
I ~ .... )RM OF 
DOCUMENT 

#1 memo 

#2a memo 

#6 memo 

WITHDRAWAL SHEET (PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES) 

CORRESPONDENTS OR TITLE 

"Response to NSAM 345" 
s 14 p ~ 'l-J3·'16i #J. 9- 'f .3-or 

,, 
s 1 p 

__ r--__ .......,,.... ~ I>-- ~J .. '13 r/L J f 3-t>tf 

...a.S~---:z2 p 
f-''1'1 ; z -tb -fl I 

Rusk and McNamara to President 1.~., 0~ S 17 p ~ ~-13·,'I ,YL~ -, 

[Duplicate of #54b] 

-IFi~~r-l-__:i~t"C"e":mltiralTTclPi=esti1m1-- ~ 'l--13 ·'J 'i NL S' 'j 3 ~ t>J-
30 p 

FILE LOCATION 

[Duplicate of #54d, 54e, 66b] 
~ ltrlS 

~JZ, -16/f 

NSF, NSAM, NSAM 345--Nuclear Planning 
RESTRICTION CODES 

(A) Closed by Executive Order 12356'governing access to national security information. 
(8) Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. 
(C) Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in the donor's deed of gift. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION. 

DATE RESTRICTION 

4/22/66 A 

undated A 

6/10/66 A 

5/28/66 A 

Box 8 

NA FORM 1429 (6-85) 



rr ,...RMOF 
DOCUMENT 

memo 

FILE LOCATION 

s 

s 

WITHDRAWAL SHEET (PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES) 

CORRESPONDENTS OR TITLE 

// 

If 

I/ 

,, 

2 p 

2p 

NSF, NSAM, NSAM 345--Nuclear Planning 
RESTRICTION CODES 

(A) Closed by Executive Order 12356'governing access to national security information. 
(B) Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. 
(C) Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in the donor's deed of gift. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION. 

DATE RESTRICTION 

4/17 

A 

- 41-i-9166-- ·-·-·--A~.-

Box 8 

NA FORM 1429 (6-85) 



f ~ \ftM Oi= 
DOCUMENT 

WITHDRAWAL SHEET (PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES) 

CORRESPONDENTS OR TITLE 

~:~meHfl6+~-:NS*M-dntft----
1 

s.. 31> 

#27b memo 

, 

" 6 ~ ?-lif--9f /I' L .J 9'/-/ ~ p 
-~--_s..--p,,.__ 

DATE RESTRICTION 

41t A 

[Duplicate of #72e, NSF, Memos to Pres., Rostow, Vol. 3, B x 7] 

#31 cable 

FILE LOCATION 

Paris 7962 ~ f-1'$·'i~ NL )'iJ·PJ-
S 9p 

~ 'I ... /~ . .tJlj NJ.. ) 'i ~ .pj­

_g,,.__ __ ..,..21-1f)~-

---~4 "'""p_ ~ lt:>.--~l-93 Alt.J~.3--Py 

P.tesieeHt to PM Vv1lson 
-s 2 p ~ /Ut-T ~-J-8g; 10/s-h i-

ttp,h1 I bfti? -9 f 

/ ( 

NSF, NSAM, NSAM 345--Nuclear Planning 
RESTRICTION CODES 

(A) Closed by Executive Order 12356'governing access to national security information. 
(8) Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. 
(C) Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in the donor's deed of gift. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION. 

5/18/66 A 

4f 1 816·~+------..,~---

A 

Box 8 

NA FORM 1429 (6-85) 



FORM OF 
DOCUMENT 

#42 memo 

WITHDRAWAL SHEET (PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES) 

CORRESPONDENTS OR TITLE 

French reply to German Aide Memoire 
C 4 p ~ NLJ lj.3-~S-

DATE RESTRICTI ON 

513166 A 

#44a memo ~telligenc; ~:.~~·;U-'l~ Nt:S 13-0/ ; "- f"' ,fllt-<- ., o'-f 5126166 A 

Intelligence Memorandum 
S 4 p q>t: wtp 61 :l.2 13 >~la q3=0 I 

Rostow to President, 11: 15 a. m. 
e 1 p C>pP?1 flJ LT ?:/J-tt <t; 1of~/9 '-

' 
#54b memo Duplicate of #6 

#55a memo Bator to President, 12:35 p.m. 
s 1 p 
[Duplicate of #29, NSF, Memos to the Pres., Rostow, 
Vol.. 7, Box 8; Sanitized 1990] 

Ball to President .,,. 
s 1 p ~ 'i-1~·' 'i ,,JIJ.. '> 'i3·e>~ 

#55b mem 

#56 cable Intelligence Cable 

FILE LOCATION 

NSF, NSAM, NSAM 345--Nuclear Planning 
RESTRICTION CODES 

(A) Closed by Executive Order 12356'governing access to national security information. 
(B) Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. 
(C) Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in the donor's deed of gift. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION. 

5126166 A 

A 

6/27/66 A 

6125166 A 

6/29/66 A 

Box 8 

NA FORM 1429 (6-85) 



r 7A1 M 01-' 
DOCUMENT 

WITHDRAWAL SHEET (PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES) 

CORRESPONDENTS OR TITLE 

#5-hrmEmli~r-~rerlci"J~mrt:cndS"..__ c J.,i>. *' lf/4, F.-,."'~c., v•J. f, 8•y. rn .. ..) 
--trS ---.z2rr-lf>~- ~ ; . ~'I --'i 1 N 1--'T 'i J · o l-

S 1 p ' ~ a>.-11-9~ JYJ.. .J 93-/S). 

,, 

' ( 

DATE RESTRICTION 

A 

~ tJ/ 41= 51~ ~~ / N '""'" d u nab #-;t?Yf 1 . 7'-6 'i'" 

10(. 5 A 

FILE LOCATION 

NSF, NSAM, NSAM 345--Nuclear Planning 
RESTRICTION CODES 

(A) Closed by Executive Order 12356'governing access to national security information. 
(B) Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. 
(C) Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in the donor's deed of gift. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRAT I ON. 

10/18/65 A 

Box 8 

NA FORM 1429 (6-85) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SI; CRE'i' . 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 345 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 

DIO.ASSmBD 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NJJ I 93-e f 

BJ <kt@ ,~Date l~-IP--13 SUBJECT: Nuclear Planning 

The President wishes to have developed recommendations for 
enlarging the participation in and understanding of nuclear planning by_· 
both the political and military authorities of our major NATO allies. 

Two alternative approaches should be considered: one which 
assumes the creation of a "NATO Nuclear Force" and one which does 
not. 

. ~ 

Among the possibilities examined should be the creation of a 
permanent body of restricted membership within NA TO with functions 
including both intensified consultation and the direction of U.S. and 
U.K. nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles assigned to NATO and/or 
collectively owned. The proposals should cover the full range of 
activities involved in planning for the operation of existing forces and 
the development of future forces: intelligence, deployment, targeting, 
considerations affecting use at times of crisis, res.earch, development, 
production and budgeting, etc . 

The primary operational focus of these arrangements should 
be the defense of NATO territory. 

c 

For purposes of this exercise, it should be assumed that any 
''NATO Nuclear Force" Plan which later may be agreed upon will not 

--.. include: 

- a. Mixed-manning of subma-rines·; 

b • . A surface fleet cap.able of delivering nuclear weapons. 
The following matters should be -addressed, in addition to 
functions: 

- SEORE'f 
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I. participation or membe;ship; 

2. location; 

3 • !inaneing; 

4. probable U. K., German, French, other NATO, 
and Soviet reactions; 

5. appropriate U.S. negotiating strategy and 
procedures for its execution. 

The President also wishes to have developed other forward­
looking proposals that would increase the cohesion of NATO and the 
North.Atlantic community. These should embrace two kinds of 
measures: 

a. Military and non-military programs affecting 
primarily the affairs of the Free World; 

b. Constructive political, diplomatic, and economic 
initiatives addressed to Eastern. Europe and the Soviet 
Union. 

The ·President wishes to have these proposals ready for review 
by .Thursday, May 12. 

fA) ~ ~ 
. W_. W •. Ros tow 

SECRET ' · 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Response to NSAM 345 

NSAM 345 in requesting the development of recormnendations 
on nuclear planning states: "Two a.lternative approaches 
should be considered; one which assumes the creation of a 
'NATO Nuclear Force' and one .which does not." 

In framing these alternatives it i _s . important to get away 
from the false and troublesome dichotomy between alliance 
consultation and hardware control as alternative and 
competing routes to increased allied participation in 
nuclear affairs. 

1. Alliance consultation should be furthered by an 
institutionalized follow-up of the McNamara Committee 
itself, plus all the improvements in NATO machinery for 
defense planning, .da.ta exchange, improved communications 
and such consultation .arrangements as can be agreed. Steps 
in this category ·should be considered as a sine qua !lQ.!l for 
a strong and effective alliance in the face of the French 
defection, and should be pushed to the limits of political 
acceptability whether or not there is a collective nuclear 
force. There is no need to hold back any politically feasible 
grant of authority within this framework depending upon the 
actions of negotiations of a collective nuclear force. The 
strength, the weakness, and the distinguishing feature of' 
this category. ·of. machinery as opposed to a collective force 
is that .it is alli~nce-wide in its responsibilities, embraces 

. both SAC and theater fo.rces, and operates in a way that 
associates in some way, if only in a final report to NAC, all 
NATO members in its activity. · 

GROUP 3 
Downgraded at 12 year intervals; 
not automatically declassified. 

""SEGRET 
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2. · Control over a collective ·force (whether created 

by assignment or oW"nership), on the other hand, is a matter 

of stockholder's control in a nuclear corporation. It 

embraces· a sphere of direct corporate control over a collec­

tive unified force comparable, in some ways, to that 

exercised by a Department of Defense over a nation~l force. 

It involves contracting for research and development and 

production, budgeting and financing, modeinizing, firing and 

possibly manning a corporate force. 


These two distinct degrees of responsibility and control 
require different kinds of machinery - parallel, complemen­
tary, and non-competing. The US can participate in more 
effective machinery for coordination and consultation with 
regard to SAC, even possibly to the extent of making it 
subject to the general guidance of a NATO Strategic Targeting 
and Attack Policy or allowing it to operate on the basis of a 
NATO · Target Data Inventory. This is the sphere of alliance 
consultation and coordination. The US cannot, however, 
because of its wprld wide responsibilities prudently share 
control over the firing of its national deterrent with 
European members of the alliance. The function of direct 
control to the point of veto over firing must be granted, 
if at all, to a smaller segment of the deterrent established 
and operating as a collective force under separate terms of 
assignment or ownership. Just as the machinery of the 
alliance as a whole is not appropriate to exercise the detailed 
essentially proprietary management of a corporate force whose 
operating or capital costs are paid for by a few members, so 
the corporate machinery of a cbllective force cannot, without 
severe political strains, arrogate to itself the task of 
policy determination for the NATO Alliance as such. 

Several consequences flow from this distinction between the 
roles of an essentially corporate organization and the NATO 
alliance organization: 

1. One is that a collective force proposal should 
not be considered .as an alternative to institutionalizing 
the McNamara Connnittee and improving alliance consultation 
machinery. Steps of this general nature should be taken in 
any event. 

<ff QR'eT 
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2. Another is that, if accepted, this distinction 
may dispel the lingering sus.picion of ·competition or 
rivalry between the collective force and consultative 
approaches which has inhibited the advancement of either. 

3. A third is that the organization managing a 
collective force should not ·assume responsibility for 
decisions which fall in the province of the alliance as 
such. 

4. And fourth, the machinery of NATO should not be 
distorted to serve the separate purposes of direct manage­
ment and control of a nuclear. corporation which directs a 
corporate force. 

Consonant with this general approach, two parallel courses 
of action are set. forth in Tabs A and B: 

Tab A: Proposed Nuclear Defense Authority. 

Tab B: A program for improving and extending 
allied participation in nuclear affairs. 



TAB A 

PROPOSED NUCLEAR DEFENSE AUTHORITY 

I. ORGANIZATION 

1. Membership. Members.hip in the Authority would 
be open to all NATO countries which accept the functions 
and purposes described below,' and agree to . share in the 
common budget. (This will limit membership to those 
willing to share in the burdens~ as well as responsi­
bilities, of nuclear deterrence, and thus keep the group 
of manageable size.) 

2 . . Governing Committee. The Aughority would be 
directed and all its major decisions ·taken by a Governing 
Committee on which governments would be represented by 
appropriate Ministers, depending on the subject. 

3. US and European Roles. Major decisions would be 
taken by two affirmative votes: that of the US and that 
of the European· countries. The European vote would be 
cast under ·whatever procedures the European parties might 
agree .to among themselves • . The European members of the 
Governing Committee could form a European grouping, to 
reach a joint view on issues coming before that Committee 
and perform other functions, as indicated below. 

4. Director General. The Authority would have a 
Director General, who would be responsible for: 

(a) carrying out the Governing Committee's 
decisions, and 

(b) executing studies for the Governing 
Committee, and making proposals, ·from time to time, to 

that 
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that Committee regarding further steps to fulfill the 
purposes of the Authority. 

II. FUNCTIONS AND PURPOSES 

A. Consultation 

5. Consultation About Planning and Development. 
The Governing Committee wculd serve as a locus for 
consultations and exchange of information concerning the 
full range .of activities involved in planning for the 
operati,on of existing forces coming under its direction, 
and for the development of future forces which might come 
under its direction. This would involve consultation 
about: 

(i) threats posed by potential adversaries 
relevant to the forces under its direction (and for this 
purpose the Committee would have access to all relevant 
intelligence data collected by the members about this 
threat); 

(ii) the present and future size and composition 
of other offensive and defensive forces designed to meet 
this threat, which had to be taken account in managing 
and developing forces under its direction; 

(iii) the administration, targeting, deployment, 
and future evolution of forces under its direction; · 

(iv) .. technological trends which could affect . 
the nature and ef fectivene.ss of these forces. 

It would perform studies and make recommendations 
to member governments in these areas. 

6. NATO Warhead Deployment. To give teeth to the 
consultation described under (ii), above, member 

governments 



.governments would agree .not to withdraw nuclear delivery 
-~ystems and warheads assigned to NATO without prior dis­

_cussion and agreement in the Governing Committee. 

7. Consultation About Use. Members would agree to 
·-supplement 	NATO consultation (described in Tab B) 'about 
the considerations and circumstances which could affect 
use of nuclear weapons anywhere in the world with con­
sultation in the. Governing Committee about implications 
of these considerations for the joint force . 

. 8. Consultation About ·Relevant Arms Control. 
Disarmament, arms control, and non-proliferation proposals 
to be made or answered by members of the Governing Committee 
which could affect present or future forces under its 
direction could be reviewed by that Committee ahead of tlme. 
The Committee would·also .seek ·to develop collective disarma­
ment and non-proliferation proposals relevant to forces . 
under its direction. · · 

___ ___B. __ Sharing of Technological Information and 
Production Responsibilities 

.-.- - --- --- ----:~ ----9 •. Peaceful technology. The Governing Committee 
would develop arrangements t<;> insure that all members 
had access to peaceful technology knowledge gained by 

---·----·-··· _____ 	each .of .its members from nuclear, niissile, and outer 

space production. · 


.. . ------- --- -· - -·- --- ---- --·· 
- 16.--~JC>in-F R.&ff"cind·-·Production. The Governing 

Conunittee would consider joint arrangements for research, 
... .---·---development, ..and..production of ~quipment and weapons for 

future components of the collective defense forces under 
its direction . 

.1.1. US -cooperation. If the European members of the 
Governing Committee. wished to undertake joint European 

____ ___p9rgrap:is for research, development, and production which 
were-relevant to the forces under its direction-, the US 

would, 

• 	SECH:Ef! 
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would, if these programs seemed likely to be economic, 
undertake to cooperate with same. 

C. Collective Force 

The Authority would manage and · direct a colleotive · · 
nuclear force. Upon creation of that force, European 
members would commit themselves not to launch new na.tional 
nuclear programs. Three alternative forms which that force 
might take are set forth below, beginning with assignment 
and progressing toward joint ownership of delivery _systems 
and warheads. 

. 1) 

· 1.~ 

.... 

a) This force would be under the political 
(firing) control of the Governing Committee. Permissive 
links on warheads could only be activated by agreement of 
that Corrrrnittee. 

b) The force would have a common operating 
budget, to which all members would contribute. 

c) The Governing Committee would be committed 
to consider, at some future time, the po 'ssibility of 
eventually moving from assignment to common ownership . 

. COMMENT:L _____]IS~>ffii. 
~[._~~:--:-:-:-::::::-:=-~~:;:-::-r:~---------.--------..J,{ It is one end
of the spectrum of choice. 

13. Alternative 112. The joint force would have two 
components: 

.(a) There would be a jointly owned and manned 
force of airbraft and/or Pershings,--in numbers sufficient 

to 



~ 
-5-

to cover nuclear st'rike . targets now covered by French 
aircraft in Germany. The choice between aircraft and 
additional Pershings for this force ~ould depend on 
which was consid most useful militar e lacin 

the Europeans wanted, one squadron or 
. . 

o t e Jointly owned aircraft · or Pershing fo~ce 
would be owned by the European members, and the other 
squadron or wing would be owned by the US. Both would 
remain under political control of the Governing Committee. 
There would be an integrated Atlantic headquarters.) 

(b) The submarine .component of the joint force 
would bp.set_up in a way which split the diffei:ence . /.f;{J.;<t(J.~ 
between(__ ;J positions: The ships and missiles 
would be placed under c~on ownership; the . warheads would 
not. The terms of sale would provide, however, that the 
warheads could only.be r~moved from commonly owned sub­
marines with consent of the owners. (Failing agreement on 
this, submarines. could either be left out of the initial 
force, as a matter for further study, or included via 
assignment, depending on which the FRG preferred.) 

(c) The Governing Committee would consider 
possible eventual inclusi'on of follow-on systems for 
the joint force; 

COMMENT: 

(a) 

(b) . Such a force would meet a need, which may 
arise out of the present crisfs, to replace French . air­
craft in Germany. Even if these aircraft are not withdrawn 
from NATO, there would .be advantage in thus "double 
covering" their nuclear "strike" targets, since their 
availability in hostilities is uncertain, to say the least. 

(c) The 
... SECRET 
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(c) 

su -group 

and F-111 


(d) Since- there would be no change in US owner­

ship and custody of warheads, the Atomic Energy Act would 

not have to be amended, and neither the Joint Committee 

nor UK opponents of prolifera~ion should get terribly 

excited about this proposition one way or another. There 

is good precedent for this in. existing "two key" arrange­

ments for tactical weapons, -which place · the delivery 

system under allied ownership but do not alter US custody 


· and control of the warheads. The Soviets, the UK, and the 
Joint Committee have all indicated that they find these 
arrangements acceptable. 

(e) Offering the opportunity to create a 

"European" component·, if the European countries wished, 

would be responsive to pro-European concerns, and thus · 

help t~ defuse pressures for a strong "European clause." 

It would help to link the UK closer to the Continent, place 

de Gaulle in the position of opposing a "European" venture, 

and run with the grain of our long-term policy ~ Europe.an 

unity. It would not point in a "third force" direction 

since the European compone~t would be closely linked to a 

comparable _US unit and placed under trans-Atlantic control. 


14. Alternative fft3: The submarines, aircraft, and 

warheads would be placed under cotmnon ownership -- with 

mixed manning in the degree feasible. 


~----~~--~~-----~,S(b>4-C~
COMMENT: 

t is the other 

III. Relation to NATO 

15. Assignment. All collective nuclear forces 

coming under direction of the Joint Committee would: 


(a) be 

1SECRET 
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· (a) be assigned to NATO, with an understanding 
not to withdraw them d:ttr.ing the life of the .alliance; 

(b) be placed .under the operational connnand of 
SACEUR (or .the NATO Supreme Commander, if one is created) 
who would have responsibility for targeting and execution 
of strikes. 

16. Consultation. Consultation in the Governing 
Connnittee would: 

(a) reflect the special interests of the members, 
in view of their powers of direction over a joint force; 

_ (b) be paralleled by other NATO consultation 
procedures, as indicated in Tab B, to meet the needs of 
NATO . countries more generally. 

~ SECi&'f 
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TAB B 

IMPROVING AND EXTENDING NATO PARTICIPATION 
IN NUCLEAR AFFAIRS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This paper approaches the objective of extending and 
improving NATO participation in nuclear planning in terms 
of how the NATO Allies can (i) have access to more infor­
mation about; (ii) participate in the analysis of; and/or 

-- ··- ·- ---~-(iii) have a · greater · influence over-decision-making in 
four general areas: 

a) intelligence about the enemy's capability (i.e., 
threat eval~ation); 

· b) what types of nuclear systems and how many are 
needed to counter this capability (i.e., systems analysiey; 

c) how the nuclear systems we _have are deployed and 
.. targeted (i,,e. ", ·military planning), . and 

d) how, when, and in what circumstances they will be 
· ·- ·- -·- ··----used (i.e.-; ··consultation) • 

Each of these is discussed below. 

IIo INTELLIGENCE 

e NATO Alliesr ) ft5{~ 
--~-=-:..:......!..-__::.----~ .. must, in ·effek, accept -the conclusions 1 

·------ - - · -~u-n-:i-:-----::-:--~ ... d by the US as to the enemy's _capabil-
ities • .,..-....... -.---..~_..;;;....-...-. _________ __.._.._..-.--,/ .~lo.) 

Our 
.,A~i:li:-:e~s:--i::-::a~v':":e~r:::l.!"'"'J:"':lti=Te:-, """'.iT· -:cf-:-a::-n~y~,~i~m~p~r!!"!!!e-'!!s~s~i~o~n~a~o:":"u:".:t:-::t:th'::T~u~s=--1 

--·- ·---· intetfigerice-sour.ces- ·0r--reliability of our intelligence 
acquisition techniques. It cah be argued that since our 

--- -····----Allies -could --not bring · to-any sharing arrangement in this 
field capabilities which would enlarge or improve 
collective target intelligence acquisition, we should 
leave things as they are. However, intellfgence is the 

starting 
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starting point for the threat assessment upon which all 
nuclear planning is based since our forces are designed 
to counter and provide protection against enemy forces. 
Furthermore, since the Soviets are undoubtedly quite well 
aware of" our capabilities in sophisticated and advanced 
intelligence systems, there is no reason why this infor­
mation should not be shared, on a safeguarded basis, 
within NATOo To do so would lay the basis for greater 
allied confidence in our judgments about the adequacy 
or inadequacy of the nuclear forces available to the West, 
and the mix of these forces. 

Proposal: 

To establish an internationally staffed NATO Defense 
Intelligence Group, operating under special security pro­
cedures, under the aegis of the MC or, perhaps, the NATO 
Nuclear Committee. ·The US should be prepared to share 
relevant intelligence data from all sources . with ·this 
group, which would have the responsibility for drawing up 
a NATO TDI on the basis of information available to it 
from all sources. 

III. SYSTEMS ANALYSIS 

NATO ·as an entity now has no systems analysis capability, 
except to the limited extent it exists in the DPWG . frame~ 

work. In the US, the DOD's Systems Analysis staff does a 
major part of the important groundwork and ·analysis . which 
underlies US decisions about the specific types and number 
of weapons we buildo We have made some effort bilaterally, 
as well as through the DPWG, to "export" some of our own 
capabilities! At best, however, this has been a haphazard · 
and unsystematic efforto 

Proposals: 

1. Establish the DPWG on permanent basis as NATO's 
Systems Analysis staf~. 

2o Invite the DPWG to establish a liaison arrangement 
with the US Systems Analysis staff (similar to the SACEUR 
liaison arrangement at Omaha), which would put civilian 

defense 
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defense analysts from NATO countries -- perhaps on a 
rotating basis -- in continuing an intimate contact with 
US counterparts. The experience thus gained would be 
useful in enhancing their own national capabilities 
over time, and improve the quality of national participa­
tion in the DPWG. 

IV. DEPLOYMENT AND TARGETING 

SACEUR's responsibility for deployment an~ targeting 
decisions is necessarily limited to forces under his 
command. Real European involvement in decision-making 
in this area can probably, therefore, only be secur~d.by 
the augmentation of forces assigned to SACEUR's command. 
While the Europeans might be given confidence, through 
consultation procedures, that US strategic forces are 
properly deployed and targeted (and this is useful on its 
own merits), these will properly remain matters for uni­
lateral US decision as long as these forces remain under 
exclusively US command and are paid for exclusively by 
the US. 

Proposa~l~s~:~------~--------------~~~~~~~~~~~----~--, 
1 

2. Submit the US annual European nuclear dispersal 
plan for discussion in the DPWG framework prior to reaching 
final US decisions on European dispersals. 

Vo CONSULTATION 

The purpose of the new consultative mechanism proposed 
below would be principally: 

i) To 
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i) To ensure that informatfon which is available to 
international staff, is available also at governmental level. 

ii) To lay the basis for agreemen.t on how, when, and 

in what circumstances nuclear weapons will be used. 


These were impliedly among the original purposes of 
the NATO Nuclear Committee set up at Athens. It was the 
purpose also of the_US proposal of December 8, 1964, for 
periodic meetings of NATO Ministers of Defense to "consider 
targeting policy, new nuclear and conventional weapons 
developments, nuclear dispersal plans, future force 
structure, resource allocati~n, and strategf'. 

These objectives continue valid, but encounter a 

major tactical problem: How to keep any forum for consul­

tation limited enough in membership to be an effective 

instrument for discussion and intimate exchange of views. 


Proposcl: 

To revive the NATO Nuclear Committee as the body "to 

receive study on a permanent and systematic basis nuclear 

informa.tion relating to NATO defense". · These terms of 

reference were approved by the NAC with French concurrence 

on May 5, 1962. Appropriate _sub-committees would be 

established - with the object, if possible, of limiting 

membership. 


