussed. 
True, the problem of mixed manning is not 
a serious one; and the operational research 
that has been carried out on the problem 
of the vulnerability of the ships shows that 
this too is a manageable problem. The cost 
to the European participants (about $260 
million a year if the United States pays 40 
percent of the bill) is supportable, even 
though it necessarily involves some diversion 
of resources from stronger armies in Europe, 
an equally cherished objective of American 
policy, and even though the cost in terms of 
skilled manpower is considerably higher for 
the small European navies and the strategic 
cost of justifying Soviet missile fleets in the 
Western Atlantic may be higher still. But 
the real question is whether a force of this 
kind, which is marginal to American or allied 
strategic requirements, will in fact provide 
a better European association with American 
nuclear planning and decisions. Where does 
it flt into the American policy of "controlled 
response"? What relevance would it have 
to real crisis bargaining in another nuclear 
confrontation like Cuba, and what influence 
therefore would it give the European allies? 

TWO OTHER PROPOSALS 
It is because of such doubts about the 

military relevance of such a seaborne force 
that two other proposals have been con­
sidered. One, which was advocated by the 
retiring Secretary-General of NATO, Mr. 
Dirk Stikker, is for a direct European con­
tribution to the cost, manning, and control 
of the Minuteman ICBM's, a force that ts a 
central part of the Western deterrent. There­
is nothing inherently stranger about an 
international missile crew in the middle of 
Wyoming or North Dakota than there is 
about one in the middle of the North 
Atlantic. But so far Stikker's idea has re­
ceived little serious attention, and it might 
well be that Congress would find this too 
much to digest. 

The other proposal, which was officially 
put forward by Britain at the end of June, 
is to have the MLF combine a small seaborne 
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element with another element bullt around 
the strike aircraft and mlas1lea In Europe. 
Drawing on her wartime experience when the 
RAP bombers were successfully manned by 
mixed crews of Australians, Canadians, 
Czechs, Poles, and Prenchmen, Britain haa 
proposed that part of the allied interdiction 
forces in Europe should be converted into a 
slngle force, Jointly dnanced, owned, and 
controlled. 

This Idea haa certain clear advantages. It 
concerns the weapons on which the Imme­
diate security of Europe depends, and la a 
much more suitable focus for Joint Euro­
pean-American 11.nance and control than the 
seaborne fleet. Moreover, it does not involve 
creating new forces, and should therefore 
prove less costly in terms of money and 
speclallzed manpower. It haa not, however, 
had a warm reception in Washington, partly 
because the Johnson administration 111 110 
passionately committed to the seaborne force 
that it regards any alternative proposal as 
a diversionary tactic, partly because It haa 
been 110 long delayed by interservlce argu­
menta in London that It threatened, lf It ls 
asalmllated into the exlating negotiations, to 
throw out the time schedule which Wash­
ington haa now laid down. 

The Brltlsh position ls a difficult and un­
happy one. At the Naaaau meeting of De· 
cember 1962 both the British and American 
participants got their terminology and the 
iBBUes seriously confused. The Britlsh Gov­
ernment thought It had full American back­
ing in purllulng the multinational 110lutlon 
by committing all lta nuclear weapons to the 
planning control of NATO, and reallzed only 
late in the day that It was the multilateral 
solution which was going to win out. 

There ls growing support in London for 
the MLP aa a political idea because It offers 
Britain an opportunity, which la not open 
1n the economic 11.eld, to enter a close form 
of aaaoclatton with Germany and four or 11.ve 
other European countries, and thus to face 
post-De Gaulle Prance rather than post­
Macmillan Britain with a choice between 
laolatlon from European support or partici­
pating in a development which she herself 
haa not originated. 

But Britain la expected to have only a 10-
percent share 1n the seaborne force, whlch in 
the eyes of the German Government entitles 
her to be treated only aa a minor European 
power on questions of plannlng and control. 
Thia she cannot accept lf she 111to partici­
pate at all. Therefore, lf the MLF la to be­
come a reallty Britain must 11.ght for parity 
with Germany. She has to persuade her 
allles to extend the plan to aircraft and mlll­
allea ln Europe, of which she ts a maJor con­
tributor. Or else Britain must buy a larger 
share In the seaborne force, which would 
mean either scrapping her own Polarla pro­
gram or drastically Increasing her defense 
expenditure, something which the govern­
ment to be elected In October, whether Tory 
or Labor, would 11.nd lt politically very dltll­
cult to do, especially as a great deal of money 
has already been committed to the Polarla 
program for several years ahead. 

The situation la complicated by the fact 
that Labor, which la likely to form the next 
government, has been consistently hostile to 
the MLF, preferring to try to negotiate in 
Washington some new form of political 
machinery within the alliance 1n return for 
abandoning the British Polarla program. 
The fact that neither Bonn, Parla, nor Wash­
ington la very likely to be interested In any 
such proposal will not make It any easier for 
r, .. bor to switch Its position lf lt la asked to 
take an Irrevocable decision about the MLF 
within a few weeks of taking otllce, as would 
be demanded by the present American time­
table. 

In my view, we can only avoid a serious 
crisis within the alllance, and one which-will 
have direct repercussions on East-West rela­
tions, lf all concerned use their heads on 

three subJecta 1n particular. The 11.ratls the 
question of tlmlng. To use the German 
elections aa a deadllne ls esaentlally phony, 
since the MLP ls not nn election lBBue In 
Germany. It la being used as an excuse by 
those who want to crowd on aall for fear that 
their proJect may lose momentum. 

EASTDN SUJIOPE'S l'EAJl8 

The second concerns the operational con­
trol of the force. Until the question of 
whether lt la to be an Atlantic force or even­
tually a. European force ls settled ln equiv­
ocal language, it ls Impossible to tell who 
the true supporters of the proposal are, for 
lf there ls any serious Idea that the Euro­
peans would one day buy out the American 
share, then Britain, Germany and Holland 
lose their Interest, while, lf it la to remain a 
permanent Atlantic force, the Italians may 
lose thelra. To ta.Ile,as some of the Ameri­
can protagonists do, of leaving room for 
either 110lut1on, la as unrealistic as it would 
have been to expect the Founding Fathers to 
have written the principles of secession into 
the American Constitution. Nor do German 
ideas on weighted voting have any reallsm 
when it comes to such grim lssuea as peace 
and war. 

l"lnally, there ls the question of MLF's 
effect on the new Western relation with the 
Communist bloc. There ls a serious danger 
that mlllunderstandlngs about the force, and 
the German role in It, may create such mlll­
glvlngs in Eastern Europe as to permit· the 
Soviet Union to reestabllsh much tighter 
control over countries that are on the edge 
of ceasing to be satellltes. There la need 
for a less hasty study of the problem. Thia 
might convince all concerned, British, Ger­
man, and Americans, that, 1n terms of di­
plomacy, of which strategy and mtsalles are 
merely ae"ants, a considerably 11.rmer com­
mitment of present British and of larger 
American nuclear forces to the full planning 
control of NATO, and the evolution of better 
machinery for peacetime planning and crlals 
management for all the ames, may serve 
better in the future than the MLF itself. 

WILLIAM WIELAND CASE 

AKER pro tempt>re (Mr. LIB-
o der previo der of the 
H Iowa [Mr. 
BROM 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I 
asked spur of the 
moment ling article 
which ap oines Reg-
ister on yes 1964, which 
has just on. 

Mr. Speak ous consent 
to include tha is paint in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKE re. With-
out objection, it is . 

There was no 
The article is fo 

(Prom the Des Mo es Regis r, Aug. 3, 1964) 
RUSK'S TOUCHY t,Hoaz: DEC ING FATE o:r 

CoNTRov;=asIALUNDER o 
wASIDNOTON, qc.-secretary State Dean 

Rusk ls faced wlih the touchy po tlcal chore 
of deciding wheUher to oust Willi Wieland 
as a security rls~ or restore him to 11status 
as a Foreign Service otllcer. 

The State Department said Sat day a 
special three-!1lAD panel made a dee! on 1n 
the last few v(eeks. Its press otllce d Lned, 
however, to •tate whether the panel led 
for or agalnsj the Latin American exper 

Richard Phllllps, department press offlcler, 
said Rusk ist malce the llna.l decision. 

The Wlel d case has been one of the moot 
controversl 1n recent years. It ls among 
those that aused the fight between State 
Department security evaluator Otto Oteplca 

a d hls superiors. Otepka contended ther, 
laxity In handling the/Wieland case anc 

rlginal Wlelan 
lsion in 1961 

tlon took offl 
on there was 

Wieland r a Communist, 
b eland had given 
In vernment offlcla!B 
0 

to 
teg 

De y Otepka, Wieland 
WU of State Rusk's ot-
11.ce. to be assigned to a 
high! Germany when FBI 
Chief went to Attorney 
Gene edy to express con-
cern. 

PAPER HUFFLINO 

Kenn y's orders that Wieland 
then was locked rom the asslgnmen t to 
Germany a d give an adm1n1strative Job 
in the Sta Depa ent where, it was re­
ported, he no permitted to handle se­
curity cases. 

The State 
at that time hat Wieland was in a "paper 
shutlllng" Job an that he was to be re­
tained in that yp of post. 

Wieland ha h Id posts 1n the U.S. em­
bassies in an b r of Latin American coun­
tries, including C ba, and 1n the late 11.ftles 
was Director of t e Office of Caribbean and 
Mexican Alfalrs the State Department. 

During that t e, the FBI and other agen­
cies submitted v luminous reports on Fidel 
Castro's Commu 1st connections, some ot 
them Indicating was a Communist. How­
ever, moat of th information was stopped 
at Wieland's des nd did not go to higher 
officials. 

Not having information, President 
Dwight Elsenho er, Secretary of State John 
Foster Dulles a d ter Secretary of State 
Christian Herte of the oplnlon Castro 
was not a co,=:punu~-at least until a man 
at a White Ho ty made some remarks 
to Mr. Elsenho t Castro's Communlat 
background. ealde Blsenhower was dis-
turbed, and as the Secretary of State to 
contact FBI ctor H ver. 

Hoover then inform the President and 
Secretary of S te tha he had submitted 
much informa Ion to t em that had been 
stopped at a lo er level. 

Oteplca test 
Wieland case 
to overrule leland was 
unsuitable fo e State De-
partment. 

Since that lme, new into atlon has been 
developed in he State Dep tment security 
Division lndl tlng Wieland as 1n error In 
contending e had met Cas o only on two 
occasions. vestlgators dev oped evidence 
indicating e had been wttll Castro on at 
least a half dozen occasions. 

On the la of th~e meetln and the fact 
they did t regard hla lnltl l answers as 
frank or c rrect, other securi officials last 
March reco ended that Wlela d be 11.red. 

This t e the recommendatl n was that 
Wieland as "unsuitable" and was also a 
security r k because of hla lack ! frankness 
on hls co tacts with Castro. 

Thia r ommendatlon was 
March- ore than 6 months a! 
had been removed from control 
curtty e luatlon divl.elon as a 
charges o "insubordination" brou 
perlors. 

The eland cai:e was one of number 
of cases involved 1n the dispute between 
Otepka and hls superiors, who c ntended 
Otepka should not have given c 1n se-
curity information to the Senate ternal 
Becurtty Subcommittee. 
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OP to th1a succesa. They have helped European 

countries to draw close~to each other and 
to North America, and to progress further 

Mr YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, yester­ toward higher levela ot economic and 110elal 
it see to me that with the ebate tak- day, my colleague and seatmate, the well-belng, more stable and promlalng rela­

co my State take 
, ey wonder why 

or s me other American 
re not selected as 

eno gh for the Goldwater 
braint r should I term it 
trust" r the manufacture 

tchbooks urging the 
of o olleague the Senator 

OoLDWATER]. 
it seems to me that in 

assistance bill which 
consider 1n the Senate this 

st to note that the 
can • e for President has 
alre y come entangled in 
~ s followers in the 

ing pl e this week-in the amber on senior Senator from Idaho [Mr. ClluRcuJ, tions with the countries of Eastern Europe 
our fo lgn assistance prog it is prop- made what I thought was a very valuable and the Soviet Union, and a aomewhat more 

durable peace.er for- e to invite the at tion of the suggestion. He said that there is a great 
_Qt,,sta,gLI!§tQ. ssmt11l.\l.l.!lJL'IU'ffleaulf .~•~•;·;::·::.------­

ion a anc1fii-otlieifuto • of n -r•of gold­ state-f>epartm-ent' i>artsot movement toward European integration and 
tipped m tches, in attr Ive red and the administration, for the adoption of a Atlantic partnership--wlll not be smooth. 
silver ma hbooks, which were used 1n multilateral nuclear force which would The long-term proepect la favorable; but the 
connectio with the no ation of our provide for the creation of naval vessels inevitable only comes to paas, aa Juatlce 
colleague t e Senator fro Arizona CMr. carrying Polaris missiles to be manned Holmes wlaely observed, through human 

effort.GoLDWATER • in his drive for the Repub­ by mixed crews of our NA TO allies, 
I am told that a Brltlab Army manuallican presi ntial nom ation. which would carry nuclear warheads, but U&ed to advtaA that t.h• haat. 'llra,r f,.11 avnt..,_ _____ _ 

nousea m oeaut11w rea ana suver wowtJ .tetam liol! vew wnn respeci;- winell' token, the way for Europeans and Americans 
matchbook. It was a matter of sur­ ftrlng. to avold being sidetracked or blocked by the 
prise to me note on the back of each I believe that the Senator from Idaho obstacles to European integration and At-
matchbox th printed notation, "Made was wise in urging that the question of lantic partnership la by going forward in new 
in Sweden." the multilateral force be explored fully Joint programa. 

Por Europeans: In programa whlch followOfficials an and 1n the open, not only by Members of 
the claulc pattern of European integration,Match Co. o Congress, but also by the public affording every interested country an oppor­

other match generally. tunity to Joln on a baals of equality, without 
a dim view of In order to follow the wise suggestion any suggestion ot ftrat- or second-class 
their compani of Senator Cmracu, I ask unanimous con­ membership. 
match compani sent that an address delivered on April Por Europeans and Americans: 'Ill pro­
being good 22, 1964, by Hon. Gerard C. Smith, spe­ grams which follow the claaalc pattern of 

Atlantic partnership-close aaaoclatlon withcampaign cial adviser to the Secretary of State, 
the United States whlle leaving open the op­"bra!nless before the U.S. Naval Academy Foreign portunity for an ever larger European roleof the beautiful Affairs Conference at Annapolis, Md., u Europe moves toward political unity.

nomination entitled "Problems of Foreign Polley in Such new Jolnt venturea are needed Juat 
from Arizona [Mr Connection with the Nuclear Defense of aa much 1n defense aa in other tl.elda. Neither 

At any rate, NATO" be printed at this point in the European integration nor Atlantic partner­
view of the fore! RECORD. ship will rest on a solid baala it they extend 

only to the economic area.is being There being no objection, the address 
A relapse into nattonallsm would be par­week, it is of in was ordered to be printed 1n the RECORD, ticularly dl.aruptlve in the tl.eld of nuclearRepublican as follows: weapons. If each lnduatrlally quallfted ally

apparently PBoBLltllllo• Po&EI0N POLICY IN CoNNECTJON should bulld Its own nuclear weapons, a 
foreign affairs WITH THI: N'll'CLKA&DuzN1111:o:r NATO harvest of divlston and allled friction wouJd 
purchase and /dist ibution of these (Addreu by the Honorable Gerard 0. Bmlth, result, weakening the Atlantic Alliance, se­
matchbooks. special adviser to the Secretary of riously prejudicing the efflclency of the am. 

State, before the U .8. Naval Academy ance nuclear deterrent, and adding compli­The question ur to me, Mr. Presi-
Porelgn Maira Conference, Annapolis, llld., cations in the fteld of arma control. Alter­dent, Is this G ldwa r campaign gim­
Wednesday, April 22, 19M) natively, it the European Community weremick, or adve istng with matchbooks to be dlvtded into ti.rat and second class1. INTaOD'll'CTIONmade 1n Swed . som Goldwater cam­ citizens, with some countries clalmlng spe­
Admiral Minter, dlatingulahed guest.a,dele­paign commit e le rs' view of the cial statua by reason of national nuclear

gates; faculty, ml<lshlpmen, I am honored toproper policy f the G nd Old Party­ programa which other countries lack, this
be here to Join with you in opening thethe Republic Party for foreign aid? would not be conducive to a cohesive com­
Pourth Naval Academy Foreign A1falrs Con­ munity.Is it also ind cative o their views re­ ference, attended by outstanding young men m, TIU: PROBLEKgarding the s r!ous pr blem of the out. and women from all over the United States. Agalnat this background, we now face theftow of gold from our N tion? This year's conference considers "Problems 

queatlon of how beat to respond to EuropeanMr. CLAR~. Mr. P esident, will the of U.S. Foreign Polley in the European Com­ nuclear concerns.Senator fr~ny Ohio yiel ? munity." 
Over the put 7 years the-Soviet Union baaI would 11.ke to dlscuu with you tonightMr. YOUJ1G of Ohl . I am glad to been deploying hundreds ot rockets aimed ata project which la designed to meet one ofyield to ~!_E~nator fr Pennsylvania. Western Europe. Thia array la stlll growing.the most presaing of these problems: HowThe A~l'f::_G PRES ENT pro tem- Although programed U.S. forces would becan the United States share strategic deter­pore. The time of t Senator from adequate to meet the threat, there 1a a goodrent responslbllltles with its NATO al.Ilea case for replacing some of these programedwithout promoting independent national 

forces with medium range mtsaUea.Ohloha,]fdMr. YO G of Ohio. Mr. President, nuclear forces? 
On mllttary grounda, two successive NATOI ask unan ous consen that I may pro- The solution we propose to this problem Supreme Commanders, Oenerala Norstad andceed for 1 dditlonal ute. has much to do with the sea; naval offlcera Lemnltzer, have urged deployment of suchhave contributed greatly to it. I speak ofThe A G PRES ENT pro tem- mtaallea to help cover Soviet forces dtrectlythe Ml"L--the muJtUateral force-the pro­pore. W hout obJectio , it is so or­ threatening Europe.poeed mlalllle fleet for NATO.dered. Broader political and psychological consid­

D. THI: Srr:t'INC erations are also involved.Mr. C whether the Plrat, let us look briefly at the ·problem The Sovlet leaders have not hesitated toSenator that the fact to which this MLP project ls addreued. put tbelr rockets to political use. They have
that th e matchbooks ere manufac­ Since the war, we have been trylng to reminded European countries from time to 
tured In Sweden would some indica­ create a work1.ng partnership between a time how eaa11y the U.8.S.R. could destroy the 
tion t~t the GOP stan ard bearer is uniting Western Europe and North America. Acropolla or the orange groves of Italy or, 
now goihg to go all out for President That partnership, though not yet fully for that matter, all of England or France. 
Kennedy's trade expansi program? realized hM been more successful than we Nuclear blackma11 addressed to Europe lay at 

once dared to hope. the heart of Moecow'a pressure on Berlin overMr. YOUNG of Ohio. does help The reconstruction of Europe under the the period 1968-6~.the trade expansion progra to some ex­ lllarllball plan, the development of NATO, It la not surprlalng, therefore, that Euro­tent. It also helps the pr sperity of an the creation of three European communities, peans living so near this Soviet nuclear power
already prosperous Sweden great and the Coal and Steel Community, the Common have been anxious to have a larger role in
friendly nation. Market, and Euratom have all contributed long range str.teglc deterrence, to comple-

https://work1.ng
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ment their existing manning, ownership, and 
share in control of shorter range missiles. 
IV. CRITERIA GOVERNING AN EFFECTIVE RESPONSE 

For years leaders of the alliance have 
been seeking to devise an effective response 
to this European concern. There is a good 
measure of agreement on the criteria which 
any response should meet: 

(1) It should achieve its immediate polit­
ical purpose. It should respond to the con­
cerns of our European friends. 

(2) It should achieve its military purpose. 
It should be a credible and substantial com­
ponent of the alliance nuclear deterrent. 

(3) It should be a stable and responsible 
form of deployment. It should not add to 
the complex disarmament problem or make it 
more difficult to bring the arms race under 
international safeguarded restraints. 

(4) It should be financially manageable. 
It should not retard needed economic growth, 
social reform, or buildup of conventional mil­
itary forces. 

(5) It should strengthen the prospects for 
European unity and trans-Atlantic partner­
ship. 

V. ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES 

Three possible responses to the European 
nuclear/MRBM problem have been consid­
ered: 

(1) Strategic nuclear weapons needed to 
cover the direct threat to NATO Europe could 
be provided by U.S. forces, with the Europe­
ans having a larger consultative role about 
their use. 

(2) The United States could supply me­
dium range missiles to allied forces for na­
tional manning and ownership. 

(3) The United States and interested allies 
could jointly own, man, and control medium­
range missiles deployed to ''the European 
theater. 

The first course-virtually exclusive U.S. 
coverage of the threat-does not seem likely 
to respond fully to European concerns. 

It would not provide medium range mis­
siles close at hand to offset Soviet rockets, 
unless such missiles were deployed to U.S. 
forces only. We would be hard put, in this 
case, to explain to our allies why we pro­
posed to deny them any role in ownership, 
manning, and control of such missiles. This 
kind of discrimination could not fail to be 
politically divisive. 

Some people believe that increased con­
sultation between the United States and its 
allies about the use of U.S. strategic power 
would constitute an adequate response to 
this problem. 

Discussion and exchange of information 
about strategic forces is, indeed, now taking 
place within the NATO framework. This 
process has increased in pace within the last 
year and we favor continuing efforts to ex­
tend such consultation. Improved arrange­
ments for doing so were agreed upon at the 
Ottawa NATO meeting only last year. 

If consultation about alliance strategic 
forces remain imperfect, it is not for lack of 
good will or machinery. Rather it is because 
the consultation is onesided. So long as con­
sultation means other countries advising the 
United States about what to do with Amer­
ican strategic power, to which they have 
made little contribution, I have the feeling 
that it will, while useful, remain limited in 
effect. The effectiveness of consultation ii:; 
apt to be in direct proportion to the degree 
of participation, by the consulting nations, 
in the operation they are consulting about. 

Moreover, participation in nuclear matters 
within Europe is unequal. Some countries 
already have national nuclear weapons pro­
grams. The nonnuclear powers in Europe 
may not be prepared to accept indefinitely 
this inequality in participation. Improved 
nuclear consultation will not cure that in­
equality. 

For all these reasons, European leaders 
are likely to find nuclear consultation with 

the United States an inadequate substitute 
for a role of active participation in operation 
of strategic weapons. 

I turn now to the second course of action: 
deployment of medium-range missiles to al­
lied national forces. 

We followed this course in deploying first 
generation IRBMs to the maritime flank area 
of NATO Europe: United Kingdom, Italy, 
and TUrkey. Under this system, the missile 
was nationally owned and manned by the 
allied country in question. Any wartime de­
cision to fire the missile would have required 
the agreement of the United States and the 
owning country, under the so-called two 
key system. 

These first generation missiles were highly 
vulnerable to attack, and therefore· have 
been phased out as obsolescent. 

In deploying new medium range missiles, 
it has seemed to us, as well as to some of 
our European partners, that this pattern of 
national deployment should not be extended 
to new strategic weapons. New nationally 
owned and manned strategic missile forces 
could be devisive within the alliance and 
unsettling in terms of East-West relations. 
We ought rather to be moving toward forms 
of ever closer integration in the ownership, 
manning and control of such weapons. 

If the answer lies neither in a near monop­
oly of U.S. responsibility in the strategic 
field, even with improved consultation, nor 
in U.S. bilateral sharing with other national 
forces of the alliance, what is left? 

The creative answer that has emerged, and 
is beginning to assume concrete form, is the 
MLF. 

VI. MLF: THE PREFERRED RESPONSE 

Here is our present concept of the MLF. 
It is, of course, subject to refinement in the 
process of arriving at an international agree­
ment. It would be a fleet of surface war­
ships, armed with Polaris missiles, owned, 
controlled, and manned jointly by a number 
of NATO nations. 

The force would be under the military 
command of an allied officer and under the 
general policy direction of a board of high 
officials of the participating nations. The 
force would be open to any NATO member 
willing to assume a fair share of the costs 
and responsibilities. No nation's share 
could exceed 40 percent. 

The force would be manned by a mix of 
officers and crews from participating nations. 
Each ship would be manned by nationals •of 
at least three countries, with no nation pro­
viding more than 40 percent of the personnel 
in any ship. 

Major participants-that is, those coun­
tries underwriting a significant percentage of 
the costs-would undoubtedly enjoy a posi­
tion of special influence, not only on control 
but on such other matters as budgets, size, 
and future developments of the force. 

Firing of the missiles in wartime would be 
by decision of an agreed number of partici­
pants, including the United States. 

In the longer term, as President Johnson 
said at Brussels last November, "evolution 
toward European control as Europe marches 
toward unity is by no means excluded." Any 
change in the control formula would, of 
course, require the approval of all the par­
ticipants. It would hinge not only on Euro­
pean unity but also on sufficiently wide 
European participation so that no single 
country could play a dominant role. All this 
would not come about quickly. In the case 
of the United States, participation in the 
force as well as any change in the control 
formula would require congressional consent. 

The concept of a multilateral force was 
first suggested by then Secretary of State 
Herter, with the approval of President Eisen­
hower, at the NATO Council meeting in De­
cember 1960. It was reaffirmed by President 
Kennedy in a speech at Ottawa the following 
year. Since then it has generated increasing 
interest. 

A working group representing the United 
States, Italy, Germany, the United !{:ingdom, 
Belgium, Holland, Greece, and TUrkey has 
been meeting in Paris since October 1963. Its 
aim is to reach general understanding of 
what the MLF would involve, and of its tech­
nical and political feasibility. Encouraging 
progress is being made. There seem to be 1 

no insuperable difficulties . 
A naval demonstration of mixed-manning 

is about to start on a U.S. guided missile 
destroyer, U.S.S. Biddle. Personnel from the 
United States, Germany, Italy, the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, Greece, and 
Turkey will take part. In about a month's 
time European officers and men will start 
to take over about half the ship's billets. 
It is good to be able to report that the of­
ficers and men of the Biddle are deeply in­
terested and confident of success in working 
out this promising possible prototype of 
future allied cooperation. 

It long has been standard practice to have 
crews of many nationalities on merchant 
ships. 

Crews of a number of European. allied na­
tions manned some British ships in World 
War II. 

And mixed-manning has been successfully 
carried out for prolonged periods in the turn­
over of U.S. naval vessels to foreign navies. 

Our Navy and all allied naval experts who 
have examined the problem have concluded 
that, with skillful training and good moti­
vation, efficient and happy ships can be 
jointly manned by crews made up of men 
from allied navies. 

VII. EUROPEAN INTERESTS 

Let us now look at the MLF against the 
criteria which, as I mentioned earlier, must 
govern any response to the European missile 
problem. 

To take the political criterion first: Would 
the MLF respond to European concerns? 

We believe that it would do so in several 
ways: 

( 1) It would deploy medium range missiles 
to the European area. European countries 
which agree with General Lemnitzer, the 
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, in 
favoring su<::h deployment would be en­
couraged. They would expect these missiles' 
presence to help not only to deter aggression 
but also to frustrate attempts at ballistic 
blackmail. 

(2) It would, as a high European defense 
official said recently, be "a clamp holding the 
United States and Europe together." Because 
the force would be jointly owned, it should 
further strengthen the profound U.S. com­
mitment to the common defense of Europe 
symbolized and given substance by the 
presen<::e of our forces in Berlin, in Germany, 
and elsewhere in Europe. 

(3) It would narrow the present gap 
between nuclear and nonnuclear powers in 
Europe. All members of the MLF would 
share in ownership, managing, and manning 
the force. 

(4) It would increase the effectiveness of 
consultation about use of alliance nuclear 
forces. MLF would affo~d its members the 
knowledge, sense of responsibility, and par­
ticipation needed to make nuclear consulta­
tion effective. The mere existence of MLF, 
and the need for decisions about its target­
ing, deployment, and future evolution, are 
bound to improve the depth and significance 
of such consultation. Far from being an 
alternative to improved allied nuclear con­
sultation, MLF may well be an essential com­
ponent to a more meaningful form of con­
sultation. 

(5) It would be a nuclear defense program 
in which Europe's role and influence could 
grow as Europe moved toward unity. The 
eventual po~sib111ty of such a larger Euro­
pean role is an important element in making 
the MFL a viable alternative to national 
nuclear weapons programs. 
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Obvloualy, MLP does not oirer what na­

tlonal nuclear programa purport to do: na­
tlonal nuclear status. It 1aintended to move 
ln exactly the oppoalte d.lrectlon. It offers a 
collective approach to the nuclear weapons 
problem.

Wh1Je the present appeal of MLP 1a thll.l 
l:ugely to major nonnuclear European powers, 
we can hope that ln the long run countrles 
now having programs of thelr own may ai.o 
come to see the merits of the MLP. 

Vl'.IL KILrrilT Q'OUTIONS
.I. \iUCD. 11\JW IAI '-UC BCUUlll& '-U.&114:a&•U&.& _......._... 

which any propoaed responae to the Euro­
pean mlaslle problem must be teated: What 
about the military utillty of MLP? 

The U.S. Navy, the Jolnt Chlets ot Stalf, 
and the Secretary of Defenae, after cloee 
study, have concluded that MLP would be 
milltarlly effective and a useful element of 
NATO's atrategto deterrent forces, 

General Lemnltzer haa stated he would 
weloome MLP because lt would help to meet 
b1a milltary requirement. 

As presently planned, the MLP would have 
Pol.aria A-3 mlsailes of great penetration 
capacity. These mtsatles would be uaable 
for an the purposes of deterrence and defense 
of Europe for which the weapoll.8 of U.S. 
Polar1a submarines are capable. They would 
be effective agalnat many mt.aalle sites, atr­
ftelda, and other targets threatening Euro­
pean nations of the NATO Alliance. These 
mlaallea would be ualgned to NATO and 
placed under the operational control of 
SACEUR. They would be targeted by 
SACBUR and be lncluded 1n NATO ltrateglc 
plana. 

The U.S. Navy bu 1tud1ed the ■urvivablllty 
of the MLP :from the standpoint of poealble 
surveillance and attack on MLP wanhlpa 
by submarines, ■urtace vesaea, &trcr&ft, and 
miullea. It conducted thla study under 
contingencies of cold war, Umtt.ed war, and 
general war. 

In concluded that MI.F's survivability 
would be high-more than suJDolent to ln­
llUl'e lts effectlvenea■ a■ a deterrent, an op­
erating force, and a reliable aecolld atrlke 
retaliatory system. 

MLP wanshlpa would be almoet indlltln­
gutabable from thou.sands of other lbtpa in 
the same area; they would, in peacetime, be 
loet in 3 to• mfilion square milee of Atlantic 
and Mediterranean waters surrounding NATO 
territory; they would be able to outrun moet 
tralltng ve11Sea and able to 11Crape off lha<l­
owlng submarines ln b1en41y coaatal waters 
too ■hallow for submarine operation; they 
would operate behind the lbteld of the NATO 
land mass over which attacking planes could 
not fty unopposed; they would beneftt from 
protection by NATO &tr and surface forces 
during boetllltles; and they could uplolt the 
blanltetlng effect of 1slanda and reetrtcted 
pagsages for protection from radar detection 
and tracking. 

