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Summary Report of Discussicns with JCAE Group f an o prarl,

At NATO Building, Paris, on Tuesday, October 12, 1965 \.{; I+ @us%

Ambassador Cleveland began the meeting by asking Chairman Holifield
whether he would like to make any remarks on the custodial and security
aspect of his visit, particularly his impressions of the two uwnits visited
on Saturday.

Mr. Holifield said the arrangements at the bases visited seemed quite
satlsfactory to the group and that he had no particular suggestions or
eriticisms to make. He noted that commmications, in particuler, had been
much improved since the Committee's 1960 visit and said that this was a very
gratifying sign of progress. He noted that u.?j I.}:Int Committee's suggestion,
the PAL System had now been installed in all weapons at the bases visited,
gnd he assumed on other weapons in the Alliance, He mentlomed the questlon
of putting the PAL System on U.3. weapons and said that this was rather more
debatable, that it was not & Joint Committee idea but that if the U.5. mild
tary 1z satisfied with the reaction time for U.S. weapons, the Jolnt Committee
certainly has no objection to the PAL System for U.S. weapons. Mr. Holifleld
menticned alsc that the destruct capabllity for weapons now seems much improved,
and summarized by saying that the problems noted during the Committee's 1960
trip now seemed satisfactorlly cleared up.

Ambassador Cleveland sald he was very glad to hear this, and that there
certainly was now a much higher degree of awareness and of priority attentilon
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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 saTo,
Mr Sukker, and some influential Americans, the
iles has never been popular in the Pentagon or in
Congress, The ather idea is 1o gronp parct of the
multilateral force around the longer range inter-
diction aireralt 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
fleer 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 criss, and partly
beeause Britain would play a larger part in such
a muxed foree than in a purely geaborne one.

In July the British povernment submitted to the
other sLF powers a detailed plan for the mixed
manning, joint finance and control of the strike
aircraft and missiles in Europe. Ray 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 eom-
plement to, not as an alternative to, the seaborne
force, There are no signs of any great enthosiasm
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 itsell and therefore carry less deterrent
weight and diplomatic prestige.

v
My reason for imiposing this historical retrospect
on the reader is my own conviction that it contains
the clues to the five questions which will dominate
dizeussion of the mLr proposal among the naTo
allics over the coming months. Will the muli-
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 g fead ?
What effect will it have on East=West relations?
Il one examines the reasons why the United
States decided to revive the Ly propesal at the
beginning of 143, on guite different grounds from
those hrst used ~ namely  fear  that  Germany
might succumb to French arguments about the
desirability of a scparate Franco-Crerman diplo-
macy and strategy — there is no reason oo feel that

the arsument is less valid almost two years later.
It can reasonably be argued that Amencan policy
5 itsell responsible for butlding up France as an
alternative pole of attraction in the alhance. It is
also true that President de Gaulle seems now 1o be
deeply  disillusioned  about the Franco-German
alliance. But the United Stares has acquired a
vested  interest in the politieal future of the
maoderate centre in Germany (she openly used her
diplomatic influence on behalf of Dr Adenauer
in earlier (rerman elections) ; and the collapse of the
srLy would now be a sethack to the Erhard
government which the United States could not
afford, sinee a strengthening of the German right
wing might not only revive the Franco-Genman
entente but might jeopardize the policy of dénfere
with the Soviet Union and of "movement” in regard
to Eastern Europe.

The assumption that Britain can kill the mor,
either by downright oppesition or by proposing a
differemt political solution for consultation and
crisis management within ¥ATO - views that are
held in British service circles and in the Labour
Party respectively — i3 at best debatable, But the
Macmillan Government and its succesor have
failed in the past four years to put forwand any
proposals for the reorgamzation of planming and
control in NAaTo which have captured  the
imagination of the smaller Furopean 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 Brivsh Poloris
programme), or to commit them to NaTo as
integrally as the multitaterally owned forces them-
selves, can revitalize the political approach 1o
naTo reform depends partly on France and partly
on the willingness of Germany and the United
States to turn aside from the MLr proposal for a
complete reappraisal of all alternative solutions
— something that j= now not very probable. A
Labour government, with itz strong views about
the importance of the Angle-American relation-
ship, cannot long stand outside a development to
which the United States attaches the highest
importance despite the hesitations of the Labour
party in regard to Europe. To oppose the aLy
categoricilly on grounds of s vulnemability, cost,
mcredibility and cffect on Soviet policy, as many
service advisers would like, might risk exposing
the relative weakening of the Anglo-American, as
compared 1o the American-German  connection
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The House will know tha%
adble and Notle Fricnd, the Hi_
important discussiohs with the
Government Pisarmament .tgency
That is the second of our, objec

The Eunmum ealth

Thirdly, -we hepe tu B0 L
fraaent our plans Tor ‘increasing
han Zurone, 1n¢1uﬂin¢ our a‘bi. -..51."
resisting infiltration and ap 11
between the twe parties I think on™
underrate the importance of . .-u‘ .
and diacnmging diversispary no
the center of gravity is shifti :
aide Europe we need not only n X5 l pa but.
particularly the Commorwealth, 1 f shsure il
strength and mebility to move guie
from escalating into bigger ones,*
interests of the cammnnwaalt l‘-" g

The United Nations ::.-'
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a pity that what he inte 'tﬂl Iu"
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that the unfiniashed exchangu
Yetween the Right Honorable ‘Ger
thie box ahout the earmariking of
United FRations pama-kaapi&
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Washington 1s only & beginning «
nuclear trigger but of fuller
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made it clear during ithe Election atg mtely ‘we have iwnr ¥
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the Leader of ‘I:hE Op'punition ‘and “his" cdﬂi ‘"’* ‘JHonorable
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- -we have e gsed ‘our op sittnﬂ to the *.-i*.‘ﬁ proposal.
put forward under that clause which gﬂﬂ.ﬂlmﬂ. iﬁirud-mnﬂ!ﬁ
surface fleet, We believe that a mixed-manned surface fleet
adds nothing to Uestern strength, is likely %6 cBuse a diesi-
pation of effort within the Alliance, and may 84dd to the
difficulties of Zast-West agreemert, There 18 the question
whether the mixed-manned surface flect - nnd;j ig is the
grurnanl which at the moment holds the f ield - Huvolves a
erzan finger or the trigger, In Moscow t‘h'i'l éar as Iatold
e Foreign Secre-
At the propeoe

the Xouse ir Julr, my Right Honorahle Friend
tary and I sought to dispel the Soviet view
in it3 present forn meant, as they put 1t, & German finger on
the trigger. 1In its praaent form and as iﬁf a8 the American
vets rezaips a‘bsﬁutq. t dnes nut menn in eur view sdditional
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that the Saviet fear relates h to" sent e iyl
preposal but more te the p-::lﬂihilitj sometim ‘h pvassed tha t
the American veto might be replaced by a sy EI najnrit]r
voting capable of gverriding American opposition to the bemb
being used. To such a development we are ocably opposed
and such, I gather, is the view ef thu Imu!u ipr .the Opposition,
vy B S

Threughout all our diacuaaiuna an t-ht ‘mixed-manned |
proposal there have been difficultiez in fipding out what was
the view of the thenm Govermment, now the opposition. The Right
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hie mird abdut.} m.,.bn oed t ‘I
their two B:pnrﬁ’tpta # *Ehn’% t M

Foreigr Secrotdry.end Nis Righ r ‘a &
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year ard more age when ihe. foreigr was . ‘give uta’l'ir
different briefin hgﬁ::ha" Forelgn Dffice “Arom thph nh‘ic 1% .
-mae getting from The ¥inigtrys of Defende ’%shdpa *‘thap thair 'y e
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then and to him let me 8ay that ; nm#ﬁnca of .y
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remove uncertainty let me cate :rf uildeqr newapng»er
story that at Cheghers®ér Elsew ¢r:- g&c’idﬁ “to atcept some
given percentage participation in su prﬁject Ve have not,
But, as the House is aware, there i.sxn -'n;ﬁer willingre L ta
await any proposals Her Lajes.

A British 11:111;1&1:_1;1-'& is .maite-:; shall not fail them m
this count Rrg &S gnx g an : w_gve to 8
“more collec i‘-!‘ gtem, and Welare 4" e our own .. -
contributioh in ‘the stape e of V-bombeérs &nd Wwhatever Polaris’
submarines which Right unu;pble Meabers opposite had, through
postponing the Flection, ‘taked pasi'.‘g _*:p et ofno return, -~
But we arc prapared %0 do thias enly &3 part of & wider settle-
ment which secures comtensurate. aﬂv{m{ g for our _own defenr&ua
and in the wider setting that we shall E.:I.acusnirg.

I do not think the House nﬂ'l.l u:pee’t me at this moment
o go further, but I would say this, What we are debating today
ia the =tren5th of Britain's defences - we are agreed on it -
our ccllective ability to deter puclear attack and the wider
question of Britain's influénce ir the ho‘rld “We Btart from
the position which we have 4inherited, "i'a ‘start, if one likes,

from the weapops which we inher roludi those which
have gona past the inﬁ‘f#ﬂﬁ fetﬁ‘“sﬁ?ﬁg’@ _:"-?% t,-r‘n. 4‘ it 4
Sir C. Osborne g.l:authi Every Gwar‘inlél; :tar‘h :rnm where A
thelir predecessors leit nfr. nbvinunly § ¥
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Mr, Wilsen: Very helpful The Hnnm’ﬂe G&ntlamr can " be very
perceptive about these mattersg, T P

I want toc make this elear a‘hnut ‘I:haﬂe mpnrtant ﬂegntii—-
ticus. %Ye shall be prepared to contribute these weapons to-the
systen of collective security in NATO, If“m‘-: receivc sdvantages
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ness, although that would be %
pleced in an intoleratle Sitw
measures had to be taken Yeg
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FROM: PARIS

ACTION; SECSTATE 2768 PRIORITY

DATE:  NOVEMBER 5, 7 PM

LIMDIS

FROM BOHLEN AND FINLETTER

Control L2l __BUNDY-SMIT
Recd:  NOVEMBER 5, 196k maTon
8:39 PM —BELK
__BOWMAN
BRUBECK
_.ﬂHih]

KOMER

MOODY
—-REEDY

SAUNDERS

SAYRE

FULL TEXT COUVE SPEECH TRANSM|TTED EHETEL 2737 AND TRANSLATION

PORTION ON MLF SENT EMBTEL 2741

IN OUR OPINIOMN USG SHOULD NOT FAIL RESPOND TO COUVE REMARKS AND
PART | CULARLY PARA BEGINNING "ALL THIS LEAVES US WONDERING AND

AWAITING INDISPENSABLE EXPLANATIONS,"

WHILE WE THINK THIS IS

PROBABLY WINDOW-DRESSING DESIGNED TO PLACE FRENCH GOVT IN

LIGHT GF RIGHTEOUS AND AGGRIEVED PARTY, WE NEVERTHELESS BELIEVE
WE SHOULD TREAT IT AT FACE VALUE AND INTERPRET IT AS INVITATION
TO USG AS WELL AS TO OTHERS EDHEEHHED'NITH MLF, TO EXPLAIN

RATIONALE OF MLF TO GOF.

IT SHOULD BE UMDEHETDDD FIRST THAT MUCH DF THIS HAS ALREADY -
BEEN DONE. AMB SMITH AND ADM LEE EXPLAINED OUR INITIAL THINKING

ON PROJECT TO NAC ON OCT 22,
MAG DISCUSSIONS AFTER NASSAU.