No holds would be barred as to matters which could 
. come before the group. It would have no "operational" 
responsibility, but would, for example, be free to inquire 
into and discuss .all of the areas suggested by the Germans 
as relevant: . 

a) 'threat evaluation; 

b) · targeting principles, procedures and priorities; 

c) principles for selective use of weapons; 

d) ·principles for use of weapons; 

e) constraints. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WASHI 'GTON 

May 11, 1966 

The Honorable 
Walt Wo Rostow 
Special Assistant to the 

President 
The White House 

Dear Walt: 

Would you be kind enough to 
ex in t he esident that our 
response to the NSAM 345 Memorandum 
will be slightly delayedo We are 
meeting on what I hope is a nearly 
complete text tomorrowo I expect to 
be able to send a completed draft to 
Secretaries Rusk and McNamara for 
their consideration some time on 
Friday, May 130 This would mean that 
an approved paper should be ready for 
the President early next weeko 

Sincerely yours, 

Dean Acheson 
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June 8, 1966 
--SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WALT W. ROSTOW 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Enclosed are two drafts which the President 
may wish to consider in preparing the NSAM 345. 

The first deals with the nuclear aspects of the 
NATO problemo I suggest that it should be a sepa­
rate memorandum for security reasons. 

The second draft deals with East-West initiatives, 
the technology gap, the NATO Military Payments Union 
and a possible Presidential speech. 

Enclosures 

er..~(;_~ 
Dean Acheson 
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June 10, 1966 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 

REFERENCE: State-Defense Memorandum for the 
President of May 28, 1966: "The 
Nuclear Problem in NATO" 

The President wishes the following actions taken to 
imp l ement recorrnnendations in the referenced memorandum: 

The Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense will initiate tripartite discussions 
on the NATO nuclear problem with United Kingdom 
and Federal Republic authorities> with the 
objective of determining a program each country 
will support. 

In the discussions, if a program satisfactory 
to the other two governments can be .negotiated, 
the Secretary of State is authorized to agree 
to those elements of the "Consultation Arrange­
ments" outlined in Enclosure I of the reference, 
and the additional "Assignment" provisions of 
Enclosure II of the reference,. which both the 
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic will 
also agree to. 

With regard to the "Collective Forces" discussed 
in Enclosure II of the reference, the Secretaries 
of State and Defense will take the position: 
(a) that decision regarding the further step to 
the "Collective Forces" discussed in Enclosure II 
of the reference should await experience gained 

and light 
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and light thrown through the consultation and 
assignment arrangements during which study and 
discussion of such collective forces can con­
tinue, and (b) that meanwhile the Uo So will 
take no action which would prejudice later 
decision to create a collective force, or which 
would diverge from the concept of German equality 
with the other major European countries stated 
in the President 1 s letter of May 21 to Prime 
Minister Wilsono 

SECRE'f 



June 8, 1966 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Special Assistant for Science 

and Technology 

REFERENCE: (1) State-Defense Memorandum for the 
President of June 3, 1966, 
"Measures to Increase the Cohesion 
of NATO, Final Response to NSAM 345" 

The President wishes the following actions taken to 
implement reconnnendations in the referenced memorandum: 

a) NATO-Political Functiono The Secretary of 
State will explore on a continuing basis 
the 'Specific Proposals for Improving the 
Environment in Central Europe' contained 
in TAB 'A' of Reference (1), and any other 
similar measures which he may originate or 
receive, and make recommendations for action 
on individual proposals by the appropriate 
agency of the government. 

b) Technological Gapo The Special Assistant 
for Science and Technology will investigate 
possible measures to reduce the disparity 
in advanced technology and production 
between the United States and the countries 
of Western Europe, and will initiate those 
actions which the President wishes undertakeno 

c) NMPU. The Secretaries of State, Defense, and 
Treasury, under the guiding direction of the 
former, will proceed with the negotiation of 
a NATO Military Payments Union, generally as 
outlined in the reference. 

DECL 1-\~ )TFT.ED 
E.(;. 1 'zc. ~· ·.;_ s {"c. 3.5 
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As a first step an approach should be 
made to the Federal Republic in order to 
prepare it for later discussions and to win 
its sympathetic response~ to he followed 
by talks with the United Kingdom. It is 
likely that the proposal will invo1ve par­
ticipation by the Ministers of Finance or 
Presidents of the Central Banks of both 
countries before a tripartite agreement 
can be reached. The visit of the Secretary 
of Defense to Bonn in July should serve to 
present the matter further to Minister von 
Hassel. Negotiations should then be ca rried 
on in appropria te ways with the other members 
of NATO. 

d) 	Presidential Speecho The Secretary of State 
will submit to the President, by August 20, 
1966, a draft of a Presidential speech, to 
he made in late summero 

The speech will 'express faith in u.s. ­
European partnership a s the most effective 
system for ma intaining peace and for healing 
the division of Europe, and faith in NATO a s 
the effective agency for concerting policy 
in these area s and for e l iminating the use 
of force in European settlements. It wil l 
call for specific measures which give renewed 
substance to the partnership and the Alliance. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SEGRE!' - LfiVtDIS" May 18, 1966 

. • 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. 
te /;t · J/J-&) ~ 

Subject: ACDA's Submission and Response to NSAM 345 

In response to the request contained in NSAM 345, last paragraph, 
for constructive initiatives addressed to Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union, ACDA has submitted the attached Memorandum for the 
President outlining three major initiatives in the arms control area. 
I have given the original to Francis who has arranged for a copy to 
be delivered to Dean Acheson. 

These proposals clearly present a lot of problems. I think, however, 
that on balance they are excellent ideas that deserve serious con­
sideration by the President. The NSAM 345 exercise is probably 
the wrong forum to address these proposals. Nevertheless, I think 
it may prove very useful to have these ideas put before the Acheson 
Committee and the President in the context of the NSAM review in 
order to demonstrate the full spectrum of options available to us. 

I. Non-Proliferation Agreement 

There is little new I can add with regard to this proposal with which 
you are familiar. The prospects, if any, for such an agreement are 
clearly dependent at this time on the form of our decision with re­
gard to a 1thardware 0 solution to the nuclear sharing problem with 
NATO. This decision will and should be made primarily in terms of 
the needs of the NATO Alliance. In making the decision, however, 
we should be aware of its relation to the prospects for a non­
proliferation agreement. 

I think we could still get almost unanimous worldwide agreement on 
a non-proliferation agreement; however, the evolution of opinion in 
India, Japan, and Pakistan clearly shows that time is rapidly running 
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out on the prospects for such an agreement. Nevertheless, I would 
note that as recently as January of this year the State Department 
concluded that if the US and the Soviets could find agreement now on 
this issue, all of the major countries of the world except China and 
Indonesia would adhere to the agreement. I think that Indonesia can 
now be added to the list of potential signers. This condition will not 
exist much longer. 

I personally think it will be a great tragedy if we give up the possi­
bility of a non-proliferation agreement now by delaying too long a 
decision to give up a uhardware'" solution if we are going to make 
such a decision, or by maintaining the fiction of a future ''hardwareu 
solution after we have really decided that we would never allow it to 
occur. 

II. ABM and Missile Launcher Freeze 

I have discussed the pros and cons of this proposal separately in my 
memorandum to you (dated May 2} on ACDA' s proposed Pen Pal 
letter and my dialogue with Dick Bowman {my memo to you dated 
May 12}. While I think this presents the President with a more diffi­
cult problem than the non-proliferation agreement or the threshold 
test ban, I think that on balance it is an acceptable proposal. As 
you might expect, the Chiefs have come out against this proposal. I 
under stand, however, that McNamara has reviewed the matter and 
thinks that it should be discussed with the President. I have asked 
Ambassador Thompson to let us know what Rusk's views are on the 
substance of the proposal and the procedures for handling it. I under­
stand that Ambassador Dobrynin returned yesterday but it will be at 
least several days before we know whether he has anything to add 
to the subject. 

III. Threshold Test Ban 

Although I think this proposal is less significant than the non-proliferation 
treaty, I think that it probably has the highest chance of achievement 
in the short term of any of the new initiatives that we might make in 
the arms control area. With a clear indication of Presidential interest, 
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I think that it could be staffed through the Government. With proper 
preparation with a Pen Pal letter, there is a reasonable chance that 
it might be acceptable to the Soviets unless they have decided not 
to have any agreement during this phase of the Vietnam conflict. 

The comprehensive test b~n represents an alternative approach to 
the non-proliferation problem. This proposal has remained on dead 
center for the past few years since we have made essentially no 
progress in resolving the central issue that divides the Soviet Union 
and ourselves -- namely, the necessity for on-site inspections. In 
order to find a way out of this deadlock, ACDA is now re-introducing 
an old proposal that we negotiate a treaty without on- site inspection 
that would ban all underground tests above a threshold that could be 
monitored adequately by our unilateral detection system. The problem 
with this proposal has been to make the threshold low enough to con­
stitute a real technical barrier to weapons programs by potential 
new nuclear powers and high enough to permit one to monitor the 
agreement unilaterally without the use of on- site inspections. In 
the past, it has not been possible to close this gap. During the last 
month, however, AFTAC, the DOD organization responsible for the 
long-range detection of foreign nuclear explosions, has concluded 
on the basis of a very extensive empirical study of all the seismic 
events detected in the Soviet Union that our capabilities are con­
siderably greater than they had previously believed. I think it is 
now clear that we can monitor externally with a very high degree of 
confidence a threshold treaty at Magnitude 4. 7 5 {equivalent to 10 to 
50 KT, depending on the medium in which the explosion occurs) and 
possibly as low as Magnitude 4. 5 {equivalent to 5 to 20 KT). 

This threshold will allow the US and the USSR, with their high degree 
of sophistication, to continue most of their work on the most important 
weapons and nuclear effects tests that are still a matter of interest 
but would make it difficult for a new nuclear power to undertake an 
initial test and extremely difficult, if not impossible, for a new 
nuclear power to contemplate an orderly weapons development pro­
gram without violating or renouncing the agreement. While one 
can argue that this arrangement would be discriminatory against 

SECRET - LIMDIS ­



,. SE CRE I' - LIMDIS 

- 4 -

the non-nuclear powers, I think that an agreement on the part of the 
US and the Soviet Union at this point in titre would still have a band­
wagon effect of getting practically everyone except the Chinese to 
sign up. 

Attachment: 
Copy of Memorandum for the President 
dated May 12, 1966, from Adrian Fisher. 

cc: BDMoyers - w/ cy att 
FMBator - w / cy att 
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May 12, 1966 
DECl..ASSIFDID 

l!.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NLJ 93-03 . 

BJ 'Ai? » NARA, Dace 1-S- 7 ~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

I 

SUBJECT: Constructive Initiatives Addressed to 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. 

In NSAM 345 you requeste~ proposals for U.S. initiatives 
addressed to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. To this 
end, Mr. Foster and I would like to submit for your considera­
tion the following suggestions in the field of arms control 
and disarmament. 

Non-Proliferation Agreement 

The subject that has received the greatest attention 
during recent negotiations is, of course, a non-proliferation 
agreement. Such an agreement is looked upon by many as the 
most logical and urgent next step forward in arms control and 
disarmament. An initiative on our part to break the present 
deadlock on this subject is dependent upon the decisions that 
are to be made on NATO nuclear sharing arrangements. If 
these decisions do not involve a "hardware solution", it may 
well prove possible to negotiate an agreement with the Soviet 
Union without sacrifice to any legitimate interest of any 
member of the NATO alliance. The United States should, we 
believe, avoid dismissing a non-proliferation agreement with 
the oversimplified arguments that since the Soviets do not 
intend to proliferate anyway, there is little value in an 
agreement with them; and that if other countries wish to go 
nuclear, this would be a matter of such supreme national 
interest that a treaty would not stand in their way. Without 
a non-proliferation agreement it is fair to say that we have 

GROUP 1 
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no hope of stopping the spread of nuclear weapons on the 
basis of unilateral appeals. On the other hand, if we and 
the USSR were to agree to a non-proliferation treaty, 
probably all of the non-nuclear powers that are in danger 
of going nuclear would find it difficult not to adhere to 
such a treaty. Thus the issue would not be whether a treaty 
would stand in the way of the supreme national interest of 
such countries. The issue would rather be whether a US ­
Soviet sponsored international consensus, finalized in a 
treaty, would be a factor to be taken into account in 
determining what the supreme national interest of these 
countries was. Clearly it would be. 

ABM and Missile Launcher Freeze 

A second possible initiative would be the suggested 
letter from you to Chairman Kosygin proposing an eighteen-
month "truce" in deployment of anti-ballistic missile launchers 
and strategic fixed land-based missile launchers. This proposal 
was outlined in the memorandum I submitted to you on May 2, 1966. 

Threshold Test Ban 

Recent significant improvements in seismic identification 
capabilities now make it possible for the US to verify through 
national means an extension of the Limited Test Ban agreement 
to cover all underground tests having a seismic magnitude of 
4.75 or higher. Thus we are, with respect to underground tests 
of a magnitude of approximately 30 KT or higher, in a situation 
very similar to that of 1963 with regard to tests in the atmos­
phere, underwater and outer space. An agreement of this type 
would not be a complicated one since no international inspection 
machinery would have to be created. Moreover, the mere making 
of such a proposal would itself be highly regarded throughout 
the world as a constructive step forward. 

Attached is a paper which deals with the threshold test 
ban proposal in greater detail. We plan to submit the proposal 
in the near future to the Committee of Principals but thought 
it advisable for you to be aware of this possible initiative in 
the context of NSAM 345. 
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SECltEI 

LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
- 3 -

I am sending copies of this memorandum and its 
attachment to Secretaries Rusk and McNamara in the event 
that you may wish to discuss these suggestions with them 

attachment 

- SECRET 
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Acting 
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Threshold Test Ban as An 
Early East-West Initiative 

An offer to extend the present limited test ban treaty to 
cover the larger underground nuclear tests could be a constructive 
political and diplomatic initiative addressed to the Soviet 
Union as part of the program carried under the penultimate 
paragraph of NSAM 345. Such an offer could serve as a public 
demonstration that we are concerned with improving our relations 
with the Soviet Union. If such an offer were accepted, it would 
be a real step forward in turning down the arms race. It would 
also be a significant step in the field of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, without raising any of the problems presented 
to NATO by a formal non-proliferation agreement. 

Recent technical developments have made it possible to 
verify a treaty banning larger underground tests -- those above 
a certain threshold -- without on-site inspections. These 
developments are described in studies of the Air Force Technical 
Applications Center. 

These studies indicate that there are certain characteristics 
in the seismic signals received from underground explosions 
that are found in the case of all explosions. There is a false 
alarm rate in that the seismic signals which might be received 
at presently available stations from some earthquakes, are 
similar to those from all explosions. However, in the higher 
magnitudes, the false alarm rate becomes very low. In the 
case of events producing a seismic magnitude of 4.75 or larger 
there will be only 0 to 4 natural events a year in the Soviet 
Union which may produce signals similar to that produced by 
an explosion. 

This means that a potential evader of a treaty banning 
underground tests above 4.75 would know that such a test would 
come under intensive U. S. scrutiny. The U. S. S. R., in 
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particular, could be certain that the United States would 
bring all its intelligence resources to bear to see whether a 
prohibited test had taken place. This search would take place 
against the very low background noise of the 0 to 4 natural 
events which might produce a similar signal. The U. S. would be 
aided by the fact that the 0 to 4 annual earthquakes are located 
almost entirely in the Kurile - Kamchatka area, an area whose 
geology is such as to give the Soviets very little reason for 
conducting a clandestine underground test above 4.75 magnitude. 

We are thus in a position to offer a ban on underground 
tests above 4.75 -- without on-site inspections. And presently 
planned improvements in seismic capabilities may make it 
possible to identify even smaller explosions in the future. 

Under such a threshold treaty, the United States would 
be able to conduct underground testsin the vicinity of 30 KT 
without a significant risk of exceeding the threshold. The 
figure for the Soviets is probably comparable although they 
may not have as suitable geology for "low coupling" testing 
as the United States and they do not have as much experience 
in underground testing. For most Nth countries which have 
no prior experience in underground testing, the uncertainties 
are such that even a 5 - 10 KT test would run a substantial 
risk of violating a 4.75 threshold treaty. 

A variety of technical studies have been completed, and 
some are scheduled for completion in the very near future, 
concerning many of the specifics of a threshold test ban. The 
basic issue to be decided, however, is whether the advantages 
which a threshold treaty would have in embodying a US - USSR 
agreement to turn down a major part of the arms race and in 
inhibiting the potential nuclear powers from making a decision 
to manufacture nuclear weapons outweighs any potential disadvantages 
to the United States that might be caused by the slight possibility 
of Soviet cheating and the real inhibitions placed on US testing. 
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In the judgment of ACDA these advantages do outweigh any 
possible disadvantages. 

If a treaty were to be agreed to by the U. S. and the 
U. S. S. R. most, if not all, of the potential nuclear powers 
would adhere to it. They would probably do so as part of a 
total program against proliferation, one in which the 
principal nuclear powers were accepting a major inhibition. 
They would probably not conduct their own first nuclear test 
even a small one -- unless they were prepared to say to their 
own people and to the world that they were withdrawing from 
the program. 

It is, of course, true that a threshold test ban will 
not have quite as much of an inhibiting effect on prolifera­
tion as a comprehensive test ban. But a threshold ban 
bypasses the vexing problem of on-site inspection. It also 
g;uards against the dangers seen by some in the deterioration 
of weapons laboratories and even of weapons stockpiles which 
some say might result from a comprehensive test ban. Further­
more, it diminishes the importance of the issue advanced by 
some that we need further testing for ABM development and for 
assurance against warhead vulnerability. 

It represents an offer that we can make ~ to reduce 
East - West tensions substantially by slowing down the arms 
race. 

It is, of course, more probable than not that the Soviet 
Union's reaction would be to link our offer of a threshold 
test ban with a moratorium on all tests below the threshold. 
That would almost certainly be their initial reaction as it 
was in the case of the limited test ban. But the U. S. would 
have taken an initiative which, in and of itself, would have 
improved the U. S. posture. And the way would be cleared to 
a prompt agreement if the U. S. S. R. should see this in its 
long-range interest as it did with an earlier limited approach 
to the test ban problem in 1963. 

SECRET 
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3 June 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Measures to Increase Cohesion of NATO, Final 
Response to NSAM 345 

The measures covered in this memorandum are: 

I. NATO's Principal Political Function, 
Preparation for Settlement in Central Europe 

II. An Attack on the Technological Gap 

~· A NATO Military Payments Un~ 

IV. A Possible Presidential Speech 

·~ . ~ ·~ ~y~~ Vance 
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MEASURES TO INCREASE THE COHESION OF NATO AND THE 

NORTH ATLANTIC CONMUNI'IY 

This paper responds to that part of NSAM 345 which 
directs the developm~nt of proposals to increase the 
cohesion of NATO and the North Atlantic com.munityo 

Introduction 

The most dangerous ultimate outcome of the disinte·· 
gra.ting forces set in motion by French secession from 
NATO would be a similar shift of Germany from integ1~ation 
with the West to political and military unilateralismQ 
Measures designed to deal ·with the ~·ench defectiqn should 
therefore aim at oi.: be consistent with enhanced· German 
integration in NATO and the West; they should prove the 
worth of NATO, especially to the Gerrnans, and strengthen 
the cooperative relations within and through the organiza­
tiono 

While the European Corr~munity is not the subject of 
this memorandum, its existence as a vital constructive 
force in Europe and its future prospects are closely re­
lated to the goals of this memorandtun -- particularly the 
maintenance of an institutional frame)'lork within which 
Germany can live. The Com."1lon Narket has withstood 
de Gaulle's assnultso In time England will SU:rely become 
a part of this ComrnunityQ In the meantime, while we de ... 
fend and strengthen NATO ·we must also give continuing 
Uo s. support to the European Corru-n.unity and the cause of 
a united Europe" 

I 

NATO's Principal Political Function -­
Preparation for S2ttlement in Central Europe 

Since N..~..TO military forces and Uo S 0 nuclear support 
have greatly lessened the threat of military attack, 
NATO's cohesion will rest quite as much on its political 
basis. In short, :--:;...To is not merely a milite.ry structure 

to prepare 
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to prepare a collective defense against military aggres­
sion, but also a political organization to preserve the 
peace of Europe. More specifically, as long as the 
German problem remains the chief danger point, the ba'sic 
political function of the alliance is the collective 
management of the German-Soviet relationship in the un­
settled Central European setting that emerged from 
World War II. In this function the Federal Republic 
should participate as a confederate, and not a ·ward, of 
the other allieso A multilateral system of military 
integration in peacetime, embodying the whole of the 
German military forces, is a prerequisite for exercising 
this functiono 

Emphasizing, c1.arifying) and implementing NATO's 
political function is central to its cohesion during the 
present strains. The first step is to bring home to the 
NATO allies the need for an agreed NATO policy regarding 
the division of Europe and the division of Germany. 
Europe is full of demands for a political initiative, 
for not leaving the field of Eas.t-West relations to 
General de Gaulle, for a detente with Eastern Europe. 
But there is very little understanding that all this is 
meaningless unless action stems from an agreed policy 
for healing the division of Europe and Germany on a sound, 
equal, and lasting basiso 

The object of policy should not be to devise a 
settlement. Fifteen yenrs of meetings have proved that 
impossible. The object should be com:non action to improve 
the environment which could make discussion of settlement 
meaningful and not merely a move in a propaganda waro 
This suggests a look at the existing environmcnto 

1) 	 Present Situntion in Eastern Europe and 

Soviet Union 


The last ten ye~rs have been a period of changee But 
academic experts and governmer~tal officials agree that 
the .Eastern European countries are still CoITLrn.unist . regimes, 

·wedded 
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wedded to their political theology, unwilling to lose ' 
political control, and facing .serious economic difficul­
ties. These countries are filled with suspicion not 
only of the West but of one another. Thus, while un­
deniably there has been change, it is significant more 
in terms of ·what previously existed than in comparison 
with change in any of the W~stern nations. 

'lben there is the special problem of East Germany. 
The GDR has the highest standard of living of any of 
the Eastern European stateso It is the Soviet Union's 
most important trading partner and supplies advanced 
industrial exportso The twenty Soviet divisions in 
East Germany, and their line of supply across Poland, 
are the keystone of Soviet political and military 
hegemony over Eastern Europe. In a word, the status guo 
in East Germany is a vital national interest of the 
USSR. An active u. s. and Western European policy 
tm..Tards Eastern E-:...n.·cpe he.s both limitations and trapso 

2) Cautions Regc.r~ing Approach 

Approach to this coillplicated problem requires 
realistic appreciation within the United States and among 
our Allies of the probabilities and tempo of change in 
attitude of the East and, more particularly, of the nar­
rm~ limits of change imposed by the facts of the situaticnQ 

In Eastern Europe certain individuals and groups are 
cautiously trying to loosen dictatorial controls, while 
each of the states is atte:npting ·with varying degrees · 
of success to lessen dependence on the Sovie.t Uniono 
Weste~n fanfare o;· the spotlight of public approval turned 
on these individuals and groups, rather than helping. them, 
is more likely to end their efforts. Furthermore, a more 
liberal Western policy ought not to be identified too 
closely ·with NATO. The i\AT is a miiitary treatyo A more 
flexible Western policy will be vulnerable to Soviet 
attack and Eastern European suspicion if this policy and 
NATO are tied together. 

At every 
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At every stage in policy making and execution 
scrupulous attention must be paid to German interests 
and sensitivitieso The Germans will be difficult, at 
times irrational, and slow to move. They are, after all, 
in the difficult position of being under attack by 
de Gaulle and feared by their wea.ker Western neighborso 
To be insensitive to German views, or to override them, 
would sacrifice a vital Western interest. As we have ­
-seen in the past, many of the Western nations (partic­
ularly the Scandinavians and the British) fail to see 
the intransigence of the East, look upon the Germans as 
the obstacle, and often seek solutions at the expense 
of German interests. 

Finally, the dangers that detente will become the 
~urrent foreign policy fad are considerable. To our 
allies it could be, at the beginning, an excuse for even 
more inadequate defense contributions, and, ultimately, 
a bitter and disillusioning let dm·mo To the Soviet Union 
and the Eastern European states it might appear as a more 
suave attempt at "roll back" by dividing and weakening 
our opponents. This ·w·ould be a misfortune since it 
would defeat the purpose of the policy and open us to 
an effective propaganda charge that the u. s. lags 
behind its allies in opening peaceful intercourse across 
the division ·in Europe. 

3) 	 Suggestions for Improving the Environment 
in Central Europe 

Attached at Tab A are a series of suggested steps 
that may improve the Central European environmento They 
obviously vary in importance and merito Their importance, 
after they have been culled over, may be, first, in the 
cumulative effect upon our NATO allies, and especially 
upon the Germans, as an earnest of an attempt to work 
seriously upon the Central European and German problem9 
'lhis may help to offset the disruptive effect in 
Germany of the French--attitude follm·1ing the Hoscow 
visite The more long-te~ effect may be in creating a 

better 
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better environment for a step-by-step approach to ending 
the division of Europeo 

II 

An Attack on the Technological Gap 

Increased disparity in advanced technology and produc­
tion between the United Stc?..tes and Europe is becoming a 
most serious and potentially divisive issue. In a number 
of fields (e.g. cmnputers, large aircraft, weapons) the 
Uo s. is either able to produce advanced items which the 
European countries cannot produce, or to produce more effi­
ciently and thus take most of the market. The result is a 
European fear that their lag in the most advanced industries 
will lead to an ultimate status of economic backwardness or 
satellizationo This fenr w.ay very well be justified, but 
definitive economic studies have not been carried out. 

The causes of the problem are deep,o;seated and compli~ 
cated. There is the busic problem of scale; European firms 
are of uneconomic size, their markets are restricted, the 
complex of national lm·lS, tax rule.s and security require-­
ments inhibits growth. European investment in technical, 
scientific and business education, and in research and 
development, is comparatively lowo European management, 
marketing, and labor methods and habits are !lot competitive. 
These are problems the Europeans must solve ~- they cannot 
be cured by any technological package that the UQ So can 
assemble and eh-port. Ultimately they probably require a 
unified Europe. · 

Both to reduce European resentments and to release 
European c8.pabilities, hm·:rever, the U. So should do ·what 
it can to advance European technology and to encourage 
thos.e elements in Europe who are trying to deal with the 
problem. 