The fact that the United State. 1aprepared 
to devote resources and manpower to MLP 1a 
the beat evidence of our conftdence 1n its 
lnvulnerab11ty and mllltary effectiveness. 

A question may ar1■e u to the relation of 
the MLP to the level of nlatlng and pro­
gramed u .s. torcee. 

Certainly, the United State. now ha■ ■ tra­
tegtc torcea of lmmenae powers. But future 
lncreaaes ln U.S. m1aalle strength are being 
programed tor two reasons: 

1. Present U.S. atr&teglc delivery ayatem■ 
rely to a large d~ on manned bombers. 
As some of these bombers become obsolescent, 
tbey must be replaced. 

2. The Soviet rocket lnventory 1a not 
atatio-lt continues to !P"OW. If effective de­
terrence 1a to be maintained, NATO forcee 
must keep pace, until sareguarded interna­
tional arms control arrangements are 
achieved. 

As I Indicated earner, the tncreued West­
ern mlaalle 1trengtb that 1a needed oould be 

made up either of wholly U.S. forces or a 
mlx of United States and Allied forces. If 
the latter course 1a followed, the MLP could 
aubstl.tute for some of the presently pro­
gramed U.S. rorcea. At tbe December meet­
ing of the North Atlantic Councll, Secre­
tary McNamara said: 

"If the members or the alllance should 
wlab, we are prepared to join other lnter­
ested all1ea in aubatltutlng sea-baaed medi­
um-range mi881les for some of the longer 
range ayrtems now included 1n our program 
shouid take the torm of the multilateral 
aurtace-ahlp force now under dlacu881on." 

The MLF oould thus not be & net addition 
to, but a 1JUb1tltut1on for, some of the in­
creased atrensth the United States now 
plans to bulld. 

Would the MLP be a credible part of 
NATO's det.errent to war? 

As a strategic weapon system wtth a high 
degree of aurvlvabll1ty, the MLP 1a llltely to 
be ftred by the pnrttclpatlng governments, 
which would have to act at the highest level, 
only 1n one of two circumstance ■. 

(1) In response to Soviet nonnuclear at­
tack, so strong that lt could not be contained 
by nonnuclear forces. The NATO govern­
ments have already agreed on guldel1nes ror 
such circumstances. 

(2) Under second-atrtke condition■, after 
a Soviet nuclear attack, In tb1a event, the 
prior fact of Soviet nuclear attack should, 
ln effect, make the declaton. Nuclear war 
would already have begun. 

Tbelr declaton would be faouttated by ex­
perience in working together In the MLP. 
The process of continuous conaultatlon and 
planning which will be required for peace­
time operation of the MLP lhould widen the 
area of agreement among MLP members 
about strategic matters. It would thus per­
mit them to decide more readlly on the war­
time conditions under which these m1aallea 
would be fired. 

There 1a thus little doubt that Moscow w1l1 
regard the MLP u a credible component of 
We■ t.ern nuclear armament. 

IL DTKCT O?f EABT-WDT 11.ZLATIONII 

I turn now to the third criterion: A stra­
tegic miuile deployment to the European 
theater should not have a damaging effect 
on the chance■ tor dllarmament and for im­
proving relations with the Soviet bloc. 

A central and penlltlng security problem 
of the alliance la bow to build and maintain 
an effective defense posture 1n such a way a■ 
to reinforce, rather than weaken, efforts to 
bring milltary power under safeguarded in­
ternational control. 

Wh1Je proaecuttng our defense programs, 
we must stay alert to any opportunities tor 
reallatic arms control arrangements. Espe­
cially when dealing with nuclear weapons 
systems of unimaginable destructive poten­
tial, we must reallt the natural mental 0&1-
lowm- that tends to accumulate ln thoee 
who have to deal tor long periods with awful 
but neceaaary thl.nga. 

I can aasure you that these conalderatloll.8 
weigh heavily on the planner■ who are put­
tlng together the program to carry out the 
MLP ooncept, 

It 1a t&lr to ■ay that the MLP would con­
ltltute the fl.rat weapons ayatem 1n b1atory 
especially dealgned with arms oontrol con­
atderatlons 1n mind. 

It 1e eapeclally deelgned not to result in the 
national proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

Recently secretary Ru■k pointed out that 
..the detalled arrangements tor the MLP will 
include mutually &gned strong and endur­
ing safeguard.a agalnat an:, one nation'• ae­
curtng control of any of the MLP weapons. 
We believe that when the Soviet Govern­
ment undentanda thla lt wlll recognize that 
the MLP does not constitute a proliferation 
of national nuclear s:,atemabut, on the con­
trary, 1a an alternative to It." 

Let me be more specific: 
The mlasllea 1n the MLP wlll be manned, 

owned, and controlled multilaterally, rather 
tb&n nationally, u wa.s the cue with earUer 
model strategic m1aailes deployed 1n Europe. 
The MLP will thus not involve nuclear mis­
Illes 1n. the hands of any in<llvldual state. 

Any wartime declaion to 1lre the mlaailes 
would be by multilateral agreement, rather 
than by bilateral agreement as 1n the case 
of these earlier strategic mlasilu. The MLP 
will thll.l lncrease the number of states with 
the nuclenr trigger. 

There would be no increase of rtak of 
compromise of weapoll.8 design data under 
MLP. Multilateral custodial procedures 
would assure that individual countries had 
no gre ter access to Information about bow 
to design and manufacture weapons than at 
present under the NATO Atomic Stockpile. 
Stringent protection aaalnat espionage and 
sabotage w111 also be provided. 

All of tbll 1a not to say that MLP wW be 
welcomed by the U.S.S.R. It will do Its beat 
by propago.nda and diplomacy to forestall 
MLP. Tb1a must be expected because MLF 
would not only constitut.e an offset to Soviet 
rockets oppoolng Europe, but would alao evi­
dence a new degree of Atlantic unity which 
Soviet policy bas long sought to prevent. 

Neverthele88, lt 1a clear that lt 1a 1n the 
interest of the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
not to punue a policy of proliferation, what­
ever may or may not be recorded ln formal 
agreement■ on thi1 subject. And the ML!\­
by offering a viable alternative to national 
nuclear weapon■ progre.m.-ehould improve 
the Chances for llmJt&tlon of national weaP­
ons producing centers. 

Bven though the MLP would not result 1n 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, a question 
la sometimes put aa to whether lt 1e aenalble 
to continue with a major new weapoll.8 1ys­
tem wblle negotiating about dllarmament. 
The anawer 1e simple: The U.S.S.R. conttnuea 
to strengthen Its mlulle arsenal targeted on 
Western Burope. So 1011g as theee hundreds 
of Soviet rockets are arrayed against Europe, 
effective Burop-an participation In strategic 
deterrence should not be precluded. 
Thll ptirticlpatlon need not, moreover, in­

crease the presently planned level of West­
ern mlasile strength. Por, as I have already 
indicated, the MLP could substitute for some 
of the now programed U.S. weapoll.8. Thia 
la one reason the U.S. Government ha■ said 
publicly that the MLP would be conalatent 
with a mJasUe freeze. 

Tb1I European partlclpatlon could, more­
over, be helpful ln efforts to bring nuclear 
armaments under international control. Por 
the MLP would not only give Its members, as 
coownera of aignlflcant nuclear power, a good 
claim to participate ln dlaarmament nego­
tiations; It would also give them the stra­
tegic under■ tanding required to play an e!rec­
tlve role in aucb negotiations. 

And now a special word about the relation 
of the MLP to recently announeed tlaelon­
able material outbacks. These cutbacks are 
welcome ■tepl. But, a■ President Johnson 
and Premier Khrushchev have said, th1e 1a 
not disarmament. The U.S. cutback 1a de­
algned to bring production ln llne with need, 
and to reduce tension whlle malntalnlng 
neceaaary power. President Johnson has re­
affirmed all the aateguru-da against weaken­
ing our nuclear 1trengtb which we adopted 
at the time of the teEt ban treaty. The cut­
bacb do not eue the apeclllo problem MLP 
1a designed to meet. 

X. COST 

Another Important criterion 1a that the 
costs of a mlaalle rorce should be economical­
ly ma.nagenble. It should not retard eco­
nomic and tocial progresa or the development 
of needed conventional forces, 

During the ftrat II years of construction of 
the force we estimate that the average an-
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nua.l c0&ts t.o European nations becoming 
major participants 1n the MLF would be be­
tween 1 percent and 4 percent of their aver­
age annual defense expenditures. Th~ c011t 
t.o the smaller countries would be an even 
smaller percentage of their defense budgets. 
In later years the annual cost would be very 
much less for all these countries. 

These are costs well below those of other 
major mllltary programs being carried out 
by these NATO countries. They seem well 
within the margin of adjustment in the de­
fense budgets and the national economics In­
volved. 
XI. JroROPll:AN UNITY AND ATLANTIC PARTNER­

SHIP 

The last of the criteria that I mentioned 
ls that any app1'06ch to the European mls­
slle problem should contribute to our politi­
cal g06l8: Atlantic partnership and European 
unity. 

Pollttcat and military cooperation 1n NATO 
has been a good start toward the Atlantic 
partnership. Economic cooperation in 
OECD, and increased trade opportunities 
now being sought In the Kennedy round wlll, 
we trust, constitute a second functional 
base. MLF offers the nucleus of a trans­
atlantic nuclear defense association which 
could be an additional polttlcal mllltary un­
derpinning for a concrete Atlantic partner­
ship. 

The MLF would also contribute to Euro­
pean Integration. It would do so 1n three 
major ;wa,a: 

(1) It should reduce the attraction and 
apparent rewards of national nuclear pro­
grams-thus dlmtnlshing the llkellhood that 
such polttically divisive programs will spread. 

(2) It would narrow the present gap be­
tween nuclear and nonnuclear powers 1n 
Europ-a gap which cannot fall to impede 
the European community's progress toward 
unity. 

(S) It would require Jplnt European work, 
and create a venture ln which European 
countries would find lt advantageous to con­
cert common poaltlone. 

European unity will thus be furthered by 
the need for the European nations to come 
together ln order to achieve speol11c pur­
poses. The common control of nuclear en­
ergy for deterrence, sought under the shadow 
of a threat peculiarly addressed to Europe, ls 
such a purpose. 

If MLF can reduce the obstacles to Euro­
pean Integration and Atlantic partnership 
that nuclear weapons nationalism ls causing, 
lt would be well worth lta coats many times 
over. 

We must go forward toward European and 
Atlantic unity on a broad front 1f we are to 
achieve our goalS. The MLF can be one part 
of thle broad movement. 

XII. CONCLUSION 

These are the important reasons why Pres­
ident Johnson said In hie speech at the 
Aaeocl.ated Press luncheon on AprU 20: "We 
realtze that sharing the burden of leader­
ship requires us to share the responslbuttlea 
of power. All a step In this direction we 
support the establlshment of a multilateral 
nuclear force composed of those nations 
which wish to participate." 

The MLP ls a new concept. It ls designed 
to meet a new need: closer integration 
within the alliance In the strategic nuclear 
fleld--accompltshed In a way that wUl not 
hinder progress toward arms control. 

BecaU&e It ls a new concept, a wrench to 
accustomed ways of thinking wlll be needed 
to bring it about. But we are moving Into 
changing times. Bold Innovation la needed 
In these times. We must seize the opportu­
nJtlee open to us with vigor and courage. 

Mr. CLARK. This address 1s what 
might be called the standard case 1n 
support of MLF. Ambassador Smith 

ma.Ices hls points cogently and well. 
However, there is another side of the 
case. It has been discussed by the well­
known and able Washington lawYer, 
John Sllard, In a study for the Council 
for a Livable World. ms article ls en­
titled "Should the United States Con­
tinue ·To Promote the Multilateral Nu­
clear Force?" 

Thls pa.per forms the a.rgwnents 1n 
opposition to MLF. I think they de­
serve serious consideration. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pa.per en­
titled "Should the United States Con­
tinue To Promote the Multilateral Nu­
clear Force?", written by John Sllard, 
be printed at this point 1n the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed 1n the RECORD, 
as follows: 
8HOVLD THE UNITJm STATES CoNTINVK To 

PaOMOTII THE MVLTILATERAL NVCLlCAJl 

Poaci:? 
(By John Sllard) 

In 1960 Secretary of State Herter 11.rst 
proposed creation of a NATO multllateral 
strategic nuclear force. When Premier de 
Gaulle made manifest hls break with the 
UnJted States and hie determination to de­
velop a French nuclear capacity, the admtn­
latratlon'a response was a strong espousal of 
the Multllateral Nuclear For~. The MLF 
was Intended as a facesavlng device for the 
United States, Which would quiet claims In 
England, and Germany for Independent nu­
clear capabutty by the offer of a nuclear 
partnership among the allies who hold out 
against De Gaulle's unUaterall8t pollcy. 

The Initial lukewarm reaction among our 
NATO allies and here at home, has Induced 
the beltef within the last year that the MLP 
ls a, dormant proposal. That belief le erro­
neous. Having won the formal approval of 
the administration, plans to activate the 
MLP have progressed under the leadership of 
a contingent 1n the State Department for 
whom MLF ie a major commitment. The 
Navy, too, has become Interested because of 
the potential accretion to Its operations with 
the fleet of nuclear veeeel8 contemplated by 
the MLF. Meanwhile, President Johnson's 
proposal for a nuclear freeze to be negotiated 
with the Soviet.a has been stalled at Geneva 
by the Ruesians who point out that we can­
not coincidentally activate a freeze and build 
a strategic nuclear tleet. Moreover, while it 
was anticipated that the opposition of the 
Labor Party in Great Britain would preclude 
activation of the MLP, there ls growing doubt 
whether the Labor Party will hold to Its pres­
ent position 1f It wins the elections. In sum, 
MLF plans are proceeding in the face of dls­
intereet both among our allies and at home, 
whlle opponents within our own Government 
cannot effectively exert their Influence as 
long as our official poltcy remains wedded to 
the MLP. 

What 18 the MLF? Essentially, It la a part­
•nershJp In the operation of a fleet of veBSel8 
equipped with strategic nuclear weapons. 
The Polaris-armed veBSel8 would be manned 
by mixed forces from various NATO par­
ticipants, with a veto by anyone of the major 
participating nations on the 11.rlng of the 
weapons. Of course, the veto renders the 
partnership unequal, since the United States 
with its nuclear forces In Europe thereby re­
malns the only country which can Independ­
ently of Its allies activate a nuclear exchange. 
Accordingly, some German advocates of the 
MLP hope that ultimately the veto wlll be 
removed, and Germany will thus obtain Its 
own nuclear force through the MLP. We 
have encouraged thle hope by aaeurances that 
MLP la only the beginning of a true Eu­
ropean force. That was the suggestion made 
by Deputy Allel8tant secretary of State 

Schaetzel In a presentation In September 
1963 in Oxfordshire, England. Yet such a 
veto-free MLF would be quite contrary to our 
present proposals at Geneva for a nuclear 
free7.e and an agreement against further pro­
liferation, with the result that there exists.a 
present Inconsistency In our overt repre­
sentations to the Soviets and our thinly 
veiled promlsee to NATO countries. 

Thl8 memorandum examines the principal 
argument.a advanced by the proponents of 
the MLP, reviews countervailing considera­
tions, and suggests some alternative courses 
or conduct for the administration, should 
It be determined that the present Insistent 
U.S. advocacy of the MLF le not In the na­
tional lnte·reet: 
A. THE PROPONKNTS' MAJOR ARGVKENT: STOP­

PING NATIONAL NVCLEAa ~RCll: DEVELOP­
MENT 

A principal argument advanced by pro­
ponents of the MLF ls that England, Ger­
many, and possibly other nations wlll :onow 
De Gaulle's Independent force example un­
leas we can offer these nations a larger nu­
clear role within the NATO Alliance. Ini­
tially, It mJght be questioned whether the 
modest nuclear capabutty which France will 
attain 18 more troublesome In It.a Inllttary 
and political Implications than the prospect 
of a large European strategic force with 
Germany a predominant participant. Ex­
poaitlon of the view that such a develop­
ment would be less disturbing than the 
political and military Implications of the 
MLP appears 1n the March 1963 iBSue of 
the Reporter In an article by Henry A. Kis­
singer, and It wlll not. be repeated here. We 
examine here In its short and It.a long-term 
implications the antlprollferatlon argument 
made for the MLF: 

1. MLF in the ahort run 
It 1B clear that, tor the 1960'8, MLF 

proponents vastly overestimate European 
desire for a larger nuclear role. It 
is eald that without MLF the Germana 
would soon follow the example of De Gautle 
1n developing an Independent nuclear capac­
ity. But with respect to Germany, not only 
would an Independent nuclear force violate 
the exlatlng treaties, it would cause a re­
action by the Rueelane, as well as the United 
States, of a dimension which would give 
the Germans serious pause before entering 
on a provocative and expensive nuclear 
program. 

There ls, In fact, no evidence that the 
Germane presently desire a nuclear force 
of their own. What the Germane do desire 
In the short run ls asaurance that the Unlted 
States Is committed to employing Its nuclear 
forces In Europe to forestall any form of 
aggreSBlve action from the East, and that 
our weapons are targeted so as tp assure 
that a nuclear exchange would al8o Involve 
Rue.slan territory, not Just German sou. Yet 
for thls modest German concern, the MLl" 
goes too far. Bringing technical personnel 
from European nations Into a second-level 
role 1n the targeting and deployment of our 
existing strategic missiles would go most 
of the way toward meeting exlatlng German 
concern about the U.S. nuclear umbrella 
The MLF, on the other hand, will create an 
entirely new nuclear force at sea, which le 
both expensive and unnecessary In strategic 
Inllltary terms. Moreover, lt may kind.le 
rather than quiet nuclear aspirations among 
our European allies, and thus propel the 
very sentiment it ls claimed the MLF would 
foreclose-the aspiration for Independent 
nuclear capablllty. If we espouse the view 
that our allies' self-respect requires parity 
of nuclear participation with us, it wlll not 
be long before they espouse the same view. 
By contraat, without our active salesman­
ship, nuclear arms development may remain 
unpopular In Germany, England, and other 
nations. 
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Z. JILF (n th4' kmg run 

meet the p ent concern of our alliea, on 
the other hand It la Inadequate to meet what 
are likely to be the long-term aaptrattona 
of NATO natlona. A.a Klulnger'a analyala 
polnta out, the foroe of De Gaulle'■ position 
for Independent nuclear capabillty la baaed 
upon the realization of aome fundamental 
d!Jferencee of outlook between the United 
a;.t-. _ .. _9b~----..,._--.....in>v_ - _ . ....,._ 
pre::erve our cloae rel&tlona with all1 and to 
hold the line for our poeltlona via-a-via the 
Sovteta, we may yet be lncreaalngly dlaln· 
cllned actually to Ulle these weapona In an 
exchange which could precipitate an all-out 
war of annihUatlon between the United 
Sta tea and the Sovteta. 

Moreover, the glue In the NATO allla.nce 
haa been the existence of the common enemy 
In the Bast, but a predictable progreulon of 
cloaer relatlonshlpe with the Soviets, fear of 
a rew:rgent Germany, and con1llcttng eco­
nomic lntereata auch aa thoae renected In the 
split over the Common Market, may radically 
alter the present community of interest be· 
tween the United States and aome of !ta 
NATO allies. 

To the extent that anticipations of such 
changes exist In Europe, there will be grow­
Ing Interest in Independent nuclear forcea 
or a European nuclear force not subject to a 
U.S. veto. In the cue of Germany, there will 
be the added incentive of the role of swing­
nation which the peeudopartnerahlp will not 
aattafy. In sum, aa much u the MLP ex­
ceeds the presently manifested desire for 
NATO-nation participation in the nuclear 
deterrent, It will fall short of the long-term 
European demand for Independent nuclear 
capability. 

It may therefore be anticipated that the 
atronge■t preaaurea will ultimately &rlae for 
abandonment of the U.S. veto on the use of 
the MLP, and that such preaurea may in 
time succeed with the result that the MLP 
will have paved the way for the very prolifer­
ation of nuclear weaponry which It la sup­
posed to fOl"Ntall. Altern■ tl-.ely, if NATO 
countrlea cannot attenuate or force abandon­
ment of the U.S. veto, they may then proceed 
with the development of their Independent 
nuclear forcea, with the added st!mulua and 
know-how which we ouraelvea have provided 
through the MLP. It aeema clear, therefore, 
that the MLP la not a proper answer either 
to the ■xlatlnc or to the longer range nu­
clear aspirations of our NATO alllea, and will 
more likely hasten than retard the spread of 
nuclear w pona in Europe. 

•• lroBSJDIAIIY All~ roa T1D IILP 

1. MLF a., a bargaining detlice 
Some admlnlatratlon ofllclala who are not 

advocate ■ of the MLP would nevertheleaa 
continue on our preaent course on the 
theory that in future bargaining with the 
Soviet■ over arms 1;0ntrol in Europe, the 
MLP would provide an additional pawn for 
trading. Yet as an experienced negotiator 
knows, one may bargain with aaaets, but It la 
dlfllcult to bargain to an advantage with 
llabllltlea. If MLF la a free world UabUlty, 
It cannot become a bargaining aaaet with the 
Bovleta. 

Even more importantly, the b&rgalnlng 
pawn araument dlaregarda the fact that if 
the MLP actually comes Into being, It may 
be Impossible to convince our own allle ■ to 
give It up for an arma control agreement. 
Once a atrateglc European force la in ex­
istence, our NATO allles may say with aome 
credibility that if It waa worth creatln& for 
the collective aecurity, It la worth keeping 
and ought not to be aurrendered lhort of a 
complete and pneral disarmament agree­
ment. It 11 therefore probable that while 
creation of the MLP may provide an &ddl· 
tional pawn for trading with the Bovtet■ in 

a European arms 
will retuaeto trade: 

control an --- -

2. MLF a., a mere multflateral aub1tftute for 
bf lateral oontroi. 

Proponenta urge that the MLP multi• 
lateral control with vetoea by major par­
ticipant■, la not materially d!Jferent from 
the eldating bilateral control over tactical 
and med!U,ID.__Z_&na:e_nuclear 1n Ku.weanona 
.--pee• w "=e eaenlo nuc1ear w apona m 
Europe there la already a ■yatem ot shared 
control with the altua nation, and that all 
the MLP will do la to add more trigger fin­
ger■ whose concurrence would be necessary 
for the ftrlng of the weapon■ . 

Apart from ■ome queatlon whether the 
MLF controla will in fact not give Increased 
leverage to other nation.a with respect to the 
me of nuclear weapon■, this argument blurs 
the critical distinction between ■ trategtc and 
tactical weapon.a. The declalon that our 
NATO allle■ ■hould share In the deployment 
and control of tactical weapons located In 
Europe may have been right or wrong, but 
It was a radically different declalon from that 
posed by .MLP'. Por a decision to ftre the 
missile■ in the MLP would be to launch an 
attack on the Soviet Union with weapona of 
medium range ao deployed aa to be able to 
reach Soviet target.a. In auch an event there 
would ensue a nuclear war in which count­
leu million■ of Soviet and American citi­
zens would perish. By contrast, the decision 
to give our NATO allies bilateral controla over 
tactical weapon■ waa only a determination 
that a nuclear exchange Initiated within the 
boundarle■ of NATO nation■ properly re­
qulrea their participation 1n the decisional 
proce■e. Accordingly, the MLP cannot be 
parsed off as a mere extension of a bilateral 
control ■y■ tem to a multUateral control ■ya­
tem, for the weapon■ of atrategtc war de­
ployed In the MLP have radically d!Jferent 
■ignlffcance for the United States from the 
nuclear weapon■ over which we presently 
share controla with NATO &lllea. 
3. MLr a, ,tep tOtDGrcl a we,tern Jruropean 

rtrateg(c force 
A final argument made by ■ome propo­

nent■ , la the conver■ e of the principal non­
proliferation rationale for tho MLP. Under 
this argument, It would be de■ lrable to move 
toward a We■ tern JCuros-.nalllance poeeeea­
ing It■ own atrat■ glc nuclear weapon■ free 
of U.S. control and U.S. reaponslblllty. The 
proponenta who welcome auch a force, urge 
that the MLF la dealrable not becauae It will 
end the apreadlng of nuclear w pon.■ but 
because It wW promote It . 

To the extent that this view resta on the 
dealre for a We■tern European unity It may, 
for ake of argument, be conceded that auch 
a force would ln fact promote 80me accre­
tion ln the unity of the NATO alliance. 
Yet the chief reuon for euch unity would 
be not fear of the Soviet■, but fear of the 
Germa~the anticipation that without 
partlclpatlon by other alllea, the IILP would 
be a German-American nuclear alliance. 
0ert&lnly, this la a fragile bue for European 
unity. Moreover, the price paid ln the pro­
liferation of nuclear weapons to more coun­
tries and the de■ t&blllzatlon of the nuclear 
balance between the Sovleta and the United 
States by this third force, la a price too high 
to be paid. In the la■t analyala, the in­
tegrity of the MLP propoMl lt■elf become■ 
subject to que■ tlon when It ta &dvertlled 
a.lmult&neoU11ly81 a devtoe which will 0011taln 
and a device which will promote atnr.tecto 
nuclear pona In Europe. 

C. 1'MIJSSILUILS CONIIWIQVENCa '" O~ IILP 
IJtJPl'OllT 

There are ftve major unfavorable upecta 
to the continuing U.S. 1.n.■latenoe upon crea-­
tlon of the IILP: 

L NIU!ll,,u k-... ~~U,.,.41'-"-

Preaident John.aon'■ propoula at Geneva 
for nuclear freeze and nonproliferation 
acreement■• have been Imperiled by our ■up­
port of the MLP. The RUllian■ quickly 
eelzed upon the MLP, pointing out that we 
could not both ■tand atlll and move ahead 
at the same time, and would have to abandon 
the MLP if we are . . Jlhout thA nro­
vu~UT .ua 1KnDe nalii connrm-ea uy wunam. 
Po■ter'a quoted ■tatement in the Herald 
Tribune of January 24, 196' that the U.S. 
freeze propo■al would not include the MLP. 
And aa the editorial In tho Washington Poat 
of 1'ebruary 12, 19M potnta out, there la some 
tnconatatency between our offering NATO the 
MLP as the beginning of a European force 
and our auertlng to the Soviet■ that It ta 
conatatent with a nuc!ear freeze. 

2. Deemphaal.9 of conventional force 
e:tJ)Gnlfon fn Europe 

Replacement of nuclear With conventional 
defenalve capability 1n Euro!)e haa been a 
major policy of the admlnlnration. To the 
extent that the MLF will be OOlltly to our 
NATO &lllee and emphaalze their oontlnued 
protection through nuclear reeponae, it mm­
tatee agaln■ t the admlnlstratlon's stre on 
the need for conventional cape.billty among 
our NATO &lllea. 
3. Prodvctfon of European rift rather than 

unity 
Our European allies llte not requeatlng the 

MLF but are having It forced upon them by 
our lnalatence.• With the exception of ■ome 
element In Germany, the MLF la not wel­
comed among the other nations, who must 
Join It from fear of German predominance. 
The .MLP' la thus a rift-producing lalue 
among our allies. And It ta alao cauatng ■e­
rlous internal political friction in NATO 
countrlea alnce It requires them to cut their 
lot unequlvocally either With the United 
States or De Gaulle. Such a aharp choice 
altuatton has unfavorable consequences upon 
West Germany, and by drawtng another dl­
vlalve line among our &lllee, dtuerves the 
European unity and aettlement aspiration.a 
entertained by many within our administra­
tion. A.a the Kisllnger analyata In the Re• 
porter pointed out: "The effort to Isolate 
Prance by developing in the nuclear fteld a 
■ tructure in which Weat Germany would be 
the key Europe-:in member may in fact over-
11tra1n the fabric of European cohealon and 

1 "USIA Research and Reference Service" 
Nlport, dated April 11, 1963: ''The reaction of 
the We.tern European pres■ to U.S. Amba■ea­
dor Merchant'■ recent trip indicated an over­
'lfhelmlng rejection of the kind of multilater­
al nuclear force (MLP) envisaged by the 
United States. Editorial comment was heav­
iest and moat negative 1n Weat Germany. 
The rejection of the multilateral nuclear 
force within the NATO framework was com­
monly based on the bellef that the United 
States was offering a hastily lmprovued and 
confuaed politically motivated and exorbi­
tantly expen.■ lve device which would afford 
Weat Europe neither increa■ ed security nor 
increaaed voice In nuclear declaiona. Sup­
porters of the U.S. suggestion, for the mo■ t 
part a minority of Itallan, British, and Scan­
dinavian voice■, saw It 81 the leuer of two 
evils and a possible starting potnt for dlscul­
alon■ . By the end of the Merchant trip, mo■t 
papens were openly apecula.tlng that the mul­
tilateral nuclear force plan In It■ pr ent 
form would be scrapped with the debate con­
tinuing on the oentral taaue of nuclear inter­
Cl pendence within the We■tern Alliance. 
Ropee were alao expre■■ed that the United 
Statea would find a way to d1apel the confu­
ak>n aroused by !ta original multilateral force 
propc,-al.l." 
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Atlantic aolldarl\y, and alao undermine tbe 
domestic stabill\y of West German:,. It 1s In 
nobody'I interea~leaat of all wen Oer­
many•a.--to set 1n motion events that can 
only end with susplcton and concern tn 
most of the countries of the West about Ger­
many'■ nuclear role. Thta ts bound t.o aid the 
Soviet thrust to d1vide the West through the 
fear of Germany. A divided country, which 
in the space of 50 yean bu lost two wars, 
experienced three revolutions, suffered two 
periods of extreme Inflation and the trauma 
or the Nazi era, should not, 1n Its own inter­
est, be placed in a poalUon where, 1n addi­
tion to its inevitable expoeure to Soviet 
pressure, It becomea the balance wheel or our 
Atlantic policy." 