1961 AND THERE WERE BILATERAL AND
SINCE WORKING GROUP SET UP,

FREMCH LIKE ALL OTHER MEMBERS NATO HAVE STANDING INVITATION TO
JOIN PARIS WG. REPORTS HAVE EEEN MADE TO NAC ON THREE
OCCASIONS, MAMELY OCT 9, 1963 (POLTO 421); DEC 11, 1963
(wa/D0oC 1?}, MAY &, 1964 (WG/DOC 32/ADD.1). AMB BOHLEN HAS
TALKED TO COUVE ABOUT PUSSIBLE FURTHER DISCUSSIONS (EMBTEL
2384) AMB FINLETTER HAS TALKED TO SEYDOUX (POLTO 595),
EMPHASIZING US ATTACHES SPECIAL IMPORTANCE 'TO UNDERSTANDING BY
FRENCH OF US DESIRE FOR CORDIAL CONSULTATION WITH FRENCH
CONCERNING VARIOUS NUCLEAR DETERRENTS. AMB FINLETTER HAS MADE
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FE FOLLOWING IS FULL FRENCH TEXT OF FOREIGN MINISTER'S SPEECH
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NSC Speech delivered by Mr. Couve de Murville, Minlster of Foreign
INR Affairs om kuﬁhnt 3, 1964 before the NHational Assembly.
CIA
NSA _ .
DoD '
NIC The foreign policy debate in this Assexbly, which is now being opensd
g:lg by the stateoent I have ‘the honor to make to you, in the name of the Govern-
STR ment, ie situated within an international context dominsted by recent. evente
:EG or situations that everyone well knows will have very important concequences
Egi in the near, or perhaps in the distant, future. From the former, parti-
CoM cularly from the two that concern Russia and China, I shall endeavor teo
;:; draw certain conclusions in order te state, at this :inn,ll:h- broad limes
TRSY of our 1nl-:urnat1oual‘. action. Of the latter, that is to say, the present
RMR state of Europe and of European policy, I shall speak more im detail and

shall endeavor to define, as pracisaly ap possibla, the position of the
government and the lmmediate objectives it has sat for itself.

With Taspest to cha budgae, I rhall -ttempt m anothar addreams to
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li:uffiun. the positions and dispositiona of the Govermment. I hava not
concealed anything from the Assembly of the difficulties that arise, for
one must not, when interests as vital as these ara involved, aither harbor
illusion or create misunderstandings. The Government, for its part, has
alwaya been careful.not to do o, and I balieve that it cannot be accused
of having ever concealed its intentione or been lacking in determination.
A union of Europe is in the interest of Franca. It is, and, to an equal
degresa, in the interest of our partners, beginning with Germany, for,
cthervise, who can guarantee that. others might not some day control their
destiny ?1thuut them? Europe is necessary to itself. It is also necessary
to the world, Those are too good reasons which perhaps explain the obstacles

that it is meeting on its way, but also which justify our hopes.

NOTE: FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEXT PROCESSED AS A SIX SECTION. TELEGRAM.
OFFICIAL TRANSLATION COMBINES ALL SECTIONS INTO ONE MESSAGE.

NOTE: FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEXT RECEIVED 11-4-64 OFFICIAL
TRANSLATION GIVEN -NORMAL DISTRIBUTION 11-5-64,
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RMR SUBJ: FRENCH FOREIGN POLICY STATEMENT

COUVE DE MURVILLE TOOK FLOOR AGAIN ON NIGHT NOV 3

TO ANSWER QUESTIONS RAISED DURING DEBATE FOLLOWING KIS .
INITIAL STATEMENT. HE BEGAN BY SAYING SUBJECTS RAISED CONCERNED
MOSTLY ATLANTIC ALLIANCE, EUROPE AND EUROPEAN POLICIES AND SPOKE
AS FOLLOWS: ) .

CFN 2769 233 434 122 59 137 259 2744 3

PAGE 2 RUFJC 232 UNCLAS

==NATO--1 HE HAD EARLIER, WHILE SPEAKING OF MLF, REFERRED

TO"ATLANTIC ALLIANCE, THAT IS NATO", ONLY BY ALLUSION BECAUSE

THERE DID NOT SEEM TO BE ANY "BURNING™ PROBLEMS IN THIS AREA OR

ANY ON WHICH FRANCE HAD TAKEN NEV POSITION. HE KNEW OF “A

CERTAIN PRESS CAMPAIGN™ BUT HAD NOT SPOKEN OF IT SINCE IT WaAS

OF FOREIGN ORIGIN AND FRENCH PRESS HAD MERELY ECHOED IT. WHAT FRENCH
INITIATIVES OF WORDS IN LAST FEW WEEKS COULD HAVE JUSTIFIED IT.

COULD IT BE ANYTHING ELSE BUT AVARENESS THAT FRANCE IS WONDERING WHAT
REAL INTENTIONS ARE BEHIND MLF? NOW IS FIRST TIME

GOF "HAS OFFICIALLY EXPRESSED ITSELF ON MATTER™. QUESTION

REPRODUCTION FROM THIS COPY IS
UNCLASSTFIED PROHINTED UNLESS “UNCLASSIRED”
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. €. 30301

1-28252/6h

HEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION ‘
PRESENT: SYG Broslo, Secretary of Defense McNamara, Ambassador Finletter,

Mr. ::l'l-dill. Mr. McNaughton, Mr. Nitze, General Wheeler, Mr. Rowen,
Mr. Gatz

Time and Place; Pentagon = 28 September 1964

The Secretary opened by asking Mr, Brosio his impression of the state of
NATO, Brosio said that the first month of his term In office was very

agl tated because of Cyrpus, However, there was good cooperation In the
Counclil on this subject,

He has talked with Genersl Lemnitzer and the Standing Group about the few
misunderstandings of secondary seriousness that exist between the military
and civil suthorities in NATO. These can be overcome with good will If not
too much fuss |s made about procedure and formalitles,

Opening up the subject of the Force Planning Exercise, he said that it was

@ slow and difficult process. He wanted to solicit US views on where we

are. It has taken six months to get the goals from the Commanders and they
might be plausible and logical according to a certain rationale, but they
certainly were unattainable in practice, Not in quantity, for both ALPHA
and BRAVO goals of SACEUR do not exceed earlier goals by much, but rather

Iin quality, They call for a fundamental change in aviation, missiles and
mobility; they were all assumed to be In the context of general war; and the
cost of these forces would be between $20 and $30 billion a year depending
upon the assumptions, This Is simply unattainable. The Working Group Is
putting questions to the Commanders on these goals., In part these have to
do with economic lssues, but for the most part they have to do with tha ra-
tionale for the forces, The milltary are not enjoying these criticisms, and
this Is understandable. For one thing the Working Group Is very heterogenous
in its compstence. In any event, the work is going slowly.

He sees two slternatives. The first Is to get a new political directive.
The second is to sthck to the confrontation batwean requirements and re-
sources, with the obvious result that force goals will descend to levels
supportable by governments. We can then discuss what Improvements In the

quality of the smaller forces are appropriate, and can draw conclusions on
strategy adapted from the forces we will have.
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commitless on éven a preiminary scale
during this scssion.

Most especially, T hope thal we can
now launch into a constructive and re-
imm!h!e public rﬂlew of this venture,

is necessary, I fervently urge aps
hmpﬂﬁh offlcials of cur Government Lo
bring this subject to the forefront of
public discussion,

I would like to inelude at this poaint
in the Recomp Mr. Alasiair Buchan's
article from the New Republic:

Is Tris NATO Crinzs Hecesaaxy?
(By Alastalr Bughan)

For the Arst fme 1n 0 years thers afe to
be British and Amerloan electlons within o
few woeks of ench other. And there s now
& serious risk that both tho pre- and the
pest-alection period will featurs n major
allled row over tha propasal for s multila-
teral foree, which may serlously divide Bri-
tain, Amerioa, and Germany from one An-
ollier and drive Do Oaulle Turther lato s
eorner. ‘This risk has besnn created Ly the
Johnson  administration’s decision to meck
finnal agroement on the MLF by Deoember of
this year, 10 get the ennbling treaty legis-
lntlon through the various naiionnl parlis-
menta by the summer of 1865, oetensibly =o
that the beste shall oot become a political
Tootball In the German general eleotlons of
next summer. Olven ihe degres of doubt
nnd perplexity sbout the MLFP proposal, par-
tloularly in Britain, bot alss in the Nethor-
lands snd Italy, there |8 & danger of NATO
sulfering a asll-inflloted wound at tbe very
moment when scara of éarller batlles are
beginning o heal.

The Amerlonn proposal Is 0 create o muls
tilnterally owned fleet of 28 surface ships
with 300 Polaris missiles. Eight countries
{the United Stntes, Briinin, Germany, Tialy
Belgium, HMolland, Greece, and ‘Turkey) have
been discussing it for many mosthe. The

1 hns & a history. Ever almee
the pdvent of the miesils age bDegan ©o
create doubis about the credibilicy of the
American commltment to Europe, aind the
pevent of the Britlsh and Prench nucléar
forcon Began to create tonslonn within Eu-
rope, two basls approaches to strengthenin
the coheslon of the alliance I'ill'ﬁ'.’ mE
ening ita strentgh or spresding the owner
ship of ndclear weapons have been cons
eelvable.

One Ls to acéepl that MATO 1a an allkance
of soverclgn powers that cannot relinguish
wltimate control of thelr own weapons: to
coimmil the lorces of the nuclear alllea to
HATO for planning purposes; and to reors
ganize iho imtltul.lum of the alllanee so
na to glvwe all the nonnoclear allles the
maximum degres of nfluence over strutegio
and politienl planning. but leaving opem-
tional decislons In A Duclesr orisls 1o the
hands of the nuclear powers, This 18 the
wo-cnlléd mulilnationnl solutlon, Tha
pihér 18 10 assoclate the nonnuclear alllea
more intlmately with the planning. finanee,
and opernllenal conbrol of part of the overs
ell Western strategle forces, by crealing on
sllied owned, mixed manned, jolntly cone
trolled noclear force—the so-called mulil-
lateral solution.

The project for a mulilinteral force nross
from the conjunctlon of milltary studies
that had been made on the mixed manning
of nuclear forees in Europe, and the poll-
tlcal proposals ©o oenmit  American miz-
slle-Aring submarines o NATO. In tho
mbddle of 1982 a small nomber of onthue
Elnsts In the State Departrment, allisd to &
still smaller pumber in the U5 Navy, be-
gan work on & plan for o mixed manhed
seaborne fores (originaily of Polarls sub-
marines) which would be manned, Ananced,
and sontrolled jolotly by the Talted Stalea

Na, 150——8
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and those Europesn aiiles whe were inter.
eatad. t the summer of 1§82
thely smissariss toured the Buropean capl-
tals L propoand the mecits of thelr Idea.

Until ¢hrly last year they made Hm-
{ied progress ln Washington, desplte o public
relations to galn ofickal, political,
il nendemile support. of an en and
ruthiessness unknown since Harrlet r
Btowe and ths antialnvery movement. Preals
dent Keonedy, In particular, was unwilling
to adopt thelr plan ns & ceniral objective of
officlal American pollcy untll he wns quite
corinin that no other solution—some Torm
of Europenn-American strategle parinership
or A recrganiention of NATO iiself—wns vi-
abla,

But after Cuba the prossares begnn to mul-
'r-lpir The prﬂpﬂt of sorlous negotlablons

th Moscow, which later culminated in the
tﬂt ban and the hot line, brightened. In
Deécombar 1901 Adenawer agreed In prinalple
to the Pranco-Oerman pact, which carried
the alurming Implioation of some Prancos
Oerman deal on noclenr sharing. In the
vncuum, lefe by Britain's falure o galn entcy
o the Common Market and the oollapsa of
the Eennedy grand deslgn, the tdeas of the
multiiateralists began (o make some hepd-
way In the United States and considernble
headwny In Germany, Tialy, Belgium, snd
even Dritaln.

The historian will have & tough time de-
clding whather iere over wie & real domnnd
for the MLF In Oermany, or whelher ihe
offer of & mojor share in the MLP forced the
Oerman Government to play the role
State Department hod already ml;l:uul
nomely & country eager for physical naso-
olition with the control of nuclear weapons;
whether, as the defense carrespondent of

F§'

has 16 fact been created by passlonate ndvos
proy of the sslution.” Certainly It i lronls
ihat by the time the MLF project was plb-
ely Imunchead, ths Cerman leadors whom
Wishinglon most distrusted 1o this cofinec-
tion, Chanesllor Adenatier and Defénss Mlia-
later Birauss, hod dissppeared from office.
But by the fall of last year, not only the
Erhnrd government but inielligent Bocial
Demoorais like Herr Frits Erler. thoe vice
chalrman of the party, had becoms reluo-
tantly convinoed that the MLF wis tho best
way to combat Amaerican nuclear isolatlons

lam,

Bhortly afler President Eennedy's death
the mulillaisralists got from President John-
mon n fArm endorsement of the project ns
coniral ohjective of Amerioan policy which
théy had never receélved from his SCRRSOL,
And with this the European tical reac-
tlon has become graduslly mors explialt, In
Paris it ls oo longer regurded a8 o joke, bult
na a threat to put Prance in the position of
eventually having to joln an organtestion of
which it 8 not & founder member, In Oer=
many. it Is spen by most peopls &8 & IMeLOS
of emphasizing the priority of the Atlantia
over the ponnection (in which
many Oermans are beginning Lo lose inter-
est), while giving Germany greater status in
the enuneclls of the alllanes than ahe has
hitherio . In Balghum and in Hol-
Innd 1t ls pean In much the same terms, and
alst ai o Eicans of Keoplog Gaulllam st bay.
In Italy views aré more mdddled: The lelt-
wing members of the Government fear i“
ellect on relations with the Soviet bloo
on the domestic political scone, the rumt pbg
ln it the eventunl nucleus of o Buropsan
force. Only the two Scandinaviin goverzm=
ments, Horway and Denmark, have held aboot
frofm the discussions; they are nob dispossd
to join the MLF even If It beeomoes o roality
and they Iear that It will Increase the
strength of noutralist sentiment in thair own
countries.