The Uo SQ has made a number of efforts in this 
direction, but in this country, too, the problem is 
singularly intractable. Its elements are encompassing, 

interdependent, 
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interdependent, and in many cases conflicting, affecting 
military and industrial security, larg,e gove.r11me11tal and 
commercial investments, and the responsib,ilities. of ~any 
.government departments .and agencies. 

Recommendation 

The esoteric nature of the subj ec-t matter and the 
int~actable character of some of the problems involved 
lead to the conclusion that any progress in this area will 
require policy decisions at the highest level, that is by 
the President• In order to begin the process, the President 
will need an investigation by someone familiar with the 
field to suggest. those areas which may be suitable for 
collaboration with chn.· allies!t Such an investigation 
might suggest not only the areas but the methods of col­
laboration which might be most successful, ·i.e., .working 
through multilateral organizations rather than .bilaterallyo 
If, after such an investigation, the President determines 
that certain areas should be explored in further detail, 
or that collaborativ~~ efforts should be initiated, the 
direction of this work should be centered in the office 
of the Pre .sident. We, therefore, recommend that the 

,President charge his Special Assistant f9r Science and 
Technology, Dr 0 Hornig, with the preparation of the pre·· 
liminary studies 0 Such further work as the President may 
wish to have undertaken should also be under Dr. Hornig's 
supervisiono . 

III 

NATO Military Payments Union 

Purpose 

The NATO Militn17 Payments Union (N'HPU) is designed 

to neutralize the impact of military expenditures on the 

balance of pa}T.1ents sccounts of the participants 0 


Function 

SEORE'f 
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Function 

Subject to further study of the technical aspects of 
the NMPU proposal, and to.negotiation with other NATO 
members, the Payments Union might function as follows: 

1) A member whose foreign exchange outlays for 
military expenditures exceeded its receipts would have art 
11NMPU military deficit". Conversely, ·a member who realized 
a net foreign exchange gain would have an "1\'f}IPU military 
SUl.."'"J) lus". 

2) Net surplus countri~s would deposit in the 
Union an amount in their m,m currencies equal to' the value 
of their surplus for a given period. Net deficit members 
would draw from the Union the amount of their defi.cito 

3) Thus, surplus countries would receive assets 
in the form of obligations of the Union, . while deficit 
countries ·would incur obligations to the Union equal ·to 
the sum of their drawingso 

4) To make assets desirable, interest would be paid 
on ~~WU obligations by deficit countries in convertible 
currencyo 

5) Assets would be long-term, without fixed matu­
rityo Members might agree that repayrnent would be effected 
when a deficit country achieved a surplus in its overall 
balance of paymentso The debt to the Union would be set­
tled only to the extent of this overall surpluso Creditors 
might encash assets in a corresponding 2~ounto 

Effect of the NNPU 

The :NHPU would convert foreign exchange losses and 
gai.ns to long-term obligations, thus alleviating balance of 
payments problems for both the United States and the United 
Kingdom. 

Bilateral offset arrangements would remain in effect. 

But failure to meet offset obligations would be less 
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significant, since the U. So could draw on the NMPU to 
neutralize net military expenditures in member .countries. 
Because no offset arrangements nm·1 exist with the Low 
Countries, the NNPU may be particularly important in 
neutralizing the deficit incurred in possible relocation 
of troops and bases. It might also encourage increased . 
purchases of military equipment from the Uo S~, since sur­
plus countries would, in this way, reduce the budgetary 
burden of acquiring l\11-D?U assets. · 

Problems 

The problems of negotiating the ~i}fPU center on the 
surplus ~ountries, . principally tb~ FRG, since they are 
asked to forego the~r foreign exchange gains by accepting 
NMPU long-tenn obligations. This means either a budgct~ry 
cost to the creditor, or additional outlays to ·procure 
military goods from other merabers~ · 

The Senior Interdepartmental Group (SIG) has decided 
that the Ni•PU is to our advantage, provided it does not 
involve a net additional exchange costo A more detailed 
description of the ~~D?U is at Tab Bo 

Recornrnendation 

FRG acceptance of the l\~Il?U is essential if it is to 
be of any value. Conversations should, therefore, be 
initiated· with the Germans this sum.-ner to obtain their 
support for negotiating the subject in NATO. The timing 
and tactics of presenting the proposal to the FRG are now. 

. being considered by the SIGo The European IRG has recom­
mended two alternatives: (1) an ap~roach by Secretary 
McNamara at the time of his talks with Chancellor Erhard 
and Defe.nse Ninister von Hassel in late July. Ambassador 
~~Ghee might make preparatory approaches before the 
McNamara talks;- (2) an earlier approach to the F~G by 
a special high-level . mission to Bonn, perhaps supp~rted 
by a Presidential lettero · 

During the past feH days the press has apparently 
learned of our interest in ,:m N}IPU" This may make more 

urgent 
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urgent the need for early talks with the Germanso 

The SIG will consider the negotiating tactics and 
schedule for the ~~fPU on June 7, and may reach a decision 
at that timeo The SIG recorrm1endation will, in that event, 
be available for consideration by the President at the 
time he is ready to discuss the issues raised in this 
memorandum. · 

IV 

Presidential Speech in Late Sum.~er 

By Labor Day most of the decisions necessitated by 
the disruptive action of Frc.nce will have been taken. 
"Damage Repair" and moving will have beguno Ho'pefully, 
some military pay~tlents plan may bring respite f~om the 
continuous friction caused by balance of payments con~ 
sequences of our -military position in Europep The time 
will have come for the inauguration of a new chapter in 
the life of NATO, or more accurately, putting new life 
into NATO. It will be a critical time. As has been 
wisely observed: 

"In the absence of violent events, inter­
national organizations do not di:ssolve. Members 
do not meet to declare them defunct. When the 
organization ceases to do business valuable to 
its members and is not replaced by· a more effec­
tive one it becomes a collection of ritualistic 
obeisanceso It inconveniences them least when 
it leads an innocuous life of its mm, and most 
when it gets in the ·way of their policies. These 
degenerative tendencies are not ne\·7 to NATO. 
They may become dominant if the desire to maintain 
NATO cannot be expressed in measures that give 
meaning to its businesso" * 

The new 

* Nendershausen, Horst, From NATO To Independence: 
Reflections on de Gaulle's Secession. The Rand Corpora- . 
ti.on, 19660 
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The new life to be put into NATO must come from 
'·'measures that give meaning to its business". We have 
tried to suggest some of them in this memqrandum. No 
one can forecast them with such authority as the 
President of the United States. 

Even more important, no one but the President of the 
United States can express the continuing life force of 
NATO -- the partnership between a· uniting Europe and the 
United States. '!he last ringing statement on this sub­
ject was .made in 1963 by President Kennedy in Frankfurt. 
Since then an attempted death blm·1 has been struck at 
the partnership. ~o~hing could so unite and in~pirit 
the remaining members of NATO, after the dreary work of 
the spring and stunmer, as a reaffirmation .by the President 
of continued· f~ith in partnership together with' a call 
for new measures to give meaning to its business. 

The speech should be well prepared for and put in a 
setting in which all Europe will listen. It should be 
followed by rapid implementation of the measures ·which 
the President may approve, both from the nuclear memoran­
dum and from this one. 

-SECRbT 
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ANNEX A 

SPECIFIC PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVING THE Ei:\TVIRONMENT IN 

CENTRAL EUROPE 


U~ S. Initiatives 

The most urgent and important step is for the U~Jted . 

States to deal effectively and quickly with those aspects 

of our ·ow11 behavior that set us apart and make us_ the most 

restrictive· member of the Hestern con:munityo A bill of 

particulars of possible Executive and Legislative Branch 

moves follO"ws: 


Presidential Initiatives 

1. COCON 

The COCOM selective embargo has little effect on the 

rate of economic growth or military capabilities of the 

Soviet Union or other Warsaw Pact nations. Our unwilling­

ness in the past to agree to a selective application and 

downward revision of this list has been a source of irrita­

tion not only in .Eastern Europe, but also among other COCOM 

countrieso We should now propose that the list be re­

examined and substantially revisedo 


2. p.So Export controls 

U.S. export controls (covering some 2,284 items, of 
which 1,072 are either categorically or usually embargoed) 
aim at inhibiting defense related industrial capacity as dis­
tinguished from the direct military focus of COCOH controls. 
Our export controls are largely ineffective, since UoS. em­
bargoed items not on the COCOH list are generally available 

· elsewhere from Free World suppliers o In addition, the system 
itself is cumbersome and time-consuming and adversely 
affects our cormnercial relations with the East because 
of the uncertainty that an export license will be granted. 

Furthermore, 
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Furthermore, our attempt to extend the scope of these 
controls through extraterritorial administration, ioeo 
through U.S. companies or subsidiaries abroad, is a nagging 
irritant in our relations with our Allies. An equally 
important irritant is the extraterritorial application of 
the Foreign Assets Control Regulations of the Treasury. We 
should reduce (at least to the COCOM level) the number of 
items under U.So export controls and renounce extraterri­
torial application of Foreign Assets Control regulations 
within the Alliance. 

3.. Civil Air Agreement 

The UoSo-UoS.SoRo Civil Air Agreement was initialed 
in 1961 but was not signed because of the Berlin crisis. 
Last April the Russians criticized our delay in ratify- · 
ing the Consular Convention and in signing the Air Agree­
ment. We should sign the Civil Air Agreement with the 
U.S.S.R. as soon as practicable. 

4. Travel in the UoSo 

In an effort to induce the Sovie~s to lessen or remove 
their severe restrictions on travel by Americans in the 
U.S.S.R. we have closed a number of areas in the United States 
to Soviet travelers. This effort has not been successful. We 
recommend that these areas be openedo This ·will remove the 
tarnish to our image abroad that results from adoption of the 
very ~ractices we condemri~ Sensitive installations in the 
U.S. can be protected by retaining the requirement for ad­
vance notification established in 1952. This will enable .iS 

to deny travel to sensitive areas. 

In November 1963, we took the initiative in closing 
certain areas to travel by East European official personnel 
assigned in the UoSo, although comparable restrictions on 
U.S. official personnel did not then exist in most of the 
~astern European countries. We should return to the 
principle of bilateral r~ciprocity in applying travel re­
strictions to East European official personnel and should 

~ 1 ~ • i· . . ./! • ... . ... •seeK tnc mutua_ rcauction or e imination o~ presen~ resLr1c­
tions which were established at our initiative in 1963~ 


5. Soviet HouJi!]_g 

l 



5. Soviet Housing in the U.So 

We ·have been unable to assist the Soviet Embassy in 
obtaining satisfactory property for a new Embassy in 
Washingtono This has been an irritant in our relations, 
and has been used by the Soviet Union as an excuse for 
not meeting our own acute hotising needs in Moscowo We 
should redouble our efforts to assist the Soviet Embass_y 
in this matter, making clear· that we will expect reciprocal 
treatmento 

6. Port Facilities 

We apply special port security procedures to ships 
from the UoS.SoRo and other Eastern European countries 
which are more severe than those applied to other European 
nationso If ·we take action -- consistent with our 
national security -- to ease these restrictions, it may 
open the way for regular visits to the United States by 
U.S.SoRo cruise shipso 

7. ·Rumanian Power Reactor 

In mid-1964 we agreed in principle with the Rumanians 
to sell them a nuclear power reactoro They are prepared to 
accept IAEA safeguardso We completed necessary consulta­
tions with COCm·l a year ago, and various Senators and 
Representatives have been consultedo We should now authorize 
the Rumanians to deal directly with American supplierso 

So Diplomatic Representation at Sofia 

We are the only major NATO country that does not have 

a representative at the Ambassadorial level in Sofiao To 

enhance the position of our representative would be con­

sidered a positive initiative and cost us nothing. 


9. Local Counterpart Funds in Poland 

The Poles will face a major problem in 1967 when they 

must repurchase for dollars approximately $40 million \·mrth 


of UoS. holdings 
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of U.S. holdings of local currency generated by the sale 
of surplus agricultural commodities. The Poles are not 
inclined to cooperate in proposals for the use of local 
currency so long as we continue our current practic.e of 
drawing from the far end of the repayment schedule (30 
or 40 yea;rs from no·w). A change in this practice might 
·induce Polish agreement to embark on projects of mutual 
advantageo They might, for example, be willing to help 
support the East-West Foundation or University discussed 
belowo 

10. U.S. Export Credit Guarantee~ 

At present we g.rant export credit guarantee~ only to 
Yugoslavia and Rurnaniao A Presidential determination to 
afford similar treatment to Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Hungary and Bulgaria would be a stimulus to u.s . .:..Eastern 
European trade and would remove what these countries look 
upon as a discriminatory practice. 

Legislative Initiatives 

1. East-West Trade Bill 

The discrimination against Communist exports is 
probably one of the most inhibiting political and economic 
obstacles to an improvement in U.S. relations with Eastern 
Europe. The East-West Trade Bill is designed to remedy this 
discrimination and to bring our trade practices more in line 
with those of Western Europe. The Administration should 
begin now to prepare the ground for consideration of this 
measure by the Congress after the 1966 elections. 

2. Consular Convention 

Our Consular Convention with the Soviet Union, signed 
on June 1, 1965, was reported out by the Foreign Relations 
Cor.unittee in August of 1965. The Senate has not yet acted, 
and is not expected to act on the legislation this year. 
Once ~gain, a Presi.dcntial request., at an appropriate time, 
for Congressional action mi~~t break the deadlock. 

Multilateral 
-SF.CR.ET 
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Multilateral Initiatives: Economic 

1. OECD 

We should propose in the OECD Council that the 
Organization study the possibilities for developing a 
policy aimed at reducing East-West tensionso Out of 
this might come an OECD proposal to invite Eastern 
European countries to establish some form of associa­
tion with various OECD Committeeso The initiative 
rests on the assumption that in a number of areas -­
road research, protection of the environment (air, sea 
and water pollution), urban development, innovation in 
the institutions and structure of education, manpower 
and social affairs, fisheries and agriculture -- several 
of the Eastern Europec>~n states might be interested in 
association with the OECD in one or more of these fields. 
A further virtue would be that the Organi~ation is 
flexible and might be the framework within which addi­
tional contacts and more extensive arrangements in other 
fields could be establishedo It would also .provide a 
neutral place for direct contacts between Western and 
Eastern officials. 

2.· An East-West Foundation or Universit:_y 

An East-West Foundation or University might be 
established in one of the Eastern European countries or 
Austria. The purpose would be to. provide Western instruc­
tion in subjects of acute practical importance to the 
Eastern Europeans, eogo agriculture, business administra­
tion and modern management techniques, Counterpart funds 
in Poland and Yugoslavia might be used for this purpose, 
though legislative barriers are formidable. We may well 
encounter resistance from the Poles and possibly the 
Yugoslavs. It might be feasible, however, to encourage 
the Ford Foundation, along· with one or two of the major 
German foundations, to offer the capital necessary to 
institute such a project~ Governrnent support from the U~Sa 
and other Western countries could then be used to help 

defray operating 
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defray operating costs. The past success of the Ford 
Foundation in Eastern Europe indicates that private 
sponsorship would be more likely to succeed, in any event, 
than a government initiativeo 

3. International Cooperation in Desalting 

The UoS.-UoSoSoRo agreement of November 1964 provides 
the basis for wide scientific and technical cooperation in 
desalinization, including the use of atomic energy. We 
might propose a UN conference, perhaps under IAEA sponsor­
ship, of government.officials responsible for research and 
development in this f ieldo Such a conference ·would be of 
interest to the technology exporting countries of Western 
Europe as ·well as to water short countries such ·as Israel, 
the Arab states, India, Greece, Spain; Chile, Argentina and 
Mexicoo The U.S.S.R. and the Eastern European· countries 
would have little basis to refuse such an invitation and 
would have strong incentives to participateo 

Multilateral Initiatives: Political 

1. Exchange of Military Observers 

We should pursue the Soviet propdsal of last October 
for an exchange of military observers, preferably on a 
bilateral basis, since the FRG fears that a NATO-Warsaw 
Pact exchange would· lead to GDR involvement. It might be 
possible to overcome the FRG objection to a NATO-Warsaw 
Pact exchange if there was a firm understanding that East 
Germany would be excluded. 

2. The German Role in Disarmament Consultation 

The. FRG should be invited to be represented in 
multilateral disarmament consultations. This could be 
either in connection with the Five Power strategy sessions 
generally held here in Washington before resumption of the 
E:NDC, or in connection with the Four Power sessions held 

in Geneva. 
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in Genevao This would also resolve the present 
anachronistic practice whereby the French participate in 
the Western consultations in Washington while the Germans · 
do noto 

3·. German Initiative To·ward the East 

It is highly desirable that the· Germans themselves 
initiate moves which will bridge the gap no·w existing be­
tween Noscow and Eastern Europe on the one hand and the 
FRG on the other. Gently, subtly and through every channel, 
official and unofficial, we should encourage the FRG to 
remove the obstacles ·to progress in better· relationso It 
should be relatively simple to get the Germans to make a 
completely unqualified, categorical renunciation 9£ the 
Munich Agreement which would be helpful in improving rela­
tions with Czechoslovakia. It should next be possible to 
get the Germnns to bend the Hallstein Doctrine sufficiently 
to. establish diplomatic relations with Rumania, Czechoslo­
vakia, and Hungary, to be followed by the other Eastern 
European states later. We should encourage the Germans to 
talk with the GDR, if not on a government level, at least 
on the order of the proposed SPD-SED t~lks· upcoming in July. 

The Oder-Neisse Line is a harder nut to cracko Nearly 
all West Germans are loath to . surrender this legal and 
political argument, unless and until progress toward German 
reunification is visible. 

Until Germany moves in these areas, hostilities and 
fears in Eastern Europe i;dll persist,, the FRG will be subject 
to attack and manipulation by the Soviet Union and the East, 
and these issues will divide the Western Allies. 

4. The Exchan~e of Visits 

An ·important policy that could be accepted by all NATO 
countries -- and one in which we could take the initiative 

would be to 
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would be to encourage both official and unofficial 
exchanges of visitso 

Visits by Soviet and American officials outside the 
framework of the Exchanges Agreement have been proposed 
and considered in the pasto It might be pos~ible to in­
vite Soviet officials who rank just below Brezhnev and 
Kosygi~ to make unofficial visitso Visits by ranking 
military officers might also be consideredo We doubt 
that invitations at these levels will be accepted ·at 
present, but we should indicate informally our willing­
ness to move when the Soviets feel the time appropriateo 

We should also consider encouraging local UoSo 
officials and private organizations to invite Soviet 
officials who are important in Party and Government ranks, 
yet who are not at the top levelso Such visits would 
expose influential Soviet individuals to the United States; 
and, if carefully and slowly introduced, might not be as 
vulnerable as visits by top leaders to chills in the over­
all atmosphere of our relations with the UoSoSoRo 

.. 
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April 23, 1966 

SUBJECT: A t>roposu t for a .NA'fO Mil i tat"y Pnynh.'t'\ts Union (NMPU) 

·The· Proeosa t . 

The NMP\l would h(• d(\sign~"d to neutralize the effects of military 
expeinditurt's on th<.' balance or payments acc(lu.nts of p~rticip:ati.ng countries. 
It would give operational meani.ng to the concept th3t majoi; alliance members 
·should derive neith(•r balance of payments advantages nor disadvantages fro~\ 
expenditurC's for the common cl~fensc... At prest'nt, bctl~mce of payments cffocts 
of defense ex.penditures Dr..? largely determir.ed by geography - e.g., expc.•nses 
of U.S. and U.K. forces in Europe ~ more or less offset by bilateral procur~­
ment arrangements. 

I. Structun.• 

1..n<.' pr<.'cisc.• fonture's of nn NMPU would need to b(\ n.cgodat~d with othc..'r 

NATO members. But the essentbl elen1.?nts of an ~:tPU might be .:ts follows: 


(l) Tht•rC' would be '1n agrct'd definition of military .;-xpt.'nditm.·l's .for 

h11PU purposl•s. Military procure;nen::, including that cov-:-red by pr~s'"~nt 


offs~t arrangements, would be in~lu<l.?d in the definitinn. 


(2) A nu.•mbe'r of the Union whose foreign exchange outlays for military 
•xpenJiturcs in oth<.>r mC'mber countries exceeded its own fort>ign exchange 

receipts from the military exp~n_ditures by other members in :t given pt'riod 

would have an "~'HPU military deficit". Conversely, rt member who mace n'-'t 

for<'ign exchnng(\ gains in military transactions with other members would 

have aii "~~IPU military . surplus". 


(3) To nt.rntrnl iz(' the.• b.lJance of paymei:ts (•H(•cts nf this pnttc-rn of 

sp~nding, nf:>t ·surplus countric.•s would <l(.>postt in th(\ Union an .'.lmnunt nf 

their own curr-:-nch·s cqunl to tlw vnlu(\ or thc.·ir surplus in :1 giv~n pc:riucl. 

and n~t dt'fi<.:it countric.•s woulc.J drnw from tlw Union the· rnnount of tlu:•ir 

d~ficit. Doposits ~n<l with<l::-.n-1~ls could b<.· m:-.Ji..• monthly on ttw basis of 

projections, with periodic (s.1y <iuarterly or semi-annual) adjustments. 


(4) In t'('turn for their di.•posits in ~he.• Union, surp!~s countries \..'1..'uld 

rec~ive assets in the fonn or oblig~tions of the Union. and d~ficit countri~s 
would incur obligations to the Union in th(\ amol.lnts of th~ir drawings. 
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(5) Inl<.·rc-~t would bt.• p;1id on the• h'MPU oblig~1tio11s by i.:ht..• deficit 
<·ountri(,•S in t·nnvta.rtihlc.· curr<.·ncy tn make tlwm r.lon• desh·ahlt.• :1ss~ts .for 
tlw Huq>lus c.·otintrh·H t:1") hold.: 

(_I,) ·rlu• NMPU obi iJ~nlions t.'.e>uld be.· lon~-t<:rm. .i~sl•ts without :1 lba.•d 
11~:al•tr .lty. Cmmtrh•s .in :i [>l'rsistl•nt: surplus position in the- Union Wl'Uld 
.cQn.tinul• to purclrnsl· and hold thf;tSE' bbligations, while countries in a per­
sistent debtor position tmuld continue> ·-to draw on the Union and increase 
the'ir debt. It 1might bc agree~ that when ·a m(l'mber in deb.t to ·the Union 
achieved a surplus in its overall. b~lance of payments, it would then settle 
its debt with the Union but only to the extent of its overtl,ll surplus. 
Creditor countri\?s ill the Pay;nents Union would b~ able to encash the_ir 
assets in a corresponding amount. 

(7) Debts owe-d to the Union afte-r the termination o.f NATO would be 

settled over an agre~d period of time. 


(8) Adherence to the ~~1PU would, in principle, be voluntary. Fr.:mc.: 

would presur.i.:ibly choose not to become a member of the Union, and we would 

probably not w3nt Crc~ce, Tuikey, and Iceland - which ar~ special ca~e8 ­
to become mem!>crs. 


The.· att:1chl•cl C1ppc-ndb: il lustratt.'s th~ way the NHPU would opl'rrtti.:. 

11 .. J-~ffrct nf N~·tPU on U,S, fii.lcttt;·rtil OffsC't AgrN·~H.'nts 

Bi.lateral offs~t arrcmg~mc~nts ·could continu~ in fo~c'-' aftl'r thE:' ~stu!:ilish­

m('nt. of the- l\:r~PU. N~w of~set arrangem~nts could b~ negotiated, but they \·l~-.uld 

not be ~s significant as for::1~':-ly for U.S. short - and mE·dium - term oalanc~ 
of payments reasons b~cau_S<' tr.e U.s. couid offset any nC't mi li.tary ·e:·~?en­
d itures in mt.>.-1ber count·ci("S by drawing on the ~PU; How~v~r, the> lik~tihocd 
is that countries with which WP now. hav~ offst:c: arreing~nu...nts would continu~.. 
to purchase in the U.S. not only because w~ h~ve a c~mpa=3tiv~ advantng~ in 
modern rail i.tory C'quip:n.~n't but nl so becaus~ ·such purchas(•$ would r(\du<.:e th<: 
inVl'Stmcnt th;1t surplus cnuncrif·S w..1uld ne~d to m.:&k<.' in ~~tPU obtig~ttl"tns. 
Surplus countri\.•S, likC' Cc·rm.:my, would hav~ a budg..... tnry in<..·c.•ntivl.. co pr0cnre 
tnil i t~1ry supp t iC's fn»n ~}iPti f:l(\mb0rs rath~r than dor:1.;-s ticc.. lly or fr,>m non­
membC'rs becaus~ such procun•mC'nr would rt:'duc~ their nC't cn'di tor pos i c ion 
.ind tlwrt..•\{ith tht.> buclg~t.:lry burden or acquiring ~:~P\J aSSl•ts. Surplus C\.'htntrfo5 

\lith which we do not h.Jvc.· ofrs,·t purc~asc.> arl:'cingl'rn<.·nts, like the Low C<>untt.:.'-·s. 
Wt..luld ht.~lp ta nt-utralizc· our Jc[iclt by thc·ir financial c.·pntrihutions to tht• 
~MPU. · Tnis would bt..' p.l ·cticul:iri.y implJ:-~ant if tr'"-'PS and i>~i:·h'S wc.•n· n ..dv.pic,yt·<.: 
from Franc~ tP the• Low Co\.rnti.·i,.. s Yh~')SC' miltta:.·y ·c.·xchangt..' rt.·cci~ts would~. i.n 
that ('Vi•nt, substanti.:-illy ~xc<...ec.i thC!it' military '='"'·P('nditun·s in otlwr mt:r·ilO.l't° 

c:ountri('S. 
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·An tiMJ'lf wuu Id. ia l tlu- m111 J m11:11, he· c:as c· ff<.•c.· t j 'll' In the· short and mNH um 
,·,.;··•••in nc··ul"r•d .i:du;~ llll'·h:d:u1(·c· of 1,;1yr11<:nt:; ('.jft•<.:t-1• of. uur ::dli.t.,ry spc·nc.Iing 
mt "bl l••C.l·r.·at •)ffs.. t:-: alu1n•, :wd wi.l.lu1ut tll<: frictions tlw~;,_• 1~1·nc.·rt1tc:. 11H.~ 
~tf litary 1>.ul l;1ys of tlw _lk.•fc;.•n:-;t· Uc.·{>:lrtnit.•nt would h~· balnncc.-d nf>t only by 
nti U.t;lry S~ll\.•S but also by <lr:iw ings on the- NMPU. Such drawings -would be 
considered as part of the Defonse Dcp.artment' s contribution to balance' in 
our ·external accounts. 