4. PoZitfcal repercwsiona in the Congrus 
It alao seems clear th&t the MLF 1s not 

presently favored in the Congresa, or lllr.ely 
ultimately to win its support. It probably 
viola tea or strains tbe McMahon Act by giving 
nuclear lnformatlon to other countries. It 
gives concern to those who have worried 
about a reemerging Germany aa a predomi­
nant European power which controls Euro­
pean fortunes. It 1s not favored by th06e 
who value our nuclear monopoly and the d1-
rect controls which we have retained upon 
the strategic weapo1111of potential ann1h11&­
tion. Meanwhile, the adminlatrat!on has 
oompletely bypassed thi! Congress. The cloa­
er we approach activation of MLP, the larger 
greaslonal concerns. - - - - -

5. Niu:lear T4Cll eacalation 
Followtng the tmt ban, there have been 

widespread hopes that a way would be round 
to reach a plateau in the nuclear arms race in 
Which there would be a leveling off of nuclear 
forcea within pl'tlllent llmlts, and no ezpan­
s!on of weaponry to countries which are 
nuclear free today. Apart from the add!­
t!onal numbers of strategic weapon.e and na­
tlon.e with such weapons which the MLP 
would mvolve, tt ls today the elngle pro­
poaal far a new advance which stands in the 
way of a leveling off of the nuclear arms race. 
ThU 1s a serious new ground for a reaa-­
ment of the MLF proposal. 
D, THE LAIIGER OONTSrr: ENDING THE 11:UlU)P&Al( 

DIPLOKACT or AJIKAKENTS 

Almost all current debates about the MLP 
are limited to the exl.eting polltlcal and mili­
tary relationship in Europe. All are predi­
cated upon the assumption that there re­
malns a military threat In Europe from the 
east which requires degree. ot nuclear capa­
blll\y In Western :Europe. Pirlltt- however, It 
must be noted that, except !or the speclal 
problem or Berlin, conventional forcee are 
demonstrably adequate for the de!ense of 
Western Europe agalnllt conventional force 
attack. Moreover, the very hypothesis of an 
attack upon Weatern Europe becomee lese 
and leu credible aa the :,ean pass. Without 
Soviet participation, such an attack would be 
meaningless ln mllltary term■ and therefore 
unllltely of Initiation; with Soviet partici­
pation it would unquestionably 1n1tlate a 
world war, which again provides a hlgheat 
level deterrent. Nor 1s It clear Just what 
Soviet hope would Impel such an attack. 
Our pr-nt military poature In Europe la 
based on a threat which no one bellevea. 

The !act ls that we have oontlnued to give 
a preemptive poalt.lon to mlll\ar:, pollc:, and 
nuclear power 1n Europe, in an era when 
the real problems of Europe are economic and 
polltlcal rather than milltary. Our continu­
ing diplomacy of weaponry, both agalnat the 
Soviets and v!a-a-vls De Gaulle, stand■ in the 
way of the traditional diplomacy, prevents 
desired economic and cultural excllanae, and 
other normal adjustments between countrtea 
aa well aa the necessary political develop­
ments within the~. The MLP perpetuates 
obse1B!on with mll1tary respon.ee to rltta with 
the Soviets and between the Alllee, In an era 

No. 160----13 

which calls not for an arms polemic but tor 
the progreeslon of relatlonahlpe between sov­
ereign etatee. 

Thoee who would promote a detente and 
ultimately a ■ ettlement in Europe, muet look 
beyond such merely m111tary allnements 
such as the pseudopartnenhlp ot the multi-
lateral nuclear force. Por the nuclear arms 
race and the diplomacy or armaments 1n Eu-
rope will not cease na long as the United 
Statee Itself 1s the chief promoter of new 
nuclear weapons syetems. On the other 
hand, a return to the traditional lntema-
t!onal diplomacy in Europe would f011ter a 
climate In which national poeeeeelon or nu-
clear arms would appear leu vital either for 
national prestige or national eecurity. A1 
long as the United States remaln.e read:, to 
employ lts nuclear strength against a nu-
clear attack In Europe, there la in fact no 
security neceee1ty for national nuclear forcea. 
And the demand tor nuclear arms 1n NATO 
countries attributable to the dee1re tor na-
tlonal prestige and self-esteem, reflects a de-
slre which we oureelve■ are foetaring when-
we proclaim by devlcee such as the MLP that 
our NATO alllee must have a !l..rst-rank!ng 
role in the operation ot a strategic weapons 
system. In short, the only way ln which our 
NATO alllee can be induced not to etrtve for 
a etrategic nuclear 1ystem or their own la If 
we oureelves cease our obelsance to nuclear 
power 1111the corneretone or European pollcy 
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the spread of nuclear weapone to Latin 
America and other area■ where they are not 
presently deployed. One may hope that to­
morrow we may recognize that In Europe, 
t.oo, the proper goal la not an accretion in 
nuclear armaments but the replacement of 
the nuclear confrontation by political and 
econODllc settlements and conventional 
torcee adequate to aesure that they are hon­
ored. At a time when we should seek to 
move away from the nuclear arm,, race, the 
multilateral nuclear force ls a move In pre­
cisely the wrong direction. 
•. ALTDNATIVE8 TO U.11. PllOMOTION or THJI 

XLr 
There are easentlally three alternatlvee to 

the present U.S. poa!tlon: 
1. Abandoning th.e MLF 

While th1a may constitute long-term wlll­
dom for the United States, It 1s unllkely that 
we would renounce the MLP 1n the near fu­
ture without at leaat a serious quid pro quo 
from the Soviets. It ahould be noted that If 
the United States abandon■ the MLP, it 
may continue to adhere to Its oppoaitlon t.o 
the Independent development of nuclear 
capabll1t:, by Germany, and other natlona, 
and we ma:, expect some success tn holding 
our alllea to that poaltion at least for the 
nert few years. 
2. Imtiating a slotodoum of MLF activatton 

Th1a seems the most desirable Immediate 
step, but there 1s always dUllculty In taking 
the first step away from an established 
COW'lle. Senate Porelgn Relations Commit­
tee hearings might serve na a temporary 
bralte. A slowdown should pave the way to­
ward ultimate recesalon by the United States 
from the MLl" propoeal. 

3. A replacement for MLF 
A more modest nuclear partnenhip might 

be proposed to meet the present concern.e of 
NATO allies. Second level technical people 
could be brought into the targeting and 
planning phaaea of our e.xlsting strategic nu­
clear force, io give added assurance of our 
readlnese to employ the nuclear U1W?rella. 
To the extent that we are, in tact, ready to 
employ that wnbNilla, lt seems hlgbly de­
sirable that our alllea be aaaured that th1a 
ls so. By th1a means we may eatlsfy some 
preaent concerne among our NATO alllea 
without creating a new strategic strlltlng 
force tn Europe and opening the door to an 

independent European nuclear third force 
with It■ troublesome polltlcal and mill~ 
lmpUcatlons. / / 

CEMENT ADDRESS 
TOR MARGARET CH 

AT HAHNEMANN MED 
E AND HOSPITAL 

Mr. President, I 
to its commencem 

clses 4, Habnem 
Colleg adelphia, Pa 
on o gue, Senator 
CHASE he honor 
doctor letters. 
one more 
did Sena 
Senat.e App 

Health, I w been 
no member re de-
vot.ed to the of our 
people and of as made 
many fine c e cause. 
She has, ind er and a 
valiant warri r medical 

research, me tion, hos-
Pltals and othe les, and the 
advancement d medical 

I-.-.. --U--..&..-
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gratulate Hahnem nn edical College 
on the honor It has on Senator SKITH, 
and say how prou w are that this 
rtchly deserved hon s come to her. 
I ask unanimous co s nt that Senator 
BKITH's remarks at commencement 
exercises be printed a th1s point 1n the 
RECORD. 

There being no obj 
was ordered to be p • d in the R.Jlcou, 

:~:w:~SKNATOll~ ari CHA8II SKITB, 
AT COMMJINOl:XENT AT IIAHMS-
KANN MEDICAL E0 AND HOIIPlTAL, 
PHILADELPHIA, PA., UNlE , 1964, 

President Cameron mem rs of the board 
or trusteee, members f the f culty, members 
of the graduating c~, stude ts and friends, 
I am dseply app clatlve f the honor 
awarded me by your lstlngul ed and highly 
eateemtd instltuti . It 1s coveted dis­
tinction to be assop1ated with you !or I am 
keenly aware of t great con !button that 
Hahnemann Medi al College akes to the 
field of medlcln , medical r arch, and 
health. 

It baa been m privilege for 
have made sus ined efforts in 
the cause or me cal research In 
aa a member o the Senate Ap 
Subcommittee Health. Prior 
ate service, it ns my good !art e to he 
chairman of th House Armed Ser cea Med­
ical Subcomm1 ee and In that c aclty to 
have been th sponl!Or of several medical 
bills, lncludln those for the nura g corp, 
tn the armed s rvlces. 

With the ex eptlon of spiritual we I-being, 
there ls noth g more Important in I e than 
our health, b th physlcal and men 1, and 
happineu, w ch 1s easentlally good ental 
health. And t ls to thls that your edlcal 
pro!esalon lsiedlcated. 

Sometimes thlnk that Members o Con­
gresa are ma whipping targets by th pub­
lic more th any other group. Bu 
and then I onder when I hear some 
pla!n about t e various pro!eulons Incl 
youra. And hen I hear those compla 
feel a kindred.ship with J'Oll-&Dd I t 
answer the complainants with my own sl pie 
observations of "thank God for the doc rs 
and the nurses and all that they do for 
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ing by the Chinese of a Jjor and very 
damaging ground operatioi;t. 

All for full atra.teglc bombing of rn•lnJ•nd 
Cblna that ta another atoiy. It would have 

be Judged With another stendard of 
tivenesa than tactl,!al air atrtbe, and 

in e light of the posel.blllty th•t lt WOUld 
laun World Warm. 

The ion for tlhese atatementa ta a 
dispatch: rom a correspondent of tbJa news­
paper in utheast Asta. He repcrta that 
the Comm ta "•pparently are convinced 
that the tee ques they hue evolTed over 
'6 year&-wha ey eall 'people's revolu• 
ttonary war'--ca ot be defeated no matter 
how BOphlatlca nd advanced a ayatem 
Of ,reapona d tary technology ta 
brought to bear on th atruggle." 

ThJa ta the' challenge. It w.. compared 
by Henry Cabot Lodge w1 bavlng a bat­
tleship and eedlng to do a jo ln the deeert. 
There shouµt be no Uluslona a ut the fact 
that guerrjlla war on the terma et by the 
Communl•ts wtll take a heavy co trnent 
of resouJi:ea. ground and air, and that no 
bright qaah of silver in the air can Y1n a 
quick victory and return home. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the 
creation of the proposed Multilateral 
Nuclear Force <MLF>1s a major foreign
Polley step, one which could have last­
ing effect on our relations with our West­
ern European a.Illes, the Soviet bloc, and 
our conduct of arms control negotia,­
tions. 

If an MLP tre&ty is to be presented to 
this body 1n the near future, there is 
great need to have an adequate discus­
sion of the merits of the proposal before 
the time of requested ratification. 

Up to now, there has been llttle dis­
cussion about the MLF, either 1n the 
Congress or in the press. Recently, Mur­
rey Marder, the distinguished diplo­
matic correspondent of the Washington 
Post, wrote a worthwhile feature on the 
MLP which explored some of the prob­
lems connected with this proJ)OSal. I ask 
unanimous consent to have this article 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
(Prom the Waahington Poat, July lD, 11164) 
POLlTICl!I CAN BVJTff Ntrot.sAeF'Ln:'l'-T&RGft 

Oln FOR MULTILATERAL PoRcs PuTB MA• 
NEUVDINO BE'!'Wl!ZN Euaon AND UMJTJ:D 
8TATSB IM THICK OP CAMPAIGN 

(By Murrey Marder) 

Out Of the Cow Palace la8t week came a 
theme that wUl reverberate in d1acord 
agatnst &ome or the most lle'Dlllt.t.ve strtnp 
of U.S. foreign policy, Including !ta nuclear 
strategy. 

That was the intention or Senator BADY 
M. OoLDWATEB:to present an alternative to 
"me-toolsm" in both domestic and foreign 
affairs. 

No matter how American voters react in 
November to the Republican choice for Prest• 
dent and hla determination to launch a 
bolder, more-rlalt-talrlng brand a! foreign 
policy, Senator OoLDWATD's nomination lt­
aelf may have eome ell'ect on the current 
policies of Amerlce'• allies. 

S1n.ce World War II, Amerlcen political 
nominationa have little Impact on the 
world's foreign pollclea. l!/Yen after the sub­
sequent election, bec&uae of "me-tootm:n," or 
what others prefer ~ cell "blpartl8ansh1p," 
frlend and foe alllte usually expect no dru-

tic upaeta 1f the White Houae eh9.DgN banda. 
That usumptlon ta now gona. 

THli 1,01"0 TI:SW 

No matter how convinced they may be that 
President Johnson wUl Y1n reelection, for­
eign om.cea around the world now are ohliged 
to take a more serious look at Senator OoLD• 
WATD'•candidacy. They may well conclude 
that hla nomination alone wW have no great 
t.mpect on American policy but they un­
doubtedly wUl be r""xamlntng their positions 
on ventures that woUld take years to develop. 

A current major project fl.ta that classlft­
catton, although few Americana have more 
than the haziest notion of lt. One simple 
reaaon ta ita official name, MUltuateral Nu­
clear Force (MLP), which opponent;a deride 
as a multUateral nuclear "farce." 

Despite the bureaucratically obecure title, 
the plan toucbea the nerve end.s of West 
Germany's nuclear future; Britain'■, Italy'•• 
and other European natlona' political and 
military evolution; the development of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Orga.nlzatlon; the 
•trunle between tile United States and 
Prench Prealdent De Gaulle over the shape 
or Western Europe and lta relationahlp to 
the United States, and the proapecta for 
East-West arms control and dtaarmament. 

TWENTT-]P'[Q 1'VCl.lrAA WAUHIPS 

All tb1a ta lmbedded In a debate that baa 
been going on for • years in allied foreign 
officea over the creation of a fleet of 25 sur­
face ahipe armed With 200 nuclear-tipped 
Polarta mtaslles, to be Jointly ft.Danced, 
manned, controlled, and operated by thoae 
allied nattona that ean be induced to Jotn. 
It woUld be aaaigned to NATO's defense. 

Its cost would be about $2.5 bWlon to 
launch, about •160 mllllon a year tb operate, 
with the United States and West Germany 
as the main contributors. 

It ta a "11.nt step" plan. On that one 
point, ita supporters and critics agree. They 
disagree totally on what lt la a 11.nt step 
toward. 

Ita advocates now have the positive sup­
port of Preatdent Jobnaon, Secretary of State 
Dean Rusk, and all the macblnery of thll 
U.S. Government, plus the backing of 
many of the leaders Of Western Europe. 
They see it as a force for Atlantic unity and 
as a way ot checking the spread of nuclear 
weapons by auuaglng any German military 
appetite for a greater voice in the use of 
nuclear power. They believe that it will 
accompltsh other long-range ea1na without 
riak to other nations. 

Its crtttca, here and abroad, are not orga­
nized and are relatively weak, but they are 
counting on British and Italian hesitation 
over the plan and they hope aflirmatively 
to bulld a bacldl.re on Capitol Hill that wW 
cause President Johnson at least to delay it. 

To these opponents, who include foreign 
policy, sclentl!lc and military speclaltat;a and 
political leaders on both aides ot the Atlanttc, 
Including Johnson administration officlala 
who are now in a distinct minority, the 
mixed-manned nuclear fleet could do exactly 
the opposite of what ita supportera claim. 

They say that it la more likely to inten­
sify than dimlnlsh German and other nuclear 
amblttona, to hasten the fragmentation of 
the Atlantic Alliance, to damage arma con­
trol and disarmament proepects, to Impede 
tile growth of national independence tnalde 
the Sovlet bloc and to cause other harm. 

What makes thla be.ckatage Allied debate of 
apeclal consequence now ta the time factor. 

Orginally a mere suggestion by Presidents 
Eisenhower and Kennedy, the plan got more 
active Kennedy backing after the 1962 Anglo­
American conference at Na.-au and De 
Gaulle's subsequent rejection of Brittah entry 
into the Common Market. . 

All one American critic puta it, the MLP 
.. made the long leap from the technl.cal to 
the policy level" when, "to counter De Gaulle, 

the United States felt obliged to aasert !ta 
leaderahip, eapeclally in tile Ultraaensitlve 
polltlcom11ltery area where De Gaulle htm­
aelt might move." 

x..t month, the communique taaued after 
Preaident Johnaon'a meeting with West Ger· 
man Chancellor Ludwig Erhard aet an 
official target date: to try to get the MLP 
pact ready for algnaturo "bJ the end ot the 
year• 10 it might be presented to Congre• 
in 11165 as a treaty or In other leglalative 
form. 

Lll8S THAK A 80Ll7TIOM 

Since October 1963, a working group repre­
senting the United States, West Germany, 
Britain, Italy, Holland, Greece and Turkey 
baa been examlnlng the plan in Parts. Addi­
tional political tallta have gone on in Waah-
1.ngton and other capital.II. 

None of these nations ta 0111.cially com­
mitted to It but support for it ta growing 
steadily, not ,as a cureall but, as one crttlc­
turned-supporter described it, "as the least 
damaging way or mitigating the absence of 
a solution." 

Some would Join, notably Weat Germany, 
because of deep belle! in lt. Others, like 
Britain, might join only to avoid mtaalng the 
boat. They woUld want to prevent Germany 
from being lta dominant European partner. 
Still othera are interested for a combination 
of these reasons. 

Thta creates what amounts to an interna­
tional aqueeze play on Jolnlng. If Britain 
does not Join, or if Italy does not, the plan 
will go ahead anyway, American planners 
maintain. They also woUld Ulce to raise the 
ante in thla diplomatic poker game by ■ug­
gestlng that the United States might go 
ahead without both Britain and Italy, But 
that ta not official policy. 

The critical maneuvering period between 
now and the end of the year will parallel the 
presidential election campaign, and thta co­
incidence la Important because the ultimate 
shape ot the mixed-manned tl.eet dependa on 
long-range American foreign pollcy. 

THI: Q'O'J:STION or A VftO 

Inltlally, at least, the United States would 
have a veto over the use of the fleet's nuclear 
weapons, because they coUld be fl.red only by 
unanimous agreement. But Mr. Johnson 
aal.d aa Vlce President that "evolution of tbJa 
fleet toward Buropean control, aa Europe 
marches toward unity, ta by no means 
excluded." 

Administration officials have assured con­
gressional leaden, however, that Ultimate 
surrender of the American veto haa never 
been even Implied. There are other waya 
ot widening European control without touch­
ing the veto, they have noted. 

Now with Senator OoLDWATD a nomtnee, 
political charges that he ta irresponsible 
and "ahoota from the hip" tend to under­
llne among Europeans De Gaulle's chargea 
that American foreign policy ta unpredict­
able. Thta reaction ls bothering admlntatra­
tlon officiala. 

Senator OoLDWATD has made some crtt­
lctarn of the MLP ooncept or a nuclear force 
with mixed crewa, but he has not yet been 
briefed on tt by MLP proponenta. He ad­
vocatee a direct NATO nuclear force under 
NATO'• Supreme Commander 1n Europe, 
who ta an American. Nevertheless, hla varia­
ble commenta about giving NATO greater 
authority to ti.re tactical nuclear weapon.a. 
and hla remark that Germany might have 
won both World Wars with atronger mill­
tary leadership, frighten Europeans, even 
IIOIDe who want more authority over nuclear 
weapons. 

It ta not odd that Senator G0LDWATZll'I 
position on the MLP ls not well known. 
One Congressman who baa followed It clo■e­
ly eattmate■ that not more than a dozen 
Members in both Hou.sea have more than 
a auperdcial knowledge ot the plan, although 
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admlnlatnUon ofllelala AJ that oongr .. 
atonal 1--4 .. and memberl of key commtt­
t.. han been briefed on tt, aioaa witb a 
number of other Senators and Rep,-nta­
U••· 

OrtUca charge t.bat a amall, d tennined 
"cabal of tanatlca" puabed tbe plan through 
tbe Government. It i. a fact that tbe MLP 
entbUlluta were spanked by the Wblte 
BoUN tor OY lllng the plan l&lt aprtnc. 
But in April, i>re.ident Johnaon pn the 
MLP the IO ahead. Be onnode the Anna 
Control and otaa.nnament Agency'• concern 
about lta effect on arma control negotla­

. tlona with the Bonet union. On b&lance, 
the President ruled, thOH m.lagtvinp were 
outweighed by political and mlllt&rJ arsu­
ments tor trytng to create the foroe. 

Instead of being .Upped t.hroulh the OoY• 
ernment by the State Oepartm nt, lta pro­
ponents lnalat, the plan rec:elYed unusual 
atudy by three ac1m1nlatraUona. Its orlglnal 
formulators or adYocatea included tb.ree 
former or pr t members of what la now 
the State Department PollcJ Pla.nnlng OOUn· 
cu: Robert R. Bowie, now Dlrector for tbe 
Center for Int.ematlonal AJfalra at Harvard 
Univenlty; Gerard 0. SmJtb, now in charge 
of MLP neaoUatlona; and Walt w. Boltow, 
praent head of the policy ata.a. 

In addition, prime movers included Henry 
D. Owena, deputy to Roatow; Llvtnpton T. 
Merchant, former apec1al negoUator for 
IILP; PoJ D. Kohler, no.r Ambuaador to 
Moecow; J. Robert Schaet&el. Deputy Aa-
111.atant Secretary of State for European Af• 
fain; and Under 8eerett.rJ of State George 
w. Ball. 

At the Defense Department, the principal 
early adYocate wu the late Adm. Claude v. 
Ricketts. Kia name eoon wlll be given to 
the U.S.S. B14'11-, the NayY'a nonnuclear 
guided mi.sue destroyer The ahlp la be­
ing uaed to demonatnte tbe f lbWtJ of 
mannlnr 11-ia with ere,.. of aeYeral na­
tlona, overcoming the compleldtl• of dlt· 
tertng food, training, and other national 
charactertatlca. 

Tbe Idea of a mbted-manned nuclear ft t 
developed ~UN of a mWtarJ problem, but 
Its motivation wu and la malnly poUtle&L 
The oonc pt arc:aetrom a requ t by the then 
Supreme Allied Commander 1n Europe, Gen. 
I.Auria Z. Nor.tad, tor medium-ran e nuclear 
m11,11• to counter 8o'f'let nuclear mlall 
aimed at Europe. 

Instead of agreeing to that requeet by H• 
tending tho "two key" ayatem under which 
tactical, or smaller battle!leld, nuclear weap­
ons are operated by NATO memberl, with the 
Unlted States oontrolllng the nuclear wv­
bada, the MLP -born• fteet wu oonoeiYed. 

The real Amerloan mWtarJ preference wu. 
and atlll la, on purely mlllt&rJ groun.da. to 
meet the SoYlet medium-range mi.sue c:b&l­
lenge with the buge American atrat.eglc nu­
clear arsenal. HoweYer, to offset what Amer­
ican dlpl-• f~w .. inmtablJ rlalng 
protesta aptnat U.S. mlllt&rJ domination ot 
the alliance, the poUtloal p&Wattn of MLP 
WU offered. 

Wlth Italy interested in Joining lt, but pre­
occupied with intern&l poUtlcal -• the 

il.P'a future can tum on the outoome-of the 
Bnti.b election in October. BJ1taln'a Labor 
Party, favored to win, i. on reoord u oppoeed 
to oontlnu.lng the British nuclear force or 
Jolnlna the MLP. It aclYocates oomblninr 
Brlta.tn'8 nuclear .trtte capactty 1n a NATO 
foroe. 

But American otlldala bellen t.bat Labor 
Party 1-der Harold WU.On may chanp bla 
position aft.er exploring otll• cholcee. 
Brita.In'• Oonaen&UY government baa IIU4f· 
geated erpan<ltng the MLP by addlnr to It 
land· baaed American Pershing mlall• now 
In NATO and the propoeed BJ1ttab TSR--2 and 
American TPX aupweonlc nuclear atnke 
plan-. 

The Unlted States hu a,reed to a Joint 
atudJ of the offer but there an strong IN.I• 

plc!ona here that London may be enpced 
1n a delaJlng act1on. 

One apec1allat 1n t2l1a poliUcal-mWtarJ­
JMIYchOloatcal mue, Henry A. z::a.tnaer, an 
MLP opponent, recently~: "Tb• nOYelty 
of modern w pooa ayatema g1v• the ct»­
putee a m tapbyalcal, almoet t.b.eoloatoal, 
c..t.'• 

The Wuhlngton-bued Oouncll for a LIY­
able World, campa.lgn.lnJ apJ.nat the MLP, 
charged 1n a paper by John 81lard t.bat the 
MLP "ION too far" to "meet tbe preaent 
ooneeni ot our alll•" wblle 1t i. "lna<le­
qU&te" to meet thetr long-term uptrattona. 

On the powerful pro-MLP aide, hownw, 
the lnftuent.lal Actlon Committee tor the 
Unlted States of Europe, beaded by Jean 
llonnet, a leader in traneatlantlc unity, hu 
lauded the MLP u a major oontrlbutlon to 
the preaent "OOllfUMld and cllfflcult" ctua-­
Uon 1n Zuprope. 

Despite the metaphysical or tbeoloatcal 
nature ot the U'11'Wllents, It the propoeal la 
aent to Oaplt.Ol HW by a lected Pr ldent 
Jobnllon, the odd.a wlll be with It. But ftret 
1' muat w•tber the political uncertalnttea 
on bot.b eidee ot the AUantlo. // 

REVIEW OF SENATOR FULBRIO 

~~ MYTHS AND 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Preside 
Bunda , Auaust 2, 1964, boot re 
tton of the Waahtngton Post 
excellent review of Senator 
new ~ entitled "Old M 
Reallti ," The reviewer, 
Steel, co ncls that Senator IR10HT'S 
recent to elsn Polley es, which 
comprise e bullt of the book, have 
"opened th ~atea of free U&Slon on 
all the tlr old verities of e cold war." 

I a.sk un nlmous co t that the 
review be p nted at Point 1n the 
CONCUSSION RECOllD. 

There be1n no obJec 
w ordered to prin 
as follows: 

OLD MTTJU AND N R&.I.LJTDa 
(BJ 89nal<l St.eel) 

("Old Mytba and )Jew alltle•: And Other 
Oommentarl•." bJ ~n tor J. w. P'VLUIOBT. 

dom Bouae; lff ; ta.1111; paperbound, 
eua.) 

In four eloquent _,_, drawn from 
apeecbea he hu d llv l'e<l in the Senate dur­
ing the put year. tor P'l7LHJ:OHThu 
opened the ptea o tree dlaouealon on all 
th tired old verltt o( the OOld wv. Ile 
baa made dtaent ot ol'UJ reapectable once 
apln, but enn ratl ♦ u Am rlcana try 
to grapple with new ,realitlea of a rad-
ically Cbanged w Id. 

In an lmpaul ed pl or political real-
lam l'ul.llluOHT b uked US recocnize that 
many ot the p we hav4 tmartned to be 
"aelt-evtdent tha" are n truths at all, 
but •Imply attl d whlcb n looser explain 
the facts. Th moet dublo of the " •eett­
evtdent trutba' of the postwar •ra~1,n&'t, Juat 
u the Preal<l t realdee 1n W nat,on and 
the Pope 1n , the DevU reatdea im-
mutably In w"- la perha the bard•t 
one to &bake, for on It blnsea all 
tlona that e roerned our dip 
dominated national We tor 
dec:adea. It tor our own Ake 
PvLaaloHT urgu ua to drop tbe m 
fferJ Communtat state la an 
e1'll and a relenu- enemy ot the fr world" 
and to accept the reality that "eome eom­
munlat regtmea poee a threat to tree 
worl<l wblle otbera poee Uttle or non . • 

By cballengtng aome ot tbe moet tlrNome 
platttu<lea with which we have been burdtn-

tnr our diplomacy and our peraona1 Yocabu­
lartea durtn1 ~ Jonr yean ot the oold 
WV, he baa clearly trlgprecl the foreign 
po\jcy d bate t.bat WU bla intentllon. Wblle 
the wbeela of lnnoYaUon srtnd .iowlJ, otllclal 
W~gton can nner be quite eo ~lacent 
u It wu before senator Ptrl.AIGHT roae 1n 
the senate lut March 26 to cbarp that u a 
nation "We are oonttonted with a oompleir 
and lluld world altuation, and - an not 
adapUng oureelv• to lt. We are clinging 
to old mytba in the faoe ot new realltlea, 
and - are -king to eecape the ~tndlc­
tlona by narrowing the permwalble bound.a of 
public di8cuaton, by relegattna an inc:reulnr 
number of id u an<l viewpoints td a srowtnr 
oatesorJ of •unthinkable thourb4-'." 

Tboee word.a ban already becxlene part ot 
the national political vocabuiarJ,/u the tor­
tuous reapprataal of American torei.zi 
pollcJ-Clmulated 1n larp part Jly the Sena­
tor•• aboclt tactlc.--clOWlJ pa Ulrougb the 
cloistered halla or the Department of State. 
That key apeecb, from Which this yolume 
draw• lts title, hu been Joined to three 
otbe~eallnJ with nation.al aecurtty, the 
Oaulllat ci.uenre, and the cold'WV 1n Amer­
lean llt-l>J an alert publl.a,ier wbo bu 
A1'ed them from the obllv1ou ot the OOK• 
OUNJOKALasooaoand wbo baa had the good 
aenae to brtpr out a companion paperback 
edition that puts them wltbln tbe reach of 
neryone. 

Amonr tll• "unthinkable t.hourbts" 
alngled ou~ ~ Senator Pl:JLmuoBT are the 
"tact that thJ boyoott~cy la a failure 
u an tnatrument for br a about the fall 
of tbe OUtro reatme," th "tb• blatorlcal 
odd.a are probably agalnat e pr08p8Ct of a 
peaceful aoclal reYolutlon" I.Attn Am rtca, 
that "there are not really •two Chlnaa' but 
only one, malnland Ohlna, and that it i. 
ruled bJ Communlats tllkelJ to remain 
ao for the indeftnlte tu .'' and that "the 
8oytet Unlon, tho\JCb atll a moet formidable 
adYeraary, baa ceaaed to be totally and lm• 
placab!J boatlle to thew ." 

Aa It tb1a were not nourb for a tlmld 
Waahlngton bureaucrac and a Oonsr- atlll 
branlJ alaJlna yeater<l,y'a d.ra,ona, be hu 
even au te<l that we question "the muter 
myth of the oold war'~that the "Commu­
nlatlc bloo i. a mono th oompoaed of 1101'• 
ernments whlcb are not really governments 
at all, but organtz«t conaplract•"-and, 
perhaps moat relevantly of all, that th• 
Am rlcan people m~. "come to term.a, at 
Jut, with the reallt1 of a world In Whlcb 
neither good nor nll abeolute." 

Despite all tb1a b J toonocla.lm, J. Wu.• 
LIAK Pt7t.BUOHT la phrue-tbrowlllJ radl• 
cal. Ponner Rbodet. ~ow, unlveraltJ prea­
ident, ffteran ot 24-jean in Oonsr-, and 
now chairman ot Senate Porelgn Rela­
tlona Committee, be la a man or calm tem­
per, uqulalte manners, and eminent mod· 
eraUon. Yet be ta a man wbo i. deeply 
troubled by What be beltevee to be a failure 
ot. American pracUcalltf: a failure abroad to 
adapt to the world u It J.a rather than u we 
would Uke It to be; a r,uur bere at bome 
to deal with tbe 11.1rgent fpelal problems that 
threaten American d modracY far more than 
the trreleYant 1.deolOSJ ot communwn. 