The MLF
Pranoe—and

s arguoo that slnoe
ps the UA Congress s

17351

well—blecks the path to a more compre-
hetslve reorganisation of HATO. the ML
provides oo alternative to o grodunl frag-
mentation of the alliance. It would give the
European countries which decide o particl-
pate some reaponaibility as woll e Enowledges
nbout nuclear targeting, force levels nod

poilcy. They would nlso bDe QANATE-
clally invalved, which would have the duonl
morit of foreing them Lo take thelr responsi-
btlities serioualy nod of inking & small share
of the burden of Western deterrenes aflf
American shoulders.

One of the strongest argumenta in favor
of the MLF la ihat it could provide a focal
point for the growth of a more organic ays=
tem of alllance cooperntion. The European
Conl and Hleel Community did not have n
Very important practical function when it
was first founded 1o 1050, but became the
seed of other Eurcpean Institutions, Many
Euraopean supporters of the MLF sea it ns
smaentinily an Atlantie, not a Buropsan. foros,
and they are alienated by such speenintions
ns thesp of AMr, Walt Bostew, direstar of tha
policy planning staff, whe In 8 spesch to the

Wesbern Unlen Asseinbly Lo Rome
on Juns 4, thought aloud about the even-
tual withdmwal of the U.8, velo on the con-
trol of the fored, and of tha MLF s o dowry
to n politlonlly united Burope. Buch state-
monts, which are probably mesningless in
wrms of what Congress would nocept nbd
are cerisinly contrary to Ameriean polley
about nonproliferation of nuclear weapons,
Are presumably intended o provide n balt
for France,

The military and econombe arguments for
confinlng the principle of multilateral foroea
o n sonborne fleet of 25 ships and 200 Po-
larls minaflen make Hitle more semse today
than when ths project wns first discussed,
‘True, the problem of mized in not
a serious one; and the operational Tessapoh
thiat his been carried out on the problsm
of the volnerabllity of the ships shows that
this too I8 & manigeable problem. The cost
o the European part (nbout EI60
millon & if the Tnited Staten payn 40
percont of the LI} I8 supportable, even
though It necennnrily involves some diversion
of PeRpUrces [rom strobger anmies o Europe,
an egually cherlshed objective of American
plley, udwuwm“ghmﬂ

okilled manpower is conslderably higher for
the small European novies and the strategic
cost of justifying Boviet missile Asota in tha
Wearern Atlantic may be higher still. But
tho real question ia whether n force of thin
kind, which is marginnl to American or allied
strategio requirements, wiil in feet provida
a batber Eur assoclniion withh Amerlenn
nuclenr planning and desisions, Whers dobe
it it into the American polley of "oontrollsd
reaponse™?  What relevancs would It bhave
ta real crinls bargalning in another Avclear
confrontatlen like Cubm, and what Influenoce
therefore would It give the Eurcpoan alliea?

TWO OTHER PROPOSALE

Tt Is becauss of such doubis about the
military relevance of such & seaborne foros
that two other proposils have besn con=
Elderedl. One, which wns advocated by the
Eﬁ[ﬂl?ﬂ‘l ral of NATO, Mr

er, In for o diroct EUTopean com-
tribution to the cost, manning, ansd eontrol
of the Minuteman ICBEM'S, n foree that la o
eefitral part of the Wealdrn deterrent, Thom
Is nothing Inherently stranger aboul an
International misslle crew In the middle of
Wyaming or North Dakota than there is
sbout one in the middie of the Horth
Atlantlc. Dut so far Stikker's iden has re-
otlved Little sertous attention, and it might
well be that Congress would find this too
much to digest.

Thé other proposa]l, which was officially
put forwnrd by Britalo at the end of June,
I3 to have the MLF combine o amall seaborne
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The time of
Ohlo has efpired.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohlo.| Mr. President,
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THE PROPOSED MULTILATERAL

~ NOCLEAR FORCE_MLF

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Prosident, yestar-
day, my colleague and seatmate, the
sendor Benator from Idaho [Mr, Caoaca],
made what I thought was & very valuable
suggestion,

ndvissr 1o the
Htate, before the U5, Naval Academy
Afalrs Confereice, M,

o Gl

Holmes wissly cbasrved, LR
effort.

I am :I:.hml‘ll]lﬂmm
m:ﬁ:ﬂ. m%ith-m‘;'m-“
to aveld udetracked of blocked by Lhe
obwtacie Lo Integration A=
lantls partnership s by golog focward in new

Par In which follow
the classic patiern of European integration,
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ment thelr existing manning. ownershlp, and
ghare in control of shorter range missiles.
IV, CRITERLA GOVERNING AN EFFECTIVE REAFONEE

Por years leaders of the allianee have
been pecking to devlse an efective Tesponss
ta this Europenn sonsérn. There is o good
muu.rtn:l pgresment on the eriteria which

¥ response should maeet:

I_H 1t shouild achleve it Immedinte polit-
fcal purpose, It shoald respond to the col-
cerns of our Buropean friends.

{2) It should nohisve Its milltary purpose,
It should be n credible and subsiantial oom-
nont of the alliance nuclear deterrent.

{3} It should be s stable and responsible
farm of deployment. It shodld not sdd to
the complex disarmament problemn or maks 1t
mors difieult to bring the arms race under
international enfegunrded restralnls.

(4) It sheould be Boanclally monageable.
It should not retard nesded sconomic growth,
soclal peform, or bulldup of canventlonal mil-
itnry foroes.

{8} It should strengithen the proapecls bor
European unlty snd trans-Atlanic parier-

ship.
¥, ALTERNATIVE RESFONSES

Three possible responses (o the Buropean
nuclenr,/ MEDM problém have béen sonsdd-
ored |

(1)} Sirateglc nuciear weapons needed to
oover the direct threat to WATO Europe mu-'l:l
be provided by U.S. forces, with tho
ang having a larger consuitative role lhﬂﬂlt
thelr v,

(2) The United Sintes could supply mo-
dium Fangs missilea to allisd forces for na-
tlotal panning and ewnarahip.

{#) The Unibed Slates and interested allisa
could Jodntly own, man, and control medium-
range misslles deployed to the Eurcpssn
thontor.

The first course—virtunlly excluslve UG,
eoverage of the threat—dom not srem Lkely
Lo respond fully to EUropsan concorns.

It would not provide medium range mis-
sllon closs af hand o offset Soviet rockets,
unless suoh missiles wers deployed to U.0.
foross only, Wa would be hard put, in this
gasn, to explain to our alles why we
posind 10 deny them any role In ownoers
manning, and sontral of such missiles.  This
kind of discrimination eonld not Iail to ba
politically divisive.

Bome people belleve thal incressed con-
puitntion botween ihe Unlted States and lis
allien about the use of TE strategle power
would constitute nn adequabe reaponse Lo
this problem.

DMseussion and exchange of Information
about sirategle forces i, indeed, now taking
pinca within the NATO frumework. This

han iner i In within the last
-_-u.r and we favar continuing oforis to ex-
tend groh conmnliation, Improved arringes
ments for delng so Were agréed upbn af the
Ottawn NATO mesting only last year,

If comsuliation about alllabce stratsgle
forces remaln lmperfect, It 1s Dot for lack of
wood will or machinery, Rather 1t is beonume
the consuliation Is oneslded.  So long as tofi-
sultation means other counticles advising the
United States about what to do with Amer=
lean strategic power, Lo Which they have
made ttke contribution, I have the feollng
that it will, while useful, remain limited in
effect, The efsclivemess of consultation i
apt to be in direct proportion to ths degree
of pariielpution, hﬁaﬂli ennnulblng nations,
In the operation they are consulting abous,

Moreover, participation In nuclear matters
within Eurcpe la unegqual. Some countries
already have natlonal nuclenr weapons pro-
grams, ‘The nonnuclenr powers ln Eamope
mny not be prepared to accept Indefinitely
this inequality in participation.  Tmproved
mulear consultation will not cure that In-
BOuARlILY,

For mll these remsons, Eurcpean lenders
are lkely to And nuclenr consultablon with
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the United States an lnadequate substitutes
:g:u;_:ulhgf notive partlclpation o operailon
WeEnpona,

I turn now o the second course of action:
deployment of medium-range missiles to al-
led national Ioroes

We followed this sourse fn deploying flrst
generation TREMs to the maritime flank area
of NATO Europe: United Kingdom, Italy,
and Turkey. Under this system, the misalle
wis natlonally owned and manned by the
allled country in question, Any wartime de-
glalon to fire the misails would have rogulred
the agreement of the United States and the
owning country, under the so-called two
key system,

Thense frst penerntion missiles were highly
vulnerable to mttack, and therefore have
bewn phased oub o8 shenlescent.

In deploying new medium range missiles,
1thummmmmumuummu$
our EUropean partners, that this pattorn
nationn] deployment should not be extended
Lo new Birilegle wWeapons. Mew nationally
owned and manned stratoglc missila forees
eoald Be dovieive within the alllance and
unssttling in terms of East-West relations.
We sught rathor to be moving toward forms
af ever closer integration in the cwnership,
manilng and control of such Weapons.

If the answer les nelther In o near manogp-
oly of US rosponeibility in the strategic
field, even with improved consultation. nor
in U.45. Minternl aharing with other national
forces of the ailiance, what is tefed

Thi creative anewer that has emerped, and
s boginning to nesume concrete form. ls the

¥i. MLF: TG FREFERRED REATONEE

Hers I8 our present concept of the MIF,
It in, of courss, subject to refinement in the
process of srrlving At an Intornationn] agree-
ment. It would be a Oedt of surface war-
ships, armed with Polorls missiles, owned,
edtitrollod, sod manned Jolntly by o numbor
of HATO natlona.

The force would be under the milltary
command of an allied ofoer and under the
general policy direction of a board of high
oficials of the pAarticlpating natlons.  The
forte would be open o any NATO membor
willing Lo nssuine o falr share of the coats
and responsibiities. Wo matlon's share
could excesd 40 percent.

The force would be manned by a mix of
nificers and crews rom participating natlons.
Each ship would be manned By nationnls of
at least three countries, with no natlon pro-
viding mors than 40 peroent of the perscninel
i any ahlp.

Mojor participants—ihat 8, thoss coun-
K, Soaka WOULA SR AILAYY SRIoT B ol

HELE—wou ENjoy B o=
tlom of specinl infduence, not only on eontrol
buit on such obher mniters ns budgets, skee,
snd future developments of the force.

Firing of the missiles in wartime would be
by decision of An number of partlel-
panta, including the United States,

In the longer term, a8 President Johnson
mnld nt Brusssls last November, “evelution
toward European conirol ns Europs marches
toward unlty ba by no means excluded.” Any
change In the control formuls would, of
coursy, regquire the approval of all the par-
ticlpanta. It would hinge not only on Eure-
pean unity bui also on suficiently wide
European particlpation se that oo Ilug'h-
country could play o dominant role.  All this
would not come about guickly. In the case
of the United Sintes, participation in tho
force o well as any change in the eontrol

Herter, with the approval of President Eisen-
hower, at the NATO Council mesting in De-
sembar 1040, Tt was reaffroved by Prealdent
Eennedy in o spesch ot Ottawa the following
Eﬂ: Bince then it has generated lncreasing
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A working group repressnting the United

alm Is to reach genernl understanding of
what the MLF would invalwve, and of Its tech-
nical and political fesstbility. Encouraging
progress 16 belng made. There seem to be
no insuperable dlMcultles

A naval demonstration of mized-monning
Is about to start on a U8, guilded missile
destroyer, US B, Piddle, Personnel from the
'IJ':IHHI E-'l-lt-!l,, Cermany, Ttaly, the TUnitad

the Netherlands, Ofette, and
‘I"urttr m-'ll tnke pm In sbout & months
time EBuropean officers and men will siart
to take over mbouil hall the ship's billeta.
It is good to be able to report that the of-
Neers and men of the Biddle are deeply ln-
terested and confident of mocess in work
out this promising possible protobype
Tuturs allled cooperntion,

It lomg has been standard proctice to have
crews of many nationalities om merchant
shipa.