III. Tht- U ,S, Deh t to the ?-.~1PU 

'11\c- U.S. would b~ in dc:-bt to the ™PU to the extent tha.t. U.s. military 
salC's to mc·mb(.'"rS fell short of U.S. military cxpenditur<.>s in mentber countries. 
lt would p~y interC'st on the debt so long as the NMPU held thest' claims. 

Over -time, our position in the Union might al tc·r, either 1fecausc.• our 
military outlays ;ahr":td WC're rC'duccd ·or military sp~nding by o ther mcmbt'r::> 
here incrcas~d, and we might movt' from a debtor to a creditor position. 
However, the U.S. would almost ·cl•rtainly continu~ for sorae time to b(.• a 
dl~btor to th<.' Union. Various urrangemeon.ts would be possible for· scttl~mc-nt 
,,f the debt. Thus, it might be agreed that debts to th~ ?\"}iPU woulcl hav~ no 
fixed maturity but would be- s~ttlc·d wht:'n, and to the ext-:nt that, ,clc;>bton; 
come into ov~ral l balance.• of paynH.-.nts surplus. Then, the U.S. would not 
have to r~pny the debt until, and only to the extent that, .it was in ov(•rall 
balance of pnyt:lCnts surplus. As indicated ~bove, nlternotiV(' arrangcm~nts 
art.... po·ssi.hlC', including ·mt1king the obligations of fixc<? inatu.r ity. 

We shnultl not rt'garcl 'imh.·bct•dnt.'SS to the ~:tPU ~mci tht.' enrol t~r;· 
n·bli~•1tion to p;.ty interest as ~n abnorm.:il arnmgen.ent. It is l'ntin.·ly 
consistent with current U.S. policy to cncour.:ig<.• ro~·~ign private' invest'-ll;'S 
t,.. :t\:'qui.rc c·quity cl;1ims in U.S. industry, ancl · forc.>ign gov~rnments to hold 
int<.·n·st-bc:1ring clc)l lar clnims ~ncl other d;.-.bt instni.-:ic.·nts. At a tirae when 
our economy is ut Cull (•mploynw::it and hotth~n~cks are? appi.'aring in de.fen~H' 
industrie$, it mny eve~ b~ pr~f~rable to bal~nc~ our accounts by the import 
of capital rathC'r than tht- ex?nrt or r.lilitary go0<ls. 

Put annth<:r way, our bnl;.mct:' of pay.nt'nts prohil';;i is a iiquidity pr.obtc111 1 

not :i prob li.'m n f long- t\.•na dc-h t. On long- t'-·na intc.·rna t ion~1 l nccount, W\.' nrt.· 
far and away a substanti~l. n\.·t creditor, an<l our cl.·cc;icur position is gr,>wing 
st<.•adily stron01..•r. What we- wish co avoid for bal.:tnc'-' or paym"nts or. liqui.citty . 

1r<'flSons is tht:' furth~r .:iccu."il\.tLCi.:ion of dollar:; by fnr~·ign govc-rn.1H,"'nts tlwt l.·~n 

b~ pn.'SC'nli.>d to th<.• u .s. for gold.. Wt.• can, 0 r C\"lUt'S(', :1 tt(~1'.lpt to avoid chis 
by 0 r fse t ting <"Ur mi u t~ry (•Xpl.·ndi turc.•s with mu i cary ~a t.:.·s; WC' cnn ('qu:l t Iy 
W<'ll ~void this by ensuring th;\C dollars acquir-:-J as ~ consc·qucnct~ or U.S. 

http:t\:'qui.rc
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1rai litni-y sp0ncling a1n: "stt·ril b~c-d" for a lnn~ p<...ti.ml :m thnt tlH.'Y <:;.nm\lt hc­
.prc.·st•1llc.•d to us l 0 urn.>11tly .for gold or L'mharrtt5tS fon.•ii~n ~ov<.'rnmc.·nts . by 
:acldi n~ to tlw i r. ;1 I rl·~1cly Huhs t;1nt i•1 l liquid do"l lrtr n.•S.l"'rv,•s. "th<.• ·cnnv'-"n; i,,11 
of .th(•S<.' dol lnrs from liquid balanct'S into long-tt"On ob\ igations mt!ets tlll' 
iiquidlty problem. The.• charge- on our balnnct' of payments would be- a modest 
annual interc·st charg~ with repay.r~ent of the principal postponed until the 
U.S. balance of payments was in overall surplus and . then only to the ext"nt 
o~ the surplus; or, alternatively, a somewhat larger but still reilntively 
modest. interest ' and amortization ~barge. The increase in U.S.- long-tenn 
debt would have no other repercussions on our liquidity position or on 
confidence by othl... rs or by ourselve-s in the integrit)' ·of the- dollar. Our 
long-tc-rm creclitor p<lSition would continuE' to bC' solid. At th~ end of 1964, 
U.s. rissets ;ind i.nvl.>S tnH.'nts abroad totaled $99 bi11 ion wherc..as total forc-ign 
ass~ts and invC'stm~nts in the- U.S. amountc-d to $57 billion. 

IV. nn:mcial Effoct of N:1PU l.1n Other N.'\TO Countrfos 

Initially, Germany, thc- · B'-"1ne-lux countries, llnd possibly Italy would bc­

in surplus. Th£" U.K. would be in deficit. 


In the: long tc-1:m, tlw t:rPu could C'ncouragc." military pn>l"Hr~;nent i.n thi:­
u.s. to thC' point of pushing tlw U.S. inco a surplus P'lsitio11, which \o.'<'l1h! 

mt'an that tlw ·U.S., by lc-nding to th<."' ~1-lPU, would its(•l f be- financing thrs".. 
purchast's through appropriated funds. Given the magni tudt- oI the- cu::-rt:•nt 
U.S. deficit _,..,n military account:, this would ap?~<lr to bl" quitl"' unli~ely, 
although th(• Union should stfo•ulat~ allied purch~s~s on military account •. 

However, if this situation should occur, it would not nE.'\."€-ssarily be 
disadvantageous to the U.S. First of all, the achieveme~t of an ~"}1Ptf 

surplus would mean thnt an improvc·r.iC'nt of so~~ie $509 million n year in th<.· 
U.S. paymC'nts pnsitil)n _would alrC'ady havi:;> tak~n plact."'. Sl..c:0ndly, dc4 p~nding 

on tlw countd.t.•s prim.:trily invol vc-<l in larg('-scah· rail it:,:-y procurem('nt fr,):n tht..• 
U.S., it might Wt.•l l b~· i.n tlfo U.S. nati,1nal in~t."'rC'st to lc-nc? on "soft" t('r.ns 
if this l~nding seC':ned Lik'"•!y to contributt..> t<"1 a stn.-r.gtlil·nin~ of tb.· ccon{~~y 
of the recipient country nnd n cor.sE:-c;uent re<luction in r<.·lilcc·cl U.S. co:n~;,it­
ments. This would b~ particularly trut: in th<.· cas~ of the- U.K., wh~rt· SU?i>Ort 
of sterling is in th(' U.S. nc:tional . interest. · Finally, thC' dire-ct d:foct on 
<'Ur balance of pay;n('nts woulc! c·nntinuc- to b"· neutral. •firnt is, our long-tt·rm 
l~nding (capital outflow) ~nut~ be balanced by our incr~~s~d military ~xpc)rts. 

V. Acivant.:ig ..·s of th•.· X~tPlJ 

If tlu.... N~U>U pr\)posal c.:ould b~ succt.•ssful ly n(•gotintC'<l, it would bt.> in 

th~ U.S. int~r~st b~caus~: 


""i 
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l. lt would substnntially fre:~ NATO security policy form:Jlation fror.t 
biJl:.an<.·<.· of p<lymC"nts t·unst:ralnts. 

2. It would n•lit~vl• th~ U.S. of current gold and exchange losses. an.sl.ng 
from NATO military expenditur~s and of sowe of the indirect burden of supporting 
sterling. 

3. It would multilateralize an important financial aspect of NATO relations, 
thereby reducing the po!.itical tensfons associated with existing bilateral off­
set arrangements and strengthening the unified posture we and the thirteen hav~ 
adopted toward Franc~. 

4. It would eliminate the economic uncertainties inherent in biennial 
offset nc-gotiations with Germany. 

5. It would provide full financial offset coverage for a.11 our defens~ 
expenditur~s in the territory of participating countries including th~ costs 
of relocation. 

6. It would provide an incentive to procure th0 best available militnry 
goods from th0 most Clc!v.:in tageous source in the- a 11 iance. Given the.. U.S. 
comparativ~ advantage in military equipment, procur~mcnt in th~ U.S. might 
riSl'. 

7. It would r~liev~ th~ U.K. of the balance of pa~~~nts strains c~us~d 
by its militciry exIH.?nditures in tht."' ?iATO area and reciucc- ?rt:'ssur~s to cut 
fore~ co;n.Td tments in Germany. 

VI. Nt.'gotiating ~ind Other Possibl0 nifficultil"s 

It would be difficu] t to m..gotiate th~ ~:!PU b~t'. ause: 

1. Surplus countri~s would hav~ additional cnsts. In the case 0f 

Germany, thes.:" cos ts would b~ additional for.;.·ign exch:angt.' \>Ut lc:ays to procur~ 

military goods from oth.::r mcc.b~·rs r:ather than dl1ilH..·Sl:·icntly~ ,,r adJitif'nal 

budgetary coses to purc!rnsc.." ~-XPu assets. In che ca~e oi tlw tow Q)un:rh"s, 

th~ cos ts would b" a budg(: tary bunien, to tni.' ('Xt\.·n t th<'y find thc·i~~S(· t v':~ 

unabl~ to reduc\? thei .r surpluS\.'S tn4'ou:;!1 military ;.1rncur<.·r;·umt. Rt'd\.•pl.oynh:nt 

n1ight inflate' their ~":"(PU sur~lus position by as much ns ~ l<:t us s4y, $100 

n1i.llion p~r y~:J.r in each country. For Ilolgium, such a fi.gurt· would n·pn.·sc·J1l 


some 3 pcrc\.•nc: of curr\.'nt an41~al buclgot.:iry c·xp'-·nditur<.·S .lnd, for tiu.• ·Noti1t·r ­

lands, abvut 2.5 p<'rcent. Wt' wou.i.cl !>(· asi<.ing th'-"m, in c.•f.f.:..-c::, to stl·rili;,.(t 

tht.11 ir for~ign l'XCh~ngc.- gains by C'~uiva!c--nt oudgetary Outlays. 
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2. In pr-.·sl•nl l·ln·tunstnn"-'l•:;, th~ NMPU pruposal mit;ht b~ vic:Wl!O by 

c:ontin<:'ntal l~urc.lp ...'ans as an tm~lo-Saxon devic<.~ dcs'igned t\"> hav·t· Europ~ 

£inane~ U.S. and U.K. deficits, thereby relieving the U.S~ and U.K. of 

taking the m~asures necessary to restore balance to th~ir accounts. 


3. There would be a number of technical problems to be resolved in 

the negotiating process, for example: the definition of military ex­

penditures and overall balance of payments positions, acco.,.nting techniqu~s 


and other ground rules. · 


In the process of nc-gotiating the NMPU we might cncouragt' the Germans 

to delny even further tht:- ful fi.llmcnt of their pr~sent offset com:aitments 

and jC'opardize th~ negotiation of new bilateral undertakings. 


V11. C:oncl us i on 

1.1t<.· qu<.~sti.on is not whetlwr a succc-ssfotly nl•gotiated ?\11PlJ would b<.' in 
e>ur intt.•rest. Clcn~ly, it wou•ld. R~lief fro:r. currc..nt and growing strains 
on our balance of payml'nts should reduce the nec-d for nc•w balance of poymcnts 
u1easurC's harmfol to U.S. forc~ign policy objectivc•s. Th~ acc\,;.lnulation of U.S. 
Long-term d('bt to the X~1PU should not be a matter of conc~rn, giv.cn our 
strong and growing creditor position. And the short- and mediu.rn-term gain 
should outweigh any p(>Ssibility that the }.1'1PU would have the op?osite effect 

. of stimulating excC'ssiv~ allied procur~ment in the U.S. 

Rather, the matter for decision is whethC'r we should now atte;;~!lt: to 

negotiate the::· ?-.~IPU. Would proposal of a sch~me which ::-ecuirc-~ increasod 

pa~inents to th~ U.S. and Britain by nb:l-French continer.tals holp or hinder 

the r<!'structuring of XATO at this juncture in alli~-:lce -:>olitics? 


Tht.• risks of raising the- proposal now art:.' two-fold. We could, in th'"· 

negotiating procc.•ss, jl•opardizt..· the German offset. And we could reinfon.·c· 

reluctanc\.• in th<.· B<:n~lux countries to accepting r<.·<le'plnyml·nt of NATO's 

command and s•.1pport apparatus on tlwir te?rri.tory. We.· would, i.n C'ffC'ct, hl' 

asking tht-~ii not ~>nly to acc.·c:pt tla: pre-sence o~ ~A"i'O fon.·l·S hul .ilso tu 

"invt.•st" th(:ir rc.·sulting fon•i.gn C'xchange gains. 


If we do not put the l\':-U>U forw;ir<l now, w~ will entt•r the m•gotiations 
for t-!A'l'O rescructurir.g in a position of great finur1ci~l un~ertainty. Not 
only is th~ G£>r.nan offset cncountt•rir.g increilsing difficul til•s, but th~ 

financing of r~location is entir~ly unclear. And a rangC' of constructive 
actions in ~,\TO - i>1:oposals for m·w incegrated f1.n·c~s .as Wl•l l as for joint 
procur~ra~nt, Lncreas~d crad~ in w~ap0ns, and co~dev~lo~~~nt and co-pro<lu~ti,>n 
schemes • would b~ more difficult to pull off in cite absence of a m~chanism 
for hctndling th~ fina;lci.:il unc.:ertainties inh~rent in t1H?1n • 

.. 
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ln short. what w"• l'll·c·d to ~•SSt.'SS is wh(\thl·r thl• podtf.c'1l . ~ppc.•al of 
m~ltilat~rallsrn - and renlization that failure to mak~ : 3n additional 
financial effort would makl• U.S. force withdrawals more likdy - would 
bring European ForC"ign Min is tt'"rs to override hesitant Ministers of Finance-. 

We can only makeo this judgment after discreet consultation with our 
allies. In order to minimize the risk both to relocatio.n discussions with 
the Beneilux and to the German offset, our first approach shQuld be confined 
to Bonn. 

R,..conunenda t ion 

That th<:' propos<ll outlined Clbov~ be pr~sC'nt~d to tlw German CovC'rnmc.mt 
and its· commc.-nts requested; th~ British Covernment should be infonned of 
this ~ction and that we will be consulting them further about it. 

http:CovC'rnmc.mt


!low tlw NMl'll Would Work: 

Suppose NATO consisted of four countries with the following 
yearly pattern of military expenditures: 

United States: 

Germany 

Italy 

U.K. 

Balancing 	Item 
(Military Deficit) 

.T 0 T AL 

United Kingdo~: 

u.s. 
Germany 
Italy 

Balancing Item 
(Military De-Heit) 

TOTAL 

Italy: 

Germany 
u.s. 
U.K. 


Balancing Item 

(Military Surplus) 

TOTAL 

·Germany: 

U.S. 

Italy 

U.K• 

.Balancing Item 
(Military Surplus) 

'I 0 T A T.. 

Expenditures · Receipts 
($ millions) 

750 

200 

150 


1100 
= 

150 

200 


30 


100 

50 

30 

700 

50 


100 


200 

1050 

'ee.cPut~ ..<sr 1'"'.t 

700 
50 

150 

200 

= 1100 

150 
100 

30 

100·­380 

50 
200 

30 

280 
= 

750 
100 
200 

1050 === 
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In the above example, the U.S. · has a NATO milita r y deficit of $200 
million and the U.K. has a NATO military deficit of $100 million. 
Germany and Italy, on the other hand, have NATO mi littrcy surpluses of 
$200 and $100 million respectively. 

Under these circumstances the U.S. and the U,K. would be entitled 
to draw $200 and $100 million respectively from th(! tflli.on, and Germany 
and Italy would be obliged to provide the Union '-''ith ~200 and $100 
million respectively. This would neutralize the dir~ ~ t balance of pay­
mC'nts impact of NA'i'O defense spending on these count r. l~s. 

In rC'turn for providing, their currencies to t he N~tPU, Italy an<l 
Gcrm.:111y would ohtain corresponding assets in the t or::\ Clf obligations of 
the Union. The U.S. and tlw U.K. would incur ohU.;;.1 ~ ll'ms to the NMPU 
in the amounts of their drawings. Thus, after t!h~ HrHt Yl".:lr the balc'.lnct· 
sheet of the l\1-IPU would appc.~ar as follows (in $ ni U \\ltlS}: 

NHPU Assets NNPU Li ~l. bi t t ties 
· ---·"~--

Owed by U.S. $200 Owed to Ge-:.~man\~ $200 

Owed by U.K. $100 Owed to Itilly ·" $100 


Total Assets $300 Total Liahtl!tJ~s $300 

If NATO spending patterns changed and coun t.t: i e i ,formerly in surplus 
ran a NATO military deficit; !\1'1PU obligations CQ'~ll4 ~·.t used to finance 
the deficit. Similarily, countries in deficit 1>.~t .._ in sur?lus '\o:ould 
repay their debt to the ~'X?u by providing it with tl:ti:r currency. 

To il lustr:tte, let us suppose that in year ~ t.t~ ·positions of the 
four NATO cnuntri<.'s racntioned above were Fxnctly l."<:'\',,r::"$.ed: the U.S. o.rnd 
the ll.K. lwcl NATO military surpluses of $200 and $\ ·:\.~million, rcsp\.~ cti.vdy, 

and Ct.!rmany and It.:ily had NATO militnry dcficit f of' -;<.\rre~pondin~. ..imounts. 
In this c~SL' tIH-. U.S. and the U.K. would provide th.<:r cu:--r~ncy to th<.: 
~"MPUJ and in return, th~ir inc!ebtc<lncss to the U"~io!'.' would b~ cancel le<l. 
Gerffiarly ari.(l Ituly could dr.:iw $200 ar.d $100 milli..:'tn !~@\ the Union and in 
return wolild surrender thl!ir asset:s '1cquirt:~c in ~·t.~.l.!' t.... Therefore, at 
the end of yeur 2 ail outstanding ass~ts c.ncl li <t~fl ::~ t~s a.rising from ti1c 
drawings •,\•ould cancel out, and the K~~Pi,; balance .$hct +: would be cor..pletcly 
clear. 

A gener-al i.den of hmv the ~")!PU would have \r.:l.,:it~:-4 ir.. 1963 may be 
obtain~d from the followi~g rough estiraatcs (in t ~~lions): 

http:l."<:'\',r::"$.ed
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NA1'0 Mil i.tary Sur:>lus NATO Military O~ficit 

Belgium 30 Greece 5 
Canada 250 Italy - 60 
Denmark 20 Netherlands 5 
France 200 U.K. 260 
Germany 270* u.s. 520 
Iceland 10 
Norway 30 
Portugal 5 
Turkey 35 

850 

* Includes German expenditures under offset arrangements. 

The five countries in NATO military deficit would have hCl'll ahh• 
to draw amounts from the Union corresponding to their deficits, and the 
nine countries in surplus would have been obliged to proviclc their 
currencies to the Union in amounts corresponding to their surpluses. 
The U.S., for example, would have been able to draw $520 million fron1 
the Union, and its overall balance of payments position would have been 
improved by this amount. 

The NMPU could operate even if one or several members of NATO 
elected not to participate. For example, suppose France did not choose 
to participate in the },'}!?U. In order to visualize the impact on th~ 
NMPU, let us suppose further that in 1963 France's NATO military surplus 
arose solely from military sp~nding in France of $100 million e'ch by 
the U.S. and the U.K. In ~his event the total 1963 NATO military surplus 
and deficit would amount only to $650 million, and the U.K. and the U.S. 
would be entitled to draw only $160 and $420 million respectively from 
the Union. 

It is reasonnblc to assume that France would not participate in the 
NMPU. It might also be desirable to encourage non-parti<.:ipati.,m h·y CrL!CCt' 

and Turkey hccnuse or their relativt::ly W<.!ak economics. Such chang<.·~ in th:.! 
numhcr of partlcip<:.nts would not vitiate th~ ~":'1PU mc<.:ha:lism as descri:wd 
above. The figures would change, however, and if spending patterns 
remained the same, the absence of France would obviously recluc<.~ th(.• 
direct balance of payments benefits to be derived froil1 the N('-1PU by the 
United Sta~es. 

If France~ Greece and Turkey were eliminated fro:r. the above 1963 
NNPU estir.1~ces, the NATO military su::plus and deficit positions of th~ 
remaining cour::cries for thc..t yea~ might appear as follot.is (in $ mil lions): 

-


http:follot.is


<(·g.x1· 1 Olili'l't t\I 

NA1.'0 Militarv Su!"Plus NATO Militarv Deficit 

Belgium 70 Italy 40 
Canada 285 Netherlands 5 
Denmark 20 United Kingdon 285 
G-errr.any 235 United States 375 
Iceland 10 
Norway 30 
Portugal 5 

655 

If 1 as a result of a shift in the deployment of NATO forces from 
France to the low countries, the $200 million French surplus for 1963 
should be reflected in larger surplus positions of Belgium. and the 
Netherlands, a larger NATO military deficit for the United States would 
appear likely. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Attached State-Defense Men10 on Measures to Increase Cohesion 
of NATO (2nd Part 0£ Response to NSP.M 345) 

.Attached is a good memorandum -- signed by George Ball and Cy Vance on 
behalf of their principals -- on constructive steps for holding the 1-Jliance together 
and giving it a forward look. Specifically: 

Part :r (pages 1-4 -- written by 1' .. '1r •. Acheson} suggests a general approach to Ii 
N.A TO ai. .. i European policy. You will wish to read it in its entirety. The central 
p _ ·ints are: 

1. NA TO' s job is to provide :for (i) effective military defense and 
deterrence; {ii) collective mana3ement of the Germz..n-Sovie~ 
relationship (and, specifically, a multilateral frame .for the 
Germ~J. military). 

2. To succeed in the above, we must work for a consensus among the 
Allies on policy with respect to the central proolern of Europe: the 
division of Germany and of Europe. 

3. Such a policy should not now involve c.n attcmp~ to blueprint a 
settlement - - the Rus _sians are not yet ready td retrench. Rather 
it should aim at imp1·oving the East- West ei'lvironment, so as to 
permit r.:.i.eaningful discussion of a settlement in the future. 

4. Action to improve the environment should not be identified too 
closely with NA TO as such. 

5. In all matters of East- \\Test policy, scrupulous att~ntion should 
b~ paid to Ge:..·m.an concerns a::cl interests. 

6. We should give strong support to th~ European Economic Community, I 
and to "the cause of a United Europe.'' 

Bator comment! The interesting question raised by the above is whether we can. 
maintain a consensus that "environment improvement" is all that is possible for 
the time being. .At the moment we are doing pretty well ir. this respect - - the 
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re~ponse to the Danish proposal for an· East-West conference indicates that few of 
our ;\llies have illusions that the Russians are ready to pull ·out ·of Eastern 
Europe. However, over time we will have to deal with .proposals £or a settlement 
involving neutralization, military thin..out, etc. Further, I suspect that neither 
this line of policy, nor any other, will keep NA TO at center stage. Deterrence - ­
N.A TO's natural business -~ is still necessary, but it is inevitably a less engrossing 
preoccupation than in the early. S0 1s • . I would argue that as long as we manage to 
keep our collective allied defense in order, .ai1d keep the Ge1·1nans built..,;in, some 
reduction in the importance of NATO as such in Westerh policy over ~he next 
sevei·al yee'.l.rs is not something we should fear if we acthrnly nurture relations among 
the key "'~llies and keep on working on the East-West front. But this is a coptro­
versial view. 

* * 
Part II (pages 5 and 6) deal with the European concern that they are on the 

short c~d of a growing technological gap vis-a-vis the United States. Many 
important Europeans worry about fhis (although son"le of their reasoning is foolish). · 
The solution lies principally with them -- faster econon~ic integration leading to 
larger markets, moi·e money fo1· rcDcarch and developmentj etc. However, there 
may be some institutionc:tl arrangements through which we could help (e.g. a N.f,TO 
computer center). The memo recomm.ends that Don Hori1ig be charged with .a 
preliminary study of the problem, and Don has already m.ade some suggestions (at 
Tab ). 

We recommend a. committee chaired by Hornit?;,. with membership f::om Budget, 
CEJ., DOD, State and Commerce. 