It i. with evident r lu nee and even a 
twinge of aadn- Ulat nator PuLuloHT 
bold.a the mirror of reflect! n to our portrait 
of naUonal 'f'lrtu•, for be a patriot wbOH 
eenatbWUea are clearly pal ed by our ln-
abWty to Un up to our Id . "In a per-

• .,.,.. way," he comments a dlaturblnl 
_, on the cold war In Am lean We, "we 
ha.,. pown rather attached the cold war. 
It occupies ua with a aeemlnlly clear and 
almpl chalJ nge from outalde abd dlnrta ua 
from problems here at home ,rblcb many 
Americana would rather not try &>eoln." It 
tbe Image 'that emerges from t1'1a ac:ruttny 
of Amerle&l!, We and diplomacy la 'Clot alwaya 
a ftatterlng one, It la all the more worthy ot 
our att.entlon, for tbNe are th• reftectlona 
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of a man wbo has thought long a.n 
about the problems facing th1s Natt 
la worned by mucb of what he hU s 
who has had the courage to say 
bellevee. 

In deliberately aettlng out to tell ua that 
we don't really know much of what e think 
we ltnow, Senator Fln.BnGBT s~ o a great 
many 11enstt1ve toe.. Not everyone find 
It easy to accept h1e view that the ear hya­
teria that has afflicted many Amert ana over 
OUba oomes more from wounded Ide than 
anything elae, or even his observatl n that 1t 
CUba were to s1n1t below the Car bean to­
moITow, and I! Koacow were sud enly and 
miraculously to recall an of Its agents In the 
Western Hemiaphere, mucb of Latin America 
would still be agitated by unrest, radlcallsm, 
and revolution. But these are simple truth.a, 
and It la time aomeone of Senator fuI.muaDT's 
stature had the courage to ;tate them 
pla1nly. 

One cannot help but wish that the Senator 
had applied some of his admlra.bl Iconoclasm 
to the crlala tn aoutheast Asia here he be­
Uevea that we have no choice b t to support 
the South Vietnamese Gove nment and 
Anny, however Inept and deprlv of lta own 
people's alleglano&-a counsel w lch does not; 
seem to accord with the Sena r's warn1Dg, 
In another contert, agatnst ou tendeney to 
place e1:c-1ve faith In mlllt aolutlons to 
political problems. One ml t a1ao wlah 
that In his enthualasm for an tlantlc oom­
munlty built upon NATO. Sen r Ptn.lWGRT 
might entertal.n the p06Slbl tty that the 
Gaulllat vision of a confed rated Europe 
With lte doors open to the s teilltea la not 
nece&11arlly profoundly reactlo ary In the h.1.11-
tortcal sen11e; or, Indeed, that urrent French 
policy ma.y be based on somet ng more than 
an excess of pride and assertl eness. 

But everyone has his own co ceptlon of the 
new realltlea, and senator IUGBT's pur­
pose In demolllihlng aome old yths was not 
to Inspire total agreement but anbloclt the 
clogged channels of our thl king and om 
diplomacy. In these elegant) phrased and 
bitingly heretical -ya he as made hla 
point brilliantly, and no tbou{htful reader la 
llltely to put down this slim volume of polltl­
cal dynam.lte without questlonlng a good 
many of the eel!-ev1dent I he hu al­
ways talten !or granted. 

For that matter, no one reada theae 
t!88&ys can help but speculate n the political 
tuture ot a man whc.e vlewa on foreign af­
fairs are acrutlnlzed by the orld pre&&aa 
though they were 1emlofflc pronOW1ce­
ments of the U.S. Oovernm~t, and whoee 
talents have long seemed to Cllll !or an outld 
cloaer to the heart of forei~llcymaking
than the senate. But such ulatlon im­
mediately ralaea the queatlon whether Sen­
ator PtrLmuoBT's clvll rtghtt record, rea!-
11.rmed only a faw weelta ago l>Yhis negative 
vote on the ctvll rights bill, might not com­
promlae his role aa a potentSal an:hltect of 
the Nation'■ diplomacy. While 11uch thing■ 
as at&ture In the world community are hard 
to measure, tt seems unllkel1 that Senator 
Pln.BIIIOBT'S has been dlmll!.lshed by his 
atand on clvll rights far the simple reason 
that most people understand perfectly well 
that his votes on thla Issue are dictated by 
the reality of Arltan.s&1 polltla. So long aa 
he represents the voters of tbat Southern 
State, Senator FuLBIUGBT la ~ly to be torn 
by the contlictlng demands ot ~ulty and po­
litical realism, a con11.lct which, Judging from 
the final pages of this boolt. la '5 troubling to 
him as to hla admirers. It would be a self­
defeating logic, Indeed, that would deprive 
the Nation of Senawr Ftn.Ba.I~s wtadom 1n 
torgtng an enlightened diplo~y beeause ot 
a principle he oould challenge nly by com­
mitting political suicide. 

In reexamining the stale alogans ot the oold 
war, Senator l"uLBIUGBT reveala not only the 
mind of a great statesman, but aomethlng 
even more rare, the heart of a puhllc phllOIJO• 

pb.er who has the courage to que.tton the 
massive diversion of energy and resources 
from the creative pUJ'llutts of clYlllzed society 
to the condUct of a costly and Interminable 
struggle far world power, who he,s the hu­
manity to as1t why It la that so i.lch of the 
energy and intelligence that m could use 
to malte life better !or themselv s la used In­
stead to make life difficult an painful !or 
other men, and who haa the isdom to re­
mind us that we must dare think about 
unthinkable thlnga becauae w en things be­
come unthinkable, thinking s pa and action 
becomes mlndlesa. 

THE THEODORE ROOSE 
TION AND CAMPAI 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr .• President, to­
day's New York Times catries and inter­
esting, Incisive letter wtitten by Prof. 
William Harbaugh, chairtnan of the de­
partment of history at~cknell Univer­
sity, and onr of the Nat n's leading au­
thorities on Theodore sevelt. In his 
letter, Professor Harba h comments on 
the analysis advanced b another writer, 
who has compared the • ews of Senator 
OoLnWATER with tho e of Theodore 
Roosevelt. 

I was privillged to attend graduate 
school with Professo Harbaugh, at 
Northwestern Univ sity, following 
World Warn. I know him as a personal 
friend, and I admire as one of the 
Nation's most respected younger his­
torians. 

Believing that his letter ts an Im­
portant contribution the national de­
bate of 1964, I ask animous consent 
that it be printed at this point In the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

T!lere being no oblection, the letter 
was ordered to be pr d in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the New Yorlt mes, Aug. S, 1964) 
GoLDWATlCll Nar S.zco T.R.-TH.icm Vlrws 

ON DoKESTIC AND Fo EIGN ArrADB Cox­
TKABTm> 

(The writer la chalrmap of tbe Department 
of History, Bucltnell _UnJ;Verslty, and the au­
thor of "Power and Re:f:slblllty: The Ll!e 
and Times of Theodore evelt.") 
To the EDITOa: 

The effort of Hamil Fish In hi■ letter 
of .July 23 to Unlt Senator OoLDWATD with 
Theodore Roosevelt la a 111sservtce to b.1.etory. 

Whatever Senator odr.»wATD standa for, 
there Is no question of What Theodor. Rooee­
Telt stood for once he donquered the sturm 
und Drang impulse■ of hla youth: He stood 
for a foreign policy bued on a shrewd and 
realistic assessment of our own and our po­
tential adversaries' po~r; and he stood !or 
a domestic policy grounded on the reallza­
tlon that the rise of a nationwide communi­
cations and industrial system made the ez­
panslon of Federal power envisioned by Alex­
ander Hamilton and Chief Justice John 
Marshall as desirable aa It was Inevitable. 

The great Issue In foreign alf&lnl during 
Roosevelt's Presidency waa American rela­
tions with .Japan. on thla, 1t not always on 
the minor lauea, Rooanelt worked quietly 
for an accommodation of lntereata. 

JlOOSJ:VELT ANl) J/IPAR 

He ldlenced west coast demagogs by 
negotiating a gentlemian's agreement on im­
migration. He r~ .Japa.n- "suze-
ralnty onr" Kor ln return for- .Japan's 
dla&vowal of des on the Philippines. 
And he recognized Japanese economic 
aacenda.ncy In Manchuria ln return !or little 
more than Japan'• good will.
• 

After he left office he urged President Taft 
at leut twice to abandon commerolal ambl­
·t1on.■ In Manchuria and China.--_, give up, 
In e!fect, the Open Door--1.n exchange !or 
.Japanese concessions on lmmlgi;atlon. 

Roosevelt's domastlc pollcl were even 
more Incompatible w1th Gold atertam. His 
11.rst annual message sounded he deathlmell 
on States rights, and an av nche of later 
meassge11 and actions vlrtu y burled them. 
Roosevelt perceived that ponents of hi■ 
plan to put all big busln under Federal 
control were lnvoltlng Sta rights "because 
they do not venture to xpress their real 
'llt'lah,which 11 that there au be no oontrol 
at all." 

He defended his calls !o ■teeply graduated 
Income (eventually 90 p ent) and tnherlt­
an~ taxes with statemen that "no amount 
of charity In spending [lll-won) fortunea 
• • • compensates !or &conduct In malt­
Ing them," and that hug fortunes "rarely do 
good and • • • often o harm to thoae 
who Inherit them." 

And he fl.aUed Jurle■ 1or falllng to 1end 
reputable buslne86men to Jail "for doing 
what the bualneu community has unhappily 
grown to recogntze as well-nigh normal In 
business." 

OOLDWATEK'S STfNl) ON TVA 

Senator OOLDWATEJl·s ;attitude toward the 
TV A contrasts stlll misbarply with T.R.'s
basle vtewa. Roosevelt lleved passionately 
that the Nation'• natur l resources belonged 
to all the people, that the Federal Govern­
ment ebould foster mul purpo6e river valley 
developments (he ve a blll In 190S that 
would have opened M e Shoals to piece-
meal private development), and that the 
utilltlea monopoly was ·'the most threatening 
which has ever appeared." 

Nor can the Ooldwaj;er wing of the o6P 
take succor In T .R.'s postpresldentlal do­
meetlc policies. In l9i!:2 Rooeevelt stormed 
out of the Republican Party with the asser­
tion that It had beco e .. the cause of the 
political bosses and of 1pecia.l prlvllege In the 
buslnMS world.'' 

And 1n 1918, after lllng for farm ■ub• 
Bldlee, public housing d social aecurlty, he 
vainly warned the publicans against al­
lowing ''the Romano s of our social and 
industrial world" tor n to power. 

IAK H. HAllBAVGH. 
OUILl'OIID, CoNN,, J ly 23, 11164. 

BANK ln..URF..S 
Mr. ROBERTSO . Mr. President, in 

view of the fact tha the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corpora on now carries in­
surance on approxl.Qlately $180 billion of 
bank deposits, and lias built up a fund ot 
$2.7 billion with which to meet liabilities, 
I-as one of the ~1Y sponsors of that 
helpful legislati011,-have carefully 
watched the rapid expansion of bank 
credit during a rather inflationary period 
of some 20 years. with a view to ascer­
taintng whether our insured banks are 
being safely operated and whether the 
premium they pay1 for the Insurance of 
deposits up to $10,a00 ls enough to make 
the Insurance fund actuarially sound. I 
am gratified to repprt to the Senate that, 
on the whole, insured banks of this Na­
tion are well managed and are in a sound 
condition; and tq-at when a failure oc­
curs, tt is the exception that proves the 
rule of good management. 

The closing o/ the Frontier Bank. in 
Covelo, Calif., onFriday, July 31, marks 
the fifth bank failure this year, and the 
third In the 'past 30 days. I have re­
viewed every one of these failures with 
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Talking Paper No. 20 July 17, 1964 

THEMULTILATERAL FORCE0«.r)NUCLEAR 

(1) QUESTION: Why have an MLF at all? 

ANSWER:For a number or years, as the economies or our European allies 
have become revitalised and aa the thre~t or Soviet rockets 
continued, many or our European allies i1ave wanted a larger 
daterrence or and detenae againat Soviet power. 

targeted 
role in the 

on th• 
nuclear 

baa 

forces, 
As a vq ot meeting that desire, without increasing 

the U. s. proposed the M.tltilateral Nuclear Force. 
national nuclear 

(2) QUESTION: What would such a force consist on 

ANSWER: It would be a force of up to 25 surface warships, with each 
ship car:eying eight nuclear misailes. It would be multilaterall7 owned, manned 
and controlled by the participating NATOnations. No more than 40'/, or the 
peraonnel on each ahip would come from any one nation. The force would be 
cOlllllitted to SACEUR,NATO•s supreme allied conunander in Europe. 

(3) QUESTIONz Which nations would take part? 

ANSWER:MLP'wuld be open to any NATOmember. Eight NATOnation■ are 
now (Jul.7 1964) atud_ying the proposal without colllllitaentz Belgium, Greece, Ital7, 
The Netherland■, Tu.rke7, Weat Germany,the U. K. and the u. s. 

(4) QUF.STIONsThe U. s. proposed MLF some yeara ago. Wh1'is it not yet in 
exiatence? 

ANSWER:From the outaet the U. s. made clear that the proposal depended 
on the extent or allied interest in the project. 

The allied ahov or interest has been sufficient tor the u. S. to support 
the concept or an MIJ' composed ot those NATOmembers which viah to take part, and 
to assign a non-nuclear guided missile destroyer-the u.s.s. RICKETI'S--aa a 
demonstration ship tor the MIJ' mixed-manning concept. 

(5) QUF.STIONsMLFis an American proposal. Doesn't that mean it would serve 
American purpose ■, primarily? What advantages does it have tor Weat Europeans? 

ANSWER:MLP'wuld serve the common purposes or it.a participants and the 
common interests or NATOmembers. For West European■, it woulds 

-- Give participating countries a basis tor a more aigniticant role in 
formulating NAl'O strategic and nuclear policy, and a greater ■bare or responsibility 
in the nuclear defenae ot the Alliance; • • 

- Diversity, fortify 
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-- Diversify, fortify and modernise the nuclear ■ trategic weapona 
a7stema serving NATO's deterrent and deten■ ive needs; 

-- Strengthen the cohesion ot cooperatinc member• in NATO, and narrow ttw 
gap between its nuclear and non-nuclear memberaJ 

-- Reinforce the present u. s. commitment to the common defense exempli­
fied b7 the existing u. s. militar;y presence in Europe; 

-- Inatitute a program in which the European role could grow aa tm· 
European members move toward increasing unit7, thus contributing toward the goal■ 
ot European integration and Atlantic partnership. 

(6) QUESTION:Isn't this nuclear project provocative, eapecial.17 in a tiM 
or •detente"? 

ANSWER:MLF is a justified response to the •So.viet nuclear threat­
which has in no way abated-rather than a provocation to the Soviets. 

Over the past 7eara the Soviet Union hai deplo7ed hundreds of rockets 
aimed at West.em Europe. Thia arr~ is still growing. The Soviet leaders have 
not hesitated to put their rockets to political use. The7 have reminded El.lropean 
countries how easil7 the USSR could deatro7 the Acropolis or the orange groves or 
Ital7 or, tor that matter, all of England or France. Nuclear blackmail ot Europe 
lq at the heart ot Moscow's pressure on Berlin over the period 1958-62. 

The defensive strength or the Atlantic Alliance is a ll!l!. Q3'Ansm:·ot 
whatever there ia or improved Eaat-Weat relations. MLF would help to maintain 
NATO's deterrent role and thus could help to lead to Jillituall7 advantageous 
international agreements on anu control and disarmament·. 

(7) QUESTION: Isn't MLF inconsistent with the professed u. s. pursuit ot 
such agreements? 

ANSWER:Onthe contr&r7. MLF is not incon,istent but compatible with 
effort• to bring nuclear armamentsunder control. It-woulds 

-- Help to counter the Soviet threat without relinquishing control ot 
nuclear weapons to aey one state, and thus creatina new center■ ot national 
nuclear deci ■ ion-making. 

-·Otter an alternative to, instead ot promoting, the proliferation of 
national nuclear weaponry-; 

- Be consistent with the •treese" on nuclear delivery vehicles which 
the U.S. proposed to the Eighteen-Nation Diaaraaaent Conference at Geneva. 
Within agreed limitation■ of any- freeze, each aide would be tree to organise and 
deplo7 it■ detenae■ aa it deems best. MLF could ■ubatitute tor at leaat acme • 
U. s. misailea now projected tor construction.· 

(8) QUESTION: 

https://eapecial.17
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(8) QUESTION: Some critics call MLF a "costly' luxury." Aren't they- right? 

ANSWER: MLF would coat participants but a small percentage ot their 
current annual defense budgets. A nation undertaking 10% or MLFcoat ■ would 
spend an average or $46 million per year on MLF in the tirat five yeara, about 
$16 million thereafter. Coats to participating nations.would equal from o.75j 
to 4.()% or their average annual defense budgets in the tirat tive-79ar period, 
and only o.~ to 1.()% thereafter. The European members could meet part ot their 
coats by providing vessels built in Europe. 

I 

(9) QUESTION: Wouldn't it be better to use submarines tor MLF? 

ANSWER: Surface ahipa are quicker and cheaper to build and operate, 
and easier to man with unified crews than submarine ■• Submarines otter no signi~ 
ticant. advantages justifying the great expense and loss ot time ·to a force with 
the mission or the MLF. 

~10) QUESTION: Aren't surface ships vulnerable? 

ANSWER: MLF warships would be hard to find in the three-to-tour million 
square miles of water surrounding NATOterritory. These merchant-type hulls 
would be almost indistinguishable from thousands or other ■hips in Atlantic and 
Mediterranean waters. They-could outrun moat trailing vessels. They could 
operate close to friendly shores in coastal waters too shallow for enem,y 
submarines. They would be shielded from attacking airplanes by the NATOland mass 
and NATOland and air defenses. They would exploit the protection which ielands 
and restricted passages afford agains~ radar detection and tracking. 

(11) QUESTION: Aren't most West Europeans satisfied with the existing 
protection or U.S. nuclear strength1 

ANSWER: A number are satisfied. As they continue to prosper and regain 
strength and •elf-respect, however, others appear to be reaching the CQnclusion 
that "Europe cannot turn ita back on problems upon which depend the security and 
survival of the West • •• Europe must participate in and contribute to nuclear 
defense, undertaking its burdens, using its resources, and making ita effort" 
(Jean MoMet, 2/25/64). 

The U. s. has increased and improved consultations 'with its allies on 
NATOnuclear defense and will-continue to do so. But this ia not a substitute 
for the type of partnership implicit in MLF, where actual operating and planning 
responsibilities will be shared. 

Two Weat European nations have sought to build national nuclear forces. 
This option·does not meet NAT01a need. A credible Atlantic deterrent must be aa 
near to indivisible aa poeaible. National nuclear forces encourage development 
ot other national nuclear torcea; thus they are. inetticient, costly, duplicative 
and divisive or NATOunity and -.trength. 

The multilateral 
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The multilateral force would bind the U.S. more closely to Europe, 
Etlropeans more closely together, and Europe more closely to the u. s. It would 
confront NATO's enemies with an Alliance stronger because unified. Thus it 
would discourage aggression and be a force tor peace. 

(12) QUESTION: Aren't the Soviets right in sqing MLF would give Weat Ge~ 
control over strategic nuclear weapons? 

ANSWER: No. The MLF provides for ownership, manning and control by 
several participating NATOnations. Neither Germaeynor any o~her single nation 
could tire &n7 or the weapons by national decision. By providing tor Jllll.ti­
lateral control, the MLF avoids the dangers inherent in the developnent ot new 
national nuclear forces. We believe-and the leaders of the GermanFederal 
Republic's major parties agree--that multilateral arrangements repreaent the beat 
wq to forestall possible pressures for nationalistic actions.· 

The USSR will no doubt continue to oppose MLFand &nT other NATOmoves 
designed to counter the Co11111unistthreat. But the USSR should recogni ■ e that 
the MLF does not represent proliferation or nuclear weapons. 

(13) QUESTION: Wouldn't 25 nuclear-armed shipa increase the chance ot 
accident.al war or nuclear accident? • 

ANSWER: No. No single individual or member nation would have authority 
to fire the missiles. Safeguards would make it impossible tor aey or all the 
personnel aboard an MLF ship to tire &n7 MLF missile except on explicit order or 
a multilateral control group, external to tbe MLF ships. 

(14) QUESTION: Isn't it true that MLF simply puts a number or NATOfingers 
on the safety catch, but does not bring them closer to the trigger? How can that 
mHt legitimate European defensive concerns? • 

ANSWER: NATO governments studying the MLF have agreed that use or ita 
missiles would require concurrence or the u. s. and other participanta in a 
formula still to be agreed on. 

The U. s. has not foreclosed possible tuture increase in the European 
role in MLF: "Evolution ot this missile fleet toward European control, aa Europe 
marches toward unity, is by no means excluded" (16ndon B. Johnson, Brussels,. 
11/8/63). 

The u. s. Congreils a:1d parliaments or other MLF member nations would have 
to approve &nTchange involving amendment of the MLF Charter. 

( 15) QUESTION 

https://accident.al
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(15) QUESTIOlh Wouldn • t progress in disarmament make the MLPpropo■al 
obaolete, or cau■ e the U. s. to withdraw ita support ot MLP'? 

ANSWER&lo. We have seen no signs that the Soviet Union 1■ about to 
acrap ita nuclear arma. At the disarmament conference in Geneva the U.S. 
diacuaaea MLlOJUT u an e ■ t.abliahed U.S. policy. MLF1■ not up tor negotiation, 
modification, or barcainiq with the USSR. Ho disarmament agreement attectinl 
the MLl could be ruclwd wit.bout the agreement ot th• MLl participant.a. 

II # II I II 
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Tbe follovi.Jlg 1• a traulatioa, fnla the Italian, of a report, dated 
25 January 196-, rrc. Adolfo U.■ umrini, Clliaf of the Italian Reprenn­
tatlon, 1'ATO, iJl Part■, to the Itallu ~"~ ~ Porei&D Attain, !JD 
the ■ecoad pba■e of negot1at1au for the llllltilatenl l'orce (MI.1'). 
AlthO\l&h ■ oavblt dated, the report appear■ to contain nluable bac'kgrlNZd 
1.atoration on the ~ in pnenl and reflect■ Italian iapra■■ iona 
ccmcernblg the poeitim at the United State ■ 1D -particular. 

l. A■ I ban alrNcly reporte4, nagot1at1au on the Mult1leteral Force baff 
gone beyaa4 tbe 1nit1al "firat rNding" ■tap toward• a eecond pbue 1D 
vbich the problell 'Jill be gone into 1D greater 4al>tb. !Ten though thi■ 
■econd ■tap ba■ bND chri■tened the " ■ eccmd. readblg 1 " 1 t 1• -., illpnla■im 
tbat the ament ha■ arr1n4 1D vb1ch the poe1t1aaa oil the part1c1-patllls 
countries vill bffe to be dafioed and clarified in order to •lte it 
110■ •ible to haft • caacr1$e •114 clearer 1aage et that Ybich the Multi­
lateral ?orce •Y becoa; ·~ • ngua all4 apprad•te daaign emerged 
troa tbe "tint reeding"',!' 

2. At the beginning:of thia ncmd pba••• I deaire to pre■ ent to Your 
Excellency acae com14erat1oaa am, eapecially, any·tmpreadona pined 
dJiring the course of the f1nt read.121&coacenrl.i:ig United State• re­
ludlance to ~ negotiat1aa■ at Pari■ and to aftll theaaelve• of thei:' 
weight 1D ~ sin tbell • epecific character. l'hu■ far J'1Dletter 
'ta ■ reaioed larply II qectator. At tian be i:aa ginn proof of Ullde:-a 
atudblg tonrd ■ ua, u4 CDe -t e4ait t'bl!t thi ■ tint read.big baa per­
llitte4 ■oae poeit1n uor?d!II re■ ulta Y!lich I 2-.,. reported to Your 
bcellency froa ~181 to tia. 
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hft:-thelea■; ~b& negoti&tiom vcn lackillg in 41:reeticm, 111 taa.t 
picllln::e vhicb m~ the Aaricena voul4 baTe bND able to prort6.e, 
~a to tbe!r 11J19Cttic aparlence •• their •~tua •• tbe Alli&nce' • 
•jO!' .iuclear pcMtr. 

t 

3. ~ aupp:Jl"t of 11,1'iapreHiona, I ahouU. lib t.o es.ll lo\D' Exet1lleney•• 
&tten-:!cmto wat ~ollalla. Dur1Jig laat year•,i orleut.Ucm cr:m't&cta, 
tbe Americana preae11t.& ML1'to • Us abon alli, a ilUltnllellt tc obtli111 
the tllulld.Dg part1c1iat1m 111 negotiation of the illluce'• nuclear 
']l!'Obl- of the countriee vbich hM. agreed to u■,_ the re■ ult!.ng new 
political re,pcaa1b1llt1ee,m1 'tntll •• to tab m the nace■Nry additi0111L:t. 
fi11a11ci&l out1t7. 'l'hia,,.. aleo for tbe purpoee of f&c1lltat1Dg a, proceH 
orpolitical ·nol.ution of tbe AlliaDce (u n1 atate4 by tbe Aaarican■ 
1n 'Rme &t the begillD1llg of 1963, cl\D'illl tbe coune of vbich certain comi-:ri-■ 
coul£ -paH to & DBl' "lltlltua" of nuclev re ■pcma1billtiee tor tbe ad&ed 
,j,urpo■ e of bl.Dc'ld.Di a• neutnl1zi111 l'rance'1- fooli ■b neutrcllatie aia■• 
Thu■ conce1nd, IC.! ahoul4 ban been capable of ect1llg not ~ m the llli.TO 
a?'ft, but &leo 1D "uterml scmn'· .• 'l"h1a rn111 led Bzll to ■tlite 111the 
Coae!l 111January 1963 that 1D orcler to cluciJllna eu:h a, poHible nen-
tua.l "utenal" uee 9f Ml7; Ill apecial accor4 &acag participating •d>en 
,rouli 'mft been neceaeary, an asrennt, for UQllple; 11nal01ou■ to thatI C11 pl&na for Berlin action. 

t.. Control of MU' ,rould ban been °effectin~ exerc1Hcl" by tbe et&te ■ vhich 
-1 bad ,artic1pate6_ effecti"f11¾L 111defnJ'illl MU'apemn (H 1'1nletter etatecl 

in Rme) J for tbi■ reaacm nentual creet1011 of II carefully ~ 
Toting ■y■ta •• com14ere4, in vhicb Tote• .vould mn bad ve1gntpro­
port1oml to tbe UOUDt contributed. In ■ 111, it 1■ mdeni■ble tb&t the 
!)aria negatiatiou vere initilllly Ht in mti011 by the Unit.eel State■ unier 
an aura of reactim to tbe Prencb &ttitul!e aDf nth tbe •1a of C008t1tut~ 
a. force in vhich countriea rilllDg to IID4ertak• tbl con■ 14erable expe~ 
i:rYol"6. 111ita creatioc am a\lppol't vou.14 acqtire a. •tatua different froa 
that of countri" abat&illillg frm ,artici,attcn,but c,ptinl for only • 
1yabolic participetioa. . '· 

5, llov, during the f'ir■ t Jbue of tbe Par11 negotiatiom, I repeat, tbeae 
premae■, 111tbe &b■ ence of in1t1at1n oa the part of the ~ country 
vith tbe cloak an! tbe &utnority to clinch thell, ban 'been~u■ l;, 
beclouded a• pu■bed & little too far into the bacqrounclJ th1• despite ': ' 
t~ effort■ vhich ve, ItcliaDII eapecially, ban reitercted. for tbe purpoee 
of bringing thell 'back to· the forefront. 

6. A• negotiatiou proceeded little by little, nen during the "fir ■t reec!ill((' 
phaee, tbere va• no diacuaaicn, tint of all, of aia or nentur.l uae ot l
force■ "extena1• to the 'IA'l'Ozcne, vitb the coa■equence of reducing the 
PlAnniDS &114targetilll concept ■ to the 11.aita of the 4elande ari11Dg trm 
the alHile def1c1enc1e• c~lainecl of by SACmR. '!'be tone th1111 ■ et, 
i•eed, baa actually reiaed the problea ot vbetber the operatioml obJec­
tiTe■ of ~ ■hould be tactical or ■tretagic. Thia ia ll problez vhich cen 
be poaed onlJ if open.t1Clll&l uae 1• restricted to conr SAC1!URlan4 ob­
,jectin■, while it would not 'be poHible to ■\-at of e deterrent ccpecity 
conring the~ IA'1'0 sane, let lllcne aNU atenal to IA'.roc, 
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're Oz, tbeae pointa, I repeet, ft ban b&-rK the point that the MU' 
c:mee■a1cm reaina H it vaa at tbe outaet, aD4 ";mt tat: qm■ticm ~ 
et..,..teg1c farce IIU■t be di ■cu■ Hd. 'l'be .Aar.icana s COIIWTe~, 'ban not 
ra.i1et. que■timia in thi ■ Ntprd. 'l'be probln mtunlly raai.n■ aper. to 
l!.1cu■■ icm 1n ff'lery aenae; but, in reality, ita tir•t pre■entatior. n11 
:.21■ ~:pid1 becaun of .Americu. reluctance to 4efim i'a tera exactly. 

8. Another 1ub1tanti&l point vaa the •tter of f1Dtne1al contribution re­
quired far participaticm. AM I reportacl p::Trioualy, the Br1ti ■h intrc:lw:­
~ the cObeept of "in kind" panicipatioa, & Yiev ¥!th vb!cb the Greet■ 
am the Turn 1-di&tely fdl in 11.De. Aa • re1ult ·t.he initial cmcepticm 
lost in clar1tyj. there vaa, that 1a, & certain 1llding ava7 frm the 
o:-!giml Aaricu Tiev that not only 1bould participation 'be 'base~ or. DW 
~!.mncial contributicm■ 1 but c11rect1n ripta, H vell a■ tbe relative f<·veigbta ot part!cipanta • Tote, s ahoul4 be proportioml to tbe nw bu:-clena ("!
Hluad. ID thil part ot tbe 41acuaaim, the Ore,u and t.be Tm-t■ •iDm ,·. 
'.a!ned certain illpudeat -po11tiom, H I ban al.re&~ reported to Your 
Excellenq, stating, in f5ct, that funlilhin& ~ am equii-ent ar oft'icera 
ahoul4 of it■elf be conaUered • ccatributicmt 'lbWI coctronted, tbe 
American ■ icle 414 not \IDllertalle •DJ. im. tiatin to clarify thi ■ extrea • 
1nl delicate point. 