Crows of & number of Eurcpoean allied na-
%nmunmnnmd some Britlsh ships in World

r 1.

And mixed-manning has been successfully
carried ont for prolonged perioda ln the turns
over of U.8. naval vessels to forelgn navies.

Our Mavy and all allied navnal experts who
have sEnmined the problem hove coneludod
that, with skiliful training and good motl-
vatlon, eficlent and happy ships cen be
Jolntly manned by orews madé up of men
froin allled navles,

VIL. EURDPEAN INTERESTS

Lot us now look &t the MLF against the
eriterin which, aa I mentioned fer, EuOsk
BOVETH ANy responess to the Eurcpean missiis
probiem,

Ta take the politienl eriterion Arst: Would

the MLF respond o EOnOErnsY
We Belleve that 1t would do 85 1n séveral
wayn:
1) Tt would deploy medlum range misslies
to the Eurcpean aned. coun bries
which agree with Oonernl Lemniteer, the
Buprema  Allled Commander in Europe, in
favoring such deployment would ba en-
couriged. They wodld expect these missiles’
presense to hielp not only to deter aggression
but alap to frustrate attempts at bolllstis
Blackmail,

{2) It weuld, as & high Burapedn defesies
afflclnl said récently, be “a dlamp holding the
United States together,” Because
the foree would be jointly owned, 1t shoold
further strengihen the profound TS come-
mitment 0 the common defenss of Europe
symialized and glven substance by the
presence of our forces in Berlln, in Germany.,
and elsewhers in Europe.

(3) It would narrow the present gap
bitwaen fomyr and in
Europe. All membera of the wouid
share in ownership, managing, and manning
tho foree,

(4}. It would increase the effectiveness of

Ltion effective. The mere existence of MLF,
end the nesd for doclsions about 1ts tanget-
ing, deployment, and futurs evolution, are
bound to Wlﬁ!ﬂw and slgnificancs
from belng an

(8) It would be o noclear defense progrim
in whizh Eurcpe's role and Influenss eould
grow as Europs moved toward unity. The
evéfitunl podstbility of sueh a larger Buro-
pean role s an important slement in making
the MPL a viable alternative bo nablonal
nucloar wolpohs progradns.
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contribute to our politi-
ol goals: Atlantle partnership and Buraopsan

3
:
E
;
:
:
;

whity.
{#) Tt would require jolnt Buropesn
and creats m veniure in which Euaropean
countries would find it advantsgeous to cons
cart oomunon positions.
Europesn unity will thus be furthered by
ths nesd for the Europsan Dations Lo oOme
together In order to achisve specific pur-

potes.  The SHMMON GOntral of DOolsar eh-
ergy for deterrence, &t under the shadow
to Eurape, is

E
|
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tha Muoltilateral Forcs. The MLF
s & device for the

TUnited Stated, which would qulet clalms In
and Germany T nu=

clear capability by offer of & Tuclear

|
s
.
%

resclion
NATO alllsa and hore st home, has
ithe balisf within the lust thist
I8 o dorrant
gL,

v
QEEE'

;
g
E
ig%

the Aeet of nuclear vessols contomplated by
the MLF. Meanwhile, Presldsnt Johnson's
proposal 107 & DUCHEAr IreEss (0 Be NEgotiato
with the Soviets has heen sialled ay Gensva
by the Rumians who point out that we can-
not eolneldentally netivate o freese and bulld

Rotivation of the MLEP, thers 18 doubt
whelher the Labor will hold to lis pres-
ent poeltlon Uf It wina In miim,
MLF plans nre in the face of dis-

ﬁh th-mmh’
of Eu-
TR v That was Lhe sl

A. THE FROPONEHTE' MAJON ARGUMENT: STOP-
PFING MATIONAL WUOLELN PORCE DEVELOF-
MEnT

A prinoipal lumwm
ponenis of Lha I that England,
mnany, nnd olher nations will follow

Do Caulle’s Indepandent force szampls un-
less we ean offer thess nations s larges no-

i
i
i
fih

By ocontrast, without our sctive salesman.
mhip, noclsar arms development may remain
“uwuh-rh Germany, England, and other
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‘bypmesed The chos=
Eroaslonal eoncerna.
£, Nuclsar race escolabion
Following the test ban. thers hawve been
hopea that & way would be found
o pench & plabean In the nuclesr arma race in
whish there would be & lereling off of neclsar

are limited to the scisting political

ted wpon mm::umpuui tﬂt.::m .
on ] TR
maine o mil threat In Europe from Cha
eant which degress of Taalesr capas

pation it would unguestionably initdaie «

mgain provides
level deterrent. Nor is It clear
Boviel hope woubd Impel such AnD S{tRok.
Our pressnt mill pcl'll.ll"ll:lﬁll'l:lplh
h-dunlmmlw'ginhmmhuhl-_.
The Incl s thatl we have conblnued Lo glve
& preemptive position o milisary policy
nuclear power in
the ral af
political rather than military, Our conting-
ing diplomacy of weaponry, both the
Boviels and vis-n-vis De Gadlle, stands Lo the

chsesslon with military responss to with
tha Sovicts and Batween the Alliss, In A er

No, 1013
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which calls oot for an arma polemls but for
the progresalots of relationships betwesn sov=

;
|
5
%

¢

conmtltute
diom for the Tnited States, It s unliesly that
we woudld renounce tha MLF In the near fo-
turs without mt least 5 serious quid
the Bovieta

quo
It abvould be thiat if

d

ihe Tnitsd States abandons the MLF, It
may continue io adhere to lta opposttion to
ths t of Auelear
capability by CGermany. and other nations,
Enme suecess 12 holding

agg .
25z

i

Tt has beon my privilsge for

have made ned efforis In
tha esuse of onl research In thy eapact
ns o member the Hemnte App
Health. Prior tp my Ben

nte service, it my good fo
chalrman of the House Armed B
tenl Suboom and Io that
have bean th af

Inad for the mur
in the armed
WIith the expepilon of spiritunl well-belng,
thare Is noth mare impartant in
our health, Both physical and men
happinsss, which is sssentially good |
health, And @t is to this that your e

edicated.

s with my owmn simple
obssrrations of “thank Ood for tha dorio
and he munses and all thal they 45 for us.”
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Talking Paper No. 20 July 17, 1964
THE MULTILATERAL NUCLEAR FORCE (MLF)

(1) QUESTION: Why have an MLF at all?

ANSWER: For a number of years, as the economies of our European allies
have become revitalized and as the threat of Soviet rockets targeted on them has
¢ontinued, many of our European allies nave wanted a larger role in the nuclear
daterrence of and defense against Soviet power.

As a way of meeting that desire, without increasing national muclear
forcea, the U. S. proposed the Multilateral Nuclear Force.

(2) QUESTION: What would such a force consist of?

ANSWER: It would be a force of up to 25 surface warships, with each
ship carrying eight nuclear missiles. It would be multilaterally owned, manned
and controlled by the participating NATO nations. No more than 40% of the
personnel on each ship would come from any one nation. The force would be
committed to SACEUR, NATO's supreme allied commander in Europe.

(3) QUESTION: Which nations would take part?

ANSWER: MLF would be open to any NATO member. Eight NATO nations are
now (July 1964) studying the proposal without commitment: Belgium, Greece, Italy,
The Netherlands, Turkey, Weat Germany, the U. K. and the U. 3.

(4) QUESTION: The U. S. proposed !MLF some years ago. Why is it not yet in
existence?

ANSWER: From the ocutsst the U. 5. made claar that thes proposal depanded
on the extent of allied interest in the project.

The allied show of intereat has been sufficient for the U. 5. to support
the concept of an MLF composed of those NATO members which wish to take part, and
to assign a non-nuclear guided missile destroyer—the U.5.8. RICKETTS--as a
demonstration ship for the MLF mixed-manning concept.

(5) QUESTION: MLF is an American proposal. Doesn't that mean it would serve
American purposes, primarily? What advantages does it have for West Eurcpeans?

ANSWER: MLF would serve the common purposes of its participants and the
common interests of NATO members. For West Europeans, it would:

== Give participating countries a basis for a more significant role in

formulating NATO strategic and nuclear policy, and a greater share of responsibility
in the nuclear defense of the Alliancs;

== Diversify, fortify
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== Diversify, fortify and modernize the nuclear strategic weapons
systems serving NATO's deterrent and defensive needs;

== Strengthen the cohesion of e-:-uptritin: members in NATO, and narrow ths
gap between ita nuclear and non-nuclear memberaj

== Reinforce the present U, 5. coomitment to the common defense exempli-
fied by the existing U. S. military presence in Europe;

-- Institute a program in which the Eurcpean role could grov as the
European members move toward increasing unity, thus contributing toward the goals

of European integration and Atlantic partnership.

(6) QUESTION: Isn't this nuclear project provocative, especially in a time
of "detente"?

ANSWER: MLF is a justified reaponse to the Soviet nuclear threat—
which has in no way abated--rather than a provocation to the Soviets.

Over the past years the Soviet Union has deployed hundreds of rockets
aimed at Weastern Burope. This array is still growing. The Soviet leaders have
not hesitated to put their rockets to political use. They have reminded European
countries how easily the USSR could destroy the Acropolis or the orange groves of
Italy or, for that matter, all of England or France. Nuclear blackmail of Europe
lay at the heart of Moscow's pressure on Berlin over the period 1958-62.

The defensive strength of the Atlantic Alliance 1s a sine gua non of
whatever there is of improved East-West relations. MLF would help to maintain
NATO's deterrent role and thus could help to lead to mutually advantageous
international agreements on arms control and disarmament.

(7) QUESTION: Isn't MLF inconsistent with the professed U. 5. pursuit of
such agreements?

ANSWER: On the contrary. MLF is not inconsistent but compatible with
efforts to bring nuclear armaments under contrel. It would:

== Help to counter the Soviet threat without relinquishing control of
nuclear weapons to any ons atate, and thus creating new centars of national
miclear declsion-making.

== Offer an alternative to, instead of promoting, the proliferation of
national nuclear weaponry;

== Be consistent with the "freese™ on nuclear delivery vehiclea which
the U. S. proposed to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva.
Within agreed limitations of any freesze, each side would be free to organizs and
deploy its defenses as it deems best. MLF could substitute for at least some -
U. S. missiles now projected for construction.

(8) QUESTION:
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(8) QUESTION: Some critics call MLF a "costly lweury." Aren't they right?

ANSWER: MLF would cost participants but a small percentage of their
current annual defense budgets. A nation undertaking 10% of MLF costs would
spend an average of $46 million per year on MLF in the firat five years, about
$16 nmillion thereafter. Costs to participating nations would equal from 0.75%
to 4.0% of their average annual defense budgets in the first five-year period,
and only 0.2% to 1.0% thereafter. The European members could meet part of their
coats by providing vessels built in BEurope. -

(9) QUESTION: Wouldn't it be better to use submarines for MLF?

ANSWER: OSurface ships are quicker and cheaper to build and operate,
and easier to man with unified crews than submarines. Submarines offer no signi-
ficant advantages justifying the great expense and loss of time to a force with
the mission of the MLF.

110) QUESTION: Aren't surface ships vulnerable?

ANSWER: MLF warships would be hard to find in the three-to-four million
square miles of water surrounding NATO territory. These merchant-type hulls
would be almost indistinguishable from thousands of other ships in Atlantic and
Mediterranean waters. They could ocutrun most trailing vessels. They could
operate close to friendly shores in coastal waters too shallew for enemy
submarines. They would be shielded from attacking airplanes by the NATO land mass
and NATO land and air defenses. They would exploit the protection which islands
and restricted passages afford agains. radar detection and tracking.

(11) QUESTION: Aren't most West Furopeans satisfied with the existing
protection of U, S. nuclear strength?

ANSWER: A number are satisfied. As they continue to prosper and regain
strength and self-respect, however, cthers appear to be reaching the conclusion
that "Burope cannot turn its 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 rescurces, and making its effort"
(Jean Monnet, 2/25/64).