Wo1·k out appropriate instructions for Hoi·nig pl'us com.mittee 

Speak to me 

* 
Part III (p.J.gcs 6-9) recommc:ids th<l.t we propos e to the Europeans a NATO 

1vfilitai7 Paymc:-.i.ts Union to zupplcr...:.ent :to:ffsct' ' , ~nd put it on a ~1.u.ltilatcrd basis. 
The scheme would be designed to see that no member of the f,lliance suifors a 
balance of payments drain due to its contribution to the common defcns c. This· is 
a first-rate idea., though it will be hcird to negotiate. There has bce:i some i·esis­
tance from. Defense and Ti·easury, but both Walt and I are convinced that s .omething 
like this can be ITu:"'l.de to work and is '\Vorth a good try. A technical committee is 
now working out the details, and will be reporting to the SIG in two weeks. We will 
probably be asking for a Presidential letter to Chancellor Erhard as a first step. · 
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* * 

l·nncx .A (Tab./'..._ , pages 1-8) contains a long list of bridge·-building proposals 

for ''in1proving the e11viro11me11t in Central Europe. 11 Three of these appear ready 
. for you to announce dght now. I would pyonose t.hat y:ou....m.ake them the cic..tion . 
proposoJs i.n_y..0J..1r Rose Gcrdcn....at.atemr>nt to the t.nstrians on Enropenn and F:as.t­
,\~..ll:_p_gjjc~.c.heduled for neyt "1Wednesday~~th.~ I will do a separate memo 
on these which you will have tomori·cw. If you approve, we will build them into the 
draft speech. They involve: 

1. 	 .An East- West institute (perhaps located in f.ustria) _which would 
bring together managers, adminiotrators, economicts, city planners, 
engineers -- professionals and students -- to study and consult 
and teach each other. The institute would focus ~n the practical 
problems of managing and applying modern tccfi..niques to the running 
of ente1·prises (small and lal"ge, public and private) on city planning, 
the design of urban tra11sp-o:rt sy~terns, edc.c :ltion, etc. It could be 
financed by private as well as public money (and some money from the 
East}. In your .Austrian statement next week you might simply 

- ·· __ announce that you h~vc asked a leading citizen, pcrhapo 1vf.cGeorge Bundy, 
to be youi· representative to c~plo:.·e the possibility of setting up such 
an institute. (1vfu.c would be a natural, since the Ford Foundation 
might help with the organization c.nd foot part of the bill. Kingrna.."'l 
Bi·ewster o! Yale would be an alternative. \Ve'll provide you with 
a list.) 

2. 	 .A Presidential determination that Ex-Irn Bank commercial credit 
guarantees :;hould be avail<:l.blc on exports to Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria. You have al:;:eacly so determined \vith 
respect to Yugoslavia and Rumania. This would be~'relatively painless 
but very useful bridge-building move which would even m.ake u.s some 
balance of payments money. (You will recall jol"!.."'l G::-onouski u1·ging 
this in connection with po$siblc aircro.ft sale.;: to Czechozlova.kia.) 

3, 	 A third item in-the actiol'l. end of the .Aust1·ian statemer:.t might involve 
a sug~c::J tion that the OBCD Co\lncil c.:-:plo re pos si~ilitics for iurthc:· 
p1·actical coope:-ation between East and VTest on problems of transport, 
education, po\vcr, etc. You m.ight oven hlnt that the OECD consider 
inviting some Eastern European countries to explo!C some forms of 
association with various OECD wo1·king committees. 

..t.

* 	 .... 
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The rest of Pn-'l'lex J\ (Tab 1\), contains a list of other ~.ugge.stions. Some . 
will involve P::ezidential initiatives; others just changes in internal U.S. Govern­
ment procedures; and some international ne~otiations. Most will need further 

· -staff work before they are ready for your decision. I would recommend that you 
insbuct us to ask the appropriate departments to do this \VOrk and we will come . 
back to you for later decisions. · 

Do staff work 

Speak to me ----

Francis M. Bator. 

Attachments 
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F.MB:mst 

[front]
 



- ----

[back]
 



SECRET 

Mr. President: 

THE.WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Friday, June 10, 1966 
1 :00 p.m. 

Attached is Franc is Bator 1 s excellent 
covering memorandum to the equally excellent 
State-Defense paper in response to the second 
part of NSAM 345. 

1. I am sending forward, separately, 
some observations on Francis 1 comment at 
the bottom of page 1 and the top of page 2. 

2. The Ro·se Garden statement to the 
Austrians on the 15th is an excellent moment for 
some concrete bridge- building proposals, as 
Francis suggests. It comes before De Gaulle 1s 
Moscow trip. I do urge, however, that you 
personally run down the full list of proposals 
in Annex A and guide us as to which you believe 
would be politically easiest for you to take so 
that the staff work done in the wake of this 
paper can be geared to your own sense of 
priorities. 

;--:,_,. , DECLASSIFIED 

E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NlJ '61-<::t Cf 

By~, NARA, Dace td/ s/92-
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Thursday, June 9, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Attached State-Defense Memo on Measures to Increase Cohesion 
of NATO (2nd Part of Response to NSAM 345) 

Attached is a good memorandum - - signed by George Ball and Cy Vance on 
behalf of their principals - - on constructive steps for holding the Alliance together 
and giving it a forward look. Specifically: 

Part I (pages 1-4 -- written by Mr. Acheson) suggests a general approach to 
NATO and European policy. You will wish to read it in its entirety. The central 
points are: 

1. NA TO' s job is to provide for (i) effective military defense and 
deterrence; (ii) collective management of the German-Soviet 
relationship (and, specifically, a multilateral frame for the 
German military). 

2. To succeed in the above, we must work for a consensus among the 
Allies on policy with respect to the central problem of Europe: the 
division of Germany and of Europe. 

3. Such a policy should not now involve an attempt to blueprint a 
settlement -- the Russians are not yet ready to retrench. Rather 
it should aim at improving the East-West environment, so as to 
permit meaningful discussion of a settlement in the future. 

4. Action to improve the environment should not be identified too 
closely with NATO as such. 

5. In all matters of East-West policy, scrupulous attention should 
be paid to German concerns and interests. 

6. We should give strong support to the European Economic Community, 
and to "the cause of a United Europe." 

Bator comment: The interesting question raised by the above is whether we can 
maintain a cons ens us that "environment improvement" is all that is possible for 
the time being. At the moment we are doing pretty well in this respect - - the 
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response to the Danish proposal for an East- West conference indicates that few of 
our Allies have illusions that the Russians are ready to pull out of Eastern 
Europe. However, over time we will have to deal with proposals for a settlement 
involving neutralization, military thin-out, etc. Further, I suspect that neither 
this line of policy, nor any other, will keep NA TO at center stage. Deterrence - -
NATO's natural business -- is still necessary, but it is inevitably a less engrossing 
preoccupation than in the early 50's. I would argue that as long as we manage to 
keep our collective allied defense in order, and keep the Germans built-in, some 
h e'g uation in the importance of NATO as such in Western policy ff":_er the next 
~ everal years is not something we should fear if we actively nurture relations among 
the key Allies and keep on working on the East- West front. But this is a contro-
versial view. 

Part II (pages 5 and 6) deal with the European concern that they are on the 
short end of a growing technological gap vis -a-vis the United States. Many 
important Europeans worry about this (although some of their reasoning is foolish). 
The solution lies principally with them - - faster economic integration leading to 
larger markets, more money for research and development, etc. Howev.er, there 
may be some institutional arrangements through which we could help (e.g. a NATO 
computer center). The memo recommends that Don Hornig be charged with a 
preliminary study of the problem, and Don has already made some suggestions (at 
Tab B ). ..-

We recommend a committee chaired by Hornig, with membership from Budget, 
CEA, DOD, State and Commerce. 

Work out appropriate instructions for Hornig plus committee 
---

Speak to me ----

Part III (pages 6-9) recommends that we propose to the Europeans a NATO 
Military Payments Union to supplement ttoffset", and put it on a multilateral basis. 
The scheme would be designed to see that no member of the Alliance suffers a 
balance of payments drain due to its contribution to the common defense. This is 
a first-rate idea, though it will be hard to negotiate. There has been some resis­
tance from Defense and Treasury, but both Walt and I are convinced that something 
like this can be made to work and is worth a good try. A technical committee is 
now working out the details, and will be reporting to the SIG in two weeks. We will 
probably be asking for a Presidential letter to Chancellor Erhard as a first · step. 
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Annex A {Tab A, pages 1 - 8) contains a long list of bridge-building proposals 
for "improving the environment in Central Europe." Three of these appear ready 
for you to announce right now. I would propose that you make them the action 
proposals in your Rose Garden statement to the Austrians on European and East­
West policy (scheduled for next 'W'ednersdp.y, the l ~th). I will do a separate memo 
on these which you will have tomorrow. If you approve, we will build them into the 
draft speech. They involve: 

1. An East- West institute (perhaps located in Austria) which would 
bring together managers, administrators, economists, city planners, 
engineers - - professionals and students - - to study and consult 
and teach each other. The institute would focus on the practical 
problems of managing and applying modern techniques to the running 
of enterprises (small and large, public and private) on city planning, 
the design of urban tranSfRoxt · ~systems, education, etc. It could be 
financed by private as well as public money (and some money from the 
East). In your Austrian statement next week you might simply 
announce that you have asked a leading citizen, perhaps McGeorge Bundy, 
to be your representative to explore the possibility of setting up such 
an institute. (Mac would be a natural, since the Ford Foundation 
might help with the organization and foot part of the bill. Kingman 
Brewster of Yale would be an alternative. We'll provide you with 
a list.) 

2. A Presidential determination that Ex-Im Bank commercial credit 
guarantees should be available on exports to Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria. You have already so determined with 
respect to Yugoslavia and Rumania. This would be~relatively painless 
but very useful bridge - building move which would even make W SJ. some 
balance of payments money. (You will recall John Gronouski urging 
this in connection with possible aircraft sales to Czechoslovakia.) 

3. A third item in the action end of the Austrian statement might involve 
a suggestion that the OECD Council explore possibilities for further 
practical cooperation between East and West on problems of transport, 
education, power, etc. You might even hint that the OECD consider 
inviting some Eastern European countries to explore some forms of 
association with various OECD working committees. 
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The rest of Annex A (Tab A), contains a list of other suggestions. Some 
will involve Presidential initiatives; others just changes in internal U.S. Govern­
ment procedures; and some international negotiations. Most will need further 
staff work before they are ready for your decision. I would recommend that you 
instruct us to ask the appropriate departments to do this work and we will come 
back to you for later decisions. 

Do staff work 

Speak to me ----

~J 
Francis M. Bator 

Attachments 
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3 June 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Measures to Increase Cohesion of NATO, Final 
Response to NSAM 345 

The measures covered in this memorandum are: 

I. NATO's Principal Political Function, 
Preparation for Settlement in Central Europe 

II. An Attack on the Technological Gap 

III. A NATO Military Payments Union 

IV. A Possible Presidential Speech 

Respectfully submitted, 

(~~ ~~-'---cyr \s R. Vance 

.. .t..0. 
NLJ 

Y. LA<l.1 -r~~::-:;..----

- -
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MEASURES TO INCREASE THE COHESION OF NATO AND THE 

NORTH ATLANTIC COMMUNI'IY 

'!his paper responds to that part of NSAM 345 which 
directs the development of proposals to increase the 
cohesion of NATO and the North Atlantic connnunity. 

Introduction 

The most dangerous ultimate outcome of the disinte­
grating forces set in motion by French secession from 
NATO would be a similar shift of Germany from integration 
with the West to political and military unilateralism. 
Measures designed to deal with the French defection should 
therefore aim at or be consistent with enhanced German 
integration in NATO and the West; they should prove the 
worth of NATO, especially to the Germans, and strengthen 
the cooperative relations within and through the organiza­
tiono 

While the European Community is not the subject of 
this memorandum, its existence as a vital constructive 
force in Europe and its future prospects- are closely re­
lated to the goals of this memorandum -- particularly the 
maintenance of an institutional framework within which 
Germany can live '!he Connnon Market has withstood 
de Gaulle's assaults. In time England will surely become 
a part of this Connnunityo In the meantime, while we de• 
fend and strengthen NATO we must also give continuing 
u. s. support to the European OOnnnunity and the cause of 
a united Europe. 

I 

NATO's Principal Political Function -­
Preparation for Settlement in Central Europe 

Since NATO military forces and u. So nuclear support 
have greatly lessened the threat of military attack, 
NATO's cohesion will rest quite as much on its political 
basis~ In short, NATO is not merely a military structure 

to prepare 
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to prepare a collective defense against military aggres­
sion, but also a political organization to preserve the 
peace of Europe. More specifically, as long as the 
German problem remains the chief danger point, the basic 
political function of the alliance is the collective 
management of the German-Soviet relationship in the un­
settled Central European setting that emerged from 
World War II. In this function the Federal Republic 
should participate as a confederate, and not a ward, of 
the other allies. A multilateral system of military 
integration in peacetime, embodying the whole of the 
German military forces, is a prerequisite for exercising 
this function. 

Emphasizing, clarifying, and implementing NATO's 
political function is central to its cohesion during the 
present strains. '!he first step is to bring home to t~e 
NATO allies the need for an agreed NATO policy regarding 
the division of Europe and the division of Germany. 
Europe is full of demands for a political initiative, 
for not leaving the field of East-West relations to 
General de Gaulle, for a detente with Eastern Europe. 
But there is very little understanding that all this is 
meaningless unless action stems from an agreed policy 
for healing the division of Europe and Germany on a sound, 
equal, and lasting basis. 

'!he object of policy should not be to devise a 
settlement. Fifteen years of meetings have proved that 
impossible. The object should be common action to improve 
the environment which could make discussion of settlement 
meaningful and not merely a move in a propaganda waro 
This suggests a look at the existing environmento 

1) Present Situation in Eastern Europe and 
Soviet Union 

The last ten years have been a period of changeo But 
academic experts and governmental officials agree that 
the Eastern European countries are still Connnunist regimes, 

wedded 
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wedded to their political theology, unwilling to lose 
political control, and facing serious economic difficul­
ties. These countries are filled with suspicion not 
only of the West but of one another. Thus, while un­
deniably there has been change, it is significant more 
in terms of what previously existed than in comparison 
with change in any of the Western nations. 

Then there is the special problem of East Germany. 
The GDR has the highest standard of living of any of 
the Eastern European stateso It is the Soviet Union's 
most important trading partner and supplies advanced 
industrial exports. The twenty Soviet divisions in 
East Germany, and their line of supply across Poland, 
are the keystone of Soviet political and military 
hegemony over Eastern Europe. In a word, the status quo 
in East Germany is a vital national interest of the 
USSR. An active u. s. and Western European policy 
towards Eastern Europe has both limitations and traps. 

2) Cautions Regarding Approach 

Approach to this complicated problem requires 
realistic appreciation within the United States and among 
our Allies of the probabilities and tempo of change in 
attitude of the East and, more particularly, of the nar­
row limits of change imposed by the facts of the situatiO.no 

In Eastern Europe certain individuals and groups are 
cautiously trying to loosen dictatorial controls, while 
each of the states is attempting with varying degrees 
of success to lessen dependence on the Soviet Uniono 
Western fanfare or the spotlight of public approval turned 
on these individuals and groups, rather than helping them, 
is more likely to end their efforts. Furthermore, a more 
liberal Western policy ought not to be identified too 
closely with NATO. The NAT is a military treatyo A more 
flexible Western policy will be vulnerable to Soviet 
attack and Eastern European suspicion if this policy and 
NATO are tied together. 

At every 
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At every stage in policy making and execution 
scrupulous attention must be paid to German interests 
and sensitivities. The Germans will be difficult, at 
times irrational, and slow to move. They are, after all, 
in-.the difficult position of being under attack by 
de Gaulle and feared by their weaker Western neighborso 
To be insensitive to German views, or to override them, 
would sacrifice a vital Western interest. As we have -
seen in the past, many of the Western nations (partic­
ularly the Scandinavians and the British) fail to see 
the intransigence of the East, look upon the Germans as 
the obstacle, and often seek solutions at the expense 
of German interests. 

Finally, the dangers that detente will become the 
current foreign policy fad are considerableo To our 
allies it could be, at the beginning, an excuse for even 
more inadequate defense contributions, and, ultimately; 
a bitter and disillusioning let downo To the Soviet Union 
and the Eastern European states it might appear as a more 
suave attempt at "roll back" by dividing and weakening 
our opponents. This would be a misfortune since it 
would defeat the purpose of the policy and open us to 
an effective propaganda charge that the u. s. lags 
behind its allies in opening peaceful intercourse across 
the division in Europe. 

3) Suggestions for Improving the Enviromaent 
in Central Europe 

Attached at Tab A are a series of suggested steps 
that may improve the Central European environmento They 
obviously vary in importance and merito Their importance, 
after they have been culled over, may be, first, in the 
cumulative effect upon our NATO allies, and especially 
upon the Germans, as an earnest of an attempt to work 
seriously upon the Central European and German problemo 
'lllis may help to offset the disruptive effect in 
Germany of the French-attitude following the Moscow 
visito The more long-term effect may be in creating a 

better 
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better environment for a step-by-step approach to ending 
the division of Europe. 

II 

An Attack on the Technological Gap 

Increased disparity in advanced technology and produc­
tion between the United States and Europe is becoming a 
most serious and potentially divisive issue. In a number 
of fields (e.g. computers, large aircraft, weapons) the 
u. s. is either able to produce advanced items which the 
European countries cannot produce, or to produce more effi­
ciently and thus take most of the market. The result is a 
European fear that their lag in the most advanced industries 
will lead to an ultimate status of economic backwardness or 
satellizationo '!his fear may very well be justified, but 
definitive economic studies have not been carried out. 

'!he causes of the problem are deep-seated and compli­
cated. There is the basic problem of scale; European firms 
are of uneconomic size, their markets are restricted, the 
complex of national laws, tax rules and security require­
ments inhibits growth. European investment in technical, 
scientific and business education, and in research and 
development, is comparatively lowo European management, 
marketing, and labor methods and habits are BOt competitive. 
These are problems the Europeans must solve -- they cannot 
be cured by any technological package that the Uo So can 
assemble and export. Ultimately they probably require a 
unified Europe. 

Both to reduce European resentments and to release 
European capabilities, however, the u. So should do what 
it can to advance European technology and to encourage 
those elements in Europe who are trying to deal with the 
problem. 

'!he Uo So has made a number of efforts in this 
direction, but in this country, too, the problem is 
singularly intractableo Its elements are encompassing, 

interdependent, 
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interdependent, and in many cases conflicting, affecting 
military and industrial security, large governmental and 
connnercial investments, and the responsibilities of many 
government departments and agencies. 

Reconnnendation 

1he esoteric nature of the subject matter and the 
intractable character of some of the problems involved 
lead to the concl usion that any progress in this area will 
require policy decisions at the highest level, that is by 
the President. In order to begin the process, the President 
will need an investigation by someone familiar with the 
field to suggest those areas which may be suitable for 
collaboration with our alties. Such an investigation 
might suggest not only the areas but the methods of col­
laboration which might be most successful, i.e., working 
through multilateral organizations rather than bilaterallyo 
If, after such an investigation, the President determines 
that certain areas should be explored in further detail, 
or that collaborative efforts should be initiated, the 
direction of this work should be centered in the off ice 
of the Pre.sident. We, therefore, recommend that the 
President charge his Special Assistant for Science and 
Technology, Dro Hornig, with the preparation of the pre­
liminary studieso Such further work as the President may 
wish to have undertaken should also be under Dr. Hornig's 
supervision" 

III 

NATO Military Payments Union 

Purpose 

1he NATO Military Payments Union (NMPU) is designed 
to neutralize the impact of military expenditures on the 
balance of payments accounts of the participants 0 

Function 
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Function 

Subject to further study of the technical aspects of 
the NMPU proposal, and to negotiation with other NATO 
members, the Payments Union might function as follows: 

· 1) A member whose foreign exchange outlays for 
military expenditures exceeded its receipts would have an 
"NMPU military deficit". Conversely, a member who realized 
a net foreign exchange gain would have an "NMPU military 
surplus''. 

2) Net surplus countries would deposit in the 
Union an amount in their own currencies equal to the value 
of their surplus for a giv~n period. Net deficit members 
would draw from the Union the amount of their deficito 

3) Thus, surplus countries would receive assets 
in the form of obligations of the Union, while deficit 
countries would incur obligations to the Union equal to 
the sum of their drawingso 

4) To make assets desirable, interest would be paid 
on NMPU obligations by deficit countries in convertible 
currencyo 

5) Assets would be long-term, without fixed matu­
rityo Members might agree that repayment would be effected 
when a deficit country achieved a surplus in its overall 
balance of paymentso The debt to the Union would be set­
tled only to the extent of this overall surpluso Creditors 
might encash assets in a corresponding :am.ounto 

Effect of the NMPU 

The NMPU-would convert foreign exchange losses and · 
gains to long-term obligations, thus alleviating balance of 
payments problems for both the United States and the United 
Kingdom. 

Bilateral offset arrangements would remain in effect. 
But failure to meet offset obligations would be less 

significant, 
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significant, since the u. So could draw on the NMPU to 
neutralize net military expenditures in member countries. 
Because no offset arrangements now exist with the Low 
Countries, the NMPU may be particularly important in 
neutralizing the deficit incurred in possible relocation 
of troops and bases. It might also encourage increased 
purchases of military equipment from the Do S~, since sur­
plus countries would, in this way, reduce the budgetary 
burden of acquiring NMPU assets. 

Problems 

'Ihe problems of negotiating the NMPU center on the 
surplus countries, principally FRG, since they are 
asked to £orego their foreign exchange gains by accepting 
NMPU long-term obligations. This means either a budgetary 
cost to the creditor, or additional outlays to procure 
military goods from other memberso 

The Senior Interdepartmental Group (SIG) has decided 
that the NMPU is to our advantage, provided it does not 
involve a net additional exchange costo A-more detailed 
description of the NMPU is at Tab Bo 

Reconnnendation 

FRG acceptance of the NMPU is essential if it is to 
be of any value. Conversations should, therefore, be 
initiated with the Germans this sunnner to obtain their 
support for negotiating the subject in NATO. The timing 
and tactics of presenting the proposal to the FRG are now 
being considered by the SIGo The European IRG has recom­
mended two alternatives: (1) an approach by Secretary 
McNamara at the time of his talks with Chancellor Erhard 
and Defense Minister von Hassel in late July. Ambassador 
McGhee might make preparatory approaches before the 
McNamara talks-;- (2) an earlier approach to the FRG by 
a special high-le~el mission to Bonn, perhaps supported 
by a Presidential lettero 

During the past few days the press has apparently 
learned of our interest in NMPU0 This may make more 

urgent 
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urgent the need for early talks with the Germans. 

The SIG will consider the negotiating tactics and 
schedule for the NMPU on June 7, and may reach a decision 
at that time. The SIG reconnnendation will, in that event, 
be available for consideration by the President at the 
time he is ready to discuss the issues raised in this 
memorandum. 

IV 

Presidential Speech in Late Sunnner 

By !Aibor Day most of the decisions necessitated by 
the disruptive action of France will have been taken. 
"Damage Repair" and moving will have beguno Hopefully, 
some military payments plan may bring respite from the 
continuous friction caused by balance of payments con­
sequences of our military position in Europeo The time 
will have come for the inauguration of a new chapter in 
the life of NATO, or more accurately, putting new life 
into NATO. It will be a critical time. As has been 
wisely observed: 

"In the absence of violent events, inter­
national organizations do not dissolve. Members 
do not meet to declare them defunct. When the 
organization ceases to do business valuable to 
its members and is not replaced by a more effec­
tive one it becomes a collection of ritualistic 
obeisanceso It inconveniences them least when 
it leads an innocuous life of its own, and most 
when it gets in the way of their policies. These 
degenerative tendencies are not new to NATO. 
They may become dominant if the desire to maintain 
NATO cannot be expressed in measures that give 
meaning to its businesso" * 

The new 

* Mendershausen, Horst, From NATO To Independence: 
Reflections on de Gaulle's Secession. The Rand Corpora­
tion, 19660 
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The new life to be put into NATO must come from 
"measures that give meaning to its business". We have 
tried to suggest some of them in this memorandum. No 
one can forecast them with such authority as the 
President of the United States. 

Even more important, no one but the President of the 
United --States can express the continuing life force of 
NATO -- the partnership between a uniting Europe and the 
United States. The last ringing statement on this sub­
ject was made in 1963 by President Kennedy in Frankfurt. 
Since then an attempted death blow has been struck at 
the partnership. Nothing could so unite and inspirit 
the remaining members of NATO, after the dreary work of 
the spring and stmnner, as a reaffirmation by the President 
of continued faith in partnership together with a call 
for new measures to give meaning to its business. 

The speech should be well prepared for and put in a 
setting in which all Europe will listen. It should be 
followed by rapid implementation of the measures which 
the President may approve, both from the nuclear memoran~ 

- dum and from this one. 
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SPECIFIC PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT IN 
CENTRAL EUROPE 

U. S. Initiatives 

The most urgent and important step is for the United 
States to deal effectively and quickly with those aspects 
of our own behavior that set us apart and make us the most 
restrictive member of the Western connnunityo A bill of 
particulars of possible Executive and Legislative Branch 
moves follows: 

Presidential Initiatives 

lo COCOM 

The COCOM selective embargo has little effect on the 
rate of economic growth or military capabilities of the 
Soviet Union or other Warsaw Pact nations. Our unwilling­
ness in the past to agree to a selective application and 
downward revision of this list has been a source of irrita­
tion not only in Eastern Europe, but also among other COCOM 
countrieso We should now propose that the list be re­
examined and substantially revisedo 

2o U.So Export controls 

U.S. export controls (covering some 2,284 items, of 
which 1,072 are either categorically or usually embargoed) 
aim at inhibiting defense related industrial capacity as dis­
tinguished from the direct military focus of COCOM controls. 
Our export controls are largely ineffective, since UoS. em­
bargoed items not on the COCOM list are generally available 
elsewhere from Free World supplierso In addition, the system 
itself is cumbersome and time-consuming and adversely 
affects our commercial relations with the East because 
of the uncertainty that an export license will be granted. 

Furthermore, 
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Furthermore, our attempt to extend the scope of these 
controls through extraterritorial administration, ioeo 
through U.S. companies or subsidiaries abroad, is a nagging 
irritant in our relations with our Allies. An equally 
important irritant is the extraterritorial application of 
the Foreign Assets Control Regulations of the Treasury. We 
should reduce (at least to the COCOM level) the number of 
it·ems under U.So export controls and renounce extraterri­
torial application of Foreign Assets Control regulations 
within the Alliance. 

3o Civil Air Agreement 

The UoSo-UoS.SoRo Civil Air Agreement was initialed 
in 1961 but was not signed because of the Berlin crisis. 
Last April the Russians criticized our delay in ratify­
ing the Consular Convention and in signing the Air Agree­
ment. We should sign the Civil Air Agreement with -the 
UoS.SoRo as soon as practicable. 