I • 

9, Ccm,ected vith ccmtributiona and to TOting, there vu &l■ o the probln ....of tbe Camrol ·c~1■ 1cm, t'be 11.1' by.tone if it 11 true, aa we clearly 
umentorid at the outeet, t.bat E7 ■houl4 be u:i inatraent to facilitate 
the n_oluticm ot Alliance countr1H tonrd1 tho■e nuclear poe1tlona vbich 
they tlle■iitel"'!•.vi•h to pin, vbich., to pit it bl.l.Aly., they vi ■h to "bUJ 
far tbnNlna" vi thin the Alliance. 

r10. :i:n tbat reprd, tbe Britieb haft ■ upportecl the concept or pert1c1pet1cm 
by right 1n tba Ccmvol Ccmd.Hion ODtbe baa!• or priar existence of t-. 1tat111 H & nuclear ponr, although they &Hert tnat they clo not intend to 
contribute financially to iCL1'. Such • poeit1oc, if accepted, vould totally 
chm?Jge the ter. of the problell,becau■e it had beftl UD4er1tood that one 
voul4 haft to ~ tbe right to tau part in the C011trol COIID1H1cm by 
•ld.ng an lld4itioml flllallcial effort. Oreeu I.Dr!Tu:-'i:I, aa • result of 
thi1, ban declanNl tbea■elna, exprH ■ ly or "in pectore·• ," in favor of 
'Brit1 ■h p1"ticipati011 1n the COl$"01 C~ttee am, at 1101t, Genmn per­
tic1patlca, but they haTe i.t it be iaplicitly under1tond tbat they co 
not faTor extemina partic1ps.t1cm to Italy. In 1.l~ of tb1 ■, I repeat, 
there 1a & cle ■ irecl and 1\lbat&DU.&l eqliiToc■tion; tn!.1 becau,e pert1c1pa­
t1on in tbe C~111cm n1 to~ 'been acqu!recl cm tbe ba1i■ of effectin 
new tlnancill effort, &114not CCI the ba■ i■ of exi1tence of• prior nucleer 
■ tatu■• 

11. Thi• funda•ntal equiTocat1oa ha ■ thus tar deflected dilcunion of the 
Tf!T"'Jfunctiou ot the Control Ccaa111ion, In fact, if conceived of 
not only a■ MI7'• decidiDS orpn, but aleo aa it, 110tar force, the 
Control c-11■ 1oa ■boul4 undoubtedly contribute to 1tab1lhing, controll-
1ng

1
or aodifying dl?'ectiTe ll111e1, that 11, the "plamUng" (evidently, 

and there ii baJ'dly neec1 to 1tete it, in bermoay vith tbe Athen11 gu1del1111e1). 
There lat beeD ob■en.6.P iutead, the temeDC7 to reduce Ccatrol C~i111ion 
fun:tim1 to s!Tinl the order to "!'ire;" th11 vould considerably reduce it• 
importance . 
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1'"'. T fim proof of my 111eertio:is in the fact that Be~iUII i-diate:::.y a~ 
ch~erfully agreed to the cmiatitution of e control c~ission vith Italian 
ll!'·''!lbersb!p it' the functiona of that orpnie■ w::-e llaited. to "tiring," 
: f', indeed, the SUidel1.nea ~or its u■ e vere rigidly decidel at • level 
unrwe thilt or tbe COlllll.iHion, exclusively by the Boerd of Govoernors, tbl!it 
is, ir. which everyone baa ,, poa1tion of parity, the question of "firing" 
woulc. resolve itaelf' •• an executive !'&tber tban a directive function. 
Tt catl!'lot nov be denied that appran.l of the suidelinea, which involve 
the ir:teresta and cmaitaent of all, •1 be a •tter definitely within 
the juriadiction of the Bosr6 of Gonrnora; but their preparation and 
e labontia:i abould be the vcrk or the C~asicn, of, that is, the 
countriea vhicb ciecide on the •tter of uae. Inatead, I repeat, there 
bas been a •n!fHt tendency to re.we plan=lDg in its entirety fr011 ·~be 
Centro~ Ccaiiaaion. On ~'l• point, t09, the Americana fa!led to •ke a 
conafcructive contribution or cll.rif)'ing iaauea. 

, 13. Ir. 1.n at~empt to determine the cauaea of the Ame1ican attitude, ! sublr.it 
the coneiderationa vbich follow: ' 

~- From the ti■e 1-dietely following the lfaeaau Ccarimj,quie, u we 'lfell 
mow,· a difference in tone 1.116 accent has been obaen-ed between 
the United State ■ and the United Kingdom in their very conceptions or 
ML1'. While the Americana intended it to be a substantially nev in­

I ' .' ,, 
at::-ument de~tined to trigger an-important evolutic:mary tranaformation 
in the Alli.nee, the British tended 110re •rkedly to aee it as a sort 
of "tranafonatian" of 1'ATOnuclear ar■a■ent. Thia vas elloved to be 
fully understor.d by tbe British repreaentat1Te in Council on 11 Jani.wry 
1963vben he introduced the well-mown concept of "1.nterdepencience in 
imependence"; vith thia, in effect, notice v111 pven the other allies 
that the United JCUl(!tioahad no thought of giTing up the autonomy of her 
ave netiooal nuclear deterreDt in the apirit or tbe Kauau Ca.mnique•• 
exceptive clauae 0 vbicb prD'fidea that tbe British nuclear contribution 
ce 'l>e aut~tically v!tbdrsvn from 'KATO and employed in the event of 
mti.oml niergeney. 

b. It ii now clear th&t if the United JCingdom definitely decided today 
to take part in an MLF orpniution, it should give up the idea of 
&utonomoua eaployaent of ■eana which ■ight be supplied as it• con­
tribution; tbia ia 'baaed on the H■e preaise vhich •kea MLF e multi­
ateral pro_perty. Here I am particularly deairous of pointing out e 
Un!~ Xingdm tendency vbich I believe is again bloBBcaing !n these 
negotiations with reprd to the pointa listed abO'le: to change a ■ 
little•• poaaible tbllt vhicb already exiate in order to avoid definite 
transf0r1111tion of tbe peyaiognOIIY and conditions of ita apecial statua 
•• a nuclear power on a level with the United. State,. 

c. ~1th this I do not intend to aay that tbe Aaericana have shovn the■-
aelvea hastily receptive to the British conception,, and tbetr there­
fore, they have thua far avoided "leading" diecueaions along the line• 
vhicb they theuelvea bad laid dovn. 'Reverthele11, I believe I can 
affi?'II thst United JCing&om participation in the negotiatiODa has con­
stituted a diaturbillg eleaent, not only becauae, 1n • aenae, the 
Americana found their handa tied via-I-via their Brit1Bh alliea, but 
&lao because, Ir. ■ • conaequence, the ••11 countriee vbich hope to enter 
MLF to pi~ a4v■J$ap• without -ltlng ■ubstantl ■ l c~ributiona bave 
found aiaplfl 11nd 11utharit&tin support of their the■ ea 1n ibe British 
attitude. 

_,,,, .. 
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t. Tmt attitude 1• not tbe ■ ole element, bovever, vhicb ba11 1.nf'luencri. 
thie nolutim ot tbe Aaerican poaition. In~ opinion, it ba11 been 
colorecl to• 1Ar5e extent b7 tbe ea ■ e Yith vbicb Ocrazry, in her 
de ■ ire to be acc~ting and not to arouse ■ u■ picica11 a ■ 't.o her ~iffll 
in entering MLP, agreed to Join tbe organization. Ont 1 ■ ·entitled to 
beline tbat tbe United St■ te11, n-en tinily belining 1n Gerany•11 
eventml agreement, •1 well have expected that country to -ke her 
participation cooUtiooal on acceptance of certain de•nd ■, 1n the 
fiel4 ot C011trol •tter■, tor example, ■ nd that tbe Americana vere 
prepared to .et Geraay bal! vay,ams in other vord11, to pay a certain 
price. ln■ tead, finding Germny already 11ubatantially in agreement an& 
at the lave1t poe■ ible price ( tbe Germn repre ■ entatiTe recently vent 
■ o tar a ■ to declare tbat he bad no preference ■ tor a particular type 
of. farce), the Aaerican■ bad already reached. one ot their principal 
goala, tbat of br1Ds1Jsl to 1111end the Franco-Ger-■ n integrative proce ■-
vhich ba4 appecrecl toward ■ the end of 1962. And ■ ince tbat operatioc 
■ e--■ at tb11 point to lave been 1ucce11tully completed at a lav price, 
there i ■ no difficulty in explaining American impatience to ■ trike vbik 
the iran 'i1 ~1ll"·bot_in order to launch the Poree and to up the larp1t 
poe ■ ibla n\lliber ot crew anber1, be they Greek■, Turke, J!elgiana, or 
Dutch. 

e. One aigbt Hlt Ybetber tbe Aaerican nolut1on and the 'P'inletter ■ ilence •
" are not alao tbe re■ ult of fear that Great Britain and Italy, eTen tar 

diver■ e rea■ on■ , lligbt end up ey not Joining MLF, and, hence, whether 
it bad not been lt.bousht to uep tbe le ■ -er countrie ■ a ■ caver for the 
creat1CD of a Poree vb1cb vould be 1ub1tantially Geran-Aaer1can, 

r. 'With repr4 to tbe ■-ller countriea, ■ 11 I have reported on n\lllll!!rou■ 
occali~ I recall tbat tbe German■ declared they ~id not approve that 
planning be re ■ ened to the CODtrol Ccaii ■■ ica, but thit'all participat-
ing mt10D11 1houli be alloll'ed to take part therein, -

I ban tbouebt it adTi ■able to ■ et rorth the abc,ye conaidention■, eaerg~ 
frOE -, ccmtinuing report1ng, an the vor'k or the MLP'Group in order to 
illu■ tnte tbe 11tuat1on vhicb ba ■ been created, a ■ it &ppe&r■ to -me froa 
here, and to point out to Your Excellency 111:/1avn agreement vith our current 
viev■ vbicb ara de■ igned to a ■■ert UlleQUivocally our intention to take pan 
in the Ccmtrol C~■ -ion. 

1~. Neverthele11, I penait ~el! to 1n■ i1t on the nece ■■ ity tbat the Control 
Coaa1 ■ 11011•1 1tructure and the a ■ aipment of tuncticm■ vithin it be de­
fined nth an equal degree ot clarity, even if out11de the text of the 
future treaty. It 1 ■ nident that the ••ll countrie ■ could not accept 
our participation 1n the Control C~1■ -1on it that body alone vere rea­
ponaible tor nuclear plamiing and they vere excluded fr011 it. It 111& 

c;ueation ot finding formula ■ adequate 1n ter■■ ot the fact that tho■ e 
countrie■ vbich, 1n reality, have "bought" the right or ■ellber1bip in the 
C0111111 ■■ ion - even if ita function were "1n■ titutiomlly" liaited to that 
of "firing" - *boul4 autoatically acquire the right of participating in Ii 

1ub1tantid and deterainative mnner - through 1. corre ■ ponding repre ■entll­
tion 1n the 'key poeta ot NLP orpn■ - in planning and 1n tbe fonaul&tion 
o! employaent directive ■ vbicb, finally, the Board of Goftrnor■ 1hould 
■ -nction. And thi1, in~ opinion, 1 ■ the illportant point. 

■ a Z-R-2> 
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, ,; . U tr.is ve~ not so, I belieYt: th&t me:re p&rticipe'.!.tm ~ ·l;be ::ontrol 
r.c-nrni1&!.ot: ~ould be dallgerou1ly tutia. In thb rega.rc., I :-e!er Your 
''.,((··:llenc~ to II very fnnk statement by cu:- Belgi11r, colle11g11&r de Staerekt:p 
,, ke~t.s mBl! vbo speaks in the na_. o: Spa&"it. At'ter having LE.id. down t:it: 
pre1r.ise that tbrl Control C~iHion •nould lia1t itself to tec!.d.1ng Oti 

firing, be said: "Since planning and guidelines v!.11 'be ciec:.ded by tbe 
B~!'d ar .Governors, BelgiUD ■ tap calmly outside the Contrc:i. C~uion; 
the ~01111111 ■ !on, in •DY ca ■e, vill be bouod by the guidelines which ve 
vill &11 m-n formil&ted &nd decided vi thin the Boa:-d of Governor•. "I 
voulo. gl■ o.ly •ke you• pre■ent or such II C~ssion," he concluded. 

)';. ! e'nculd like to conclude theH brief ob ■e!"ntiona 'by mentioning to Your 
Excellency tbe difficlll.ty of apeaking explicitly or these problems vitbin 
the Working Group. In tlat circle one lllllt take 1:ltc 11ccoU1?t the extreme 
1u1ceptibilitie1 or the ■-ll countriee vho thus far feel themelve1 ranke~ 
by Great Brite.in, anci it ·1 ■ not easy - it might, in fact, have the oppo1 te 
effect - to tell the truth if the American■ do not take ave:' the negotia­
tion• and guide tbell vith a ■trong hand, As concern, tbe Ge~n, ·they 
count on of!'ering a ccmtribut1011 or 1ucb weight aa compared to that vbicb 
ft voul.d ee able to ake, that they vill be autom.tically a ■ 1ured o! & 

■atisfactory position of prestige be1ide the ~ricens. 

17. Specifically, I belieTe tbat bilateral contact& here in hrb and 1%: 
other cepitall • - not 011].y in Weahington, but also in Bmm - can be tbe 
lll!tn1 beat suited to give weight to our concept■ and our vieva durins 
this lielice.te piriod, because our interest ■ clemnd ~he taldng up of 
pos!t10DII which cannot be accurately reflected in toraulas or official 
declAr&tiona. We are attempting to achieTe a poaitiOll of political i11-
porience 'l!'hich cannot be fully ■anctioned by vritter. reg-Jla-:.ion1, but 
vhicb. IIIU■':. also.be tbe- result or Ii def' flict=2 pOt,,er-, to be' e.g:-eed. upon mth • 
OU:- -.,Olt 1Llll$ ·4'Yell·°"'•l"Se ·tbe otticisl. .hamevor~. 

18. 'Prom vhat I read, initial reacticma in the varioua capital.a to our firm 
rec:ue1t to take part in the CODtrol Coalittee appear enc:>u:-aging. The 
c111e reqclre ■ tbat in dealing vith the other pa~1cipating goYermiente, 
~r r 'tl'e inaiat on affirlling our ownexpectation■ of taking pert in 
pl&miitli and, therefore, OD participeting effectively 1%:t.~ direction 
or C'. Am in wryopim.011, fim~, tbeNi i■ need. to aeneit!u !mm ~ 

•tter in lfbich our intere ■t ■ can be paralle:?.. &115.OU!' positione ce12 'be: 
mr';uit~ llhantap0115 • 

• !Li-¥ . 
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Subsequent developments make it possible to issue 
a revision of this Part, which gives a fuller listing 
or questions raised by Labor members and press, and some 
.of the com.uents which have been found helpful in discussing· 
these questions. It is attached. In some cases both the 
main and subsidiary questions are shown. They are indicated 

_BUNDY/SMITHby underlining,· 
--ALEXANDER 
_BRUBECK For readier use, a summary of the comments which _CffME 
_DUNGAN relate to five of th~ key questions is also attached, 
_fORRESTAL 
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_KLEIN RUSK• 
_KOMER , 
_SAUNDERS 
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1. Is there any military utility to !·!LF?. 

·(a) Would it not be better militarily to have the 
increased missile forces which SA.CEURhas said are needed to 
cover targets threatening E~ro?e consist of only external 
(i.e., U.S.) forces? 

Comment:. General Lemnitzer told the Paris }IT.F 

Working Group that he would p~efer, from a military stand­
point, to cover targets threatening Europe (e.g., airfields 
and Soviet MIIBMsaiw.ed at- Europe) with a mix of NRBMs and 
external forces·. 

(b) Would NLF be ·a superfluous add-on to programmed 
- US forces? 

Comment: Secretary !·!cNa.9:lara told the last NATO wish, 
meeting th-e US is prepared to join other interested allies-, if they/ 
in substituting MlF missiles for some of the longer-range 
systems now included in the ps program. 

(c) Would NLF·be inaffective militarily because 
of multilateral ~a~nin 9 and control? 

Co'tr.Inent: Secretary HcNamara I s remarks re MLF 
substitutt·:--~ for progra:::ned US forces are the best proof· 
that the US accepts the rec·el".t finding of a military sub-group, 
made up of officers of seven European navies and the US, that 
the MLF would be militari-ly feasible and effective. 

(d) Would MLF be i~effective militarilv because 
Polaris is only good as a city-busting weapon?. 

This is not true .. 
Comment: / It is the opinion of US military experts 

that in the time period in whic~ Nl.F weapons would come into 
existence, there would be eno:igh significant military targets 
suitable for P?lar~s A-3 uissiles and in range of the MLF 
shipa to offe~ c::casion an.d need for effe<:tive use of the 
entire fleet 1as now plan~ed. 

...2. ·Would MLF 
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2. ·t,;oulJ :-.L'F i_n,ml7e more cf a national allied (e.g., 
Ger-_a~)roI;-in c~er~~~~~. ~rr.ersiiD. a~~ control of nuclear 
weapons th~n hes .it~erco e~is~ed? 

Comment: :'ne r:7e-::s-= is tn!e. T'~ere·~ould be less of 
a national alli~d r2le ir. ~ILF than under existing NATOAtomic 
Stockp:,ile proce~:.n:es. :.:ncer these existi?g procedures, there 
is: 

(a) t.::.tic-. ~1 alli:;d· -tan:i.ing and. o-:-mership of the 
oissi!.e, c.S coctra.s 1..::::: ,.:ith the multi lateral manning and owner­
ship of miss~les whic:-:. would obtain in 1-ILF. 

{b) Bilate~al de~isions on use of warheads by the 
US and the coun~ry o-:;:ii:1g the missile; as contrasted with the 
I!lllltilateral·contro~ of use o= the warhead by a larger grouping 
of t:.:ajor pa'!:"ticipant'"'. ;.·hi.ch would exist in HLF. 

Thus ~here :-;ou~d be nore fingers on the safety catch 
in tha case of :rr..F t~an •.1nder existing NATOprocedures; and we 
would expect the So:ie:s to be ~-re.concerned aoout deployment 
of ~Ns under e:~~st::.:.g p:rocadu~es than v:.a MLF. . .

' 
Nor ,,.:.11 .a:~ied nations learn more about how to make 

nuclear weapons 'd~s:.g:1 data) v:.a NLF than v-ia existing NATO 
Atomic Stec' pile pr::<.::~-..;t"es·. 

Comment: The NLF was first presented to NATOin December 
1960, • Its .,,,.:-i2:.:-.3":-2~eas ::ollo-;:s: In 1959-60 SACEURproposed 
deployment of II se~o:id generation'' MR3Msto allied forces to 
help cover Sovi~t targets threa-::e 4ing Europe. At that time, 
the US and allied co~n.t?:ies discussed this l-lRBdprogram on the 
assu.:nption that it ~ould be ca~i~~ out via tha existing pro­
cedures described above, which had been used in the "first 
generation" IR3~1 prc 5ram (Thors and Jupiters). In 1960 the 
US proposed that MR3~·!sbe deploy~d, instead, via a new pro­
cedure (MLF); cne fa~tor in this US decision was a desire to 
avoid extending the larger allied national role inherent in 
pre.sent procedu:=es, described under 2, above, to H?3~1s. 

4, If S. CEUR 
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·j~. I£ SACETJRand the. Ge:-.:"::: ·i.:1~:'.: ~ ·that NRBHs be deployed, Icould no-=,":his be done e>:c~.:.::~_5,~:..::'"' 1·~.:-. racher than allied, 
ships o~ s~0~~ri~es1 

Com:ne·nt: Yes, but this ~-o 1-. tic-c ~i.ve the European nations 
the opport:lli,ity to participat~ ~:._·f.:. ~l.: in the ownership or 
ll!inning or control of the dete!:-c .. t ·_2.~-.1.nsc Soviet n'-lclear weapons . 
directed at their own populatic~ c€nte~s. US unwillingness to . 
e~tend this· opportunity co:.~ld ;; ... ·-.:.r ~-, . .::: t preceC:ent .in allied 
t1!2~ing 2.r.d .:::~mership of. oT~": •::._'~ ~--· ~ysteT.s, be politically_ 
divisive· l>~:.t!1:in.the· Allianc-:-. • l 

Co~~ent: The desire c:f ::1·-=?:1.:2::,·9-=:'nnations co se_e MRBMs 
~eploye_d against Soviet ta~:;.-::.:- • ~.::·":".1.r..:.:1i1-:g c'.:ler:-iand to parti-_ 
cip2.te in :..2:-.:1:ng and co~c-::oi.:. ; __i • ..• ... ~·e=.-pons <::Oes • not spring :_i...'. 

from. env; 
~ 

cf British. Pola~is s·1.-:·,.rln::~ It antedates that •. . 
program and springs frrn:a t::~!~ ·:-:~.'·.·:~ t:o help create and par-
ticipate in MR3M forces which .t~:-;: zon·:i.:er vital to their . 
defense, as they already pa:r!;5.c:.::,·i-::e-:.. ::th~!' nuclear £01:ces. 

. i 
• ' l 

• I 

l 

Ccmme_1t~ We do ~ot be:.i~· ..1 _ o. !Li:1--.:.n agTeed limitations·. 
imposed ~y any .::cee:::e, eac:, "s.;_c; • ,.. ..::.-1 Je f"::'~e tc o::ganize and 
d_eploy its de.fe~ses as it ce~cs ..;2.· c J=..:,:its security. Therefore., 
this question s!1ould not_ int.:::-.:.==2 ·.:,--;.•::1the e:~plorat:ion of the· 
freeze. conc.ept in the. Genev~ !'le~~~~.:.ac.:ons. 

7. Will the Soviets ~ to n~gotiate seriously about-:-ef-:.!:: 
disarrna:::ir:~ or a:1·;t:hinc;r e1-Ee ::. -. .:.. • .:LF is removed? 

Cot..m~:u:: :·:-..e::~:..s :·.J -.-.-~.::::-~~ ::hat. the MLF will have any 
appreciabi..a ~f:~..::~ ,,r. 3:;-·· =-: . ~-- :·-,~"1:a-s to ·negotiate on dis­
armament. -~;:-:ile ,:he S:, ii:::· •. _ - ::.:..r:.es characterized. the. 

MLF as 
.... ..... . 
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MLF as an obstacle to a non-dissemination agreement, this has 
been the extent of their.attack •. We do not believe this po­
sition is either logical or innnutable. If the Soviets are 

• truly·concemed about the MLF as a way-station to purely· 
national nuclear·capabilities, our proposal for a non-dissemination 

• agreement should commend itself since it would.rule out· evolution· 
of the MLFin such a direction. 

8. Will MLF divert attention from what some have proposed 
as the main re~edy: 

0

improved nucle~r consultation? 
' 

• Comment: Nuclear consultation is more likely to be a 
se~ious endeavor, if countries take part as responsible co­
owners, -ra~her· than bystanders •.. Therefore, the MLF and im-
~roved consultation are not so much alternatives as complementary 
courses of. action. Moreover: • , .. • 

{a) There have.been indicatioris that improved con­
sultation, although helpful', would not fully meet the desire 
for participation in strategic deterrence unless .accompanied 
by some share in ownership•, manning, _and .control of strategic 
weapons. 

. . 
(b) Improved·nuclear consultation would not meet the 

SACEURand European des ire for t-IRBMsreferred to above. -The· 
MLFwould.help to meet it .. 

9. Would the MI.F's cost detract· from the conventional 
buildup~ _ .· . 

: Comment: The. cost to the UK (assuming 10% share) would 
be 10-20 million pounds annually, or about 1% of the UK Defens.e 
budg~t, at the peak. P~rt of this might be in goods and ser­
vices.:~~ttx~~n. The probable cost to major Continental 
countries would be less than 5%of Defense budgets annually, at 
the peak. 

10. Is not· 

LIMITED ·oFFICIAL'USE· 
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10 .. Is not the US committed to give up·the veto on the 
MLF? 

Comment: ·The US has made no agreement to·make such a 
cµange. It has said that as Europe moves toward unity evo-· 

. lution of .. the MLF toward European control is not excluded. 
Even if this change were made, control would still ?e exercised 
by a multilateral grouping; national cor~trol of nuclear weapons 
would n~t result .. 

11 .. Would·it not be better to have an }!LF which consisted 
w"'bolly of tactical nuclear weapons, since these a.re alread:y, 
progral!!I'.!ed? . 

Comment; The possibility of future expansion in the }ILF 
can ~e studierl, on.its merits, once MLF is established. We 
have not yet studied.the matter and so it would be prem3:ture 
for us to coITl!llent substantively. Nor do we·know our allies' 
views. But. _it is highly unlikely the FRG·would agree to have 

• the tactical nuclear weapons in Germany put into l·ILF, if it· 
did so at a11·, 1:1nless N:RBMs -- now lacking. -- were also provided 
as _part.of the deal. The way for countries interested in future 
evolution of }11.F_to infl~ence the matter is to join MLF, since 
such evolution, cld·:be a matter of joint and continuing study 
and decision once NLF is established. 

... 
12. Is there any Geno.an desi1'e for national nuclear weapons? 

If not, why MLF?· If so, will the HLF satisfv it? 
as.we understand it 

. Comment: The German desire/is not for a n~cional nuclear 
program but for; 

. (a) self-respecting participation in strategic nuclear 
deterrence, -- which they take to mean more than advising other 
countries what to do with weauons in whose ownership and operation 
they do not sµare; 

{b) some 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 



...- .... Page 7 CA-lll04 . ... 

·LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 

-6-

(b) some action to meet the MRBMproblem; 

(c) a close inextricable link with the US in the 
nuclear field a "clamp," as Defense State Secretary Hopf 
put it, "holding the US and Europe together;" and 

(d) the possibility of eventually raoving toward 
European control. 

These are l~gitimate purposes and they are at least partly 
met by MLF. 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
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1. The MLF would play a useful and effective military 
role. 

(a) Greater 1:-Testern missile strength than now 
exists must be program:aed in order, among other things, to 
maintain effective coverage of targets threatening Europe, 
such as airfields and the hundreds of Soviet MRBMsai0ed at 
Europe. 

(b) SACEURwants some part of the increased missile 
forces to consist of MRBHs deployed in the European theat.er. 
He and his staff believe a mix made up of such MRBMsand of 
external forces would be the most effective ·military means of 
covering targets threatening Europe. There will be oore than 
enough such targets, to which the yield and accuracy of Polaris 
MRBMsare suited, fully to absorb the }ll..F's projected strength . 

.., 
(c) In this event, ~ll.F_would substitute for some 

programmed US forces. Secretary Mc~amara said at the last NATO 
meeting that "if the me:nbers of the alliance should wish, we 
are prepared to join other interested allies in substituting 
sea-based medium range missiles for so~e of the longer range 
systems now included in our progranne." 

(d) This is the best evidence that t~e US accepts 
the recent finding of a military working group, made up of 
officers of seven European navies and the US,· that the MLF 
would be militarily feasible and effective. 

2. The MLF would be consistent with non-dissemination, 
since it would involve even less of a national role in manning 
and ownership of nuclear missiles than other l'lATOprocedures. 
Until mid-196O it was generally assumed that a "second generation" 
MRBMprogram would be carried out via the NATO procedures which 
had been used in the "first generation" IRB!-1program (Thors and 
Jupiters). Under these procedures, which are now used for deploy­
ment of shorter range missiles: 

(a) Missiles are nationally owned and manned by allied 
, countries, whereas in the MLF they would be multilaterally owned ,. 

and manned. 
C • 

{b) The 
UNCLASSIFl'.ED 
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{b) The warheads are controlled bilaterally by the 
US and the country owning the missile, whereas in the MLF they 
would be controlled by a larger grouping of major participants, 
according to the agreed formula . 

. Thus there will be more fingers on the safety catch on 
the MLF than under existing procedures. 

3. The }ILF would.be a useful complement, not an alter­
native, to proposals for improved NATO nuclear consultation. 
There have been indications that improved consultation, al-
though helpful, would not fully meet major continental countries' 
desires for self-respecting participation in strategic nuclear 
deterrence. Such consultation (quite aside from the fact that 
it would not meet the MRBMproblem referred to in para 1, above) 
is unlikely fully to grip the participants if they lack any 
share in ownership and operation of the. strategic weapons about 
which they are consulting. If the MLFexisted, consultation 
would take on increased meaning for these countries because 
they would be taking part as ·responsible participants, rather 
than bystanders. 

4. The MLF's·cost would not be so great as to detract 
from needed conventional build-up. The annual peak cost to 
the UK (assuming ·10% share) would be somewhere between 10 and 
20 million pounds, or about 1% of the UK defense budget. Part 
of this might be in goods and services •.~:,oa~~ The 

.annual peak cost to Continental countries would probably be 
less than 5%of their defense budgets. The fact that the main 
items (missiles .and warheads) are already being developed or 
produced to meet US needs makes it possible to predict costs 
with some accuracy. 

5.· The MLF would not intensify the arms race, since it 
"COuld,. as indicated above, substitute for some of the programmed 
US forces. .. 
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1. Is there any military utility to dLF? 

(a) Would it not be better militarily to have the 
increased missile forces ihich SACEURhas said are needed to 
cover targets threatenin~ Euro e consist of only external 

i.e., U.S.) forces? 

Comment: General Lemnitzer told the Paris MLF 
'orking Group that he would prefer, from a military stand­
oint, to cover targets threate~ing Europe (e.g., airfields 

and Soviet s aimed at Europe) with a mix of ?-1RBIs and 
axternal forces. 

• US force
(b) 

s? 
Would MLF be a superfluous add-on to programmed 

meeting 
Comment: Secretary 

the US is prepared to 
McNamara told 
join other 

the last 
interested 

. 
~TO 

allies,if 
wish, 

they/ 
in substituting MLF. missiles for some of the longer-range 
systems now included in the US program. 

(c) Would MLFbe ineffective militarily because 
of multilateral manning and control? 

Comment: Secretary McNamara's remarks re MLF 
substituting for programmed US forces are the best proof 
that the US accepts the recent finding of a military sub-group, 
made up of officers of seven European navies and the US, that 
the MLFwould be militari-ly feasible and effective. 

(d) Would MLF be ineffective militarilv because 
Polaris is only good as a city-busting weapon? . , 

This is not true. 
Comment: / It is the opinion of US military experts 

that in the time period in which MLFweapons would come into 
existence, there would be enough significant military targets 
suitable for Polaris A-3 missiles and in range of the MLF 
ships to offer occasion and need for effective use of the 
entire fleet,as now planned. 

2. Would MLF 

EXEMPTEDFR0.1AUTOM.iTIC DECOlTRQL 
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2. Would HLF involve more of a national allied (e.g.•, 
Gernan)role in operation, ownership, and control of nuclear 
w2apons than has hitherto e~dsted? 

C '":;IDent: The reve~se is true. There would be less of 
... -atl-:-~~1. _ 1. le ir ;,- tha ....~r:. -'r existing NATO Atomic 
_ ~ckp~ - ~::oced-...:es. • Un· _r. --~ies ... e;.;_sting procedures, there 

' ., National allie--. manri.:...g and. ownership of the 
--ssile, as contrasted with Lhe multilateral manning·and owner­
~~ip of missiles which would ,bta-n in MLF. 

(b) :5ilatera.l decisions on use of warheads by the 
US and the country owning the missile, as contrasted with the 
multil.teral·control of use of the warhead by a larger grouping 
of major participants_which would exist in MLF. 