The U. S. has increased and improved consultations with its allies on
NATO nuclear defense and will continue to do so. But this is not a substitute
for the type of partnership impliecit in MLF, where actual operating and planning
responsibilities will be shared.

Two West European nations have sought to build national nuclear forces.
This option does not meet NATO's need. A credible Atlantiec deterrent rust be as

near te indivisible as possible. National nuclear forces encourage development
of other national nuclear forces; thus they are inefficient, costly, duplicative
and divisive of NATO unity and strength.

The multilateral
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The multilateral force would bind the U. S. more closely to Europe,
Europeans more closely together, and Europe more closely to the U, 8. It would
confront NATO's enemies with an Alliance stronger because unified. Thus it
would discourage aggression and be a force for peace.

(12) QUESTION: Aren't the Soviets right in saying MLF would give West Germany
control over strategic nuclear weapons?

ANSWER: No. The MLF provides for ownership, manning and control by
several partieipating NATO nations. Neither Germany nor any other single nation
could fire any of the weapons by national decision. By providing for multi-
lateral control, the MLF avoids the dangers inherent in the development of new
national nuclear forces. We believe-—and the leaders of the German Federal
Republic's major parties asgree--that multilateral arrangements represent the best
way to forestall possibla prassures for rnationalistic mctiona.

The USSR will no doubt continue to oppose MLF and any other NATO moves
designed to counter the Communist threat. But the USSR sahould recognise that
the MLF does not represent proliferation of nuclear weapons.

(13) QUESTION: Wouldn't 25 nuclear-armed ships increase the chance of
accidental war or nuclear accident?

ANSWER: No. HNo single individual or member nation would have authority
to fire the missiles. Safeguards would make it impossible for any or all the
personnel aboard an MLF ship to fire any MLF missile except on explicit order of
a maltilateral control group, external to the MLF ships.

(14) QUESTION: Isn't it true that MLF simply puts a number of NATO fingers
on the safety catch, but does not bring them closer to the trigger? How can that
meet legitimate European defensive concerns?

ANSWER: NATO governments studying the MLF have agreed that use of its
missiles would require concurrence of the U. 5. and other participants in a
formula still to be agreed on.

The U. S. has not foreclosed possible future increase in the European
role in MLF: "Evolution of this missile fleet toward European control, as Europe
marches toward unity, is by no means excluded® (Lyndon B. Johnson, Brussels,

11/8/63) .

The U. S. Congress aad parliaments of other MLF member nations would have
to approve any change involving amendment of the MLF Charter.

(15) QUESTION
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(15) QUESTION: Wouldn't progress in disarmament make the MLF proposal
obsolete, or cause the U. 8. to withdraw its support of MLF?

ANSWER: No. We have seen no signs that the Soviet Unlon is about to
scrap ita nuclear arms. At the disarmament conference in Geneva the U. S.
discusses MLF only as an established U. 5. policy. MLF is not up for negotiation,
modification, or bargaining with the USSR, No disarmament agreement affecting
the MLF could be reachad without the agresment of ths MLF participants.
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Tha following is & translstion, from the Italisn, of a report, daied

25 Jamuary 1566, from Molfo Alessandrini, Chisf of the Ttalisn Represen-
tation, HATO, im Paris, to the Italiso Mipiwtey o Forelgn Affsire, mo
the second phase of pegotistions for the Woltilstersl Force (MLF).
Although aomsvhat Jdated, the report APpaAra to cohtaln valuabls backgriund
inforeation oo the MIF in general and reflects Italisn impressions
concerning the position of the United States in particular.

1. As I teve already reported, pegotiations oo the Multilsterai Foroce have
goné bayonmd the initial "first resding® atage tovards & second phase in
vhich the problem will be gone imto in greatsr depth. Even though this
second atage bas bedn christened the "second reading " it is oy lzpreesioca
that the mowent Das arrived in vhich the positicos of the participsting
commtriss vill have to be defioed and clarified in crder to mke 1%
mnuum-mm:mm#mzm:nmmu.

lataral Force may becose] ooly & vague and spproxisste design emerged
from the "first hl:

2. At the begisping.of this secsnd phiss, [ dealrs to gpreasent to Your
Excollency some comaideraticns and, especially, any impressions geined
doring the course of the first resding concerning Tnited States re-
luckance to guide pegotisticos st Peris apd to sveil themselves of theis
weight in o give them a specific charaectsr. Thus far Finlstter
his remmiped largsly a spectator. At tlmes De s given proof of under-
standing towerds os, and one met admit thet this firet resding has par-
mitted some positive woriing results which T have resporied to Your
Exoellency from %iew to tiwe.
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Peve—thelsss, ths oegotistions wers lacking it ¢irectiocn, 1b thet
guidense which caly the Americens would bawe besn sble to provide,
“hepen ©o thelr specific oxparispoe end thelr status es the Allignce’e
mjor auclesr pover.

sigprzt of uy ispressions; I sbould like to esll Tour BExcellency's
siiention Yo voet Sollows. Dwring last year's orlesteticn cootects,

the Americans presewted WLT to us ss; sbove mll; er instrumenti to cbiein
the flacking perticipetion in pegotistion of the Allispee's puciser
probless of the coumtries which had agreed to mspums ibe resuliing nev
politice]l responsibilities os vell as to take oo the necessary séditiomsl
flosncisl ovtlyy. This ves alsc for the purposs of Jecilitatinog s process
of political evolution of the Allisnce (as wes stated by the Americans

in Rome et the bagiesing of 1057, doring the course of vhich certsin coumtries
eoull pess to ¢ nev "ptatua™ of Duelsar respomsibilities for the sdded
—urpose of blocking and peviTeliring France's foolisk newtrelisti- sios.
Thos concelved; ICF should have been capeble of scting not only ko the EUTD
arez, but elso in "exterma’l wones™ ¥ Tnis even led Beit to stets in the
Coumsii ib JeDuery 1963 that im order to discipline sush @ possible even-
tuel "exteroal”™ use of WIF, ¢ specisl sccord caong participeting mesbers
would mve been Decessary, sn mgreswent, for emeple; omelogow to thet

¢n plars for Berlih actiom.

Comtrol of MLF would bave been “effectively exercised” by the stetes which
had participated effectively in defreying MLF expenses {as Finletter stated
in 'ﬂl-'h for this resson evertm]l creatiom of & care ;ﬁﬁ
yoting system vas considered; in vhich votes would bave ﬁﬂ Fro=
portiomsl to the amowni contributed. In sum; it s wndenisble that the
Paris negotiations were indtielly set ic wmotion by the United Btates woler
e purs of resction to the Freoch sttitode snd with the sim of constituting
& feree in vhich couwnt=ies willing to undertaks the considershble expensc
Lvolved in its crestion and support would scgiire @ status different from
that of countries sbeteiming froe participstion but cpting for ooly =
sysbolic participeticn.

How, during the firat phase of the Paris negotietions, 1 repest, these
premises, in the sbaence of initistive oo the part of the commtry
vith tbe closk end the sutbority to clinch them, heve besn . 1y
beclonded and puahed & Littls too far into the beckproend; this despite
the efforts which we; Ttellans especiclly, bave reiterstsd for the purpoes
of brioging thes beck to the farefront.

As pegotiations procesded 1ittle by little, even during the "first resding”
phase, there was no dlscussion, Tirst of all; of sims or eventuel use of
forces "extermal® to the WATO zone, with the conseguemce of reducing the
placning and targeting conceptd to the limits of the desmnds arising from
the misaile deficisncies compluined of by GACEIR. The tone thus set;
indeed, has sctimlly reised the problem of vhether the opereticoe]l objec-
tives of MIF should be tactiesl or sire + ‘Inis is = problec vhich cen
be posed only if operztionel use is Teetr o cover DACEDR lamd ob=
Jectives, whils ltmumhmlhhmﬂtwwlﬁ
covering the entire FATO zone, lat elops areas exterpal to FATO,
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Oz these points, I repest; we beve hammerel the point that the MIF
copzesdlon remelne ed 1t vas at the cutset, end Thet the queation of
eiratagic force sust be Ciscusesd. The Americans,; cowever, have ot
raisel questions io this regerd. The problex oaturslly ressins opec to
flvcupplon in every sense; bult, ip reslity, it Sirst presentatior vas
Zoslpid;becanse of Americer reluctance to define its terme exmctly.

hnotner substantial point wes the mstiter of fimmneis] eomtribution re-
geired for participaticn. As T reported poevicusly, the British intredus.
el the copcept of "in kind" participetiom, & viev wvith vhich the Gresks
snd the Turks imsedistely fekl in line, As & result the initisl conception
iost in clarityy there was, that 1s, ¢ certain sliding svay from the
original American view that mot omly should participation be bDasel of pew
fipancial cootribotioos, but directive rights, ss well es the relstive
velights of perticipants’ votes, sbould be proporticmel to the oev Dicdens
eesumed . In this pert of the discossicon, the Oreeks apd the Turks mein-
tained certaln lmpudent positicos, es I bave alresiy reporced to Your
Excellency, stating, in fact, thet furnishing mer and sjuipsert or ofTlcers
should of itself be :mmlﬂll comtribotionl Thos confrooted, the
Americen side 414 oot undertake smy indtistive to clerify this extress -
en delieate point.

Conpected with contributions sand to voting, therw wes siso the problem
of the Cooirol Cosmission;, the BLF beystope 1f it is wuoe, se we clearly
underetond at the oulteet, that NIF should Be en inetrument to facilitate
the evolutlon of Allisnce coumtries towards those noclesr positlons which
toey themselves viah to gain, vhich, to put it baldly, they wish to "buy
for thrmsslves”™ withic the Alliamce.

i that regard, the British bave syupported the comcept of participationm
by right in the Conftrol Comsission oo the beasis of pricr exlstence of
atatas s & nuclsar power, elthough they sssert thet they do not intend to
contribute fimencislly to WLF, Such & position, 1f scoepied, would totelly
chenge the terms of the problem becavse it hed been understood that one
vould have to esrn the right to take part in the Cootrol Commission by
ming an sdditiooe] Tlbencial effort. Oreels en! Tucks; ss & result of
this, beve declared themselves, expressly or "in pectore”,” in fevor of
British participstion in the Comirol Comsittes end, st most, Gersan par-
ticipation; but they bave let it be implicitly understond that they do

oot faver extending participetion to Itely. Ip ell of this, I repest;
there ds & desired and substentiel eguivocstion; this because particips.
tion i the Commisslion wai to bovl been acguired on the basis of effective
new fipanciel efforts end oot oo the asis of existence of & prior nuclear
atatus,

This fundamentsl eguivocetion has thus far deflected discussion of the

rery Tonctiona of the Coptrol Commission. In fect, 1f comcedved of

not coly ss MIF's deciding orgam, but sliso as its motor force, the

Control Coemission should vndoubiedly comtribute to stabllizing, eontroll-
!-'I!C or modifying directive lipes, that is, the “planning” (evidently,

end t.hlrl is berdly mesd to state it; in barwooy vith the Athens guldelines).
There has been cbeervel; Lnstesd, the tendency to refuce Comtrol Cosmdssicn
fumstirns to giving the order to “"fire;"™ this would considerably reduce 1is
importance.
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T fimd p'rmf of my apseriicos ip the fact ihet Belgium immecistely ant
cheerfrlly agreed to the comstitution of e comirol comelssion with Itslisn
=eabergbip 1f the fumectlons of thet orgacism vere limited to "firing.”

Tr, indeed, the goidelines Tor 1ta cse were rigldly Secidel st & level
abrve Thet of the Commlesion, ezcluaively by the Board of Gowernoors, that
ig, it vhlch sveryooe has ¢ poslitiom of parity, the qgoestiom of "firing®
would resolve itsel? s an Executive mather thar & directive fuoction.

Tt cemnot nov be denied that spprovel of the guidelipes, which iovolve
the intercots and commlitment of ell, sy be & metter definitely within
toe Jurisdictlon of the Doard of Covernors; but their preperatlon end
elaborsiion abould be the work of the Commission, of, thet is, toe
countries vhich decide ob the metter of use. Iostesd, I repest, there
hes beet & mbifset tendency to resove planming i its entirety from the
Comtrol Commiesiom. Omn this poiot, too, the Americons fel o malge B
sonsiruetive somtribution of clarifying issues.