4o Travel in the UoSo 

In an effort to induce the Soviets to lessen or remove 
their severe restrictions on travel by Americans in the 
UoSoS.Ro we have closed a number of areas in the United States 
to Soviet travelers. This effort has not been successfulo We 
recommend that these areas be openedo This will remove the 
tarnish to our image abroad that results from adoption of the 
very practices we condemno Sensitive installations in the 
U.So can be protected by retaining the requirement for ad­
vance notification established in 1952. This will enable us 
to deny travel to sensitive areas. 

In November 1963, we took the initiative in closing 
certain areas to travel by East European official personnel 
assigned in the UoSo, although comparable restrictions on 
UoSo official personnel did not then exist in most of the 
Eastern European countrieso We should return to the 
principle of bilateral reciprocity in applying travel re­
strictions to East European official personnel and should 
seek the mutual reduction or elimination of present restric-
tions which were established at our initiative in 19630 

5. Soviet Housing 
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So Soviet Housing in the U.So 

We have been unable to assist the Soviet Embassy in 
obtaining satisfactory property for a new Embassy in 
Washingtono This has been an irritant in our relations, 
and has been used by the Soviet Union as an excuse for 
not meeting our own acute housing needs in Moscowo We 
should redouble our efforts to assist the Soviet Embassy 
in this matter, making clear that we will expect reciprocal 
treatmento 

60 Port Facilities 

We apply special port security procedures to ships 
from the UoS.SoRo and other Eastern European countries 
which are more severe than those applied to other European 
nationso If we take action -- consistent with our 
national security -- to ease these restrictions, it may 
open the way for regular visits to the United States by 
U.S.SoRo cruise shipso 

7o Rumanian Power Reactor 

In mid-1964 we agreed in principle with the Rumanians 
to sell them a nuclear power reactoro They are prepared to 
accept IAEA safeguardso We completed necessary consulta­
tions with COCOM a year ago, and various Senators and 
Representatives have been consultedo We should now authorize 
the Rumanians to deal directly with American supplierso 

Bo Diplomatic Representation at Sofia 

We are the only major NATO country that does not have 
a representative at the Ambassadorial level in Sofiao To 
enhance the position of our representative would be con­
sidered a positive initiative and cost us nothing. 

9o Local Counterpart Funds in Poland 

The Poles will face a major problem in 1967 when they 
must repurchase for dollars approximately $40 million worth 

of UoSo holdings 
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of UoSo holdings of local currency generated by the sale 
of surplus agricultural commoditieso The Poles are not 
inclined to cooperate in proposals for the use of local 
currency so long as we continue our current practice of 
drawing from the far end of the repayment schedule (30 
or 40 years from now). A change in this practice might 
induce Polish agreement to embark on projects of mutual 
advantageo They might, for example, be willing to help 
support the East-West Foundation or University discussed 
belowo 

lOo UoSo Export Credit Guarantees 

At present we grant export credit guarantees only to 
Yugoslavia and Rumaniao A Presidential determination to 
afford similar treatment to Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Hungary and Bulgaria would be a stimulus to UoS.-Eastern 
European trade and would remove what these countries look 
upon as a discriminatory practice. 

Legislative Initiatives 

lo East-West Trade Bill 

The discrimination against Communist exports is 
probably one of the most inhibiting political and economic 
obstacles to an improvement in UoS. relations with Eastern 
Europeo The East-West Trade Bill is designed to remedy this 
discrimination and to bring our trade practices more in line 
with those of Western Europe. The Administration should 
begin now to prepare the ground for consideration of this 
measure by the Congress after the 1966 electionso 

2o Consular Convention 

Our Consular Convention with the Soviet Union, signed 
on June 1, 1965, was reported out by the Foreign Relations 
Committee in August of 19650 The Senate has not yet acted, 
and is not expected to act on the legislation this yearo 
Once again, a Presidential requesG at an appropriate time, 
for Congressional action might break the deadlocko 

Multilateral 
--sECREt 
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Multilateral Initiatives: Economic 

We should propose in the OECD Council that the 
Organization study the possibilities for developing a 
policy aimed at reducing East-West tensionso Out of 
this might come an OECD proposal to invite Eastern 
European countries to establish some form of associa­
tion with various OECD Connnitteeso The initiative 
rests on the assumption that in a number of areas -­
road research, protection of the environment (air, sea 
and water pollution), urban development, innovation in 
the institutions and structure of education, manpower 
and social affairs, fisheries and agriculture -- several 
of the Eastern European states might be interested in 
association with the OECD in one or more of these fieldso 
A further virtue would be that the Organization is 
flexible and might be the framework within which addi­
tional contacts and more extensive arrangements in other 
fields could be establishedo It would also provide a 
neutral place for direct contacts between Western and 
Eastern officials. 

2. An East-West Foundation or University 

An East-West Foundation or University might be 
established in one of the Eastern European countries or 
Austriao The purpose would be to provide Western instruc­
tion in subjects of acute practical importance to the 
Eastern Europeans, eogo agriculture, business administra­
tion and modern management techniques. Counterpart funds 
in Poland and Yugoslavia might be used for this purpose, 
though legislative barriers are formidable. We may well 
encounter resistance from the Poles and possibly the 
Yugoslavso It might be feasible, however, to encourage 
the Ford Foundation, along with one or two of the major 
German foundations, to offer the capital necessary to 
institute such a projecto Government support from the UoSo 
and other Western countries could then be used to help 

defray operating 
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defray operating costso The past success of the Ford 
Foundation in Eastern Europe indicates that private 
sponsorship would be more likely to succeed, in any event, 
than a government initiativeo 

3o International Cooperation in Desalting 

The UoS.-UoSoSoRo agreement of November 1964 provides 
the basis for wide scientific and technical cooperation in 
desalinization, including the use of atomic energy. We 
might propose a UN conference, perhaps under IAEA sponsor­
ship, of government officials responsible for research and 
development in this f ieldo Such a conference would be of 
interest to the technology exporting countries of Western 
Europe as well as to water short countries such as Israel, 
the Arab states, India, Greece, Spain, Chile, Argentina and 
Mexicoo The U.S.SoR. and the Eastern European countries 
would have little basis to refuse such an invitation and 
would have strong incentives to participateo 

Multilateral Initiatives: Political 

lo Exchange of Military Observers 

We should pursue the Soviet proposal of last October 
for an exchange of military observers, preferably on a 
bilateral basis, since the FRG fears that a NATO-Warsaw 
Pact exchange would lead to GDR involvement. It might be 
possible to overcome the FRG objection to a NATO-Warsaw 
Pact exchange if there was a firm understanding that East 
Germany would be excluded. 

2o The German Role in Disarmament Consultation 

The FRG should be invited to be represented in 
multilateral disarmament consultations. This could be 
either in connection with the Five Power strategy sessions 
generally held here in Washington before resumption of the 
ENDC, or in connection with the Four Power sessions held 

in Geneva. 
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in Genevao This would also resolve the present 
anachronistic practice whereby the French participate in 
the Western consultations in Washington while the Germans 
do noto 

3o German Initiative Toward the East 

It is highly desirable that the Germans themselves 
initiate moves which will bridge the gap now existing be­
tween Moscow and Eastern Europe on the one hand and the 
FRG on the other. Gently, subtly and through every channel, 
official and unofficial, we should encourage the FRG to 
remove the obstacles to progress in better relationso It 
should be relatively simple to get the Germans to make a 
completely unqualified, categorical renunciation of the 
Munich Agreement which would be helpful in improving rela­
tions with Czechoslovakia. It should next be possible to 
get the Germans to bend the Hallstein Doctrine sufficiently 
to establish diplomatic relations with Rumania, Czechoslo­
vakia, and Hungary, to be followed by the other Eastern 
European states later. We should encourage the Germans to 
talk with the GDR, if not on a government level, at least 
on the order of the proposed SPD-SED talks upcoming in July. 

The Oder-Neisse Line is a harder nut to cracko Nearly 
all West Germans are loath to surrender this legal and 
political argument, unless and until progress toward German 
reunification is visibleo 

Until Germany moves in these areas, hostilities and 
fears in Eastern Europe will persist, the FRG will be subject 
to attack and manipulation by the Soviet Union and the East, 
and these issues will divide the Western Allies. 

4o The Exchange of Visits 

An important policy that could be accepted by all NATO 
countries -- and one in which we could take the initiative 

would be to 
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would be to encourage both official and unofficial 
exchanges of visitso 

Visits by Soviet and American officials outside the 
framework of the Exchanges Agreement have been proposed 
and considered in the pasta It might be possible to in­
vite Soviet officials who rank just below Brezhnev and 
Kosygin to make unofficial visitso Visits by ranking 
military officers might also be consideredo We doubt 
that invitations at these levels will be accepted at 
present, but we should indicate informally our willing­
ness to move when the Soviets feel the time appropriateo 

We should also consider encouraging local UoSo 
officials and private organizations to invite Soviet 
officials who are important in Party and Government ranks, 
yet who are not at the top levelso Such visits would 
expose influential Soviet individuals to the United States; 
and, if carefully and slowly introduced, might not be as 
vulnerable as visits by top leaders to chills in the over­
all atmosphere of our relations with the UoSoSoRo 
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SUBJECT: A Proposal for a NATO Military PaymL'nts Union (NMPU) 

'fhc· Proposal 

The NMPU would be designed to neutralize the effects of military 
expenditures on the balance of payments accounts of participating countries. 
It would give operational meaning to the concept that major alliance members 
·should derive neither balance of payments advantages nor disadvantages from 
expenditures for the common defense. At present, balance of payments effects 
of defense expenditures are largely determined by geography - e.g., expenses 
of U.S. and U.K. forces in Europe - more or less offset by bilateral procure­
ment arrangements. 

I. S true ture 

The precise features of an NMPU would need to b~ negotiatea with other 
NATO members. But the essentL:1l elements of an NMPU might be as follows: 

(1.) Then' would be an agreed definition of military expenditures for 
NMPU purposes. Military procurement, including that covered by present 
offset arrangements, would be in~luded in the definition. 

(2) A member of the Union whose foreign exchange outlays for military 
expenditures in other member countries exceeded its own fore-ign exchange 
receipts ·rom the military expenditures by other members in a given period 
would have an "NMPU military deficit". Conversely, a member who made net 
foreign exchange gains in military transactions with other members would 
have an "NMPU military surplus". 

(3) To neutralize the ba"Jance of payments effects of this pattern of 
spending, net surplus countries would deposit in Uw Union an amount of 
their own currencic'S equal to thl=- value of their surplus in :1 given p<:'rio<I, 
and net deficit countries would draw from tlu .. · Union tlw amount of thc•ir 
deficit. Deposits and withdrawals could b<.· made' monthly on tlw basis of 
projections, with periodic (say quarterly or semi-annual) adjustments. 

(4) In return for their deposits in the Union, surplus countries woul<l 
receive assets in the form of obligations of the Union, and deficit countries 
would incur obligations to the Union in the amounts of their drawings. 

CONFIDENTIAL ~ 
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(S) IntE'rC'st would be paid on the NMPU obligations by the deficit 
countries in cnnvertih .lc currc•ncy ·to make them mon· ck•sirahlP assC'ts for 
t IH· su rp I us <.·nun tr ics to ho Id. 

(6) Tiu• NMPll obligations could be long-term <lSSPts without a fixl ... d 
maturity. Countri<..~s in <} persistt"l>nt surplus position in the Union would 
t:ontinut• to purchase and! hold these obligations, while countries in a per­
sistent debtor position ~ould continue to draw on the Union and increase 
their debt. It ;might be ' agreed ~at when a member in debt to the Union 
achieved a surplus in its\ overal .balance of payments, it would then s·ettle 
its debt with the Union but only to the extent of its overall surplus. 
Creditor countries in the Payments Union would be able to encash their 
assets in a corresponding amount. 

(7) Debts owed to the Uniort after the termination of NATO would be 
settled over an agreed period of time. 

(8) Adherence to the NMPU would, in principle, be voluntary. France 
would presumably choose not to become a member of the Union, and we would 
probably not want Greece, Turkey, and Iceland - which are special cases -
to become members. 

The attached appendix illustrates the way the NMPU would operat<..'. 

II. EffC'ct of NMPU on U.S. Bilatt"ral Offset AgrePnwnts 

Bilateral offset arrangements could continue in force after the estab i ish­
ment of the NMPU. New offset arrangements could be negotiated, but they would 
not be as significant as fonnerly for U.S. short - and medium - term balance 
of payments reasons because the U.S. could offset any net military expen­
ditures in member countries by drawing on the NMPU. However, the likelihood 
is that countries with which we now have offset arrangements would continue 
to purchase in the U.S. not only because we have a comparative advantage in 
modern military equi~nent but also because such purchases would reduce the 
inv0stment that surplus ·countries would need to make in NMPU obligations. 
Surplus countries, like Germany, would have a budgetary incc..>ntive to procure 
military supplies from NMPU members rather than domestically or from non­
members because such procurement would reduce the_ir net creditor position 
and the rewith the budgetary burden of acquiring NMPU assets. Surplus countries 
with which we do not have offset purchase arrangements, like the Low Countries, 
would help to neutralize our deficit by their financial contributions to the 
NMPU. This would be particularly important if troops an<l l>as('S werC> redt·p loyc<.l 
from France to the Low Countries whose military (•xchange receipts would, in 
that event, substantially excee<l their military expenditures in oth('r memb0r 
countries. 

""ON FIBf!H'fIAb 
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An NMl'IJ wou Id, al. the.• 1111 m rn11m, he as e f fc..- c.: ti ve in thC' short and mc>d1 wn 
H•rn1 l n nc·11tr·;al i zi rt)', LIH· lrnl ;iJH'c· of paynwnt:; (•f ft•<..'.tH of. nur JTd 1 itary spending 
11R bil tlt.l· r HI nU:;1 •Lz.1 .:dorw, :rnd without the.• f ricti.ons tlwse g t• nc.·ratc·. 11H:· 
military outlays of the Defoma.• Department would be balanced not only by 
military sal,~a but also by drawings on the NMPU. Such drawings would be 
considered as part of the Defense Department's contribution to balance in 
our external accounts. 

III. 1be U,S, Debt to the NMPU 

1be U.S. would be in debt to the NMPU to the extent that U.S. military 
sales to members fell short of U.S. military expenditures in member countries. 
It would pay interest on the debt so long as the NMPU held these claims. 

Over time, our position in the Union might alter, either because our 
military outlays al>r1Jnd were reduced or military spending by other members 
here increased, an<l we might move from a debtor to a creditor position. 
However, the U.S. would almost certainly continue for some time to be a 
debtor to the Union. Various arrang&ments would be possible for settlement 

·nf the debt. Thus, it might be agreed that debts to the NMPU would have no 
fixed maturity but would be settled when, and to the extent that, debtors 
come into overall balance of payments surplus. Then, the U.S. would not 
have to repay the debt until, and only to the extent that, it was in overall 
balance of payments surplus. As indicated above, alternative arrangements 
are possible, including making the obligations of fixed maturity. 

We sh0td d not rt°'gard indebtt>dness ·to the NMPU and tlw corn l lary 
obligation tn pny interest as an abnormal arrangement. It is entin,ly 
consistent wici1 current U.S. policy to encourage foreign private investors 
t(> acquire c·quity cl<dms in U.S. industry, and foreign governments to hold 
interc.,st-benring dollar claims and other debt instruments. At a time when 
our economy is at full employment and bottlenecks are appearing in defense 
industries, it may even be preferable to balance our accounts by the import 
of capital rather than the export of military goods. 

Put another way, our balance of payments problem is a liquidity problem, 
not a problem of long-term debt. On long-term international account, we are 
far and away a substantial net creditor, an<l our creditor position is growing 
steadily stronger. What we wish to avoid for balance of pa~nents or liquidity 
reasons is the further accumul.ation of dollars by foreign goverrunents that can 
be presented to the U.S. for gold. We can, of course, attempt to avoid this 
by offsetting our military expenditures with military sales; we can equally 
well avoid this by ensuring that dollars acquired as a consequence of U.S. 
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111.i litary sp0nding <lrC' "stc.'rili~0d" for a long period so that th('y cannol hC' 
prC'senl.l'cl to us <:urrently for gold or embarrass foreign govcrnmc.'nts by 
adding to tlwir al.n•<Hly substantial liquid do1 lar n.•sc•rves. 'J1H.' conVl'rsion 
of .thc.•st .. dollars from liquid balances into long-tt'rm obligations meets the 
liquidity problem. The charge on our balance of payments would be a modest 
annual interest charge with repayment of the principal postponed until the 
U.S. balance of payments was in overall surplus and then only to the extent 
of the surplus; or, alternatively, a somewhat larger but still relatively 

. modest interest and amortization charge. The increase in U.S. long-tenn 
debt would have no other repercussions on our liquidity position or on 
confidence by others or by ourselves in the integrity of the dollar. Our 
long-term creditor position would continue to be solid. At the end of 1964, 
U.S. assets and investments abroad totaled $99 billion whereas total foreign 
assets and investmt.-=-nts in the U.S. amounted to $57 billion. 

IV. Financial Effect of NMPU on Other NATO Countries 

Initially, Germany, the Benelux .countries, and possibly Italy would be 
in surplus. The U.K. would be in deficit. 

ln the· I ong tC'rm, tlw NMPU could encourage military procurement in the 
U.S. to the point of pushing the.-"' U.S. into a surplus position, which would 
mean that thC> U.S., by l~nding to the NMPU, would itself b<' financing thc>se 
purchases through appropriated funds. Given the magnitude of the current 
U.S. deficit on military account, this woul9 appear to be quite unlikely, 
although the Union should stimulate allied purchases on milita~y account. 

However, if this situation should occur, it would not necessarily be 
disadvantageous to the U.S. First of all, the achievement of an NMPU 
surplus would mean that an improvement of some $500 million a year in the 
U.S. payments position would already have taken place. Secondly, depending 
on the:' countries primarily involved in large-scale mil i.tary procurement from tht:> 
U.S., it might well be in the U.S. national inter<."St to lend on "soft" terms 
if this lending seemed likely to contribute to a strengthening of the economy 
of the recipient country and a consequent reduction in rc,lated U.S. conunit­
ments. This would be particularly true in the case of the U.K., where support 
of sterling is in the U.S. national interest. Finally, the direct effect on 
our balance of payments would continue to be· neutral. That is, our long-term 
lending (capital outflow) would be balanced by our increased military ex~1rts. 

V. J\dvantagC's o [ th(' NMPU 

Jf the NMPU proposal could be successfully negotiated, it would be in 
the U.S. interest becausE: 
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l. l. t would substantially free NATO security pol icy formulation from 
IHJ l~ nct.• of payments constraints. 

2. . It would relieve the U.S. of current gold and exchange losses arising 
from NATO military expenditures and of some of the indirect burden of supporting 
sterling. 

3. It would multilateralize an important financial aspect of NATO relations, 
thereby reducing the political tensions associated with existing bilateral off­
set arrangements and strengthening the unified posture we and the thirteen have 
adopted toward France. 

4. It would eliminate the economic uncertainties inherent in biennial · 
offset negotiations with Germany. 

5. It would provide fu!l financial offset coverage for all our defense 
expenditur~s in the territory of participating countries including the costs 
of relocation. 

6. It would provide an incentive to procure the best available military 
goods from the most advantageous source in the alliance. Given the U.S. 
comparative advantage in military equipment, procurement in the U.S. might 
dse. 

7. It would relieve the U.K. of the balance of payments st~ains caused 
by its military expenditures in the NATO area and reduce pressures to cut 
force conunitments in Germany. 

VI. Negotiating and Other Possible Difficulties 

T. t would be difficult to m~go tia te the NMPU because: 

1. Surplus countries would have additional costs. In the case of 
Germany, these costs would be additional foreign exchange outlays to procure 
military goods from other members rather than donwstically, or additional 
budgetary costs to purchase NMPU assets. In the case of tlw Low Countrie8, 
the costs would be a budgetary burden, to th0 extt•nt thC'y find themsclves 
unable to reduce their surpluses through military procurc.·ment. Redeployment 
might inflate their NMPU surplus position by as much as, let us say, $100 
million per year in each country. For Belgium, such a figure would repr<:>s<."nt 

some 3 percent of current annual budgetary expenditures and, for the Ncth~r­
lands, about 2.5 percent. We would be asking themJ in e f fect, to steriliz~ 
their foreign <."'xchange gains by equivalent budgetary outlays. 

CO NF ID EN'flAL -
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2. In prvsc..•nt. circ11111stance~, the NM.PU proposal might be viewed by 
cunti1wntal Europt"ans as an Anglo-Saxon device designed to have Europe 
financ0 U.S. and U.K. deficits, thereby relieving the U.S. and U.K. of 
taking the measures necessary to restore balance to their accounts. 

3. There would be a number of technical problems to be resolved in 
the negotiating process, for example: the definition of military ex­
penditures and overall balance of payments positions, accounting techniques 
and other ground rules. 

In the process of negotiating the NMPU we might encourage the German~ 
to delay even further the fulfillment of their present offset commitments 
and jeopardize the negotiation of new bilateral undertakings. 

VII. Conclusion 

'11w question is not whether a successfully m.•gotiated NMPU would bt~ in 
our interest. Clearly, it would. Relief from current and growing strains 
on our balance of payments should reduce the need for new balance of payments 
mE:'asures harmful to U.S. foreign policy objectives. The accumulation of U.S. 
long-tenn debt to the NMPU should not be a matter of concern, given our 
strong and growing creditor position. And the short- and medium-term gain 
should outweigh any possibility that the NMPU would have the opposite effect 
of stimulating excessive allied procurement in the U.S. 

Rather, the matter for decision is whether we should now attempt to 
negot.iate the NMPU. Would proposal of a scht"me which requires increased 
payments to the U.S. and Britain by non-French continentals help or hinder 
t he restructuring of NATO at this juncture in alliance politics? 

The risks of raising the proposal now are two-fold. We could, in the 
hegotiating process, jt~opardize the German offset. And we could reinforce 
reluctance in th€:• Benelux countries to accepting redeployment of NATO's 
command and support apparatus on tlwir territory. Wl• would, i.n effect, be 
asking them not only to accept the presence of NATO forcl'S buL al.so to 
"invPst" tlH:·ir n•sulting forc>ign £>xchange gains. 

If we <lo not put the NM.PU forward now, we will enter the negotiations 
for NATO restructuring in a position of great financial uncertainty. Not 
only is the German offset encountering increasing difficulties, but the 
financing of relocation is entirely unclear. And a range of constructive 
actions in NATO - proposals for new integrated forces as well as for joint 
procurement, increased trade in weapons, and co-development and co-production 
schemes - would be more difficult to pull off in the absence of a mechanism 
for handling the financial uncertainties inherent in them. 

CQ~FI~i~TI\L , 
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In short, what wv nee<l to assess is whether the politjcal appeal of 
multilateral ism - and realization that failure to make an additional 
financial effort would make U.S. force withdrawals more likely - would 
bring European Foreign Ministers to override hesitant Ministers of Finance. 

We can only make this judgment after discreet consultation with our 
allies. In order to minimize the risk both to relocation discussions with 
the Benelux and to the German offset, our first approach should be confined 
to Bonn. 

Recorrunendation 

That thC' proposal outlined above be presenteo to the German Government 
and its corrunents requested; the Briti~h Government should be informed of 
this action and that we will be consulting them further abol!'t it . 

.. cmO'Ir>EN'f:'IAL 
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Uow tlu.• NMPll Wou l <l Work: 

Suppose NATO consisted of four countries with the following 
yearly pattern of military expenditures: 

United States: 

Germany 

Italy 

U.K. 

Balancing 	Item 
(Military Deficit) 

T 0 TA L 

United Kingdom: 

u.s. 

Germany 

Italy 


Balancing 	Item 
(Military Deficit) 

T 0 TA L 

Italy: 

Germany 
u.s. 
U. K. 

Balancing Item 
(Military Surplus) 

T 0 TA L 

Germany: 

U.S. 

Italy 

U. K. 

Balancing Item 
(Military Surplus) 

T 0 TA L 

Expenditures 
($ millions) 

750 

200 

150 


150 

200 


30 


100 

50 

30 


100 

280 

700 

50 


100 


200 

1050 

«...Co~rF IBE tff!AL 

Receipts 

700 
50 

150 

200 

1100 

150 
100 

30 

50 
200 

30 

280 

750 
lOO 
200 
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In the above example, the U.S. has a NATO military deficit of $200 
million and the U.K. has a NATO military deficit of $100 million. 
Germany and Italy, on the other hand, have NATO military surpluses of 
$200 and $100 million respectively. 

Under these circumstances the U.S. and the U.K. would be entitled 
to draw $200 and $100 million respectively from the Union, and Germany 
and Italy would be obliged to provide the Uriion with $200 and $100 
million respectively. This would neutralize the direct balance of pay­
ments impact of NATO defense spending on these countries. 

In return for providing their currencies to the NMPU, Italy an<l 
Germany would obtain corresponding assets in the form of obligations of 
the Union. The U.S. and the U.K. would incur obligations to the NMPU 
in the amounts of their drawings. Thus, after the first year the balance 
sheet of the NMPU would appear as follows (in $ millions): 

NMPU Assets NMPU Liabilities 

Owed by u.s. $200 Owed to Germany $200 
Owed by U.K. $100 Owed to Italy $100 

Total Assets poo Total Liabilities $300 

.If NATO spending patterns changed and countries formerly i _n surplus 
ran a NATO military deficit; Nl-1PU obligations could be used to finance 
the deficit. Similarily, countries in deficit but now in surplus would 
repay their debt to the NMPU by providing it with their currency. 

To illustrate, let us suppose that in year 2 the positions of the 
four NATO countries mentioned above were exactly reversed: the U.S. and 
the LJ.K. had NATO military surpluses of $200 and $100 million, respectively, 
and Germany and Italy had NATO military deficits of corresponding amounts. 
In this case the U.S. and the U.K. would provide their currency to the 
NMPU, and in return, their indebtedness to the Union would be cancelled. 
Germany and Italy could draw $200 and $100 million from the Union and in 
return would surrender their assets acquired in year 1. Therefore, at 
the end of year 2 all outstanding assets and liabilities arising from the 
drawings would cancel out, and the NMPU balance sheet would be completely 
clear. 