Thus t;here would be more fingers on the safety catch 
in the case of MLFthan under existing NATO procedures; and we 
would expect the Soviets to be more concerned about deployment 
of MRB:Msunder existing procedures than Jia MLF. 

Nor will allied nations learn more about how to make 
nuclear weapons (design data) via ~ILFthan via existing NATO 
Atomic Stockpile procedures. 

3. Was MLFhastily conceived after Nassau? 

Comment: The MLFwas first presented to ·NATOin December 
. 1960. • Its originswere as follows: In 1959-60 SACEUR proposed 
deployment of "second generation" MRBMsto allied forces to 
help cover Soviet targets threatening Europe. At that time, 
the US and allied countries discussed this MRBMprogram on the 
assumption that it would be carried out via the existing pro­
cedures described above, which had been used in the "first 
generation" IRBM program (Thot"s and Jupiters). In 1960 the 
US proposed that MRBMsbe deployed, instead, via a new pro­
cedure (MLF);one factor in this US decision was a desire to 
avoid extending the larger allied national role inherent in 
present procedures, described under 2;above, to MRBMs. 

4. If SACEUR 
LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
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imposec t:-::_, .:.cet?Z .c'l :1 e ,. 1 d b _ ;·-ee to organize and 
deploy i. c' ~ t.; ·~~ .. - ior : ~ security. Therefore, 
this question s .. ould no.:-. i.1 • :.­ e·::. ·,-ri":h • 1e exploration of the 
freeze con.. .. : ·.-1 ::. .:: ... 1~v,.,. 1 iatlon·· 

7.. :-:ill t'1.; Sovi.o.. ..._:,f se ':o ne ~otiate seriously about 
disarmam~nt_.£~ .22~~'1.' r2·L ~ ·il:. i: T " s removed'? 

Comrr~nt. t ~4e MLF will have any 
pprecial· ~o ~egotiate on dis­
rmament ; _ the .:,) 1✓ :i.e.:, ..1 v . - .. 

._-· c~~racterized the 

MLF as 
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MLF as an obstacle to a non-dissemination agreement, this has 
been the extent of their attack. We do not believe this po­
sition is either logical or immutable. If the Soviets are 
tr1;1ly concerned about the MLF as a way-station to purely' 
national nuclear capabilities, our proposal for a non-dissemination 
agreement should commend itself since it would rule out evolution 
of the MLFin such a direction. 

8. Will MLF divert attention from what some have proposed 
as th~ main reoedy: improved nuclear consultation? 

• Comment: Nuclear consultation is more likely to be a 
se~ious endeavor, if countries take part as responsible co­
owners, •ra~ber than bystanders .. Therefore, the MLFand im-
proved consultation are not so much alternatives as complementary 
courses of.action. Moreover: 

(a) There have been indications that improved con­
sultation, although helpful, would not fully meet the desire 
for participation in strategic deterrence unless accompanied 
by some share in ownership, manning, and.control of strategic 
weapons. 

(b) Improved nuclear consultation would not meet the 
SACEURand European desire for MRBMs referred to above. The 
MLFwould help to meet it. 

9. Would the MI.F's cost detract from the conventional 
buildup? 

Comment: The cost to the UK (assuming 10% share) would 
be 10-20 million pounds annually, or about 1% of the UK Defens.e 
budg~t, at the peak. P~rt of this might be in goods and ser­
vices.~~J~~~~~~kx The probable cost to major Continental 
countries would be less than 5%of Defense budgets annually, at 
the peak. ., . . . . 

10. Is not 
• I 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
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10 .. Is not the US committed to·give up the vetq on the 
MLF? 

~o:::-,nt: ·The US has made no ag~eement to ma~e such a 
-· an .-:t has said that as Europe moves toward unity evo-
-utiot o= the MLF toward European control is not excluded. 

,en~= ~his change were made, control would still be exercisea 
/ a ~~:tilateral grouping; national control of nuclear wea~ons 
,ulc 10t result. 

Would it not be better to have an MLF~1hich consisted 
of tactical nuclear weapons. since these are already 

programme a? 

Comment: The possibility of future expansion in the }!LF 

can be studied, on its merits, once MLFis establfshed. We 
have not yet studied the matter and so it would be premature 
for us to comment substantively. Nor do we know our allies' 
views. But. it is highly unlikely the FRG would agree to have 
the tactical nuclear weapons in Germany put into MLF, if it 
did so at all, unless }.I:RBMs-- now lacking -- were also provided 
as _parL of the deal. The way for countries interested in future 
evolution of }IT..F to influence the matter is to join MLF, since 
such evolution_ cnild·: be a matter of joint and continuing ·study 
and decision once MLFis established. 

12. Is there any German desire for national nuclear weapons? 
If not, why MLF?· If so, will the NLF satisfy it? 

as we understand it 
Comment: The German desire./4is not for a national nuclear 

program but for: 

(a) self-respecting participation in ~trategic nuclear 
deterrence, -- which they take to mean more than advising other 
countries what to do with weapons in whose ownership and operation 
they do not share; 

(t>) some 

LIMITED OFFICIAL.USE 



(b) 

(c) 
nuclear field 
;)ut it, "holding 

(d) 
European control. 

These are 
met by MLF. 
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some action to meet the MRBMproblem; 

a close inextricable link with the US in the 
a "clamp," as Defense State S~cretary Hopf 
the US and Europe together;" and 

the possibility of eventually moving toward 

legitimate purposes and they are at ·1east partly 

1 •• 
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1. The MLF would play a useful and effective milita~y 

(a) Greater Western missile strength than now 
exists must be programmed in order, among other things, to 

intain effective coverage of targets threatening Europe, 
~ch as airfields and the hundreds of Soviet MRBMsaimed at 
.:ope. 

(b) SACEURwants some part of the increased mis~ 
forces to consist of MRI3Msdeployed in the European theate~. 
He and his staff believe a mix made up of such MRBMs·and of 
eternal forces would be the most effective military means of 

,ering targets threatening Europe. There will be raore than 
.. ough such targets, to which the yield and accuracy of Polaris 

}1RBMsare suited, fully to absorb the }II.F's projected strength. 
,.. 
'-

(c) In this event, MLF ,would substitute for some 
programmed US forces. Secretary McNamara said at the last NATO 
meeting that "if the members of the alliance should wish, we 
are prepared to join other interested allies in substituting 
sea-based medium range missiles for some of the longer range 
systems now included in our programme." 

(d} This is the best evidence that t~e US accepts 
the recent finding of a military working group, made up of 
officers of seven European navies and the US, that the MLF 
would be militarily feasible and effective. 

2. The MLF would be consistent with non-dissemination, 
since it would involve· even less of a national role in manning 
and ownership of nuclear missiles than other NATO procedures. 
Until mid-1960 it was generally assumed that a "second generation" 
MRBMprogram would be carried out via the NATO procedures which 
had been used in the "first generation" IRBM program (Thors and 
Jupiters). Under these procedures, which are·now used for deploy­
ment of shorter range missiles: 

·(a) Missiles are nationally owned and manned by allied 
countries, whereas in the MLF they would be multilaterally owned 
and manned. 

(b) The 
UNCLASSIFIED . __, -
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(b) The warheads are controlled bilaterally by the 
US and the country owning the missile, whereas in the MLF they 
would be controlled by a larger grouping of major participants, 
according to the agreed formula. 

TI-us there will be more fingers on the safety catch on 
~ 1e ML7 than under existing procedures. 

3. The MLF would.be a useful complement, not an alter­
tive to proposals for improved cTATOnuclear consultation. 

lere rave bee~ indications that improved consu:tation, al-
ough t.e-pful, would not fully meet major continent.al countries' 

.sires for self-respecting participation in strategic nuclear 
~terrence. Such consultation (quite aside from the fact that 

. _ woulu not meet the MRBMproblem referred to in para 1, above) 
is unlikely fully to grip the participants if they lack any 
share in ownership and operation of the strategic weapons about 
which they are consulting. If the MLF existed, consultation 
would take on increased meaning for these countries because 
they.would be taking part as ·responsible participants, rather 
than bystanders. 

4. The MLF1s cost would not be so great as to detract 
from needed conventional build-up. The annual peak cost to 
the UK (assuming 10% share) would be somewhere between 10 and 
20 million pounds, or about 1% of the UK defense budget. Part 
of this might be in goods and se-r:vices .. ~~~ The 
annual peak cost to Continental countries would probably be 
less than 5% of their defense budgets. The fact that the main 
items (missiles· .and warheads) are already being developed or 
produced. to meet US needs makes it possible to predict costs 
w~th_some accuracy. 

s.· The MLF would not intensify the arms r?-ce, since it 
·.could,. as indicated above, substitute for some of the programmed 
US forces. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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AIR 1. After careful reflection I cannot help but be disturbed 
AEC. by possibility misinterpretation may be given to proposition 
RMR that in discussion with Europeans no attempt will be made 

to force solution upon them. This of course has always been 
and always will be, I take it, our policy. It is self-evident 
that any forcing of MLF solution is out of question, and 
could not be done even if we wanted to. However, emphasis 
on this fact will be misinterpreted by Europeans who will 
see in it only determination of US to continue with policy 
which has prevailed in past and before April 10 White House 
meeting, namely, that US will not take action to achieve 
MLF except to extent that allies affirmatively ask for it. 

2. Previous policy which Harold Wilson in our meeting with 
Bruce on April 2 characterized as US "diffidence" was under­
stood by Europeans as being only study phase pending decision 
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by US .. t» move to create MLF. European activities during 
study phase have ranged from (A) desire for MLF and hope 
that US would get going on it (German attitude and that of 
Greeks and Turks) down through varying deg~ees to (B).other 
extreme (British attitude, probably followed by Holland and 
Belgium) of willingness to go along with it only if US 
succeeds in winning acceptance of other governments and 
shows determination to create MLF without British if 
necessary. In all cases from one extreme to other, there 
has been attitude of waiting for US decision to move. It 
is my understanding this decision was made at White House 
meeting referred to in reference telegram. However, reference 
in reference telegram that no solution is to be "forced" 
on all.ies has already raised doubts among those who have 
seen message in this mission, and will, I am sure, have same 
effect in various missions to whom reference telegram has 
been sent. 

3. Various moves by US in disarmament field have, I believe 
unreasonably, raised doubts in minds of our allies as to 
whether we ever will be serious about MLF. Particularly 
is this true.of move for freeze of missiles. I repeat I 
believe this unreasonable because if MLF is going to come 
into existence, in all probability it will be in being before 
Russians agree to really-effective system of verification 
of freeze and because we have always said MLF was exception 
to freeze. However, simple logic of matter to Europeans 
is that if we are going to freeze missiles, we are going to 
have to freeze all of them -- MLF as well as others -- and 
at moment and for some time in future MLF missiles would be. 
frozen at zero. I mention this only as adding weight to 
ne~essity that nothing be done to cloud decision of point 
three of reference telegram that "effort will be made to 
reach agreement on MLF Charter by end this year". 

/Any such 
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Any such effort is certainly going to be unsuccessful if 
simultaneously with making it we raise doubts in minds of 
our allies about seriousness of our own intentions. 

As bearing on above I was told by Stikker yesterday that 
study has been made by IS and submitted to him which states 
view of IS that US nuclear freeze will- in fact make MLF 
impossible. Stikker seemed to agree with this. I have 
argued with him and will continue do so. This view is, 
however, significant because plainly it will radiate out 
from IS throughout alliance. This underlines high i.qiportance 
our making unmistakably clear that we are realLy pursuing 
MLFvigorously. 

4. I must make obvious point which, as reported I made to 
Harold Wilson and repeated in April 10 meeting, that US 
attitude has been and I should think always should be 
middle ground between extremes of (A) trying to "force" 
policy. on independent sovereign allies, and (B) saying that 
we won't do anything unless allies in effect initiate it. 
Middle ground, it seems to me, is to believe in policy, to 
urge courteously and without pressures that it be accepted 
by our allies for common· good, to explain policy as best 
we can, and to use reasonable persuasion to ask our allies 
to work in common with us. I repeat that anything less 
than this middle ground will be misunderstood by allies who 
cannot understand that most powerful member of alliance is 
as diffident as all that. They have seen this very same 
ally take some pretty tough attitudes on other matters, 
such as credits to Cuba, and they have never resented these 

.strong attitudes because they have been put forward courteously 
and with full respect for _sensitivities of allies. If • 
we act differently about MLF, they will pay little· attention 
to us because they will think we are not serious. 

/As I 
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As .I have informed Under Secretary, Germans are already 
taking this position, and it will be necessary do something 
to correct it. But before doing so, I want to be sure I 
have properly understood what we are t~ying to do about 
MLFbetween now and end this year. 

GP-1. 
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: SJB-GRaJP AS LcttCAL BODY•. GERMANPERMREP NOTEDLEGAL •• • .-..-..~ 
,-SJB-GRaJP NOTANXIClJSTAKE ON SUCHSPF.CIALIZEDCH{)REBUT ,.'• .-.. j 
l·ICJLD DO SO. MIGHT BE NECESSARYHAVELEGAL SUB-GROUPMEET • . j 

~ Ii. mnERE Nr Ca-IP'PSITION. CHAIRMAN-EXPRESSED :CONSENSUS ', :J··. ::~-
1, WGLEGAL SUB-GRQJ~TAKE_UP_MILITARY-DISCIPL~NE. r: •• ; •.•• :':j l 

\m:TECHNICAL·suB-GBaJP ON SECURITYAND SAFETY US REP SAID • · -~ 
··rucCESTEDTERMSer RD'EREN:E (TOPa. 588) WQJL~ BE CIRc=ULATED :~ 
'SH~TLY • WHILE AS GENERALPRINCIPLE· SUB•GRQJPSSHOULD • •·/ ,·.1 
EET IN PARIS, US THOUGHTTHEREWERECOMPELLINGTECHNICAL.-. • ·i 

••.;RGUI£NTS·FORGROOPTO MEETIN ·WASHIR;TON.US REC0GNI7.ED• - • 
. NO IECISI ONCOULDBE TAKENUNI'IL TERMSCF.RD"EREICE STUDIED. '\, 
~ • ' • . • , . :• I • 

i:~XT MEETIN: er~G:. ~ ~ FE_BRUARY2~• • • us·I_NC~R .• • . :.•·._:•:•.•:-_:j 
1 

:II •• SUBSTANTIVE·DISCtiSSION. WG CONTINUEDWITH CHECJG.IST-..' •••• 
\ CNUMS AND PlJRPOSES<WGS!CRETA~IAT 21>. WHENIN· RESPONSE. 
,CHAIRMAN'S QtJESTIONTHERENOFURTHERCOMMENTSONMILITARY.··· .•. 
rP<INl'S (1~,Lt__SHUCKBURGHOBSERVEDTHEYVERJ,:STILL LIVE_ ••..·_.. •.• .· 
T CPIC.AND·,ww~D REMAIN m:rCREwe:• , .. • .1:_ . . •. . . 

I • '· 
ITALIAN PERMREP SAID FOR REASONSNATIONAL NECESSITY~- : •... ·, 
Slial.D GIVE ITALY GREATERVOICE IN ALLIAtcE AND DROIT • 
IE REGARDIN WCLEAR MATTERS.ITALIAN PUBLIC AND 

,..._ PARLIAMENl'ARYOPI~ON REQUIREDTHIS. ALESSANDRIN[REQUESTED 
IELETI ON PClNT 9 RE POSSIBLEEvOLUTION Cf MLF• INTO 
.EURCH:AN NUCLEARF <a:E ON GROUNDS.IT •PREMATURE.•RE . 
pa NI'S NO. §.1 ALLESSANDRINIASKEDTHATWORDS"NON-NUCLEAR"· • ·..: 
EE;"CRE "I£M~R • READ "EUROPEAN."THIS PRODUCEDLEN;THY ..· : ·; · 
JI SCUSSI(I,) UPSIJOI'er WHICHWG m.D NOTACCEDETO ALLESANDRIN[~S! 
'REQUESTS.GERMANPERMREP THOJGHTTOOMJCHWEIGHT SHOULD• .·...=, :J 
!Nor B£ GIVEN TO W<RmNGor P0INTS. ·PERHAPSITALY'S CON:ERN.',::t-J . 
:cQJLD lE MET·I~ PREAMS.E<r CHARTER.NETHERLANDS.PERM·REP ·:f:J 
.THQJGHTTHAT THEREWERETfrlO•ASPECTS'·Cl"THIS QtJESTION .• -<:.:. :f 
:- ot£ EURQ)EANANDTHE OTHERNCN-NU:LEAR. MI.1' SHQJLD.NOT·.•.•• r'. 

·ADHERE~~-··.,;·•.'• ..~~~-~-- ·.P~~~~I~.·-~~~DA.,s .....--~-'.~,,~j~;:-s~:~tt~'.:.y~:..J•
L:....l...... t;...,,••~-:.i.-""';..>,•••:,•1 , ..•,•;.i,\.,7••,....,,,..,~•.llo•• ~--'• :,,.:., .. ,-. ............... ~~h.... .-.• • 
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-&- POLTO 112S, February 14, 10 PM, from Paris.· 
\. -· .... ·' ..,., 

's~GIAN J£RM RE'PTH.WGHT ISSUE cOULD' BE DEALTwxniWHEN • \ I: SCUSSION QUESTICN S • THE MLF SHOUL_DBE PROOF0-. THE._·, ... '. 
I ·mvisIBILITY er THE DEFENSE er EUROPE AND THE us. .·. 
u,·; AND UK PERM~PS. SUJ>PalTED BELCI UM. TURKEY THQJGHT • · . 1 
- CH G0JT C OJLD>WT OWNINrERPRETATION ON MlJ' TREATY • • • ·1 1 

1 AJCfi:M -~~Xu~5\A 1<1.N.~ TO~i:LIT AIJ.IAR:E 1m:o : N • , ·.:~ _:, 

GERMAN F£RMREP SUGGESTED ADDI'fl ONAL ITEM 'q- WOl\K PR~RAM • .. ' 
~ HCXJ MU" WOULD I~tREASE THE Ra.E or l'HE "NON-~CLEAR= 
?£MIERS ~ ALLIAN:E IN .OVERALL NUCLEAR STRATEGY <r ALLIAN:E.-~. 

. . 
C~RMAN- CBSERVEDTHERE AGREEMENr ON POINT 6 THAT VOICE >-. 
~.vN-NJCLEAR MEMBERS or ALLIAN:E SHOULD BE I N:-REASED·IN • . 

\ ~~~ ~~~~CISI~N• WG STIIJ. HAD_TO C<llS[DER Ha. Till$_ ;i 

j :· REP SAID MLF .J IF CREAT·ED, WOULD HAVE. I ?l:SCAPAS.E EFFF.CT -:I 
; ~$CRIBED IN POI NI' 6. • • • ·:, .'. 
I,. • • . • ,,~ • 

•CHAIRMAN OBSERVED US .REMARK COULDBE' BEGINNtt,t INTER.EfflNG • ~ 
00;-~lt~~iu:i~:~~l,tn ii~~,~~D JTJ~s~-~IA.N:E.· 

· ~us RIP Pa NrED ~UT M..r··wotJLD··-~- PAR; or OVERALL: wcLtAR< • .. ,_~:~ 
'IETERRENT Cf ALLIAN:E. AS IT WAS INTEGRAL ,ELEMENT . • •. ,. 
IIT W CU.D m:PRQ;RAMME:D·WITH OTHER FORCES AND NEED'to MAHE .• ·: 
~ IECI SI ON TO USE· Ml; WOULD GRANT MEMBERS. caEATER SHARE IN .' , ·.~ 
!LANNI NCi" AND DECISION. • ,· • • .• ,: 

. ·. 
:CHAIR Q3SERVEDPOINT 7 TRUISM. AN9'ER TO 7 CA> WAS •• •• J 
• "NO". llJRIM: DISCUSS! ON 7 CB> 1 IT WAS DECIDED DROP CON:EPT · . : 
: er "Nf\TO AGEN:Y." NETHERLANDSPERM REP POINTED OUT · • •. 
:NECESSITY CBTAI NI tC ACCEPTAN:E NON-MLr MEMBERS Cf ASSIGN­
JENT TO SACEUR. CERMAN_PERM REP OPPOSED FORMU.ATION Cf ·:·~· • 
tTHIS. ~SIJ.~--~~E I~ -'1IGH,:: EMBARRASSJ~QN-'.-PARTiqIPA~~---~-~·: 
•SJCH AS FRAttE. TURKISH PERM REP POINTED ~UT-~ WAS _:, •• , -•. ~ 
Cf£ N~ ENJE D PR OP0SI TIO N. . . , .. :•. • · • '. 

. . ~- . . ' . . . , . ' . . : . : . 1 
US REP THOJGlrr Mtf 'MEMBERSWOULD TAKE ATTITUDE ·THERE •. ,·.,.·· • .... -: 
·SHOJLD BE ·cONTI NJE]) STRIN:THENI M: or CONSULTATION CN . ·, . J 
.NJCLEARMATTERS...'I:~aJ~Ji, ~ , __NUCLEAR(l~lT.r~ ..AND.SHAPE, -'1\ /) 

' 



I 
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\ 
\ • 4 • POLTO 112S• FebMry 14. 10 PM• &om Paris.: 

\ . . 
'W:LEAR FL ANNIN:. AND TARGET ·c00RDI NATI ON. THERE WOULD BE.:~•. ··: 
·N mVI SI ON IN A'LLIAN:E EXCEPT F CR UNAVOIDABLE PHYSICAL.,.· ·:J 
i-E .ESSITY <r MAN.AGIN:MLF. IN WG THEREWAS GENERAJ. · . , ·:i • 
At \REt£SS THAT MLF. SHOULD NOT SPLIT ALLIAN:E I NI'0iMEMBERS • •.. 
.. ;) NON-MEMBERS.. . • . I .. . _._:_ -~ 

C !1MENr: F CREG0IN; DI!tUSSlON DEMONSTRATED' . •• '; THATWGHAS ·_ 
O.,.1 USTED F Cll TIME BEI~ AIMS AND PURP0SES.-WE ll.AN •. · --~ 
AND UK C ~URS, BEGIN NEXT MEET! N: WITH DISCUSSION lPECiric' ·; 
LA~UAGE CN ORCANI2ATI0NAL STRUCTUREWITH AIMS AND ,. , 
lURPCSES LISTED AS A ~C~~ARY IT_Di OF·<;~~ ..~~- ..I~_ERE.~. -~ . 

.. ~P- ~:::L/':...- -)' ~-~t;T~~l 

~ JTE: RELAYEDDEP/;NSE·2/14/64 •AT 9:05 PM • . . . . 
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D: MLPSub-Group on Security alMISafety 

"J l~iDg draft: agmda of MU Sub-Group on Sec:arity 

a.nclSafety abauld be given to memben WoniDg Onup for 
....

information to aaiat respective gov.rwca in plemdna 

Zor participation ad se1ac:tion of npreaeatad.wa. Do IIOt 

oaaidar it nac••azy aec:un appmval of tbia draft by 
I 

Wodd.r.g Onup alDce, a la noted in it- 3 of drafc apll11a, 

. SU-Group will dnalop lta on plan of work at later elate. 

'rat aa follawa.1. .. 
I 
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Page 2 of ta1eoua to.A-niemba1s7 P.~~-s_m_z........I_,___________ ·1·::> _ 

8819119!!!.:t!..frt 

SUB-CDtOUPGB 8BCDU'ffAllD SU'Bff 

JmArrAGElm\ 

. .. . 

~w Jte·.;.;.owof Paris Workh:18 Gxoup consideration and inst:Euc• 

tions c:oacemiag }:LP veapoaa secarlt;y • aafet;y • 811d 

ao~!Dld aad c:oa.aol. 

-b. leview of relnane IIUJ.t:azy aD414p1 ....._. 

rae"'t • sa1'atioaa" 

c:. lnl• of lll1'0 atookplle •ec:ud.CJ'arr....-t•. 

d. lnia .of wlur wapoaa aafety coaalderatioaa. 

2. Briefing OD pdg •tm la the atoc:kpil.e•to•taget • ..,..._ ... tlml.,1na • deacrlptlOII of tba re-ea1:r7 ayatea aad • .,_ 1· 

ayata imtallatioai ....· ll 
• 

3. Copaideratiag wt ppyfl of 9wta or plan of wzk~ 

4. Draft,. ,, 19k ftcllJitz stapdfdl p1 l'rpcflham (Orcla 

to .. deteadmd 1,y PMIP) ,. 

•• ~• and o1tj~vea of the JU' a-curlt;y ~sarfGll - l 
ad pi»gZM. 

'b. •·hnornwl c:learwe pzogn11. 

alBIIIRIMr 

. . . . 

· •-~--- --·----'~~.i·.-, •w¼o·a'1.1,,.;;,;G•'&;Wt~··f0u-,v•+f:,-
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Pa~e 3, of telelnm to Aroembasq PAUS 'i'(;'PQt 

Q)&&BHIM. 

c. Human reliability pngna. 

d. Physical aecurit:,- program. 

~. ~cumont and information conaol. 

'.'·~: .. ~-,t:t~ of regulatioaa or loss or compzaatae of 

. L;uustrial or aoat:ractor aecurlty progna. 

--· 'tra:isportation aacl •torage of weapoaa. 

1. Inapec:tiou • 

.1. rffll'lmtcatioaa aec:arit:J'. 

k. Develop •ecad.t:J' ozpni saticm. 

5. Draft'.1ng of Buie Safetz Standarda ad :Pmcedure• (Order to 

be clet.ndnefl by Sab-Gmap) 

•• .Purpoaea and objectivea of Ill.I' aafety orpnt•tioD ad 

prograa. 

•. Safety •talulana applic:able to ... 

c:. llon-naalear .. fety object!,,.. and ataDdarda (lliaalle 

pnpellac• pynteobrd«w • etc.). 

d. BOD atandarda aad orpntutioD. req ta. 

•• Safety oqerd atioD and rupomfld.litiea. 

f. Impaction 

--lllll■U• 



. 

• ·e .-_·- . ·• e;n... 

f. Inapection require-enta and objectlv•. 

6. Foff\.~l. ion of recomr'lendations on conm,.snd and contrc:i. 
.. 

conccp ...s. I 

·-illd·· '"' , conclualona, and nco::::aeadationa of the ~-· 

,I:-. : 'm~---:-;:tlon of report to 1'1orld.ng Croae• I 
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BEF: POLTO1124 

) Pe :....:sent tiv s to technical sub-groups on =:, J .. : ~~r . ' -• J • • ,_. 

safety and security should have h ,, :1s aociation with : T.-,-• ~ • .. , : _N 

iJd.1 tary security programs, preferably in connection with.. ,., ..... ')...' • -- '!f'I"' ' '. ~ 

pre .. ~--- or put atomic systems, e.g., QRA, MAC, or Jup!i
, 

Ho technical atomic energy experience required. 

(B) P.epresentativea could be either military or 
_Av. 
ilEC ci'til:tan. U.S. will have both. -

(C) t-Je do not 
~ 

anticipate a 
I 

need for _,~ than three 

npr . sentati vas fralll each participant, ba"t would not 

object to more. In •ome instances one qaalified person 

pmbably would be eufficient. 

(D) Hames and security assurances·should ~ f.o,:warcfed 
. .. 

... ......_,,...........,-
by foreign p,vemaenta to tbe~.r l.mbass:l~s 1.n Wub:f.ngton 

for trenna:f-ttal to the u.s. Government through JAEIG (Jo:f.nt, 

~ . .... 

DOD- Cdr Coodberlet 
REPRODUCTIGNFR8M ftffl <:O~ II 
PROHIBITEDUNliSS -oFFICIAL ~ f 
ONLY-Ol ~ 



:e 2 oftelear,mto PA~1S •• ?.~~--------------

Atcnic EneJ:8Y Infomatlon Group which ls agency of u.s • 
. 

C-overur.-it which maintain• liaiaon with emb-lasiea of each of 

catmtrlas coricomed cu natter• in t~.1ia field. -J.'bea~aaaurancea 

sr.oul,'· T;;ethe sale as t:hoae required under the 144b ~ementa 

0.:tl~ i:eprYentative• fro& all memhe1L8S ~WG would 

:::'llC~•:a·,., parti~ipation by "}Very country 1a not 'D8Ceas~7 

reql•ir~ aince 9G will have oppor~unity ~-- tbo~y 

acquabited td.th m.,clear •ecu:rity problem in coune of ~­

sideration of report. 
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'.PASS DEFENSE 
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NSA 
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.... • I ' 
\ .. . 1: A) WG MINUTE 13 APPROVED. ' • j 

iB) ·CHAIRMAN CFINLETTER) ·ANNOUNCED FOLLOWING UP ON EARLIER • 
_SUGGESTIONNETHERLANDS ·HE HAD: ASCERTAINED SACEUR .PERMRE~_,. 
WOULD BE WILLir-lG TO l1EET WITH tvG IN ORDER LATTER MIGHT • 
·STATE HIS VIEWS ON MILITARY ASPECTS MLF. .WG AGREED EXTEND 
INVITATION AND MEETING. WILL TAKE PLACE AFTERNOON MARCH 2, 
WITii BELGIAN PERMREP IN CHAIR._ 

C>. DRAFT TECHNICAL MILITARY QUESTIONS CIRCULATED.CWG . •. 1 
;SECRETARIAT 25). CHAIRMAN INVITED DELEGATIONS TO SUBMIT. l 
ANY FURTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR REVISED DOCUMENTTO BE_- • • 1 
RECIRCULATED BY SECRETARIAT, . AFTER WHICH GOVERNMENT?. tJOULD • ! 
_BE_.INVITE~ ~U:PL'( ANSWERS_. • • .• _: . • . • _ • . , . _ _j 

iD) • CHAIRMAN LEGAL SUB-GROUP (GREWE) SOUGHT AND WAS GRANTED ·j
;AUTilORITY HAVE LEGAL SVB-GR0UP CONSIDER PR0BLEt1 or NOT HAVING -
:t1LF APPEAR ·CIRCUMVENT UN .-CHARTER,_ A MATTER· SUGGESTED BY·. 
:UK. • -GRE~•TE , -HOPED PRESENT LEGAL SUB-GROUP'S REPORT AFTER : • 
CONSULTATION.W.ltll ...GRUACE.. AND TURl<EY WHICJI. WERS NOTA~ .~~: . J 

DECL,\SSJFIED . , ,lJ: . . . 

. E..O. l29c:_•··.~-- J.6· . __· . ·_··=:fl"C:,1"1 • • ..UPll(?OVCTIONFROM THIS COPY ,1 
. ""PJ ~ .;._ __ .. .. __ ,.-->::tiiillili1 IINMft •W~ ,. .. ,Ill·~..!.J..-r.a!!____ :a..- ,_,'tlil,,jZ ,,.,.,,,,_

NI.J 7- -- : . . . . · , ,
11v AL. 'JU .A-.~ • • ' I ~ •• : ' • 1. •• ~:~·::-: '-·, • ' -~~ 
~J ......... ____ "-~- •· .. ·-f·f:_ •. • .·: _'-""7 ....J,_ Date_.•?_.t., ·._··_..'·.,_·_::-_ e___";" - . . ..... •. '.··.·;_, ... ,/ ~ .. ,· ... 