I &0 attempt to determine the causes of the lﬂ"iﬂl stiitude, I submit
the conalderaticos vwhleh Tollow:

. From the time ismedistely following the Fassan Cossiminue, as we well
‘mow, & difference in tone epd accent har been cbsecved between
the Dpited States and the United Kingdom in their very concepticms of
MLF, While the Americans intended it to be & substantially pev in-
firument dedtined to trigger an important evolutiooary trsosformetion
in the Allismes, the British tended more merkedly to see 1t a5 8 sort
of "transformetion™ of NATO poclear srmmment. This wes alloved to be
Tully understord by the Eritish representative in Comcll an 11 Jenuary
1963 vien he introiuced the well-knocvn comcespt of "interdependence ic
independence™ | with thie, in effecti, notice wves given the other allies
that the United Xingdicm bhed po thought of giving up the auvtonomy of ber
ove metional puclesr deterrent io the epirit of the Rasseu Commomigue's
exceptive clause,vhick provides that the Poitlsk ouclear contributicn
car e mutometically withdrawn from BATO apd employed in the event of
GRtiOmALl eRETEEDCY.

B. It is Bov clear that 1T the United Kingdom definitely decided teelay
to take part im an MLF orgenization, i1t should give uwp the ides of
svtonomous exploysent of means which might be supplied sa its con-
tribution; this 1a Sased ob the same premiee vhich makes MIF e multi-
lstsral property. Here I am particularly desirous of pointing out e
Unitef Kingdow tendency which T Beliewe Lo ageln blossoming in thase
megotintions with regard to the polnts listed abowe: +o changs as
1ittle as possible that vhich alresdy exists in order to svold defimite
trepaformetion of the physiognomy apd comditioms of its special etatue
&8 & Doclear power oo & level with the United States.

c. With this I do not intend to say that the Americans have ahown thewm-
selves hastlly receptive to the British conception, end thet, ihere-
fore, they bave thus far avolfed “leading™ discussions slong the lipes
vhich they themselves had laid down. HNevertheless, I belicve I cen
affire thet United Kinpioe participation in the negotistions has cod-
stitvted & disturbing element; mot enly because; in a sense, the
hoericans found their heods tled wis-B-vis their British sllies; but
else becsuse, a8 & comseguence, the small countries vhich hope to enter
MiF to guin sdvepfsges without msking substantisl contributions nave
found simple end suthoritetive support of their theses in the British
ettitide.

A
N0 FORETGE DISSEN/®0 DISSEK ABROAD/COFTROLLED DIBSER/BACROROUND USE OMLY

Approved For Releese 2000/06/1€ : NLJ-030-003-1-2.8

& B S






7.

Approves For Reiezse 2000/08/1€ : N_J 03055841 2.8

¥ TEETOE rMn:MmWME:

I | 25X1A

]

1

1§ tais wver™s Dot a0, I balisve thet mers participezios iz ihe Ceomtrol
Neeeipsion vould be dangercusly fetile. I this regerd, I mefer Your

“ar lleney to e wery frenk statement by oo Belgien collesgus; de Steaerchs
% Aesr. mar vho speaks b the peaws of Spask. After bevipg Leid down the
precise thet the Cooirol Commissior sboue!d limit icvself To caciding oo
firing, be said: "Bince planning esd guldslines will e decided by the
Boerd of Covernmors, Belgioem stays celmly ooteide the Jontrel Comslssion)
the Commission; in smy cese; will be bound by the guldelipes which we

will gll beve forsuletsd and decided wvithin the Boar{ of Governors. "I
would gladly meie you s present of such s Commission,” he coocloded.

1 should 1ike to comclude these Brief cheerwvatlons by =entlonlng to Your
Excellency the diffichity of speaking explicitly of these problems within
the Working Grouvp. In thet circls ope must take iic eccoumt the exirese
sesceptibilities of the small countries who thue far feel theocselves flenired
by Great Eritein, end 1t 15 mot eady - it =lght, 1o TEct, BEve the Opposite
effect -« to tell the truth if the Asericans do Dot take oves The Degotla-
ticoe snd gulde them with s stromg hend. As concerns tbe German, they

court on offering & comiribotion of such welght as cospared Zo that wvhieh
we would be shlie to mske, thet they will be sutomeiicelly sasured of &
satinfactory position of prestipge beside the Apericens,

Specifically, I btelieve thet bilateral coctacts here it Perds and ic
other capitals - not ooly ip Weshington; but alsc ir Bomr - cah be the
meene best suited to glve weight %o ouwr coocepts end our views during
this delicete pericd, because cur intersats demand “he taking up of
positioms viich cennot be mccurstely reflectsd in formulss or officisl
decleretions, We ere stiempilng to echieve & position of political im-
portance vnieh cammot be fully sanetioned By wrltter regulatinpne, bot
whick moat elsc . be the result of € dé factd plwer; to ba agrecd vith
our me)oy Allies ‘even-outatSe the GEFICIAT rrameverk, i

Froo voat T resd, initiel reactions it the veriocus capitels to our rire
recusat t0 take part in the Control Comsittes appesr encouaging. The
cepe Tegeires that in desling with the other participeting goveroments;
hovever, we insist om affirming our ovn expectations of taking pert in
pleocing end; therefore, oo participeting effectively ic s direction
ef FiF. And io my oplmiom, fimally, thers is Deel to semsitizz Demm ot
& melier im which our imteresta cas be parsllel end our positlons cex be
mrsslly edvantageous .
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ALL NATO CAPITALS

Amembassies AUKARA, ATHENS, BONN, COPENHAGEN, LISBON,
LONDON, LUXEMBOURG, OSLO, OTTAWA, PARIS, REYRJAVIK,
ROME, THE HAGUE, BRUSSELS

CINCLANT FOR POLAD PARIS FOR USRO, BURNS AND JAMES

ROME FOR BURRIS US MISSION BERLIN
Department of State DATE:

The Multilateral Force (MLF) i
CA-8624 - _ 7

'l L ] . =
CA-8624 included (Part D) a statement on "Particular
Arguments of Labor Leaders,” which was based on publie
statements of 'La‘hur leaders up to that date,

Subsequent developments make 1t possible to issue
a revision of this Part, which gives a fuller listing
of questions raised by Labot members and press, and some
of thé comments which have been found helpful in discussing
these questions, It is attached, In some cases both the
main and subsidiary questions are shown, Thejr are md‘.l..-.-ated
by underlining, - .

' For readier use, 2 summary of the comments which
relate to five of the key questions is also attached,
Attachments:

1. Questions Raised by Labor Members

. and Press, and Comments,

2, Btﬁaq of Comments,
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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

- truly 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 MLF in such a directionm,

8, Will MLF divert attention from what some have proposed
as the main remedy: improved nuclear consultation?

Comment: Nuclear consultation is more likely to be a
serious endeavor, if countries take part as responsible co-
owners, -rather than bystanders, Therefore, the MLF and im-
proved consultation are not so much alternatives as complementary
courses of action, Moreover:

(a) There have. been Iindications 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 cnntrul of strategic
ueapuns

(b) Imprnvad nuclear consultation would not meet the
SACEUR and European desire for MREMs referred to above, The
MLF would help to meet it, :

9., Weould thﬂ MLF's cost detract from the cnnventiunal
buildup?

. Comment: The cost to the UK (assuming 10% share) would
be 10-20 million pounds annually, or about 17 of the UK Defense
budget, at the peak, Part of this might be in gocds and ser-
vices, {zxgxypmswakxkasakx The probable cost to major Continental

countries would be less than 5% of Defense hudgets annually, at
the pe&k

10. Is not
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10, . Is not the US committed to give up the veto on the
MLF? ; 5 x

Comment: The US has made no agreement to make such a
change, 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 be exercised

by a multilateral grouping; natiunal control of nuclear weapons
would not result,

11. Would it not be better to have an MIF which consisted

wholly of tactical nuclear weagnnsl since these ara already
_prugramred?

Corment: The possibility of future expansion in the MLF
can be studied, on its merits, once MLF is established, 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 inteo MLF, if it
did so at all, unless MREMs -=- now lacking =~ were also provided
as part of the deal., The way for countries interested in future
evolution of MLF to influence the matter is to join MLF, since
such evolution cnild-:be a matter of joint and continuing study
and decision once MLF is established,

; 12. 1Is there any German desife for national muclear weapons?
If not, why MLF? If s0, will the MLF satisfy it}

as we understand it
Bomment The German desire/is not for a natiunal nuclear
program am but for;

(a) self-respecting participation in strategic nuclear
deterrence, -~ which they take to mean mere than advising other
countries what to do with weapons in whose ownershiip and operation
they do not share;

> (b) some
LIMITED OFFICIAL USE :
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MLF

1. The MLF would play a useful and effective military
role,

(a) Greater Western missile strength than now
exists must be programmed In order, among other things, to
maintain effective coverage of targets threatening Europe,
such as airfields and the hundreds of Soviet MRBMs aimed at
Europe,

(b) SACEUR wants some part of the increased missile
forces to consist of MRBMs deployed in the European theater,
He and his staff believe a mix made up of such MRBMs and of
external forces would be the most effective military means of
covering targets threatening Europe, There will be more than
enough such targets, to which the yield and accuracy of Polaris
MRBMs are suited, fully to absorb the MLF's projected strength.

(c) In this event, MLF would substitute for some
programmed US forces, Secretary McHamara said at the last MATO
meeting that "if the mexbers of the alliance should wish, we
are prepared to join other interested allies in suhstituting
sea~based medium range missiles for an:a of the longer ranga
systems now included in our programne,’

(d) This is the best evidence that the 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 manni
and ownership of nuclear EIHHIIEE than other NATO praceauras
Until wid-1950 it was generally assumed that a "second generation"
MRBM program would be carried out via the FATO procedures which
had been used in the "first generation" IRBM program (Thors and

Jupiters), Under these procedures, which are now used for dlplng-
ment of shorter range missiles:

(a) Missiles are nationallv owned and manned by lllied

countries, whereas in the MLF they would be multilaterally owned
;nq manned,
. | | (b) The
. UNCLASSIFTED 20 b
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(b) The warheads are controlled bilaterally by the
IS and the country owning the missile, whereas in the MLF they
would be contrelled by a larger grouping of major participants,
nncording to the agreed formula,

_ Thus there will be more fingers on the safety eatch on
the MLF than under existing procedures.

3, The MLF would bé a useful complement, not an alter=-
native, to propusais for imprwvea 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 MR2ZM problem referred to in para 1, nbava}‘

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 MLF's cost would not be so great as to detract
from needed conventional bulld=-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, fecguooonuedcboasix 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 prngraunmﬂ
Us furnns. A
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CA-8624 included (Part D) a statement on "Pnrti-cular

Arguments of Labor Leaders," which was based on public
statements of Labor leaders up to that date.

Subsequent developments make it possible to issue

these questions,

It is attached,

a revision of this Part, which gives a fuller listing
of questions raised by Labor members and press,
of thé comments which have been found helpful in discussing
In some cases both the
main and subsidiary questions are shown, They are indicated
by underlining,

and some

For readier uaa,' a summary of the comments which

Attachments: |
1, Questions Raised by Labor Members
and Press, and Comments,

2. Smary of Comments,
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1., Is there any military utility to MLF?

(a) Would it not be better militarily to have the
innreased missile forces wnich SACEUR has said are needed to

cover targets thrnatening Europe consist of nnlz external

(l.e,, U.5,) forces

Comment: General Lemnitzer told the Paris MLF
Working Group that he would prefer, from a military stand-
polnt, to cover targets threatening Europe (e.g., airfields
and Soviet MREMs aimed at Europe) with a mix of MREMs and
axternal fn:naa.

(b) Would MLF be a superfluous add-on to programmed

US forces?

Comment: Secretary Mclamara told the last NATO wish,
meeting the US is prepared to join other interested allies,if they/
in substituting MLF missiles for some of the lnngnr-rangi
systems now included in the US program,

(c) Would le-be 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 MLF would be militarily feasible and effective,

(d) Would MLF be ineffective militarily because

Pullril is only good as a city-busting weapon?
is is not true,

wament. It is the opinion of US military experts
that in the time period in which MLF weapons 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. Vould wLF
EXEMPTED FROM AUTOMATIC DECONTROL ' @
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2. VWould MLF involve more of a national allied (.2,

German) role in operation, cwnershin, and control of nuclear
w2apons than has hitherto existed!