A general idea of how the NMPU would have worked in 1963 may be 
obtained from the following rough estimates (in $ millions): 

-CeRfi' I 01., NI' .i,AL 
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NATO Military Surplus NATO Military Deficit 

Belgium 30 Greece 5 
Canada 250 Italy 60 
Denmark 20 Netherlands 5 
France 200 U.K. 260 
Germany 270* u.s. 520 
Iceland 10 
Norway 30 
Portugal 5 
Turkey 35 

850 

* Includes German expenditures under offset arrangements. 

The five countries in NATO military deficit would have heen able 
to draw amounts from the Union corresponding to their deficits, and the 
nine countries in surplus would have been obliged to provide their 
currencies to the Union in amounts corresponding to their surpluses. 
The U.S., for example, would have . been able to draw $520 million from 
the Union, and its overall balance of payments position would have been 
improved by this amount. 

The NMPU could operate even if one or several members of NATO 
elected not to participate. For example, suppose France did not choose 
to participate in the NMPU. In order to visualize the impact on the 
NMPU, let us suppose further that in 1963 France's NATO military surplus 
arose solely from military spending in France of $100 million each by 
the U.S. and the U.K. In hhis event the total 1963 NATO military surplus 
and deficit would amount only to $650 million, and the U.K. and the U.S. 
would be entitled to draw only $160 and $420 million respectively from 
the Union. 

It is reasonable to assume that France wottl<l not partic{patc in the 
NMPU. It might also be desirable to encourage non-participation by Greece· 
and Turkey because of their relatively weak economies. Such changPs in the 
number of participants would not vitiate the NMPU mechanism as <lescribc'.d 
above. The figures would change, however, and if spending patterns 
remained the same, the absence of France would obviously reduce. the 
direct balance of payments benefits to be derived from the NMPU by the 
United States. 

If France, Greece and Turkey were eliminated from the above 1963 
NMPU estimates, the NATO military surplus and deficit positions of the 
remaining countries for that year might appear as follows (in$ millions): 

Ct>NFID~NIIAL .., 
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NATO Military Surplus NATO Military Deficit 

Belgium 70 Italy 40 

Canada 285 Netherlands 5 

Denmark 20 United Kingdom 285 

Germany 235 United States 375 

Iceland 10 

Norway 30 

Portugal 5 


655 


If, as a result of a shift in the deployment of NATO forces from 

France to the low countries, the $200 million French surplus for 1963 

should be reflected in larger surplus positions of Belgium and the 

Netherlands, a larger NATO military deficit for the United States would 

appear likely. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

8'.BGRESP 
WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

Tuesday, June 7, 1966 
7:30 PM 

~ 
0 . 12356, Sec. 3.4 

N1J s-~ '-

11 

----

THE PRESIDENT By . , NARA, Date I -/1·9' 

Subject: Measures to Attack the " Technological Gap 0 between 
the United States and Europe 

At Walt Ro stow' s suggestion, I am reporting for your information 
a number of measures that I believe could be helpful in attacking the 
"technological gap" between the :United States and Europe. Dean 
Acheson discussed this problem with me last week in connection 
with his study for NSAM 345. We agreed that the basic problem of 
the ntechnological gap" relates to such fundamental issues as the 
size of European markets, European management procedures, and 
policies toward capital investment in industry, research and develop­
ment and education, and that these problems could not be cured by 
any package of technological proposals that we might offer. 

At the same time, I do believe that there are specific proposals 
that would point the Europeans in the right direction toward solving 
these problems, would have a unifying effect on Europe, and would 
help remove the widespread impression in Europe that the United 
States was trying to perpetuate the "technological gap. n 

I have given some preliminary thought to the following specific pro­
posals on which we could move relatively quickly: 

1. NA TO Computer Center. Europe is considerably 
behind this country in the use of modern computers which are 
fundamental to advanced technology, business management, economic 
planning, etc. Although these computers are on the open market, 
the required investment is too great for the smaller European 
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countries and most industrial concerns. We could therefore pro­
pose that a very advanced computation center, using;hoth US and 
European hardware, be established and operated by/NATO. This 
center, which could be remotely connected with other facilities by 
existing telephone lines, could serve NATO governmental and indus­
trial enterprises directly in solving military, commercial, and re­
search problems. We would offer our assistance in organizing the 
operation and in introducing Europeans to the full range of possibilities 
involving the best modern computer equipment. 

2. Technological Information Service. The Europeans 
are very concerned that they do not have access to the advanced 
technology emerging from our advanced military and space projects. 
We have tried to make such information available to domestic con­
cerns through such programs as the NASA Technology Utilization 
Program and the State Technical. Service Program of the Department 
of Commerce. To help overcome this problem in Europe, we could 
propose a NATO technological information service that would perform 
similar services there. The participating governments would pool 
the relevant technological information available to them in this 
organization. 

These are examples of the kind of proposals that we could 
make in this area. On the basis of my preliminary look, I think that 
it will be possible to put together a reasonably good package that 
would ease the political tensions resulting from the .. technological 
gap" problem even though it would not solve it. 

c-->) 
~~~~ 
Donald F. Hornig 

cc: 	 WWRostow 
FMBator 

SEGRE'f' 
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File Copy 

THE. WHITE HOUSE 

WASHiNGTON 

SEGRE! April 22, 1966 

,,,---
NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 345 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defen~e 

DEClASSIFmi> \ · 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
Nl.J 3-p 

SUBJECT: Nuclear Planning By - ARA, Date /) ·ltJ--'13 

The President wishes to have developed recommendations for 
enlarging the participation in and understanding of nuclear planning by 
both the political and military authorities of our major NATO allies. 

Two alternative approaches should be considered: one which 
assumes the creation of a "NATO Nuclear Force" and one which does 
not. 

Among the possibilities examined should be the creation of a 
permanent body of restricted membership within NA TO with functions 
including both intensified consultation and the direction of U.S. and 
U.K. nuclear weapons and ~elivery vehicles assigned to NATO and/or 
collectively owned. The proposals should cover the full range of 
activities involved in planning _for the operation of existing forces and 
the development of future forces: intelligence, deployznent, targeti~g, 
considerations affecting use at times of crisis, research, developme~t, 
production and budgeting, etc . 

The primary operational focus of these arrangements should 
be the defense of NATO territory. 

For purposes of this exercise, it should be assumed that any 
"NATO Nuclear Force" Plan which later may be a·greed upon will not 
include: 

· a. Mixed-manning of submarines·; 

b. A su.rface fleet capable of delivering nuclear weapons. 
The following matters should be addressed, in addition to 
functions: 
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1. participation o~ membership; 

Z. location; 

3. financing; 

4. probable U. K., German, French, other NA TO, 
and Soviet reactions; / 

5. appropriate U.S. negotiating strategy and 
procedures for its execution. 

The President also wishes to have developed other forward­
looking proposals that would increase the cohesion of NATO and the 
North Atlantic community. Th~se should embrace two kinds of 
measures: 

a. Military and ;non-military programs affecting 
primarily the affairs of the Free World; 

b. Constructive political, ·diplomatic, and economic 
initiatives addressed to Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union. 

The President wishes t~ have these proposals ready for review 
by Thursday, May 12. 

lJ lJ ~ 
. W_. W. Ros tow 

D_i _spatched 4/22/ 66 - Rcpts. Noso 114-115 
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NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. ~'I~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Secretary of State 
Secretary of Defense 

DEC!ASSIPDID 
l!.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NIJ ! 93-t:>lf 

BJ id:@ , NARA, Date 1~-1t> -9 ~ 

~he President wishes to have developed recommendations ,for 

enlarging the participation in and unde~standing of nuclear planning by 

both the political and military authorities of our major NA TO allies. 

Two alternative approaches should be considered: one which 

assumes the creation of a "NATO Nuclear Force" and one which does 

not.,mong the possibilities examined should be the creation of a 

permanent body of restricted membership within NA TO with functions 

including both intensified consultation and the 'direction of U.S. and 

U. K nuclear weapons and ·delivery vehicles as signed to NA TO and/ or 

collectively owned. The proposals should cover the full range of activities 

involved in planning for the operation of existing. forces and the develop-

ment of future forces: intelligence, deployment, targeting, considerations 

affecting use at times of crisis, research, development, production and 

budgeting, etc. 

~ 
The primary operational focus of these81if U !fit' ;1 arrangements 

should be the defense of NATO territory. 

For purposes of this exercise, it should be assumed that any "NATO 

Nuclear Force" Plan which later may be agreed upon will not include: · 

• mixed-manning of submarines; 
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,. a surface fleet .capable of delivering nuclear weapons. 

The following matters should be addressed, in addition to functions: 

(i) 	 participation or membership; 

(ii) 	 location; 

(iii) 	 financing; 

(iv) 	 probable U. K., German, French, other NATO, and 

Soviet reactions• 

(v) 	 appropriate U •. S. negotiating strategy and procedures 

for its execution. 

~~~/~~~
The 	President wishes to M-,iew ~i.& pl'epeeal by · • 

~ 	1.i... ~1 111~ h .. 1 

. W •. W. Rostow 

i 
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~ · The President"wishes to have developed fil'QIRp~ othe·r forward-

looking proposals that would increase the cohesion of NATO and the North 

Atlantic community. Theae should embrace twq kinds of measures: 

a. Military and no~-military programs affecting primarily 

the affairs of the Free World; 

b. Constructive political, diplomatic, and economic initiatives 

addressed to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. 
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DRAFT NSAM -- April 18, 1966 

TO: Secretary of State 
Secretary of Defense 

-
1-7 

The President wishes fo . have ~rnp;t3y developed coi'teT.:ete recom-

mendations for enlarging the parti'cipation in and understanding of nuclear 

planning by the political as well as military authorities of our major NA TO 

allies. Among the possibilities ~xamined should be _the creation of a 

permanent body of restricted membership within NA TO with functions 

including both intensified consultation and the possibility of executive control 

over U.S. and U. K. nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles assigned to 

NATO and/ or collectively own~<l:· The proposals should cover the full 

range of activities involved in man~ging existing forces and· programming 

future forces: intelligence, deproy!nent, targeti??-g, operations at times of 

crisis, research and developn:ient1 P-l·c·~~v-1 ~'"i\ G"°''&\,,.._\ '3..,,,_ ~ 

he primar~~eep;a,-of these consultative arrangements should be the . ~ '·~ 
\-, ~~ ./ (\ () ,,, ~,. .. 

' ~-"~ nuclear defense of NATO territor~i):.. · . , ~ 

For _purposes of this exer~ise, the following· should be excluded from 

the arrang;ement: 

c_ ~ European clause; . ~ 

b. mixed-manning of submarines; 

c. a surface fleet capable of deliver;ng nuclear weapons. 

The following matters should be addressed, in addition to functions: 

(i) participation or membership; 

(ii) location; 
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(iii) financing; 

(iv) 	probable P. K., German, French, other NATO, and Soviet 

. reactions. >-1E,ol1~llF.i~ '57"~1rr~6,y er ptZ<:GEOv,~c=.s · f':JR- · ~Ts ~'l.EcVT,~"' ~ 
\ v) Ii )':r" v'lo•' .~::. \.l<, ».. "-S~~ .l\....._~ '\\i.\.,_'li"\- 6 il'- ibu,~,., ~~.~ ~i"'-..,_\-~-coJ. 
The President wishes to review this proposal by . 	 · 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SECRE~/SEMSI~PIE 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

Wednesday, May 18, 1966, 5:55 p.m. 

~LASSIFIED 
This is about tomorrow's 6:00 p. m. meeting on NATO. E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

NLJ · to -a~g 

You ought to know: By~, NARA, Dace I/ qt.,. 

-- Acheson is sensitive about a big meeting. And although he is working 
like a great soldier, since our NSAM, there are some ruffled feathers to 
smooth. 

-- Francis Bator is sensitive about his old struggles with State. He feels 
State might be happier if he is not there. He is our man on Europe. He 
should be there. Francis is working - - and I am encouraging him to work - -
more congenially with State. 

Once clear Presidential guidance is given, the town can be pulled together fine. 

Unless I hear to the contrary, I will assume Francis should come to the 
meeting. 

,,, 
'•' 

I shall not distribute a formal agenda, but you may wish to guide the 
meeting along the following lines: 

l. Thank Acheson for his work on what you know is a tough and critical 
problem. De Gaulle is trying to gut us; but we have to hold the club 
together and move forward. You are aware of the difficulty of dealing 
with the French and the amount of hard laborious work he has done and 
organized. 

2. You know the response to NSAM 345 will be along soon; and, therefore, 
this meeting will be devoted to the negotiating issue. 

3. You might then put the following series of questions (all of which 
Francis and I tried to answer in our memo to you). The first three may take 
a little time, but they will give State its day in courto 

What are our objectives in this crisis? 

What is DeGaulle after? 

SEC!tE'Y'/~:EMSITIYE -
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What should our negotiating stance be? 

What is the next step in negotiating about French troops in 
Germany? 

Is the Aide Memoire the best way to put our questions to the 
French? 

4. You might then give your guidance on negotiation. Page 7 of our 
memorandum (attached) has our suggestions for what they may be worth. 

5. Budget for another meeting soon on NSAM 345. 

~~ET/ SENaITIVE 
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1. In our public position you want to minimize any suggestion of a 
direct Washington/Paris confrontation. 

2. If public exposition of our differences is required, it should be in 
terms of an integrated military alliance versus bilateralism or fragmentation 
of the West. 

3. You do not wish the U.S. to be in a position of begging anything of 
the French. 

4. We should proceed with the Allies to plan the prompt movement of 
people and equipment out of France. 

5.· On French troops in Germany, you wish us to be exactly as sturdy 
as Erhard, but we should not push him into positions that are costly in terms 
of his domestic politics unless he is pressured by his Gaullists into positions 
which would endanger the security of our troops, or the integrity of NATO 
command ~rrangements. · 

6. With respect to Allied overflights and French access to Allied 
communications and intelligence, we should indicate our hope that both can 
be maintained; but our planning should be based on the possibility' that we 
shall have to operate without overflights; we should make clear to the French 
that we regard these two as an inextricable package. 

7. With respect to the NA TO oil pipeline, we should plan for a capability 
sufficient to help defend Western Europe without reliance on the French, while 
seeing what we can negotiate after de Gaulle's return from Moscow. 

B. Without public acknowledgment, our plans and actions should convey 
that we are moving to maintain an effective collective defense without France, 
while trying to make fair and even-handed arrangements to keep France in 
a close working relationship with the Alliance. 

Our willingness to do without the French - - and our actions which indicate 
our preparedness to do without them -- constitute our best negotiating cards, 
given de Gaulle 1s sensitivity to "isolation"; but in fact as well as in posture 
there is enough ambiguity in de Gaulle's commitment so that it would be 
imprudent to be dependent on France, during his time, in a period of crisis 
or conflict. 

~GIU!ST 



April 18, 1966 . .;. _ ll:OO a .• m. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

We .shoUld have ior you a dra!t ·NSAM to guide 

the proposal in paragraph .3a for tomorrow's (Tuesday) 

lunch; that is, the proposal for organized ·nuclear 

consultation. 

W. W. Rostow 
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E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NlJ I z3-~'t 

By +1.-.g , NAB.A, Date , _, -1~ -4' 3 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Atlantic .Policy 

Sunday, April 17, 1966 11:15 a. m. 

On the basis of State Department papers you have been considering 
the issue of French troops in Germany and the framework for our 
response to Wilson on the nuclear question. 

You have also had available Francis Bator's observations. 

At the moment, I can, perhaps, be most helpful by setting down a 
few fundamental ideas which I believe are relevant to these matters in 
particular and the Atlantic crisis in general. 

1. The maintenance of an integrated NATO capable of continuing 
to deter Moscow is fundamental. Given Soviet missile and conventional 
capabilities, · it is truly a mortal issue. Here I believe Mr. Acheson 
is wholly corre-ct. -It ·is not a question of clinging to outmoded ideas of 
the late 1940's: it is a question of whether we and the Europeans have 
learned the lesson of two world wars and the whole sweep of modern 
history. 

Z. In order to maintain the political base for this deterrent - - under 
French attack -- the U. K. and Germany must be brought closer together. 
This is the way to look at the nuclear issue. We need to sit down with the 
U. K. ·and Germany and quietly guide them to a well-balanced package. 
The first requirexre nt is tripartite talk; but we should not deceive our­
selves that anything will emerge unless we .push.them tactfully towards a 
package, including, in par~icular, the nuclear issue and the defense of 
the pound. 

3. On the nuclear issue I have no pet formula. I am clear~ however, 
on two things: 

a. at the moment the Germans do not have the political and 
psychological base to foreclose a hardware option once and for all, 
without a major concession from Moscow in the dire.ction of German 
unity; 

SECRE'f 
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b. we ought to put our be st thought and imagination into 
designing a lively nuclear consultatio~ club, hardware , or no 
hardware. The design and negotiation of this consultation club 
are first prfority business on which the whole town agrees. 

4. We ought to do nothing that need not be done to make Franco­
German relations worse than de Gaulle has made them. We. ought to 
understand wi~ sympathy the German desire to keep as much going as 
possible between France and Germany. But we also ought to -be clear 
about two other matters, to the Germans as well as among ourselves: 

a. It is Paris, not Washington, that is pressing on the 
Germans a choice between France and the U.S.; 

b. Franco;...German frienoship can only thrive in larger clubs -­
like the European Common Market and NATO. It will not work on a 
bilateral basis, except student exchanges, etc. 

. S. We ought to accompany the NATO reorganization with as many 
forward-looking measures in the Atlantic as possible. The case for 
keeping ·. NATO. is widely understood. But there is"also a co.rrect feeling 
that we need: · 

a. More partnership in the Atlantic on issues like money, aid. 
space, _modern technology, Great Society issues, political consulta­
tion, etc.; 

b. More East-West bridge-building by Atlantic nations: trade, 
cultural contacts, etc. 

We should not 'become .so overwhelmed with the difficult details of 
moving NATO, neg,otiating with the French, facing the issue of French 
troops in Germany~' - that we fail to give the whole enterprise a new 
forward look. Plan.ning is under way; but, unless you insist on· its being 
given a priority equal to other matters, it may be pushed aside as window­
dressi~g. It is more than that. It may determine how positively European 
parliaments and public opinion react to the new NATO package as a whole. 
Irideed, the same . may be true in the U. s. · 

6. I shall, 0£ course, be prepared to ~omment on specific -points 
and issues as they come forward !o.r your decision. At ~s ti.me, I 
.thought. these, broad observations might be helpful. · 

- SECRET 
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7. My only operational proposal is this: that I;OU budget for a 
small, carefully prepared meeting on the nuclear question shortly after 
yqur ·return to Washington. The town needs your guidance. I believe 

can lay it out for discussion in an orderly..,way. 

W. W. Rostow 

WWRostow:rln 

SECRET 




Mr. President 

April UJ; 1966 
Monday. 4:45 p.m. 

Herewith a draft NSAM that. all hands 
agree is necessary to .get on with our work 
on the nuclear issue; that ls, Secr.etary 
McNamara. Mr. Ball. Francis .Bator and 
myse1£. Secretary Rusk was not involved 
in the NS.AM because he was leaving • 
.But he believes stall work along these lines 
should proceed. Only one point ls dleagreed -
the European clause*· I shall eJCplain to 
you tbe nature of the disagreement. 

/ w. w. Rostow 

cc: Bill Moyers 
DECI.Assmm 

E.O. 12356, Secl 4 
NlJ I 93- 0 

By k:j9 ' NARA, Date /.;i .. ~o-e; 3. 
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DRAFT - .Aprll 18,. 1966 

SB_Clt'JCJ!*" 
NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 

MEMOR.ANllUM FOR: Secretary. of State 
Sectetary ot Detense 

~ .. .. ~- · • .II . I 

DBClASSIFDID 
E.O. 123 ... 6, Sec. 3.4 
~J . L3-o'/ 

By k::@ t ARA, Date /~ -ID-o/ .3 

·:ru Prosldent wtshtu1 ·to·,havo -d•velopoc.i recO#lnuttndation.s for 

enlars·Uig the particlpatlot>. in and Wlderatandlng of nuclesr planning by 

both the pollt.lcal and milltuy auth.orlties of our maJott NA 'TO allies. 

Two alternative approaches should be considered: one whlch 

asemnea 'the creation of a ''NA TO Nuclear Jtorcett and one whleb does 

not .• Among the posslblllttes examined should be the creattoa of a 

permanent body of r .estricted membership wltbln NA TO with functlona 

including botb 1atenaUled con.sultatlon &Gd the dJ.rectlcm, .of. U.S. and 

t1.I-t nu.clea,. weapon• and delivery vehicles assigned to NATO and/or 

collectively owned. The propoials should cover ihe full range ol actlvltlea 

involved tn planning foir tbe ope:raiton of existing force• and.the develop· 

meut fJf luture forces: lnteUi.g~niee, deployment, targetmg. conslderatlons 

eflectlug use at iimee 0£ crlsls, i-cseareh. developJ.llent, ps-oductlon. and 

bud.getlng, etc. 

The primary opeia tional locus of these c.ousultatlve anangementa 

ahould be the defense of NATO territory. 

For purposes of thie exei-cise, it should be assuxned. tbat any •tNATO 

Nuclear P'orce 0 Plan which later may be agreed l.tpon will not luclude: 

Eut>opea~ clause; 

b~ ·mixed-manning ot submarinesJ 



c. 1. eurlace Ileet capable ot deUverb1g nuclear weapons 41• 

(i) participatl.011 or membereblp; 


CU) locatton; 


(lii) 	flnanclng; 

(lv) 	 probable U.K. • German, li:renc:b;. other NA1*0• aud 

Soviet t'eactlons.; 

Cv) appropriate U.S. negotiating sQ>ategy and procedures 

for its executloa. 

The Prealdentwlshes to Hvl~w thl• proposal by --------• 

w. w. Roe-tow 

SECRET 
.........lit4l1 • ~ F 




We aluNld have (or you a draft NSt\M to gt4de 
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allies. Amotig the posslbllities ~xamin~d shQuld be tho cre~~ion a£ a 

permanent body of. %~tlttlctea ni.emberehip wltl1ln NATO with lunctlone . 

. inoludlng both int&m1if1~d cone.ultation and th~i~~~~wo'f eJteeutive tbntrOl 

• • 

c. · a surface fieet capable 0£ delive#ng J'lu~lear weapont. 

The. !~llowing matters eho.ult1 be add%'eeeed, ~n addition t~ fu.nctione1 

(i) pa-rticipation o~ memberehipi 

(11) locat.loni 

- -SECR!:T 
ECLA ~Sn· a m . 

E.O. 12-- i_'";( , ,('{-'(, Jj ..n:/M1.J-P':/ . 
NSC 1emo, Jr - .. ,' .:<c · ,cpL Gulddm~ 
By · r1\,!1A,Da e /2- -/t,.9f .' 
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(111) flttanclng; 
.,. 

(lv) probable u. K. ,· German, French, otho~ NATO, and Soviet . . . . . 
l'~actione. · 1J«.ofiA1iJ4 ~111f1•4Y d" p~CN..ws ·~'- ;T~ lr'Mnl'fli,., •. · 

\v) Arwl·~ ~. \It; ,.,_'-$'\~ "'-"'}i·. >\\-~·~·°h"\. b if'" •t·t.o.~\..•1. ~....."J4- '-\'ti..<..\~-Q)t/.
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SEC~ 
DRAFT NSAM -- April 18, 1966 

-TO: Secretary of State 
Secretary of Defense 

·- --The President wishes to have ru : p+ly developed '2 QI 1 et e rec om-

mendations for enlarging the partmipation in and understanding of nuclear 

planning by the political as well as military authorities of our major NA TO 

allies. Among the possibilities examined should be the creation of a 

permanent body of restricted membership within NA TO with functions 

including both intensified consultation and the possibility of executive control 

over U.S. and U. K. nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles assigned to 

NA TO and/ or collectively owned. The proposals should cover the full 

range of activities involved in managing existing forces and programming 

future forces: intelligence, depldyµient, targeting, operations 'at times of 

crisis, research
1
anti developnient1 /"'~~~.,., ""-> · Q<._ \"' w~ , 

~ ~~ ' ~he primar~Mle&PB-of these consultative arrangements should be the~.,, 
nuclear defense of NATO territori}_ ~ 

For purposes of this exercise, the following should be excluded from 

the arrangement: 

~ a European clause; 1 
b. mixed-manning of submarines; 

c. a surface fleet capable of delivering nuclear weapons. 

The following matters should be addressed, in addition to functions: 

{i) participation or member ship; 

{ii) location; 
EC " . :'.ff •D 

--sEGRET F 1 
)_ 1 ~ 'i ~- . E-' f" c. 3.5 .,,..~t::i'1J-Of 

NSC .. 1 ~n; ~., , 1 :' -,. • · , 5,: , '. (,' D pt. Gnitlelines 
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(iii) financing; 

• 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Agenda for Foreign Policy 
Discussion with the President 
Tuesday, Apri~ 19, 1966 

\ ' (1 I 

c-;;.~: .~~·~ -; -, · 'f 
L;;.,(~ 

a) .l.~aisi:ng force ceiling from 260, 000 to 325, 000. 
Decision req_uired soon. 

b) Vie tn.arn o.ptions a n d fall-backs. 

D 

a) NS}_~\( a:: ... d ~):!." e~'.)a:.·ations for :. .. e~)ly to V/ils o"i'l. ~2cisio:J. required sc c.~·-1 . 

Zu:. .. o~:,ec..:.1 cl2:u.se issue t,.s-~wee:.'l Secre;·cary iV~cNar:_a.ra c..nd Ball. 

c) l':::J..r:· J ::elocaL~::- ::.s sues. Sec::.."etary :~cNamara now staffing out JCS 
::e co:;.T .. r~enG.c.:~io::-_' .; 'Ni·.:h p~::..·~:..::, se of cutting costs. He will report 
i:.J. fou::tn wee:"- c-:. ... t_~:Jril. I:.1-te::national negotiations begin during 

;:_ 1 ~\.l .. ?O fo::wc..i .. d-looking proposals. Ro.stow memo. Comm3nt. 