. . . . . :. ' . 1 :. . • . : -. 

••••- --• . .,,_ -~ ..... -.J.-•••••-,l•a.._ • •·-• ... -w••"""--•-_....,..•eJIU--• ---



\· eEffitE"f--

-2- POLTO !188, FEBRUARY25, 8 P.M. FROMPARIS 

'AT MUNICH MEETINGS. .LEGAL SGTO -~lEET t1ARCH. 15 AND- 19· -
IN PARIS. ~ 

I 

·c) RE TECHNICAL SUB-GROUP ON SAFETY AND SECURITY, 
DRAFT TEfo·lS REFERENCE CTOPOL 938) CONSIDERED ALONG WITH 
DESIRED CR~TERIA FOR PERSONNEL CTOPOL 1182). ITALY SUGGESTED 
THAT: THIS NEW COMMITTEE BE SUBORDINATE TO MILTARY SUB­
GROUP RATHER THAN TO PARIS WG; TERMS OF REFERENCE BE . 
CLARIFIED; EXPERIENCE US NAVY IN THIS FIELD BE UTILIZED; 
AND PUBLICITY, ESPECIALLY AS TO POSSIBLE DANGERS.OF ACCIDENTS, 
BE MINIMIZED. WG CONSENSUS WAS THAT BODY SHOULD MEET IN · • 
WASHINGTON ·As SUB-GROUP PARIS WG. TERMS OF REFERENCE APPROVED·~ 
AD REFERENDUM. ·RE PERSONNEL SECURITY ASSURANCES, WG . 
REQUESTED NOTIFICATION BE TI{ROUGH WG RATHER TI{AN WASHINGTON: .l, 
EMBASSIES. CHAIRMAN PROMISED TECHNICAL SUB-GROUP. WOULD 
BEAR IN MIND ITALY'S OTHER POINTS RE US NAVY AND PUBLICITY., 

• . I 
• • ·' I I 

I 

RE PUBLICITY, US REP OBSERVED THERE NO NEED ANNOUNCECREATIPN 
, TECHNICAL SUB-GROUP. IN EVENT lTS EXISTENCE LEAKED,_ • :; 
,MEMBERS COULD.LAY STRESS ON SECURITY WHICH IS PROMINENT Jt, 
·coNSIDERATION IN EXISTING. BILATERAL AGREEMENTS AND -~) 
AVOID REFERENCE. TO SAFETY PROBLEt1S. :f, . . '.J. 

.ot t. -, 

F> WG WII..L HEAR CHAIRMAN MILITARY SUB-GROUP CADL'1. /{·,
WARD) AT 4 Pt-1 MARCH 5. 1; 

~-.,
'.II. SUBSTANTIVE,DISCUSSION: ". . ' 

WG DISCUSSED PAPER ON ORGANIZATION STRUCTURF.; CWG/SECRETARIAT 24>; 
•PREPARED BY SECRETARIAT. DOCUMENT COUCHED l'.N PRECISE, ,\;. .i 
1-TREATY-LIKE ~LANGUAGE AND DRAWN FROM SUMMARY 1963 CWG/ i-- I 
i'SECRETARIAT 20) WITH SUPPLEMENTARY IDEAS IN BRACKETS. i. ! 
!· 

tITALIAN PERMREP (DUCCI ALSO PRESENT) READ PREPARED STATEMENT 
t (SEE 'SEPTEL) IN WHICH ITALY PROPOSED CONTROL COMMITTEE OF !:·. 

GROUP OF MLF PARTICIPANTS BASED ON FINANCIAL.CONTRIBUTIONS·' 
WHICH WOULD TAKE DECISION. TO FIRE ~ITHIN GUIDELINES ....... 
LAID DOWN BY BOARD OF GOVERNORS. COMMITTEE MIGHT ALSO ACT .. •• 
AS EXECUTIVE BODY OF BOARD ON QUESTIONS OF MODERNIZATION, 
ABSORPTION OTHER NUCLEAR FOR~Es, ETC. _: • . • . 

CHAIRMAN WELCOMED ITALIAN CONTRIBUTION OF IDEAS.AND SUGGESTED 
SUBMISSION SPECIFIC LANGUAGE WHICH COULD BE INCLUDED UNDER • 

I SECTION II, B -5 "CONTROL COMMITTEE." IN DISCUSSION • •• ·1 
1 SECTION II "A" OF PAPER ALESSANDRINI ID:CALLED HIS. STATEMENT ... 
; AND SAID ITALY BELIEVED' DIRECTOR GENERAL AND FORCE COMMANDER; •. 
;HAD TOO MUCH POWER. GERMAN PERMREP POINTED ·our II· ft A":,·' ;,:1 

'. 

'MERELY ILLUSTRATIVE TABLE OF '-CONTENTS AND IT. NOT EXHAUSTIVE •. :1 

JJC NOT:.!D....XI.i..~N1..,o:r._. .P.APltR. ....~-· • ... ....:-~_;.;~~\·:~~-~~-~~-. 1.L.]. 
I ,o •_\. ' . ' ;.;r ·., . ' 

f • • I 

.... 
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-3- POLTO 1188, FEBRUARY25, 8 P.M. FROM PARIS 

Mt1.JOR DISCUSSION SECTION II B AND C CONCERNED AUTHORITY OF 
D: <ECTOR GENERAL AND FORCE COMMANDER FORMER,._ AND VOTING 
re ::~ULA. RE ITALY RETUR ~ED TO CONTROL COMMITTEE IDEA. . 
C ... :::.~~1AN ODSERVED IT ONLY SENSIBLE THAT BOARD AS SUPREME ,._ 
BODY HAVE SINGLE EXECUTIVE AGENT SUCH AS DIRECTOR GENERAL·. 
At,') HAS SUPPORTED BY MOST OF PERMREPS. • HE ADDED THIS 
u: 'i'!{OUT PREJDICE TO POSSIBLE CONTROL COMMITTEE. 
CL\I?t1AN INSTRUCTED SECRETARIAT REWRITE II B C2) SO AS " 
TO MA:<E CLEAR BO/\RD WOULD NOT BE RESTRICTED BY CHAIN OF 
COi·H. ND AND COULD OPERATE DIRECTLY AT ANY LEVEL IT DESIRES. . . 
R2 VOTING, GREECE AND TURKEY EXPRESSED RESERVATIONS OVER 
WEIGHTED VOTING PROVISION ON BASIS COST-SHARING II B 
'(3). SECRETARIAT EXPLAINED RATIONALE SUGGESTED LANGUAGE •· 
AS DESIGNED HAVE /\S ·LIBERAL A SYSTEM AS POSSIBLE.· } 
!'-l"'::'~!-[ERLANDSPERMREP POINTED OUT EEC COUNCIL AND OTHER • 
IN>TITUTIONS HAD QUALIFIED VOTING PROCEDURES. TURKEY 
TI{OUGHT THIS WAS NEW PRINCIPLE DESIGNED DISCRIMINATE 
AGAINST POOR. NETHERLANDS POINTED OUT SYSTEM WORKED BOTH1. 

'.WAYS AND IT MEANT POOR MEMBERSLBY VOTING TOGETHER .COULD 
'BL ')CJ( RICHo NETHERLANDS VOLUNTEERED .PREPARE ·STUDY ON 
QU.-\LU~IED VOTING PROCEDURES IN INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS. 

.., . 
c...,1 GP-3 '·. 

. 
·CFN 14 24 13 2-25 18 19 1182 988 20 19o3 24 4 5 B5 •.• .. • 
i <2) (3) GP-3 ., 

l . .;,.~... : ..... ~-- .. ~. '. ··--.,~:';•·,¥.+Ni.ETTER 

NOTE: RELAYED TO DEFENSE, 2-26-64, 4 A.M. '. 
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CU lo-lR 0, HANDLING INDICATOR 

,7_ TO -"'loRl.t::mbassies PARIS TOPOL, ANKARA, ATHENS, BONN, 
S, THE HAGUE, LONDON, ROME 

I I 
A COM F'llO iOFROM State DATE: 1. 

INT TAR 
SUBJ€CT MLF Sub-Group on Security and Safety 

TR XMO AIH 

3 REF 

..-..M·v CIA NAVY 

/0 _s:__r Proposed procedures governing the exchange of atomic 7 
010 USIA NSA information required for dis~ussions envisaged in the MLF
I{, 3 Sub-Group on Security and Safety are set forth in the at-. 

Re( tached document, Annex A, entitled "Channels, Procedures 
and Authority for the Exchange of Atomic Information Re­
quired for Discussions of a Multilateral Force (MLF) in 
Support of NATO". 

In accordance with these procedures letters have been 
prepared for transmission through the Washington embassies 
of participants in the Working Group on or about March 23. 
The text of the communication to the UK is enclosed as 
Annex B, and the text of the communication which will be 
sent to the other governments is enclosed as Annex c. 
These communications will be sent in accordance with exist­
ing procedures, through the Ministries of Defense of the 
respective governments. Replies to these communications 
will be transmitted by the Ministries of Defense through 
the Washington embassies of the respective governments to 
JAIEG in accordance with the procedures established for 
administration of the bilateral agreements under which the 
exchange of atomic information is to be conducted. 

In accordance with arrangements already agreed by 
the Working Group, names of the representative of each

S/NF L country in the Sub-Group will be given to the Paris15 ext.ra _J 
copies Working
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Working Group and reported to the Department of State. 
Names, security assurances., and other documentation re­
lating to these and any other individuals expected to 
participate in any of the meetings will be sent through 
JAIEG channels, as set forth in the annexed documents_. 

Paris should inform other ~embers of Working Group 
in at least general terms of these procedures and em­
bassies other capitals should inform Fonoffs to facilitate 
their cooperation with respective MODs. 

In view of necessity of obtaining approval of eight 
nations involved of procedures in Annex A, effort should 
be made as appropriate to discourage changes, in interest 
early agreement. Should also seek encourage prompt action 
since we hope Sub-Group can begin work in April. 

RUSK 

Enclosures: 
Annex A ''°Channels, Procedures and 

Authority for the Exchange 
of Atomic Information Re­
quired for Discussions of a 
Multilateral Force (MLF) in 
Support of NATO". 

Annex B - Draft Letter to Dr. Panton (UK) 
from Brig. Gen. Dawalt 

Annex C - Text of Letters to Representatives 
of Greece, Germany, Turkey, 
Netherlands, Italy and Belgium . 
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cmwIBEN'f n\t: ANNEXB 

DRAFT LETTER TO DR. PA!.'ITON 

Doctor F. H. Panton 
British Defense Staff (ACO(W) 
British Embassy 
3100 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washi:ngton, D.C. 

Dear Doctor Panton: 

of a 
The Department of Defense 
joint special transmission 

proposes 
channel 

the 
for 

establishment_ 
the exchange of 

atomic inforoation during forthcoming discussions concerning 
the establish:::ient of a Multilateral Force (MLF). A draft 
of the proposed channel, procedures and authority has been 
prepared and copies are forwarded herewith for your comment 
and/or approval. The Department of Defense requests early 
consideration of this matter in view of the fact that the 
first meeting of the XLF Sub-Group on Security and Safety, 
which will report to the Paris Working Group, is tentatively 
scheduled for April 1964. 

The following may be of assistance in your consideration 
of the channels and procedures: 

a. Paragraph 5. The atomic information anticipated 
for release v.-ill pertain to the POI.ARIS weapons system and 
~ill be confined to that necessary for discussion and con­
sideration of·security and safety requirements applicable 
to the MLF. It is further anticipated that the highest 
classific.ation·of the information will be SECRET, RESTRICTED 
DATA. 

b. Paragraph 6a. As indicated, the atomic infor­
mation concerned may be provided to all governments and 
third nation transmission between designated representa­
tives wlll be authorized. 

c. Paragraph 6d. It is requested that security 
assurances for designated U.K. representatives be forward~d: 
to JAIEG.with your reply to this letter, if appropriate. 
It is also requested that these security assurances not be 
forwarded to the other governments indicated pending 
further notification from JAIEG. Exceptions to normal 

CO~IBEN'f'!A1!i dissemination 
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dissemination procedures stated in this paragraph are .for 
use by participating goverrnnents other than the United 
Kingdom. 

d. Paragraph 5, 6f, g and h. Direct documentary 
transmissions are ~ssential in this instance. We will be 
pleased to provide appropriate JAIEG reference numbers 
when requested by your office. 

Upon receipt of your concurrence, we will advise you 
when the channel is placed into effect, provide the scope 
of atomic information authorized for transmission and the 
applicability of security assurance exchanges with other 
participating governments. 

Please advise us of any question or assistance required· 
regarding this request. 

Brigadier Generai Kenneth F. Dawalt 
Chief, Joint Atomic Information 

Exchange Group 

-GONF:tnirn r mt 
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TEXT OF LETTERS TO REPRESENTATIVES OF GREECE, GEID1ANY, TURKEY, 
NETHERLANDS,ITALY AND BELGIUM 

The Department of Defense proposes the establishment 
of~ joint special transmission channel for the exchange 
of atomic· information during forthcoming discussions con­
cerning the establishment of a Multilateral .Force·(MLF). 
A draft of·the proposed channel, procedures and authority 
has been prepared and copies are forwarded herewith for your 
comment and/or approval. The Department of Defense requests 
early consideration of this matter in view of the fact that 
the first ~eeting of the MLF Sub-Group on Security and Safety, 
which will report to the Paris Working Group, is tentatively 
scheduled for April 1964. 

For your information, the atomic information anticipated 
for release in connection with the proposed channel will per­
tain to the POLARIS weapons system and will be confined to that 
necessary for discussion and cons.ideration of security and 
safety requirements applicable to the MLF. The highest classi­
fication of the information will be SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA. 

If is resuesten t:hat ~ee11rit:v <>00, .... ,. .... ,.,,.,, +-""" .,~,._- ,,.,,..~... -nc1Leu epre:se Lac v~s-re\.lu):.rea. oy paragrapn oa. or en ac-cacrreu 
draft be forwarded with your reply to this request, if applicable. 
It is also requested that security assurances not be forwarded 
to the other governments indicated pending further notification 
from JAIEG. 

Upon receipt of your concurrence, we will advise you when 
the channel is placed into effect, provide the scope of at'omic 
information authorized for transmission and applicability of 
security assurance exchanges with other governments. 

Please advise us of any question or assistance required 
regarding this request. 

Brigadier General Kenneth F. Dawalt 
Chief, Joint Atomic Information 

Exchange Group 
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FOR THE EXCl'.ANGE OF ATO~iIC INroRMATION REQUIRED 
FOR .>ISCUSSIONS OF A MULTIIATERAL FORCE (KLF) IN SUP.PORTOF NATO 

1. REFERENCES: 

Teraa of the following references apply to exchanges of atoaic 

information under provisions of this document: 

a. Agreement Between tho Government ot the United States of 

America and the Government of Belbium for Cooperation on the Uses of 

Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes, dated 7 May 1962, and the 

supporting Adr.unistrative Arrancements, dated 15 March 1963. 

b. Agreement Between the Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany for 

Cooperation on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes, 

dated 5 Kay 1959, and the supporting Administrative Arrangements, 

dated 19 June 1961. 

c. Agreement Between the Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of the Kingdom of Greece for Cooperation on 

the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes, dated 6 May 1959, 

and the supporting Administrative Arrangements, dated 20 October 1960. 

d. Agreement Between the Government of the United States of 

America and the Government _of Italy for Cooperation on the Uses of 

Atoaio Energy for llutual·Defense Purposes, dated 3 December 1960, and 
I 

the aupportina Adlliniatrative Arrangements, dated 17 Jul.7 1962. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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e. Agreement Between the Government of the United States 

ot America and the Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands tor 

Coo?eration on the Uses of Atomic Energy tor Mutual Defense Purpose•, 

dated 6 May 1959, and the aupportin~ Administrative Arra~eaent•, 

dated 20 October 1960. 

f. Agreement Between the Government of the United States ot 

America and the Government of Turkey for Cooperation on the Usea ot 

Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes, dated 5 May 1959, and 

supporting Administrative Arrangements, dated 28 April 1961. 

g. Agreement Between the Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland for ~peration on the Uses of Atomic Enerff for Mutual 

Defense Purposes, dated 3 ~uly 1958, and supportiq Administrative 

Arrangements, dated ·13 December 1960. 

2. PURPOSE: 

To establish channels, procedures and authority for the exchange 

of atomir information (Restricted Data/Formerly Restricted Data) concerniq 

the m.F between the United States Government and allied ~vernaenta indicated 

by references. 

3. MISSION: 

The Department ot Defense, with the assistance of other u.s. 

agencies, is assigned the aisaion of maintainiq necessary liaison with 

designated representatives ot the allied governaenta named in par~raph 

2 
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and, subject to requirements stated herein, the communication of 

u.s. atomic information necessary to the discussion and consideration 

o.: a V.LF in support of NATO. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of 

t.fenso, International Security Af!nirs (ASD(ISA)) will administer 

tais program tor the Department of Defense and coordinate participation 

by representativos of other appropriate u.s. agenc~es. 

4. DIRECT LIAISON AND CHA::,iNELS: 

Direct oral, visual and documentary liaison by the ASD(ISA) 

and other U.S. representatives designated by him is hereby authorized 

v:-th allied government representatives d~signated by the agencies 

listed below. Channels are established accordingly. 

a. Bolgian Ministry of Defense (MDN) acting through the Office 

de Coordination Atomique BELGIQUE (BRUXELLES) OCABE(B) or OCABE(W). 

b. Germab Atomic Information Center (AIZ), Bonn or Washington. 

c. Greek Office for Exchange of Atomic Information (OEAI) 

Athens or Washington. 

d. Italian Sezione Coordinamento Atomico (Se.C.A.) Rome or 

Washington. 

e. Netherlands Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee (NJCSC) in 

the Netherlands or the Chairman of the Netherlands Joint Staff Mission, 

Washington (NJSM). 

f. Turkish Joint Atomic Information Exchange Group (MUSAT), 

Turkey or Washincton. 

g. United Kingdom Atomic Coordinating Office, Washington or 
I, 

London (ACO(W)) - (ACO(L)). 
' ;. 
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5. AtmORIZATIONS: 

United Statos atomic informatioa required in the perforr..ance of 

thb mission stated in paragraph 3 shall bo submitted to JAIEG by the 

ASt(ISA) or his desi~ated representative, for appropriate processilll: and 

:-v:case aut:1orization. After such authorization, release may 'bo oral, 

visual, and documentary (including extracts or summaries) on a continuing 

basis Wi"thout further J'Al::::G appi·oval. 

6. ,..,ROCEDUnES AND REQUI!m,!El\"TS: 

·a. The atomic information authorized for transmission under this 

ch~~nol and procedures may be provided to all allied eovernments concerned 

wit~ reference to third nation transmission provisions described in 

references. 

b. Transmissions will be accomplished only to and amongst allied 

governruent represeAtatives desi~nated by the agencies named in paragraph 4. 

The transmissions may be accomplished on any date and at any location 

determined to be mutually acceptable to participants concerned. 

c. The ASD(ISA) or his designated representative will provide JAIEG 

with security assurances in the format required by references, for all U.S. 

rep~esentatives who are to ·participate in the m.F exchange program. JAIEG 

will provide copies of these assurances to the foreign· governmen~ agencies 

named in paragraph 4. 

d. Allied government agencies named in paragraph 4 will provide 

each other and JAIEG with secufity assurances for all representatives who 

~re to participate in the KLF exchan~e pro~am. It is understood that 

representatives from other than defense establishments will participate 

4 



in discussions of the in.F progrc.m a.'ld that nominn.tions will be foi-wa1·dod 

e. Any question as to socurity clc~ance status of any individual 

desiring access hereunder will be referred to JAIEG for u.s. personnel and 

to the agencies named in paragraph 4 for representatives of o.llied governr~ents. 

f. All u.s. atomic information docwuonts (including extracts and 

SUJlll:laries) transmitted to desi~nated alliod ~overnment representatives under 

provisions of this documont will be confined to tl1e atomic infoi-r~ation 

authorized for transmission and contain ap~ropriate u.s. security and atomic 

(Restricted Data/Formerly Restricted Data) markings. In addition the 

followini; marking shall be entered on all such documents: 

"This docwuent contains atomic information released by the 

Government of the United Stztes to the (appropriate allied 

government) in accordance with the Agreement entered into 

between the Government of the United States and the (appropriate 

allied government) on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual 

Defense Purposes. This docwnent will be handled in accordance 

with the terms of that Ai;reement." 

g. When representatives of allied i;overnments receive u.s. atomic 

i~formation docwuents in accordance With these procedures, complete details 

ot such will be provided by recipients to agencies of their governments 

naJ:1ed in paragraph 4. 

5 
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h. Any allied governncmt 1•eproductio11 of documents 1·eceived 

pursuant to paragraph 6f will be accomplished in accordance with provisions 

ot references. 

i, Roports mu~t be subr:u.tted by all concerned in accordance with 

i~struc;ions contained in para.graphs 7 ands. 

7. U.S. REPORTS: 

Effective upon implementation of this channel, the ASD(ISA) will 

provide JAIEG with GUarterly reports as-follows: 

a. Oral and visual transmissions: A sutnnU1.ry report of the 

atomic information transmitted will be submitted in ten (10) copies 

and will include dates, locations, names of allied ~overnment participants 

and other information considereG necessa1-y for record purposes. 

b. Documentary Transmissions: One (1) copy of all documents, 

including summaries and extracts, transmitted and the names of allied 

government representatives to whom transmission was accomplished will be 

forwarded. The number of copies provided to each participating aovernment 

will bo indicated in all instances. 

c. JAIEG will provide participating allied governments with 
I 

one (1) copy of each oral and visual summary report and accurate advice 

regarding documentary transmission for accounting and reporting purposes 

(See paragraph 6h). 

8. FOREIGN C-OVERNMENT RE>ORTS: 

Foreign aovernments concerned will provide JAIEG with third 

nation transmission reports in accordance with instructions contained 

in references, as appropriate. 

6 
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9. DURATION: 

Thi• channel and procGclures will nad.n in ettect until 
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Memorandum of Diacuaalon of the MLF at the Whit• Houae, at 
S:30 P. M. , on Friday, April l 0, 1964 

Preaent: 

The Prealdent, Actin1 Secretary of State Ball, Ambaaaador 
Finletter, M•••r•. Foater, Roatow, G. C. Smith, W.R. 
Tyler, McG. Bundy and Kleln 

Actln1 Secretary of State George Ball •tarted the diacuaalon by 
reviewtna the pro1re•• of the MLF. He diacu•••d the rationale of 
the concept, atreaaina the danaer of perpetuatin1 German diacrim­
ination and emphaabin1 the need for aivin1 the Germana a lepti­
mat• role in the defenae of the Alliance, but "on a leaah." He 
thoupt there waa aubatantial poaalblllty of reachlna lnformal 
aareemeat on the term• of a charter thia aprln1 and •ummer and 
charter-alpina ceremoniea by th• end of the year. He aald the 
Department had been conductin1 informal conaultation• with Con-
1reaalonal leader• and the reaulta were favorable. Th•• A-tr~. 
there wa• no evidence of oppoaltion. Therefore, he felt the time 
had come for broader conaultation• with the key Con1reaaional com­
mittee• concerned. 

Ambaaaador Finletter aupplemented Secretary Ball'• remark• by 
reportina on the pro1r••• of the Parh Workln1 Group. He told the 
P reaident the educational phaae had about reached lta end and the 
time had come to move into the action phaae. The way had been 
prepared for dr&ftlna the charter and if the Prealdent would 1ive the 
go-ahead aip, the MLF would be accepted by a number of countries. 

Reapondln1 i..the Preaident'• queatlon about the view ■ on MLF 
within the United State• Government. Mr. Bundy aald there wa• a 
conaenaua aupportin1 it. but that Secretary McNamara, the Joint 
Chief• of Staff and Mr. Foater had aerioua reaervationa. The MLF, 
he •aid. could provide an Atlantic aolution to the problem of the 
nuclear defenae of the We•t and weaken French and Brid•b deter­
mination to bold on to their national nucle_ar eatablhbmenta provided 
it were not forced upon the European•. 

--&iieREI 
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Am~•·•ador Flnietter ~~id lt wa• hi• view that the u. s. had to 
•top bein1 diffident about the M.LF. Harold Wil•on told blm bluntly 
the Briti•h had the lmpreeeion that Prealdent Jobnaon, a• Preai­
dent Kennedy, waa not really intereeted in ~e project. Saragat 
alao expre•••d concern about the aituation. He ■aid the American 
attitude bad complicated the problem for th• ltallana, •inc• Harold 
WUaon kept inailtina that the U.S. really did not want the MLF. 
Therefore, Sarapt aaked .Ftnletter to urae the Preaident to aive 
•peclflc endor•Pmwettto,.:thil project ao there would be no milunder• 
atandina the American po•itlon. Moreover, it wa• Ambaaeador 
Finletter'• view that even a Wilaon aovernment would join the MLF. 
He waa eure that in the lon1 run Wllaon would do what the U. S, 
wanted and therefore it wa• important to tell him that the MLF waa 
aood for th• A1Uanr.e. 

In thi• connection. Secretary ball added that the Briti•h in aeneral, 
and Harold WUaon in particwar, wanted to dlecoura1e the MLF, 
preferrin1 lnatead to run the U.S. deterrent. But the Brltiah 
would 10 tack to the MLF if the United State• ma~ lt clear that 
the MLF waa the only alternative for them. 

1n thh connection. Mr. Bundy pointed out that we bad to take copi• 
sane• of the fonbcomln1 Brltl•h election• and dtd not want to handle 
the MLF in aucb a way a• to complicate the campalp. 

Mr. Foater interjected to eay the Preeldent oupt to be aware of 
the Soviet Union'• •tronaly neptlve view• on the MLF, citin1 Soviet 
attack• on the project at Gen••· He alao warned apinat tyin1 U.S. 
band• in aucb way that it could be lmmobWaed in future dl•armament 
and non•dl•aemlnatlon c:Uacu••lona. Mr. Foater aald he would be 
happy if we could move on the MLF with "all deliberate •peed. 11 

A■ for AmbaaAdor Kohl•r•• view (a• de ■ crlbed ln the Secretary'• 
memoraadum to the Prealdent) •· that "the Soviet leader ■ find MLF 
l••• objectionable than the kinda of MRBM arran1ement• that mipt 
come about in lt• ab1ence, There la no evidence MLF la preventln1 
conclualon• of cllArmament a1reemenn that the Sovieh mlpt other• 
wlae favor and that would be in our lntereat." •· Mr. Foater ■ aid 

he d1aa1reed with that eatimate. It did not coincide with hi ■ lm• 
pr•••lon■ from hi• talk• with the Soviet• at Gen••• 

At the concluaion of the meetln1 the Prealdent directed that: 

-SECRET~ 
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( 1) The Department of State broaden ita c:liacuaaiona with the 
Conareaa on the MLF and bealn informal briefln1• of the commit­
tee• concerned. 

(2) The European• be told that in hi• judpnent the MLF waa the 
beat way to proceed. The Preaident alao felt the MLF could 
aatiafy the pride and aeU-reapect of the European• but warned 
aplnat tryln1 to ■hove the project down the throat• of the potential 
participant ■. 

(3) li poaaible, aareement on the MLF be reached by the end of 
the year. 

A• for the public preaentation, the Preaident aaked Amba ■ aador 

Flnletter to talk with the pr••• immediately after the White Houae 
meetln1 and explain that h• reported to the P reaident on the 
problem• of the Alliance and the proareaa on th• MLF. The 
Preaident cautioned Amba11ador Flnletter apln1t 1ivln1 the 
pre•• the detail• of the diacu1aion ln advance of Con1re1aio.n&l 
brlefin1•• However, he thouaht the Amba1aador oupt to refer 
to the MLF portion• of Secretary Ru1k!II apeecb of April 7, 
cttiD1 it•• the expreaaion of thi1 Admlnlatratlon'• policy on the 
MLF. 

SEC!t!:T .. 
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DEPARTME T OF STATE 
EXECUTIVE ECRETARIAT 

July 25, 1963 

Mr. Johnson: 

Per my telephone con­

versation. 

Carol C. Moor 
s/s-s 
Ext. 5262 

~ ~ ~- ~ 
~~Tok- h 
d!:11,u.' ~ C'.r) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 11, 1963 
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MEMORANDUM FOR NLl , 1-11,, 

BY.k-4' , NARA Date ,--1r-11 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

Subject:· The Next Steps on the MLF 

The President has read and approved your undated memorandum 
to him on the subject of follow-up on the June 24th meeting with 
Chancellor Adenauer. 

I reported to the President your supplementary comment that it 
would be useful in these discussions to keep before the participants 
the set of considerations from which the proposal of the MLF has 

I 
emerged,. The President expressed his cordial agreement with 
this view. He believes that lack of enthusiasm for the MLF in 
many cases can be traced to a failure to work through the alternatives, 
and he believes that alternative proposals should be tested by dis­
cussion in the same way as the MLF itself, wherever there is 
apparent support for them. 

The President desires that these talks be conducted in such a way 
as to fulfill all the understandings into which he entered in his 
European trip. At the same time, he does not wish the negotiations 
to go forward in a way which would recreate any impression that 
the United States is trying to 11sell II the MLF to reluctant European 
purchasers. We support the MLF and believe that it is a sound 
answer to a very difficult political-military problem; we have taken 
the leading role in developing and testing this proposal which our 
special responsibilities make necessary; we will continue to use our 
best efforts in support of this proposal; but the decision on par­
ticipation will have to be made by each nation for itself. 

The P:- sident wishes us to be particularly on guard against the 
development of any notion that if the MLF should fail, there might 
be some implied obligation to proceed with_ land-based 
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MRBMs. Our negotiators should make it very clear that in the view 
of the United States land- based MRBMs are not a good answer to the 
problem of deterrent missile strength for NATO •. 

The President is also doubtful about the early practicability of any 
''European II deterrent, but in this area he is quite willing to let 
discussion and analysis test the case; he does not believe it wise 
for the United States to appear to oppose any such fo~ce if in fact 
the nations of Europe can find the political instruments of control 
which would make such a force genuinely European. 

Finally, the President agrees that it would be very useful to organize 
the discussions this summer in such a way as to include British 
participation, and he would be willing to see the subject matter of the 
talks as set out in paragraph 2 of your memorandum broadened and 
softened. i! necessary to ensure British participation. 

Jr.~ ~-f 
McGeorge Bundy 



C 
0 THE WHITE HOUSE 

p WASHINGTON 
y 

July 11, 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

THE SECRETAR.Y OF STATE 

Subject: Th• Next lt•2• on the ML.i' 

The PJ"eaid.ent ba• read and approved your undated mem.ora.ndum to 
him OR the •ubJect of follow-up on the June 24th meetina with 
Chancellor Adeauer. 