Corment: The reverse is true, There would be less of
¢ pationzl allicd role in MLF than under existing NATO Atomic

stockpile procedures,  Under Chese existing procedures, there

(&) National allied mancicg and ownership of the
c.ssile, as contrasted with the multilateral manning and owner-
siip of missiles which would obtain in MLF.

(b) Eilateral decisions on use of warheads by the
US and the country owning the missile, as contrasted with the
multilateral control of use of the warhead by a larger grouping
of major participants which would exist in MLF,

Thus there would be more fingers on the safety catch
in the case of MLF than under existing NATO procedures; and we
would expect the Soviets to be more concerned about deployment
of MRBMs under existing procedures than via MLF,

Nor will allied nations learn more about how to make
nuclear weapons (design data) via MLF than via existing NATO
Atomic Stocckpile procedures,

3. Was MLF hastilyv conceived after Nassau?

Comment: The MLF was first presented to NATO in December
1960, Its originswere as follows: 1In 1959-60 SACEUR proposed
deployment of "'second generation" MREMs to allied forces to
help cover Soviet targets threatening Europe, At that time,
the US and allied countries discussed this MREM program 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 (Thors and Jupiters), In 1960 the
US proposed that MREMs be 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 MREMs,

4. 1f SACEUR
LIMITED OFFICIAL USE
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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

truly 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 MLF in such a direction,

5. Will MLF divert attention from what some have prososed
as the main remedy: improved nuclear consultation?

Comment: Nuclear consultation is more likely to be a
sgtious endeavor, if countries take part as responsible co=
owners, -rather than bystanders, Therefore, the MLF and im-
pruvad consultation are not so much alternativea 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
SACEUR and European desire for MRBEMs referred to above, The
MLF would help to meet it, :

9. Would the MLF's cost detract from the conventional
buildup? i

Comment: The cost to the UK (assuming 10% share) would
be 10-20 million pounds annually, or about 1% of the UK Defense
budget, at the peak, Part of this might be in goods and ser-
vices, fxxExpmanalohanskx The probable cost to major Continental
countries would be less than 5% of Defense budgets annunlly, at
the pauk

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE
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10. .Is not the US committed to-give up the veto on the
MLF? & -

Coment: The US has made no agreement to make such a
shanz:, .t has said that as Europe moves toward unity evo-
lution of the MLF toward Edropean control is not excluded.

“ven it c¢his change were made, control would still be exercised
©¢ & muitilateral grouping: national centrol of nuclear weapons

‘walc not result,

11, Would it not be better to have an MLF which consisted
a0ll: of tactical nuclear weapons, since these are already
programmed?

Comment: The possibility of future expansion in the MLF
can be studied, on its merits, once MLF is established., 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 inte MLF, if ic
did so at all, unless MREMs -= now lacking == were also provided
as parc of the deal, The way for countries interested in future
evolution of MLF to influence the matter is to join MLF, since
such evolution oalld--be a matter of joint and continuing study
and decision ounce MLF is established,

. 12, 1Is there any German desire for national nuclear weapons?
1f not, why MLF? if g0, will the MLF satisfy it? ,

as we understand it
Comment: The German desire/is not for a national 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 weapons in whose ownership and operation
they do not share;

(b) scme

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE
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1. The MLF would play a useful and effective military
role,

(a) Greater Western missile strength than now
exists must be programmed in order, among other things, to
intain effective coverage of targets threatening Europe,
cuch as airfields and the hundreds of Soviet MREMs aimed at
cope,

(b) SACEUR wants some part of the increased miss
torces to consist of MREMs deployed in the European theate:.
He and his staff believe a mix made up of such MRBMs and of
e ternal forces would be the most effective military means of
~overing targets threatening Europe, There will be more than
wough such targets, to which the yield and accuracy of Polaris
MREMs are suited, fully to absorb the MLF'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 snma of the longer range
systems now included in our programme,"

(d) This is the best evidence that the 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 WﬁTU procedures,
Until mia-lﬁgﬁ it was generally assumed that a "second generation"
MREM program would be carried out via the NATO procedures which
had been used in the "first generation" IREM 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,

= Lt (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,

Ttus there will be more fingers on the safety catch on
12 MLF than under existing procedures,

3. The MLF would be a useful complement, not an alter-
stive. to proposals for improved NATO nuclear consultation,
‘ere tave been indications that improved consu.tation, al-

*hough helpful, would not fully meet major continental countries'
c:sires for self-respecting participation in strategic nuclear
c:terrence, Such consultation (quite aside from the fact that

. - would not meet the MREM problem 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 MLF's cost would not be so great as to detract

from needed conventional build-up, The annual peak cost to

e 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, feogogonouedobosedk The
. annual peak cost to Continental countries would probably be
less than 57 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 MIF would not intensify the arms race, since it
could, as indicated above, substitute for some of the programmed

US forces, ) : -

UNCLASSIFIED,
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AIR 1. After careful reflection 1 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 scolution 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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: L) Pepacsentatives to techniesl sub-groups on : 'L Gk
safoty and security should have hoc association with _ .
e ail.cary security programs, preferably in connection ii;p -
pres=.T or past atomic systems, e.g., QRA, MAC, or .Iuﬁt:er:—-“{
lio technical atomic energy experience required, '._-;- -' ;
; (B) Pepresentatives could be either military or —‘Et"
- AY i
AEC civiliam. U.S, will have both.

L

(C) Ve do not anticipate a need for more then three
repr-sentatives from each participant, b;t would not
object to more. In some instances one qualified person
probably would be sufficient,

(D) Hames and security assurances should be forwarded
by Toreign governments to the’r Embassies in thin‘g“-lh:muih
for transmittal to the U.S, Government through JAEIG (Joint

i
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MR I« MAJOR PROCEDURAL ACTIONS
A) WG MINUTE 13 APPROVED.
B) CHAIRMAN (FINLETTER) ANNOUNCED FOLLOWING UP ON EARLIER
SUGGESTION NETHERLANDS PERMREP, HE HAD ASCERTAINED SACEUR
WOULD BE WILLING TO MEET WITH WG IN ORDER LATTER MIGHT ;
STATE HIS VIEWS ON MILITARY ASPECTS MLF. WG AGREED EXTEND |
INVITATION AND MEETING WILL TAKE PLACE AFTERNOON MARCH 2. 4
WITH BELGIAN PERMREP IN CHAIRe -
C) DRAFT TECHNICAL MILITARY QUESTIONS CIRCULATED (WG ,
:SECRETARIAT 25). CHAIRMAN INVITED DELEGATIONS TO SUBMIT. ]
ANY FURTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR REVISED DOCUMENT TO BE 5
RECIRCULATED BY SECRETARIAT, AFTER sz:H GOVERNMENTS' WOULD
BE INVITED SUPPLY ANSVERS. |
D) CHAIRMAN LEGAL SUB-GROUP (GREWE) SOUGHT AND UAS GRANTED |
AUTHORITY HAVE LEGAL SUB-GROUP CONSIDER PROBLEM OF NOT HAVING ]
MLF APPEAR CIRCUMVENT UN, CHARTER, A MATTER SUGGESTED BY |
‘UK. GREWE HOPED PRESENT LEGAL SUB-GROUP'S REPORT AFTER - !
(CONSULTATION WITH.GREECE AND TURKEY WHICH WERE NOT AT !
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S |0l 5T Proposed procedures governing the exchange of atomic |
| ""“ it “é"’ information required for discussions envisaged in the MLF

Sub-Group on Security and Safery are set forth in the at-,
REC!  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 governmenta ia enclosed as Annex C.

, These commmications will be sent in accordance with exist=-
' ing procedures, through the Ministries of Defense of the
respective governments., Replies to these comminications
. will be transmitted by the Ministries of Defense through
the Washington embassies of the respective governments to

: JALIEG in accordance with the procedures established for

u( administration of the bilateral agreements under which the

exchange of atomic information is to be conducted,

In accordance with arrangements already agreed by
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DRAFT LETTER TO DR, PANTON

Doctor F. H. Panton

British Defense Staff (ACO(W)
British Embassy

3100 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D,C,

Dear Doctor Panton:

The Department of Defense proposes the establishment
of a joint special transmission channel for the exchange of
atomic information during forthcoming discussions concerning
the establishment of a Multilateral Force (MLF), A draft
of the proposed channel, procedures and authority has been
prepared and coples 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 MLF Sub-Group on Security and Safety,
which will report to the Paris Working Group, is tentatively
scheduled for April 1954,

The following may be of assistance in your consideration
of the channels and procedures:

a, Paragraph 5. The atomic information anticipated
for release will pertain to the POLARIS weapons system and
will 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
classification 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 will be authorized,

c., Paragraph 6d, It is requested that security
assurances for designated U,K, representatives be forwarded-
to JAIEG with your reply to this letter, if appropriate,

It is also requested that these security assurances not be
forwarded to the other govermnments indicated pending
further notification from JAIEG, Exceptions to normal

LOSEIPENTHR dissemination
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~CONFIDENTIAE" ANNEX C

TEXT OF LETTERS TO REPRESENTATIVES OF GREECE, GERMANY, TURKEY,
NETHERLANDS, TTALY AND BELGIUM

The Department of Defense proposes the establishment
of a 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 meeting 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 consideration of security and
safety requirements applicable to the MLF, The highest classi-
fication of the information will be SECRET, RESTRICTED DATA.

nacea! FepfEBALEETOE. T PR LI CU ALV paEaETaPA 0u O the attachea
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 atomic
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

LONFIBENTTAE
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FOR THE EXCHANGE OF ATOMIC INFORMATION REQUIRED
FOR JISCUSSIONS OF A MULTILATERAL FORCE (MLF) IN SUPFORT OF NATO

ls REFERENCES:

Terms of the following reforencos apply to exchanges of atomie
information under provisions ¢f this documont:

n, Agreement Between the Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Belgium for Cooperation on the Uses of
Atomie Energy for Mutual Defenso Purposes, dated 7 May 1962, and the
supporting Administrative Arrangements, dated 15 March 1963,

b. Agrecment Between the Government of the United States of
Ameriea and the Government of the Federal Republie of Germany for
Cooparation on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defensoe Purposes,
dated 5 May 1958, and the supporting Administrative Arrangoments,
dated 18 June 19861,

c, Agresment Between the Government of the United States of
Aserica and the Government of the Kingdom of t;irm- for Cooperation oo
the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defonse Purposes, dated 6 May 18359,
and the supporting Adminigtrative Arrangements, dated 20 Qctober 18960,

d, Agreemont Botween the Govormment of the United States of
Averica and the Government of Iltn.ly for Cooperation on the Uses of
Atomioc Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes, dated :;l December 1960, and

the supporting Administrative Arrangements, dated 17 July 1962,

DECLASSIFIED

E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6
NLI 89~ es n v AT s A
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April 11, 1964

Memorandum of Discussion of the MLF at the White House, at
5:30 P. H': on Frid.:I, n.i_-rﬂ 10, 19

FPresent:

The Fresident, Acting Secretary of State Ball, Ambassador
Finletter, Messrs, Foster, Rostow, G.C, Smith, W. R,
Tyler, McG. Bundy and Klein

Acting Secretary of State George Ball started the discussion by
reviewing the progress of the MLF, He discussed the rationale of
the concept, stressing the danger of perpetuating German discrim-
ination and smphasising the need for giving the Germans a legiti-
mate role in the defense of the Alllanca, but "on & leash.”" He
thought there was substantial possibility of reaching informal
agresement on the terms of a charter this spring and summer and
charter-signing ceremonies by the end of the year. He said the
Departmant had besen conducting informal consultations with Con=
gressional leaders and the results were favorable. Thes firn, .
there was no evidence of opposition. Therefore, he felt the time

had come for broader consultations with the key Congressional com-
mittess concerned.