I reported to the Preaident your aupplamentary comment that it 
would be u•eful in th••• di•cuaaiona to keep before the participant■ 
th• ■ et of con•ideration ■ from which the propo•al of the M.L.F has 
emera•d. The Pre ■ ident expr••••d hie cordial a1reement with thia 
view. He believe• that lack of enthu1ia•m for the MLJ' in many ca•e• 
can be traced to a failure to work throup tile alternative ■, and he 
believe• that alternative propoaal ■ ahould be te■ ted by di•cu ■■ ion in 
tile ■ame way aa th• MLF itaelf, wherever there ia apparent aupport 
for them. 

The Preaident deaire• that th••• talk.a be conducted in ■ uc:h a way a■ 
to fulfill all the 11nd•r•ta.ndina• into which he entered in hil European 
trip. At the aame time, he doe ■ not wiah the ne1otiation ■ to go 
forward ln a war which would recreate &lly impre•aion that the 
United State• b tryin1 to "•ell" the MLF to reluc•t Europea.n 
purchaaera. We aupport the MLF and believe that it ia a ■ ound 

anawer to a very difficult political-military problem.J we have taken 
the leadln.1 role in developln1 and teatina thi ■ propoaal which our 
■ pecial reapon ■ ibilitiea make nece ■ aary; we will continue to uae our 
be•t ellorta in ■upport of thl ■ propoaal; but th• deci ■ lon on participa­
tion will have to be made by each nation for itaelf. 

The Preaident wioe ■ u■ to be particularly on ,uard apiut the 
development of any notion th.at if the ML.I' ahould .fail, there mi1ht 
be ■ome implied oblip.tion to proceed with land-baaed MRBM ■• 

D CLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6 
NLJ 'I 7-J1, 
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Our n•1odator• ■hould make it very clear that in the view of the 
United Stat•• l&nd-ba••d MR.BM ■ are not a 100d an■wer to the problem 
of deterrent mi ■■ ile atl'enat)l for NA TO. 

The Preaident ii alao doubtful about th• early practicabillty ol. any 
"European" deterrent, but in thi• area he ia ~ulte •UUn1 to let 
diacuaaion and analy1ia teat the ca••• he doe• not believe it wi•• tor 
the United State• to appear to oppoae a.ny auch force if in fact the 
nation• of Europe can find th• political iaatrument• of control whicll 
would make auch a force 1•nwnely 1:,uopeaa. 

Fbaally, the Preaident a1reea that it would be very u•eful to orpnill• 
th dtacua1ion• th.la •ummer in auch a way aa to include Britiah 
partlcipatioa, and he would be williA1 to ••• th• aubject matter of th• 
talk• aa wet out in pa.raaraph 2 of your memorandum broadened and 
aoftened if neceaaary to en•ure Brltbh participation. 

/a/ McGeorg• Bwuty 
McG.or1• Bundy 

- 2 - - 8861\liiCf 



Jun• 7, 196J 

MEMOllANDUM FOR MR.. BUNl>Y 

Mac--

1. I paaae4 the ord to au wUh r•~ct to the MLF bl'iefiaa 
for lh• Committee. l 1a&ll•r that •om• ol the briefer• (partiClllal'ly 
Keary Ow•n) llaw become ••an1elld1 alMl are h&Nt w bep under 
control. l apeciJlcally requeated Iha& Alexia Johuon &&ain rernhllli 
thoH concel"JIAHIof. th• Preal.de t•• dictum r•1ucliq any appearance ■ 
before the Committee. I al80 talku with Jim R.amey aJMlhe au1-
1••t.e4 lt mipt be uaelul U he took Palfrey aa4 AN Cha.yea \IP to fill 

.... 
I. Another Jotm Commltt.• item•• Th• Joint Committ.• l• con­

elderlnc ~ it• &a11ual authoriaaUon• to the entire AEC proaram. 
They now authoriH oaly the conetruction Uema. Tbllr would pat the 
A.EC prop-am la th• •am• u.teaory •• AID a.ad NASA. Kermit GordoA 
baa thl• JQ'Oblem and l la.ave uku to be lnform.e4 of aay epecUlc 
actioa that <»eclon f••la the White Ho'1M ahould take. Thi• la a 
matter you may·wtah to brba1 to tile Prealdent'• att.AtioA. 

Qa rle• .E. Joluaaon 

DECLASSIFIED 
CCI Mr. Kayaen E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6Mr. Smith NW ,,_,,, 

llY.~ ,NARAJ>a. f.a.r~t 
IS 
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~~:: 1!'>C•·;;111~.~ eo:-..:;'.;.!': ,..!-~- ~-5ECRET-
UNITED STATES .r..<"' ;.s- -.-~...'•:.S°•::'"1 -A-

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION · :a-
WASHINGTON 2!5, D. C. 

MAY 1 s 1963 

Dear lct:s 

1bto acit."10Vled1r• receipt of conaspondeuc• dated llaJ 1 • l':63, 
fJ:Ga th~ C:a!Mral Ceunsel ot t!le h~CIMDC of Defeue, vhlch for 
nrdeel o.s. Ha•17 cmaont• dated Ap1'11 30, 1963. on "Owa•r•h1'> c~ 
C\latedy of iluclUI" 
lhal t1lacer■ l !era." 

UMpGH Uidlift the ~rfac• Mlaatl• Hanhii, 

'!be UC •tatf ha• ~.arotned 
4~ir:,ae~t3 :vr and aacurlty 

tbe proposed 
aeaaure• 

plan 
destaned 

la 
to 

ten• of 
vrocect 

the n• 
Deatrlcted 

I?zata ad th~ arn:1g.-nu that 1bould be d•velas,ed to usur.t sat. 
uaJU111 of atatc wepooa f.D po1au•ioa of c!le !ore•. 'nl• :-esulta 
'of thl, n,..ter:, ara enol~ed. 

'lhla enclolnln la laqelJ a .._.ry of a wnin3 dTaft of au A£C 
atatf etudy of the !'..LI conca,t •• developed by th• U.S. l!JYJ, wbic.h 
trss fona:-ded te Mr. llcCeo:-,:e llmdy OD 1'! ■7 2, 1963 1 with co,ie• tD 

Mr. Joh11 T. •PaaptO'II Cftd th• Stat• Depan.aat. 

In the anal:,ata !,y t!le • Coeabaienl of th• M9J concept, u deYel~d 
by tlto u.s. ,.v,, eerta!a additlOIUl Gl!CUity and ••f•tJ a-rllftSetneOU 
are specifted trblch tlw Coatta•1on bellevN ebould be 1Dnrre~•t~d. 
The•• are eonel•t~c, ln prit1elple, wit!a th• ~cept dew:ored by tbe 
laV)' and 1.0Uld aene to cainforce cootaip tace<l uraJl&GIOftts 1D tho•• 
ansias of 1pPcial concorn to tb• Co:a!••tcr.l• 

Ch&imaD 
, 

'the S.orabl• !labe~& s. Mc.1-n 
'l'h• Secretary of Defem• ~tUETEBDATA 

T~:, c,,:;,m~~tcc:1t3:ns re,lrlc!ed d1la ~s dtfilltd 
;r. ::i~ f,t,~1~;c Ener;y t,ct c:f 1'JS.\. Its transtn1ttll 

!ncleaur•a .:~ :h!? r:isr.:~si;:iicf :ts contents in llfr'Jr..aMtr to 
Cp U ud 2A. Celat9ston AnalJWl• ·,:: 111.rtr.,, rtl~llC.(~ n ·s prol,ib1tld. 

eel 1'A• loneraltle i>ea luek 
'the Secret•ry of State, w/•el. 3A 

Th• ~or•ble Mc:aeor:e !und1 V 
l{leclal Aaatlunt to the h'••ident 

tor t?ational Security .\f!airs, v/t1DC1. 5A 

•. 3.6 
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-SECREl-
UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION fl Lr 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

May 2, 1963 

Mr. Charles Johnson 
National Security Council 
Executive Office Building 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Chuck: 

Attached is a draft analysis of the security and safety aspects of 
the proposed MLF arrangements. 

This analysis was based upon an advanced Navy draft of MLF procedures 
and could be affected by changes which emerge in the official DOD 
approach. Further, we have spent most of the last two days developing 
and analyzing the procedures, with very little time spent on literary 
efforts. I should think there will be need within the next week for 
a shorter, more carefully developed, AEC document. Comnissioner 
Palfrey is looking at this matter. 

Our analysis leads us to conclude that, with certain assumptions, 
adequate safety and security arrangements can be developed within 
the MLF framework. These asl_umptions retain a special U.S. role in 
the area of safety, butA"~~n almost no special position for the U.S. 
in the security area. It is my personal viewpoint that it is very 
important that the MLF safety and security standards and procedures 
be enforced rigorously to minimize the problems of effective operation 
and control inherent in joint international responsibility. 

Finally, I have urged most strongly that we have an opportunity to 
undertake analyaes of this type at an earlier stage in the developing 
of future plans. 

-. ED 
Sincerely yours, 

L.O. 12)~ 
NLJ q7·'3"''t 

BY. ciY , ARA 

c. 3.6 

General Manager 



iEeREl 
UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C . 

.. , 2, 1,,, 

DOCUMENTTRA.NSMlttinllr. Claarl•• Jehn ... 
lati ... l lecvritJ CeacU 
becut1•• Office htl•iaa 
Vaahtnatea 25, D.C. 

NTAINS 

Dear Clauclts 

AttacllN la a •raft -1,-1a ef th• , ... rtty au ••f•tJ ae,.ct• ef 
tile pnpea .. IILr ana ..... at1. 

till• -lJ•l• •• NaN v,- an a4vaac .. laYJ 4raft of lltr proce••n• 
aa, c•t• H affecte4 ,, CM111•• wlltdl -ra• la tile efftctal DOD 
appnacJa. hrther, .. llave •peat ... t of tlae lut tvo .. ,. ••••lepf.aa 
aod aul,ala& tile, .......... , witla ••l'J little ttM 1peat ea liter&l'J 
effert1. I 111ou1• thialt then will N MN witllia tlM Mat week f•r 
• ••rter, •r• careflall7 ••Tele,..• AIC decwteat. c...t111 ... r 
Palmy ii l•lttaa at tht• •tter. 

Olar aul,aia lead• 111 to ceacl•• that, wttll certala .. ....,c1 .... 
....... ee ••f•tJ aa, aeoutt7 ana.,....ca can N •nai.,.. witllla 
th• 111.rfl'WPlll'k. 1h ••e• ,, ... ntala a .,. .... 1 , ••• nl• ta 
die area •f Mf•tJ • Mt"' --.HMr

I>, 
alaNt M ,,..1a1 ,.,ttl• m tile •••• 

la tile 1earlt7 ar ... lt 1e-, ,.l'NMl •1-,.f.llt tut it te wr, 
.._.rtaat tut tla• Ill.I' ••f•tJ aa4 ••cvrltJ ■cuan■ ... ,......_. •• 
M •mcecl n.--117 te ld.aillla• di• pl'Ml- ef effective .,.ntt•• 
ad cntnl laltenat la J•f.llt tatenatteul rea,-tt.lltt,. 

ff.MllJ • I llave ......... c •tnaalJ tut w Ila•• •• ...... taltJ to 
•••rtaa •---•• •f tbia c,... at •• .. ruer •taa• la tlla ..... 1.,t.aa
ef !lawn plaaa. 

lf.ac•r•lJ 1"'"•• 

lnaht •• 1ak 
.l■ etataat Gneral .... ,.r 

Enclosure 

11 

https://����lepf.aa


POSTAL REGISTRY NO."'"' J'eno ilC-UI 
(.1ul7 u. 1947) 

u. s. ATOMIC ENtt:RQY COMMtee,oN 

DATE MAILED CLASSIFIEDMATERIALRECEIPT 

TO 

llr. Cbllrl.M Jotnem 
llnia&l lllc•1'7 Comcll 
acx.]68 
B•cnat1w Ottice JIUU41ns 
IIMll1llctca 25, D. C. 

INSTRUCTIONS, 

FIOM 

llr. Dn&btIDk 
ANataat Clmeftl. a-,,-
IJ. I. Atcaie Rn 1'11 Ccwe1u1.ca 
llulaill&tm 25, D. C • 

i 
1. Original of this receipt to be signed penonally by recipient and returned to 
2. Duplicate to be retained by recipient. 
3. Triplicate to be retained by sender in 11uspense file. 
4. Avoid Identifying Material Below in Any Manner Which Might Necessitate Classification of This Receipt. 

DATE OF DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION (CHECK Ol LETTEROFINDICATE) TRANSMITTAL 

Ltr. 

Rpt. --------1 

Dwg. -------l 

Other ---------1 

Nature of copy: 
so 
cc _____ __,_...,. 

{:Vr~-TC 'I a c-.............~•yAc_.r_,.._ 

PC 
Other 
Number of endonrea 

and attachmenta: 

CERTIFICATE 

FROM-

,...,,, ..._.., ~~--•-

81'111TID 

REFERENCEOR 
FILE NO. ADDRESSED TO-

.-1um ca.., 

DISPATCHED 

I have personally received from the sender the material, including enclosures and attach­
ments, as identified above. I assume full responsibility for the safe handling, storage, and trana­
mittal elsewhere of this material in full accordance with existing regulations. 

DATE RECEIVED 

-;~ 

SIGNATURE OF COURIER 

DATE RECEIVED 

ii I 
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May 1, 1963 _e-.. 
'.fh!a c'.ocurr.i)r.! con::iis!s of .2 _pages 

No. _ ___;b_oi _.J__ Ccpien, Series _J!i_ 

Dear Mica 

1h41 AIC baa examned the Noul"1'7 upeota ot the propoaed
Multilateral Jbroe with partioular reterenoe to the queat1on
of the proteoUon ot the weapons an4 ot wapona dea1gn data. 

Reoo;niaing that the propoaal oontapla\ea the tranater ot 
U.S. warhead• to~ M1' b7 Ale, leaae, or other arrange­
JIIIJlt, authorised b7 Congreea, the Collli ■aion neve~eleaa 
believe• Chat aecn1ri'7 -sure• can be developed which would 
provide proteot1on ot wapon dea1gn data and protection
againat unauthorised UN ot nuclear ._pona oomparabl• to 
that provided under oUl'l'ent KATOqreenmta involving a1r­
oratt on qu1ok reaot1on aler1: (QRAJ. 

Tlw type and degree ot aena1t1v1t7 or Reatrioted Data or 
lomi1rl7 Reatrioted Data that wuld have to be diacloaed 
to eatabllah an etteot1ve toroe would not be appreoiabq
ditterent troll that oOIIIIIUnioated under ourrent agre-nta 
tor cooperation. One poaalble exoeption 1a under current 
at~. 

On board ab1p, protection ot '1Nt weapona and napona 4ea1gn 
trom unau'1ior1sed aco••• could be aeoured through the pre­
aenoe at all time• ot u.s. peraonnel along Id.th personnel 
.rromother parUoipaUng nationa 1n an JUI .. our1t7 toroe. 
'l'heaeand other -urea 1nvolvins pel'IIOnllel olearanoe 
an4 phyaioal aeour1'7 oou14 be wrked ota u part ot an 
MIi ncurity a7at• that would be ritp>roualy entoroed to 
minim1ze the problema or etteot1ve operation and control 
inherent 1n Joint international reapona1b111'7. 

Progreaa 1n teohnology ahould pend.t the development ot 
4evioea tor uae with the NII WMponayatesn {auch aa per-
111.aeiv• l1nka and 1ntesr1'7 aenaing ayateme} which would 
provide further proteotion ap1nat unauthorized uae or 

, --~Q..._"°°!~ weapon or to weapon dffign data. In ~t . 
• ·- -· • ~-- .I Ut,.; ! DECLA )· ' D 

-. l! • ?' CCl~'.·ins r.:tr1·'· J Catans d0 fbctl . E.O. 12<., c. 3.6 
u 
!1 

" ·' 1 E • ~- A·: f "•. T'.1 hformafa1n -sECREJNLJ qr1, :,1_'0
rr-' ':~ f 1: .... , , , • :·- • '. ,_ !~ ----- ◄BY. el,, iv~'°~-,~--------:N·~ 
e·~··-··, ,,. ' ••t j'· •~ • ,s ·' • • .' • r !·t ".'. - r f h • ...__.. 
cor.'....!s b a~yliiJr.ncr ,~ tn ,, ··lharizcd ·r,~r 

is p:obi~:!ed. ' • 

1 



Hon. McOeorge Bun4y May2, 1963 

oonneot1on, we reoonnencl bringing 1n top teohn1oal person­
nel rroa ABO laborator:lea to ocma14er ftr1ous technological
••na ot achieving tho•• obJeot.1.vea. 

• believe 1t 1a illQ)ortant to eatablieh 1n the course ot 
negotiat1ona that atnce the U.8. 1a -.nutacturer or the wea­
poria, 1t ahould be re11p0na1ble tor aubatantlal maintenance 
uld repair or wapona, and tor their replacement, and tur­
ther that the MLI' should adopt and enforce U.S .... pon
•tety rules and praotiua. 

Por your 1ntol'llllt1on, we enclose several working papers on 
apecitio c01111PQ1Wntathe aeourity queatlon.ot 

noerely yours, 

Chairman 

Bnoloaurea 
•• atated 

Honorable MoOeorgeBundy
Speo1al Aaa1atant to th Preaident 

tor X.tion&l Seourity Att'aira 
'lhe White Houa 

CC; Amb. L. T. rchant 



' '/:L-
THE W HITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE: CHIE:r OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

WASHINGTON 2:5, D.C. IN 111..._Y IIIIU'lnl TO. 

Ser 00366 

3 0 APR 1963 saoa.w ~~S?~!CT~D DL~A 
P.?o:.ric m:-..::~-:GY AC.,..:."-10j•:C 

F~om: Chief of N~val Operations
To: Ch~~r.:i~n, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 

Attn: Director of Military Application 
Via: S0c~etary of Dafe~e 

Subj: C-m::o::-shi::;>n.nd Custody of Nuclear Weapons Within the 
Surfaca ~issile Warship Multilateral Force (S) • 

Encl: (1) Stockpile-to-Target Sequence (Separate Cover) 
(2) Restricted Data required by the MLF Personnel 

1. Inherent in the concept of the Surface Missile Warship 
Eultilateral Force (MLF) is joint ownership, support, and 
manning of the missile warships, missiles, nuclear weapons . 
and other facilities of the MLF by all tne countries partici­
pating i~ the force. If the nuclear warheads of the MLF are 
to be ~::).nuf2.ctured by the United States then such joint war- • 
he~d ow~er$hip will require a change in the present Atomic 
Enerey le~islation. The purpose of this letter is to propose 
a plan under which sue~ joint waThead ownership, if authorized, 
could be s~fely carried out. 

2. U~der this proposed plan all repair and maintenance of the. 
warhe~cs would be co~duct~d at United States bases and solely 
by U.S. pe~sonnel. Thus no critical weapons design data would 
be rele~sed to other nations. The warheads would, however, be. 
issued fro~ U.S. custody to MLF c~stodial teams for the purpose
of z::.2.ti~g theI!l to MLF ::iissiles and transporting the mated 
missile-war;.iead combinations to the MLF ships. The MLF cus­
todial teams would also, when necessary, remove the mated 
missile-u~rhe~d coobinations from the MLF ships, return them 
to the t!LF base, disassemble, and re-deliver the warhead to 
U.S. custcdy for the necessary maintenance work. It would be 
necessa:::y to malte certain Restricted Data available to these 
MLF custodial teams in order for them to properly perform these 
duties. It should be noted, however, that this Restricted Data 
is such that it may be authorized for transmission to the 
intereste<l ULF nations under existing Agreements for cooper­
ation. .A tabulation of the specific Restricted Data required 
to be released is contained in enclosure (1). 

SANITIZED 
E.O. 13526, Sec. 3.S 

NLJ 1'- 11-'onmn,GP.J.D3D AT :2 \TZAR IiiT:mv ALS 
By Ul.Jd , NARA,Date 05- ◄ 44\014}!OT AU'.COZ·.:.LTICJ.:Ll.Yt::Cr.P.SSIFZED 

DOD D::8. 5200.10 SiHiJMri: /4
"Jl?-605~" . ,--~~ -.:2...lin r. •1,:-c(IA) I;"o.. .. .,~ PAESERVATGOCOPY 
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~!LL.:..i•f-mST;tICTED DATA Ser 00366 
ATO:.[.CC El'-:"ERGY ACT-1954 

3. Joint ownership of the nuclear warhead by MLF nations must 
p~ovide certain b~sic assurances and safeguards. Specifically, 
such ow~or~hip a:d custody ot the wa~head ~ust provide for: 

a. Ade~uate multilateral ownership and custodial pro­
cedures throughout the MLF stockpile-to-target sequence. 

b. Safeguards to prevent unauthorized disclosure ot 
Restricted Data aild classified defense information required
by MLF.psrsonnel. 

c. Physical security of the nuclear warhead. 

d. The use of enabling systems to prevent unauthorized 
operation o! the weapons system . 

. 4. Ow~ership. Nuclear warheads fabricated by the United States 
would~~ sold to MLF nations. These warheads would be jointly -
owned by the participating nations. 

5. Cus~ody. Implicit in joint ownership is custody of the 
warhead. Ace~uate custodial procedures must be provided 
throughout the MLF stockpile-to-target sequence (STS) to insure 
continuation of authorized ownership and physical security on 
a multilat~ral basis. For these purposes arrangements must be 
made to provide MLF custodial teams to maintain warhead custody
and provide physical security throughout the STS. Personnel 
assigned to these teams need to be carefully selected, non­
security risks and highly trained. These teams should be com­
prised of a minimum of three persons from different partici­
pating states, one of which would be the U.S. Under no circum~ 
st~~ce, should any European participant have more personnel on 
a team than the U.S. Warheads when delivered to the MLF, would 
be turned over to the custodial teams of the MLF ship or base, 
at which th~ warhead is located. The MLF custodial team at 
each activity would be responsible to the Commanding Officer 
for the physical secu~ity of the warhead at all times, mating 
the warhead to the missile (MLF bases only), and performing 
required routine inspections. These inspections do not reveal. 
weapon design data. On the basis of these custodial arrange­
ments, continuing custody of the jointly owned warhead in the 
MLF stockpile-to-target sequence could be provided as follows: 

2 . .ii OPE"'PRESERVATIONCOPY • 
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~.J.CRh'.l.'-RESTRICTEDDATA Ser 00366 
Arl'Oi.!IC ENERGY ACT-1954 

a. MLF Base. It is proposed that a U.S. financed and 
manned DOD sto:.age sit~ be es-c~blished a.t the Ul3 bases. It 
would be the function oz these sites to: 

(1) Effect delivery of warheads to-the MLF at the 
base on a one-for-one basis with MLF missiles. 

(2) Storage of U.S. owned·warheads as back-up for l4LF 
requi:.:-ements. 

(3) Temporary storage of MLF warheads which have been 
removed from the missiles. 

Custody of warheads when delivered to the MLFwould be assumed 
by a MLF base custodial team for the Commanding Officer of the 
base. 

b. MLF 1.!issile W2.rship. The warhead will be mated to the 
missile and encapsulated in the launch tube at the MLF base, 
prior to transfer to a MLF missile warship. At time of transfer. 
·of the encapsulated missile, custody of the warhead will be 
transferred from the base custodial team to the ship custodial 
team acting for their respective commanding officers. Physical
security of the warhead and access to weapon spaces would be 
provided as follows: 

(1) In the MLF missile ship, assembled missiles remain 
in their launcher tubes. These tubes are located inside the 
weapons system module. Access to the module would be limited 
to personnel authorized by the Commanding Officer. 

(2) After installation in the ship, batteries would be 
installed in the warhead. In addition, access to the warhead • 
area would be required for routine warhead inspection and for 
installation znd, when necessary, replacement of the missile 
guidance capsule. In all cases, access to launcher tube should 
require the presence of not less than three equally knowledge-· 
able persons fro:a dif:feren.t participating states, one of which 
shall be the U.S. Under no circumstances, should any European 
participa~t have more personnel on a team than the U.S. This 
"three-man" system, comprised of knowledgeable personnel to 
co~duct necessaTy warhead inspections or missiie inspections 
and repairs, should be designated from qualified weapons depart­
ment personnel and be responsible to the ship's Commanding . 
Officer for maintainiog warhead security during such inspections 
and repairs. 

3 
'. 
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~•CP~~-RESTRICTED DATA Ser 00366 
AT011IC El-IBRGY ACT-1954 

!n sur:mary, custodial proceciures, ~s outline above for the 
M:i:.,~ stoclcpile-to-tarr;et :::cq::..1~:1c"",s::.ould provide adequate 
s=.f c::-:.:::.rc:s for security of t!:c ,·:"::.·:~-.)acl, acd unn.utho ...ized 
cl isclcs--.~::-a of wo~pcns des iz::i d2.-'.:::. ~h:-our;h tho require.neut 
that access to the warhead storage location on any occasion 
be with the consent and under the supervision of at least 
three persons, one of whom is a U.S. national. 

6. Unauthorized Disclosures. Unauthorized disclosures of· 
Restricted Data and classified defense information by MLF 
custodial and weapons system personnel, which knowledge is 
required by them to properly perform their duties, must be 
avoided. To prevent unauthorized disclosure, adherence to 
thorough personnel selection and clearance procedures is a 
prerequisite. In addition, .periodic review of personnel 
assigm:ients and clearances should be conducted. 

7. Enabl!ng Syste=s. 

a. In the absence of a positive electronic PAL develop~ 
ment which will not reduce the reliability of the weapon system 
to an unacceptable degree, adequate substitute procedures are 
necessary. Therefore, use of an alternate PAL to prevent un­
authorized operation of the POLARIS surface warship weapon 
system must be agreed to by participating states. In addition, 
other positive safety featuros to prevent inadvertent arming 
and launching of missiles are inherent to the weapon system. 
Implementation of these features, plus employment of agreed 
procedures and doctrines, all of which are to be supervised 
by properly selected and trained personnel, will make unauthor­
ized operation of the weapon system extremely remote. 

b. In the absence of a positive electronic PAL, the 
following alternate PAL is proposed: 

(2) The key required to operate the above weapon en­
abling lock is to be maintained in a combination safe in a 
secure location in 
would not be known 
on board the ship. 

the ship. 
to anyone 

The combination tor 
individual or group 

this sate 
of individuals 

(3) Three designated officers on board the ship, each 
of a differe~t nationality, would be provided a separate formula 
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to which a number to be contained in the weapons release 
message would be applied. 

(4) The weapons release message would provide the 
numbers which, when applied to the formula held by each of 
the three designated officers, would reveal the combination 
of the safe. 

c. The followi~g positive safety features are within 
the weapon system to prevent inadvertent arming and launching
of the missiles: 

(1) The Commanding Officer "Permission to Fire" switch 
is remotely located from the module. This switch, which is 
locked open, is an integral.part of the fire control system 
and must be closed before a missile can be launched from a 
tube. The key to this switch should be under the direct 
custody of the Commanding Officer and maintained in a three 
lock combination safe requiring three individuals, each of a 
different nationality, to open. • • 

(2) The weapon system officer's switch must be unlocked 
before a launching is possible. The key to this switch could 
be held in the custody of the Commanding Officer as in (1)
above. 

(3) The launcher cannot be operated without the Launch 
Firing Unit Key. In this system each launch tube must be un~ 
locked by its individual key, before that firing unit can be 
activated. These keys would.be safeguarded as in (1) above. 

d. In summary, in the absence of a positive electronic 
PAL, unauthorized activation and launch of the weapon would 
be prevented by: 

(1) The alternate PAL, and 

(2) Positive safety features inherent in the weapon 
system. These safety features at different locations within 
the system require a team of highly trained personnel for 
activation and launch of a weapon. Such features include, 
but are not limited to: 

station (key 
(a) Missile 
required). 

prepared from the fire control officer, 

(key rec.uired 
(b) Launch 

for each 
prepared 
missile 

from 
tube). 

the launch control station 

PRESERVATIONCOPY 
5 l!Hl8U'I ■ 

https://would.be
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. 
(c) Intent to fire from the fire control officer 

station. 

(d.) Fire.> co:nm:a.nd froni Commanding Of~icer (ke7 
reqt:.ired). 

Thus, tho Ml.F ship'boa.rd system as planned would provide ade­
quate m0~sures t9 prevent unauthorized firings by distribution 
9t the combination of the "Key Safe" to officers from partici-
pating countries, one of whom would be a U.S. national. • 

8. Therefore, if legislation is enacted to permit joint owner­
ship and custody of U.S. nuclear weapons by the MLF nations, 
it is conside~ed that adequate security of nuclear weapons
design information, classified defense information and assurance: 
again~ft· the performance of unauthorized operation could be 

•provio~d by: 

a. Establishing a U.S. nuclear warhead storage site at· 
-~he MLF bases. 

b. The application of custody .and security .procedures· 
tp.,oughout the stockpile-to.;target sequence of.the warhea~ 
a$outlined herein. 
1,;. 

c. Employi~g security clearance procedures for MLP' 
personnel equivale~t to those. in effect for U.S. personnel. 

d. Extension of the principle of the "two-man rule" to 
• provide that persons having access to.nuclear weapons, and 

critical areas in the launching and firing systems thereof, 
shall not be of the same nationality a.nd that at .least three 
knowledgeable persons, one·of whom must be a u.s .. representative,
shall always·be present . 

ORIG: CAPT R. 
. . 

G. ANDERSON,Op-6o5E, x55733 
TYPED: K. L. RENKEnu ·4-30-63 · •• 

ADMCLAUDERICKms, USN . 
VIC£CHIEF·OF 0PW.TION$'NAVALCopy to: (With encl (2))

Op-GO 
Op-75 
Gp-31 
Di~ecto:, Special P:ojects Office 
s:::c~-u.v 

~-L. •·.••> •.6 
· .. :;·._'••:-• 
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-------------___,. will require certain information 
classified as Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data for 
plannincr, employment, training and proper operation [______ ~J 
All of the Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data that • 
is considered necessar 

~----,,----,---..---_,} under the ex1st1ng, gre r 
Cooperation made under Article 144(b) of the Atomic Energy Act 
of ·1954 as amended. This may be accomplished without additional 
legislation provided appropriate statutory determinations are 
made. The following information in the Restricted Data or 
Formerly Restricted Data categories would have to be approved 
by statutory action: 

a. The fact that the LJ reentry system has a 
cluster off Jwarheads. 

b. Yield of the ~l--~I warhead. 

c. Fact that the I )warhead contains tritium and 
that certain monitoring of weapons spaces for this substance 
is necessary. 

e. Fact of utilization of PAL system. (when provided) 

f. Numbers and location of nuclear warheads! I 
C---------JI ___ __._ 

Encl (2) to CNO ltr ser 
00366 of 

SANITIZED -seeRET aESTRISTBBe~,~ 
E.O. 13526,Sec.3.S ATOMIC ~NERGY ACT OF 1954. 

NLJ l'l--i:::1-<2, 
v llltq NARA, Date QS·?,C\~'i}bll/ -~ 

------- ..·•·-·--·--•·---'-----------
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