Ambassador Finletter supplemented Secretary Ball's remarks by
reporting on the progress of the Paris Working Group. He told the
Fresident the educational phase had about reached its end and the
time had come to move into the actlon phase, The way had been
prepared for drafting the charter and if the President would give the
go-ahead sign, the MLF would be accepted by & number of countries,

Responding tix- the President's question about the views on MLF
within the United States Government, Mr, Bundy sald there was a
consensus supporting it, but that Secretary McNamara, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and Mr. Foster had serious reservations. The MLF,
he said, could provide an Atlantic solution to the problam of the
nuclear defense of the West and weaken French and British deter-
mination to hold on to their national nuclear establilshments provided
it were not forced upon the Europeans,

—-SEERET™
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DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6
MEMORANDUM FOR NL) 97-74%

By_we , NARA Date 22538

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
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 ''sell" the MLF to reluctant European
purchasers. We support the MLF and believe that it is a sound
answer to a very difficult pelitical-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 propesal; but the decision on par-
ticipation will have to be made by each nation for itself,

The P-r 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

5
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o THE WHITE HOUSE
P WASHINGTON

July 11, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR

THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Subject: The Next Steps on the MLF

The Fresident has read and approved your undated memorandum to
him on the subject of follow-up on the June 24th meeting with
Chancellor Adenauer,

I reportad to the President your supplamentary 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
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 discussion in
the same way as the MLF itself, wherever there is apparent support
for them,

The President desires that thess talks be conducted in such a way as
to fulfill all the understandings into which he entered in his Europsan
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 ""sell" the MLF to reluctapt European
purchasers. We support the MLF and believe that it is a sound
answer to a very difficult political-milimry 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 participa-
tion will have to be made by each nation for itself.

The President wishes us to ba 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 MRBMas.
DECLASSIFIED
Fu{}. I IU::IH. Sl'rc. 3-5
NL) 72,49
By iier , NARA Date 935298







June 7, 1963 m LF

B ac o P RS
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY
Mac--

1. 1 passed the word to State with reaspect to the MLF briefing
for the Committee. | gather that some of the briefers (particularly
Heanry Owen) have become evangelists and are hard w keep under
control. [ specifically requested that Alexis Johnson again remind
those concerned of the President's dictum regarding any appearances
before the Committse. 1 also talked with Jim Ramey and he sug-

gestad it might be useful if he took Palfrey and Abs Chayes up to fill
BOUTET ey WOUU UeCTvaASY Liwil PIeesUre 10F O ore Jor e
Appearanced. 1think thie is & good idesbuttald Bamex Lwonld olees

2. Another Joint Committee ltem-~The Joint Committee is ¢con-
sidering extanding its annual suthorisations to the entire AEC program.
They now authorize only the construction items. Thisy would put the
AEC program in the same category as AID and NASA. Kermit Gordon
has this problem and ] have asked to be informed of any specific
action that G#Sdon feels the White House should take. This is s
matter you may wish to bring to the President's attention.

Cha rles E. Johnson

DECLASSIFIED
cet Mr. Kaysen E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6
Mr. Smith NLJ J7-1L4
By tca- ,NARA Daie 9. ar9g
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UNITED STATES ST e A5 m A
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION : ’3.{..2.
WASHINGTOM 25, 0. C. i

MAY 15 1963 W‘"’f

Deax Boka

Thio acxnowledges recaipt of corrsspondence dated May 1, 1763,
from the Ceneral Counnel of the Departmwnt of Defense, which for=
warded U.3. Havy eommonts Jated April 30, 1963, on "Owmersbip aad
Custedy of Buclear Usepone Ulthin the Jurface iilssile “arship
Bulzilateral Teres,”

The AEC s?aff has etamwined the proposed plan in terms of the re=
quir=meats Jor and security msasures deaigned to protect Restricted
Data aud the arrsagesants thac should ba daveloped to agsura sale
handling of atowic wvespons in possession of the Torce, The Teaults
‘of this review aroc enclosed,

This enclewuro is largely & swmary of a working drafc of an AEC
staff atudy of the MLF concept as daveloped by the U.3. Navy, which
v1a forwarded te /tr. MeCeorgze Bundy ocm Fay 2, 1763, with coples co
Mr, John 7. Belgughtom and the Stata Departmeat.

In tha snalyais by the Coemission of the MLF coneapt, as devcloped
by tho U.35. Mavy, certaia sadditioms]l securicy ard safety srrangerwota
are specified which the Commissicon balleves sbould e lncorperated.
Thess are comsistoag, in principle, with tha concept deve.oped by ths
Havy and vould serve to reinfores conterplated] arrangemencs in those
arocas of special concorn to tha Comission,

Sinceraly yours,

Gigmed T T. Zasborg

Chairman

L
The Bsnorabls Bebert 3, Helamara ATRIAT
The Secratary of Defense -ﬁ-EﬁTRiﬁ' EB Hﬁlﬁ
Thy fos.mas] saqiains pesirieted dyla =5 cofined

noe Samip Emprgy Mt ef 1954 I transewitel
Inclesursi gr tlen igeteecm of Jtn conlonls 1a amy ol tD

Cys Lk and 2A, Commission Analywis Wi wdSI el paeada i, protabited.

cel The Homorsble Dean Zush
The Secretary of Stata, w/emel, M N 97-369
52191

The Yenarable MeCeorge Mundy _./ By cb '
Special Assistant to> tha President /&
for Yationel 3gcurity A 2sirs, w/ancl, %A Fav)

a0 e _,-'.

XEROX MADE FROM QUICK COPY
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4 F Eﬂgfi
Mr., Charles Johnson W

Hational Security Council
Executive Office Building
Washington 25, D.C.

May 2, 1963

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. Commissioner
Palfrey is looking at this matter.

Cur analysis leads us to conclude that, with certain assumptions,
adequate safety and security arrangements can be developed within

the MLF framework. These assumptions retain a special U.5. role in
the area of safety, but, o almost no special position for the U.S.
in the security area. It is my personal viewpolnt that it is wvery
important that the MLF safety and security standards and procedures

be enforced rigorously to minimize the problems of effective operation
and control inherent inm joint international respomsibilicty.

Finally, I have urged most strongly that we have an opportunity to
undertake analyses of this type at an earlier stage in the developing
of future plans.

Sincerely yours,

rECLASSITTED
F 129 c. 3.b
NI 97-369 —

By _¢C& . YARA itog- 299

Dwight A,
Assistant neral Manager
Enclosure *
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTONM 25, D. C.

May 1, 196
Mr. Charles Johnasm Dﬂﬂmﬁ? mﬁﬁgﬂm
Hatienal Becurity Coumcil HEFE':LI.?”. cox -h-"
Exscutive Office Building pro '___L,}Iﬁ B

Washingtem 23, D.C. il
Daar Chuck:

Attached is a draft analysis of the security and safety aspects of
tha prepessd MLF arrangssents,

This snalysis was based upen an advanced Ravy draft of MLY procadures
and could be affected by changes which emerge in the efficial DOD
appreach. Purthar, wve hava spaat mesat of the last twe days davaleping
and sanalysing the precedurss, with very littls time spent en literary
efforts. 1 should think there will be mesd within the next wesk for
4 abarter, more carefully develeped, AEC document. Cosmissiener
Falfrey is leoking at this msstter.

Our amalysis leads us te cencluds that; with cartaln sssusptisns,
sdequate safaty and security arrangsments cam bs devalopad withis

tha NLY frssawerk. 'ﬂluulue aumptisns retain a spacial U.85. rela in
the area of safety, but, almest ne special pesitiem feor tha U.8.
in the security area. It i{s wy persemal vieswpeint that it is wvery
impertant that the MLF safsty and security standards amd

ba enforced rigereusly te minimise the preblems of effeactive eperatien
and contrel isherent in jeint iatermatiemal respemaibilicy.

Fisally, I have urged mest streagly that we have an eppertunity teo
undertake amakysis of this typs at an sarlisr stage in the develeping
of future plans.

Bincarely yours,

=2 SEBHH

3

Duight A. Imk
Assistant Ceneral Mamager
Enclosure
1} Piken u:luntnr ﬁTﬁt“EEE“ m!ﬁ‘-
91-369 M nu b g
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May 2, 1963 E{/
Il documont :-..:1-.!.:-': ol _.2._ poges
ha. __!;".._ o ?_._. Coplen, Bodies .

Dear Maoc:

The AEC has examined the security aspeocts of the proposed
Multilateral Force with particular reference to the question
of the protection of the weapons and of weapons design data.

Regcognizing that the contemplates the transfer of
U.3. warheads to ths by sale, lease, or other arrange-
ment, authorized by Congress, the Commission nevertheleass
belisves that security measures can be developed which would
provide protection of weapon design data and protection
against unauthorized use of nuclear weapons comparable to

that provided under current NATO s involving air-
oraft on quick reaction alert (QRA).
The and degree of sensitivity of Restricted Data or

Formerly Restricted Data that wo have %o be disclosed
to establish an effective fores would not be appreciably
different from that commmicated under current agreements
for cooperation. One possible exception is under current

study.

On board ship, protection of the weapons and design
from unauthorized access could be secured thro the pre-
sence at all times of U.3. personnel along with personnel
from other participating nationa in an MLP security force.
These and other measures involving personnel olsarance

and physical security could be worked out as part of an
MLF security system t would be rigorously enforced to
minimize the problema of effective operation and control
inherent in joint international responsibility.

Progress in technology should permit the development of
devices for use with the MLF weapon system (such as per-
misaive links and in ty sensing systems) which would
provide further protection against unauthorized use or

. -acoeas to the weapon or to weapon design data. In that
' ' 5 DECLA D

E.0O. 12 - 3.0

1 ifl |‘l..|l JI,I' q
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Hon. MeGeorge Bundy May 2, 1963

cormection, we recommend bringing in top technical person-
nel from AEC laboratories to consider wvarious technological
means of achieving those objectives.

We believe it is important to eatabliah in the course of
negotiations that since the U.3. is manufacturer of the wea-
pons, it should be responsible for substantial maintenance
and repair of weapons, and for their replacement, and fur-
ther that the MLF should adopt and enforce U.3. weapon
safety rules and practises.

For your information, we enclose several working papers on
fic components of the security question.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosures
as stated

Honorable Mo Bundy

Special Assistant to the Fresident
for National Security Affairs

The White House

CC; Amb. L. T. Merchant
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RS I ETILICTED DLTA

AUOUIC ELTINOY ACQE-10454

Fron: Chief of Nzval Cparations

To: Cholragcn, U.S8. Atcmic ZEnergy Commission,
Liteo: Director of Lilitary Application
Via; Scoretary of Dalense

Subj: Cwzorshin aad Custody of Nuclear Weapons Within the
Surisce Hissile Warship Multilateral Force (S)

Encl: (1) Stockpile-to-Target Sequence (Separate Cover)
(2) Resiricted Data required by the MLF Personnel

1, iIzherent in the concept of the Surface Missile Warship
lultilateral Force (LLF) 1s joint ownership, support, and
panniny of the missile warships, missiles, nuclear weapons

and other fzcilities of the MLF by all the countries partici-
patiog ia the force. If the nmuclear warheads of the MLF are
to be monuizcitured by the United States then such joint war-
head owzersaip will reguire a change in the present Atomic
Enercy lezlslation. The purpose of this letter is to propose
2 plan under which such joint warhead ownership, 1f authorized,
could be scfely carried out.

2, U=zder this pronosed plan all repair and maintenance of the .
warhezds would be corcucted 2t United States bases and solely
by U.8. persopnnoel. Thus no critical weapons design data would
be relezsed to other nations. The warheads would, however, be .
issued ?rom U.S5. custody to MLF custodial teams for the purpose
of patinz them to MLF nissiles and trapnsporting the mated
mizssile-waraead combiastiors to the MLF ships. The MLF cus-
todizl teazms would also, when necessary, remove the mzted
missile-warnead conbinations from the MLF ships, return them

to the ILLTF base, disassemble, and re-deliver the warhead to
U.5., cusicdy for the necessary maintenance work, It would be
nesassacy o make certain Restricted Data available te thase
ML® custodial teams in order for them to properly perform these
duties. + should be noted, however, that this Restricted Data
is such that it may be zuthorized for transmission to the
interested UMLF nztions under existing Agreements for cooper=-
ation. A tabulation of the specific Restricted Data required
to be relezsed is contaired in enclosure (1).
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SeiB Tt IR ISt 8A TR
ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954

RESTRICTED DATA 230UTED [ |

| ] will require certain information
classified as Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted D
planning, employment, training and proper operation
All of the Hestricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data that

is considered necessary |
L | under the exlsting Agreements T0T

Cooperation made under Article 144(b) of the Atomic Enmergy 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. fl_lf E%c:t that the [ ) reentry system has a

cluster of warheads,

b. Yield of the [ J warhead.

c. Fact that the [ Jwarhead 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::]

L |
Encl (2) to CND 1tr ser
U366 of
SANITIZED ' : ; 3
E.Q. 13526, 5ec. 3.5 ATOMIC ENEAGY ACT OF 1954
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