:.:~ ·:..:iia.:-: a::id Pak Aid Decisions. 

a) Shm.:ld we resume negotiation on four !:1.dian project loans totalling 
$85 r.-1illion already authorized? Briefing. Decision required. 

b) Fo:.·thcomi::-:i.g Pai::istan Aid Packa__g e. Briefing o~ ... whC!-t is about to 
al"J..'"ive from State-AID. Info#ion. o~ AO~. 

7' ~-----------~--._ ____ _ 

c) \Vill you see Shoaib? Briefing. Decision requiTeC. this week. 
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4. 	 Cabriolet {Plowshare shot). Secretary Rusk and Seaborg wish a 
meeting with you after Secretary Rusk's return {Friday). They have 
concluded that the issues involved in a postponement are sufficiently 
political -- one way or another -- to require your decision. 
Decision on meeting req_uired. 

5. Black mission. 

6. La.·~in Americo.. 

a) 	 :a.riefing. r::.:::- vou w:::.s~"'• ·~0 see Eui-:ker and 

... s 	·:~o.. -· ~ · .; . -.,. - - c / ·,.:1·o} 	 :nitia:. :..·cactic::- • · vo ... .. V>... .....~::...n.. · .-=n •-·'~t- · B::-ief:ng. 

e) 	 Zcuado::, Guatemala. Q·~et. Briefing. 

7. 	 D.X. gropes towa:-ds an unce:.·tain :c..egotiatirig track in wake 
U. S. will support. B::-iefir...g. 

.- . .~B. 	 ..--:~~- ~otl.2; s:.a. ::.-.:.G.c.-... esi~ns r.nove slowly towa:r-ds rejoi:.."~n.g U. N. ; 
~ :-2::.u:rc..ging p:;.~ivate en.terp::ise; looking f.01'" fo:-eign c..ss~stc..~..ce; 
~~::.6:.ng confrontation. 50, 000 tons rice l:r...G.er P:..i-"~80 ':2~t:..e IV 
s::.;;::...ed April 17. Communist-sympafr...izi:.:.g .Ar-..."lbc...ssadors purged. 
::.:..4~efin.g. 

9. 	 Cxca:r·c :Ce:;>loyment (A-12 aircra:'~). Ad::-ii:ral Raborn wi.11 raise with 
ycu wnether these :i.1.ew l·eco:i.1.naissance ai:rcraft should now be deployed 
to Okinawa to increase our xeconnaissance capacity. Rabor~.1. says yes. 
Defense and State say: not now. Briefing. Decision required on meeting. 

10. 

W.W. Rostow 

http:SEC.B.ET
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-BECRET Thursday. April 21. 1966, 9:30 a.m . 

. MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Attached Draft NSAM 

Before our meeting today on the forelp policy agenda, I should 
like to explain to you why I propoae a National Security Action Memo­
randum. covering staff work on the nuclear issue and on forward 
looking proposals that would lncrea•e the cohealon of NATO ln the 
N ortb. Atlantic Community (draft. attached). 

1. Secretary McNamara, S~cretary Rusk, George Ball, 
Mr. Acheson, Francia Bator and I all agree that we must concentrate 
urgently on the deaiga of arrangements for nuclear conau.ltatlon. Thia 
ia an item on which there is general agreement in the town. Because 
of the endleaa hardware debate, work on improved nu.clear consultation 
and how to conduct it has not cryatalllzed and been. brought before you 
for examination. 

2. You wlll recall that this la an element on which we, the 
Germana, and the Brltlab all agree. One purpose of this NS.AM ls to 
make sure that what we all agree about in the U .s. Govermne11t is 
staff'ed out and made aa effective an item ill our policy as can be done. 
We can then cautiously feel our way on the hardware issue. 

3. Secretary McNamara, George Ball, Mr • .Acheson, Francie 
Bator and I all agree tbat the NSAM would set the framework for con­
structive work which would unite not dlvlde the town. Secretary McNamara 
believes there la no other way to get the town. movlDa except by the NSAM. 

4. Within the NS.AM there is only one po.int of disagreement: 
Secretary McNamara believes a European clause ahoW.d be· explicitly 
excluded !rom cnnsideratlon ln exa:minin& a ''NATO nuclear force.,. Mr. 
Ball believes thla would be politically dangerous. If word sot out, it 
would give a powerful handle to de Gaulle: the U.S. la trying to dominate 
Europe. Ball la confident that the British will oppose, in any caae, a 
European clause. We would leave it to them. For ·what lt la worth, I 
aide in thla case with Mr. Ball, but for a different reason. The European 
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impulse remains strong; and it la rla ing even la Britain. I am confident 
that. at the end of the day, the Europeans may conceivably group them­
selves together within an Atlantic nuclear force; but I doubt that they 
will claim., in anything like the foreseeable !ut;tu:e, a E uropean right to 
fire. I, therefore, believe that we should not explicitly ·exclude the 
European clause but have an. underetalldlna in the govermnent that we 
would quietly work against it in our negotlatlona. 

5. I also attach a second paragraph which I believe will comm.and 
the support of everyone. It would dlrect that constructive measures 
be presented to you in thla package - - measures that would both pull the 
Atlantic CommUDlty together and exp~olt euch oppo.rtwdtlea aa there may 
be for constructive tnltiatlvea addrested to Eastern Eur·ope and the Soviet 
Union. 

6. My reasoning ta as follows: under the best of circumstances, 
a NATO reorganized without France ia going to be •om.ewhat weakened. 
Morevoer, there will be significant expeneea involved ln traneferrlng 
NATO headquarters and lnatallatlona. If the European Parllamenta and 
our Congress are to back our policy of malntalnlng an integrated NATO, 
they will need to believe that we are not simply de!andlng our ldeaa of 
the late 1940'• but recognizing two real factors on the present scene 
and looking to the fu~re: 

-- The desire in Europe for greater equality of partnership 
with the U.S.: 

.... The potentlallttes offered by changes in. the Soviet Unlon. 
and Eastern Europe for moving in the direction of normalizing 
East-Weet relations. 

7. A• J indicated in a memorand.wn to you of April 17 on 
.Atlantic Pbllcy (paragraph 5), I believe the ataff work on these constructive 
measures needs your atlm.wu.a and emphasis. 

8. As I told Bill Moyers at lunch yeaterday, I have been looking 
at this problem from the point of view of the klnd of speech I would 
like you to be able to give during the summer when, hopefWJ.y, the ~&\G 
crisis la resolved. That speech would have three components: 

SECRET. 
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-- We have demonstrated that the Atlantic Community 
as a whole haa read the lesson of the history of this century 
aa meaning .that in matters of defense we mu.st hang together 
or we wlll hang separately; therefore. we have euccesafully 
reorganized NA TO on the baala of Integrated de!enae. (On 
tbia aspect of the job JCS has produced a plan• Secretary 
McNamara 1.- working over lt to cut coats. He wW complete 
his reconunendationa by the end of April. International 
negotlatlons can begin in May.) 

... We have provided ln thls reoganizatlon for enlarged 
participation in n\1clear planning by both _political and mWtary 
authorities of our NAT 0 allies. plus whatever collective 
hardw·are arrangements emerge. (The heart of this la, of 
course, our .leading Britain and Ciermany to agreement on the 
Jlllclear question.) 

-- We have been looklllg not backwards but forwards. 
The new NATO we have designed provides lor the common defense; 
but it also .movea forwal'd in many areas of .Atlantic partner­
ship and is the ba•e from whlch we shall. pursue the normallzatlon 
of relations between the East and the West in Europe and the 
peacelul pursuit of German unity and a.n Eaat-West E uropean 
security agreement. (It ls to provide the materials for thls 
dimension of the strategy that I suggest paragraph Z should be 
included ln the proposed NSAM) ) ..... 
When -the town responds to this NSAM we shall be in ,shape 

to reply to Wilson's letter. 

W. W. Roatow 

cc: Bill Moyers 

Attachments 
Tab A - Draft NSAM 
Tab B - Draft Para. 2 
Tab C - .April 17 Memo 
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DR~FT - April 18, 196.6 

~ 
NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Secretary of State 
Secretary of Defense 

J. The President wishes to have developed recommendations .for 

enlarging the participation in and unde~standing of nuclear planning by 

both the political and military authorities of our major NA TO allies. 

Two alternative approaches should be considered: one which 

assumes the creation of a "NATO Nuclear Force" and one which does 

not. Among the possibilities examined should be the creation of a 

permanent body of restricted membership within NATO with functions 

including both intensified consultation and the direction of U.S. and 

U. K nuclear weapons and ·delivery vehicles as signed to NA TO and/ or 

collectively owned. The proposals should cover the full range of activities 

involved in planning for the operation of existing. forces and the develop-

ment of future forces: intelligence, deployment, targeting, considerations 

affecting use at times of crisis, research, development, production and 

budgeting, etc. 

The primary operational focus of these~Rittltat~arrangements 

should be the defense of NATO territory. 

For purposes of this exercise, it should be assumed that any "NATO 

Nuclear Force" Plan which later may be agreed upon will not include: 

*a. European clause; 

b. mixed-manning of submarines; 
DECLASSIFIED 
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c. a surface fleet .capable of delivering nuclear weapons. 

The following matters should be addressed, in addition to functions: 

(i) participation or membership; 

{ii) location; 

(iii) 	 financing; 

{iv) 	 probable U. K., German, French, other NATO, and 

Soviet reactions~ 

(v) 	 appropriate U •. S. negotiating strategy and procedures 

for its execution. i 
~ . 
I 
! 

The 	President wishes to review this proposal by 
~--~-------------

" 
I· 

. W •. W. Rostow 

j . 
I 

I 

i 
I, 

I 	 SECRET 
l 
L~. ~~~~~~~~~~~-- ~~~~~~~-.. ~~~-

,_( 

I 
I 



2. The President wishes to have developed promptly othe·r forward-

looking proposals that would increase the cohesion of NATO and the North 

Atlantic community. These should embrace two kinds of measures: 

a. Military and non-military programs affecting primarily 

the affairs of the Free World; 

b. Constructive political, diplomatic, and economic initiatives 

addressed to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. 

· , 
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SECRET 

Sunday., April 17, 1966. 11:15 a.m. 

MEMOR.AND'OM. FOl\ THE PaES.IDENT 

SUBJECT' Atlantic Policy 

On tke ba•l• 0£ State Department papers you. have been considering 
the issue of French troop• in Oermany and tbe framework for ou.r 
reaponae to Wilson on the n.u.clear·. question. 

Y a.11 have also had available Francis Bator• s observations. 

At the moment. I can. perhaps, be moat helpful by setting down a 
few fundamental ideae which I believe are relevant to these matters in 
particular and the Atlantic criaie 1n general. 

1. The maintenance of an integrated NA TO cal'able 0£ COJ?tinuin( 
to deter Moscow is fundamental. Givea. Soviet missile and conventional 
capabilities. it ia trwy a mol"tal issue. Here 1 believe Mr·. Acheson. 
is wholly correct. It ia not a queotion of clinging to outmoded ideu of 
the la.ta l940's: it ia a question of 'vbether we and the Eu.ropeana have 
learned the le•soa of two world wara and the whole sweep of modern 
history. 

2. In order to maintain the political base for this deterrent -- under 
French attack -- the U. le and Germany murs t be brought closer together. 
This ia the way to look at the nuclear issue. \Ye need to ~it down with the 
U .1(. and Germany a.nd quietly guide then:.. to a well-balanced pack.age. 
Tb.e first require.&:ra nt ia tripartite talk; bu.t we should not deceive our­
selve• that anything will emerge unless we push them tactfully towards a 
packa1e. includln&, in particular. the nuclear issue and the defense cf 
the pound. 

3. On the nuclear issue .I have no i'et formula. I a u .. c.tear. he>wever. 
on two things: · · 

a._ at the mome·nt the German• do not have the political and 
psychological base to foreclose a bardware option once and for all, 
without a major coacesaion from Moscow in the direction o! German , 
uuity; 

, I 
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b. we ought to put our be.st thought and ima.cination into 

designing a lively nuclear consultation club. hardware or no­

hardware. The design and negotiation of this c onsultation dub 

are first priority business on which the whole town a.srees. 


4. !fe ought to do nothins t hat need not b~ done to m ake Franco­
Gerrnan relations worse than de Gaulle has m.adc thcrn . Vie ought to 
understand with sympathy the German desire to ke ep as rnuch going ae 
possible between France and Gi;rmany. But w e also ought to be clear 
about two other matters, to the Germana as well as ar..-tong ourselves: 

a. It is Paris, not Washington, that is pressing on the 

Germans a choice between l:...rance and the U. s. ; 


b. Franco-Qerz:na.n !ricndship can oJll.y thrive in larger clubs - ­

like the European Common Market and. NATO. It will not work on a 

bilateral basis, except student exchange s. etc. 


5. We ought to accompany the NATO xeor~zation with as many i 
forward-lookin& measures in the Atlantic as possibl7. The case for 
keeping NA TO ia widely under stood. .But th.ore is also a. correct feeling 1 
that we need: j 

a. More partnershi;e in the .Atlantic on issues like money, aid. 

space, modern technology. Great Society issues, political conaulta­
 1
tiOl'l, etc. i 

b. More Eaet-West bridge-building by Atlantic nations: trade, 

cultural contacts, etc. 


Wc should not be come so overwhelmed with the difficult details of 
moving NATO, negotiating with the French. facing tl1e issue of French Itroops in Germany. that we fail to give the whole enterprise a new 
!orward lock. Planning ls under way; but, unless you insist on ita beine I 
given a priority equal to other nu.1.tters, it n1ay ~ pushed asid~ as windO\v.­ 1
dre eoing. It ia nlore than that. It may determine how positively European 
parliatnenta and public opinion react to the new NATO package a.a a wh-0le. j 
Indeed, the S&n'!e may be true in the u. s. ~ 

l6. l shall, 0£ course, be prepared to comment on specific points 
and issues as they con1e .f<irwa.rd 'for you.r ~ecision. At this time, I 
~...-"-• +1\e~e bro~d observations might be helpful. 

;.·,. .. ,..· 
! -~ . . .. ~ . ... . f / .· 
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1. My only operational proposal la t his: t hat yott budget for a 
. small, carefully prepared meeting on tbe nuclear ~~tion shortly after 
your return to Washington. The town needs your guidance. I believe 
1 can lay it out for diacwsstoo. ill an orderly way. 

W.W. Roetow 

VlWRostow:r In. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Thursday, April 21, 1966, 9:30 a.m. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Attached Draft NSAM 

Before our meeting today on the foreign policy agenda, I should 
like to explain to you why I propose a National Security Action Memo­
randum covering staff work on the nuclear issue and on forward 
looking proposals that would increase the cohesion of NATO in the 
North Atlantic Community (drafts attached). 

l. Secretary McNamara, Secretary Rusk, George Ball, 
Mr. Acheson, Francis Bator and I all agree that we must concentrate 
urgently on the design of arrangements for nuclear consultation. This 
is an item on which there is general agreement in the town. Because 
of the endless hardware debate, work on improved nuclear consultation 
and how to conduct it has not crystallized and been brought before you 
for examination. 

2. You will recall that this is an element on which we, the 
Germans, and the British all agree. One purpose of this NSAM is to 
make sure that what we all agree about in the U.S. Government is 
staffed out and made as effective an item in our policy as can be done. 
We can then cautiously feel our way on the hardware issue. 

3. Secretary McNamara, George Ball, Mr. Acheson, Francis 
Bator and I all agree that the NSAM would set the framework for con­
structive work which would unite not divide the town. Secretary McNamara 
believes there is no other way to get the town moving except by the NSAM. 

4. Within the NSAM there is only one point of disagreement: 
Secretary McNamara believes a European clause should be explicitly 
excluded from consideration in examining a "NAT 0 nuclear force. " Mr. 
Ball believes this would be politically dangerous. If word got out, it 
would give a powerful handle to de Gaulle: the U.S. is trying to dominate 
Europe. Ball is confident that the British will oppose, in any case, a 
European clause. We would leave it to them. For what it is worth, I 
side in this case with Mr. Ball, but for a different reason. The European 

CL SSIFIED 
E.O. L9S .), ~c. 3.5 
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impulse ·remains strong; and it is rising even in Britain. I am confident 
that, at the end of the day, the Europeans may conceivably group them­
selves together within an Atlantic nuclear force; but I doubt that they 
will claim, in anything like the foreseeable future, a European right to 
fire. I, therefore, believe that we should not explicitly exclude the 
European clause but have an under standing in the government that we 
would quietly work against it in our negotiations. 

5 • . I also attach a second paragraph which I believe will con:unand 
the support of everyone. It would direct that constructive measures 
be presented to you in this package - - measures that would both pull the 
Atlan~ic Conununity together and exploit · such opportunities as there may 
be for constructive initiatives addressed to Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union. 

6. My reasoning is as follows: under the best of circumstances, 
a NATO reorganized without France is going to be somewhat weakened. 
Morevoer, there will be significant expenses involved in transferring 
NATO headquarters and installations. If the European Parliaments and 
our Congress are to back our policy of maintaining an inte.grated NATO, 
they will need to believe that we are not simply defending our ideas of 
the late 1940 1s but recognizing two real factors on the present scene 
and looking to the future: 

- - The desire in Europe for greater equality of partnership 
with the U.s.; 

- - The potentialities offered by changes in the Soviet Un~on 
and Eastern Europe for moving in the direction of normalizing 
East-West relations. 

7. As I indicated in a memorandum to you of April l 7 on 
Atlantic Policy {paragraph 5 ), I believe the staff work on these constructive 
measures needs your stimulus and emphasis. 

8. As I ·told Bill Moyers at lunch yesterday, I have been looking 
at this problem from the point of view of the kind of speech I would 
like you to be able to give during the smnmer when, hopefully, the NATO 
crisis is resolved. That speech would have three components: 

·i 
1---:->_ ­
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-­ We have demonstrated that the Atlantic Community 
as a whole has read the lesson of the history of this century 
as meaning that in matters of defense we must hang together 
or we will hang separately; therefore, we have successfully 
reorganized NATO on the basis of integrated defense. {On 
this aspect of the job JCS has produced a plan; Secretary 
McNamara is working over it to cut costs. He will complete 
his recommendations by the end of April. International 
negotiations can begin in May.) 

-­ We have provided in this reoganization for enlarged 
participation in nuclear planning by both political and military 
authorities of our NAT 0 allies, plus whatever collective 
hardware arrangements emerge. {The heart of this is, of 
course, our leading B'ritain and Germany to agreement on the 
nuclear question.) 

' 

.., 

We have been looking not backwards but forwards. 
The new NATO we have designed p~ovides for the common defense; 
but it also moves forward in many areas of Atlantic partner­
ship and is the base fr0I11 which we shall pursue the normalization 
of relations between the East and the West in Europe and the 
peaceful pursuit of German unity and an East-West European. 
security agreement. {It is to provide the materials for this 
dimension of the strategy that I suggest paragraph 2 should be 
included in the propo.sed NSAM~) 

***** 
When the town responds to this NSAM we 

to reply to Wilson's letter. 
shall be in shape 

tfJ·~ostow 
cc: Bill Moyers 

I 
I 
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Tab A - Draft NSAM 
Tab B - Draft Para. 2 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE 


WASHINGTON 


May 13, 1966 

Dear Mr. President: 

At the suggestion of Mr. Rostow, Mr. Acheson 
prepared a memorandum on the issues which might be 
raised in negotiations with France over NATO. The 
Secretary of Defense and I have been over this and agreed 
that it furnishes a good basis for a meeting with you to 
receive further guidance. Pending matters include the 
draft Aide Mernoire which I submitted for your consider­
ation, and the probable French reply next week to the 
Germans regarding French troops in Germa_ny. 

May we have a meeting with you? 

Respectfully yours, 

Dean Rusk 

The President, 
The White House. 

! ' 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
SPECIAi. AssISTANT To THE SECRErARY 

May 13, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

Dear Dean: 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NLJ '6(Q- blqO . 

B~, NAftA •. Date a/II /q 7.-

A month or more ago I sent you a paper 
dealing with methods of approach to problems 
presented by the French demands on NATO and 
priorities among themo You sent this to the 
President for his information. 

In the weeks which have gone by many 
things have become clearer and, perhaps, a 
paper may be timely on subjects to be dis• 
cussed with the French by NATO as an organiza­
tion and by the USG bilaterally. 

If you wish to discuss this paper with 
me, or the President with both of us, your 
guidance would be most appreciated. 

Dean Acheson 

Attachment 
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BROAD LINES OF APPROACH TOWARD NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
FRANCE IN NATO CRISIS 

In approaching any negotiation it is important to 
understand clearly the relationship of the partieso Are 
they seeking a common object and sparring for compatible 
individual advantage -- as in a horse trade? If so, bar­
gaining is the avenue to agreemento If, however, . one .has 
taken a position f r om which it will not recede, and from 
which it cannot be forced to recede, there is small room 
for negotiation. 

In the past weeks the French government has been at 
pains to demonstrate the latter is its attitude towards 
NATOo It will not discuss its decisions that French 
troops must be withdrawn from commitment to NATO command 
and French officers from service in NATO commands. Simi­
larly its demands that all NATO and UoSo command headquarters 
and all UoS. troops, facilities and supplies must be with­
drawn from France are not subject to negotiationo All that 
can be discussed are "practical measures" for carrying out 
these decisions, a deadline for which the French government 
has arbitrarily set. Even the French Ministry of Defense 
admits that so far as NATO facilities and headquarters are 
concerned these dates cannot be met. 

The USG has responded that its troops and fac.ilities 
will be withdrawn from French territory as soon as this 
can be done without prejudice to military security. There 
are no negotiations required about withdrawal. 

The USG has offered to negotiate the amendment or 
cancellation of the agreements under which the facilities 
were established 0 It has not been thought compatible with. 
the dignity of the USG to accept unilateral cancellation 
of agreements made for the life of NATO. Nor has acceptance 
of unilateral cancellation seemed appropriate when the GOF 
simultaneously offered to discuss new agreements about 
reentry into France in time of war. The French government 

has not 
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has not answered the offer to negotiate the agreements. 
The draft aide-memoire submitted by you to the President 
seeks to make the record clear on this important point, 
without haggling about our withdrawalo 

t' 
t· 

IWhat Can Be Negotiated and Its Importance i'. 

1·
I . 

The impressive fact is how little of any real impor­
.tance is open to negotiation in the France-NATO crisiso 'f" ( 

,.IThe indisputable fact is that France wants everything ~ 

French out of NATO, and everything NATO -- especially 
everything American . -- out of Franceo This, if one may 
say so, poses a rather clear cut issue. 

In the political field it is paralleled by another 
equally clear cut differenceo As was made clear to 
Senator Church in Paris recently, the French government 
wants a European settlement by Europeans, i.eo, by 
"the underlying reality of Europe •oo Russia in Eastern 
Europe and France, England· and to a lesser extent Italy 
in Wes·tern Europe •• o the other countries of Europe were 
so much dust oo••" The agreement would seek a "reunited t:.'Germany without nuclear arms and the withdrawal of 
foreign forces from such a Germany, including, of course, 
military forces of the United Stateso" To most .We.stern 
Europeans simple mathematics makes this appear as Soviet 
domination of Europeo Our allies have not seen this 
issue of policy as a misunderstanding which can be talked 
outo The parties are not separated by details. They are 
poles apart. 

The NATO Fourteen, to be sure, have matters which. 
must be talked out with the French; but they are of 
relatively minor importanceo How insistent will the 
French be in pushing a hurried evacuation of NATO estab­
lishments? In limiting NATO overflights? In pinching · 
off the flow of oil across France? Is it in the interest 

of NATO I. 
t 
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of NATO to cloak the withdrawal of France from the 
Alliance? How valuable is French liaison with the NATO 
conunands,- and how much reliance can be placed on an 
agreement to use French facilities in time of conflict? 

The matters which stand out from the mechanics of 
leaving France are: 

· 1) The presence of French troops in Germanyo 

2) Allied overflights . through French air 
space. 

3) Continued transportation of oil across 
France. 

4) Reentry rights into facilities in France 
in case of war. 

There is also a matter which concerns chiefly the 
United States -- the termination of valid bilateral 
agreements. 

1) The presence of French troops in Germany 

The presence of all foreign troops in Germany is 
governed by a series of agreements of 1954, one bf which 
requires their being conunitted to NATO command in case 
of conflicto The French government has given notice of 
the cancellation of this conunitment so far as their 
forces are concerned (two and one-third divisions and 
some air units) on July 1st. 

Both the Germans and the other allies have seen the 
issues raised here by the French as primarily political 
rather than militaryo The Germans have accordingly in­
formed the French, with the unanimous ·concurrence of the 
other thirteen allies, that the c·ontinued presence of 

French 
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French troops in Germany would be welcomed provided a 
new agreement was reached regarding their mission and 
their conunitment to SACEUR conunand in time of conflict. 
To make this specific the note proposed that the transfer 
of command take place when all other troops in Germany 
should have come under SACEUR1 s command. This proposal 
was to resolve the ambiguity introduced by the .Fr.ench 
interpretation of the NAT as conunitting them to defend 
against "unprovoked" attacko Both French and German 

. positions may be negotiable. 

Despite dialectical form the heart of the allied 

position is that unless troops in Germany are unequivo­

cally there on a joint . allied defense mission under the 

treaty, their status reverts to occupation forces in 

what General de Gaulle described to Senator Church as a 

defeated and divided country. The divisive effect of 

such a result is a net loss to the Allianceo 


On the basis of current intelligence, the GOF is 

discussing this week whether or not to negotiate this 

mattero Apparently it would wish in any event to 

withdraw the troops after the February-March French 

elections. It may decide to do so during the sununero 


2) Allied overflights through French air space 

The .right to conduct military overflights in France 
is of very substantial importance to us and the Alliance. 
Without the use of French air space NATO air conununica­
tions between Northern Europe and the Mediterranean area 
are possible only by following a long and.wasteful route 
over the Atlantico The right to continue training flights 
over France is equally important, since air space over 
Germany, the UK and the Benelux countries is not as suited 
for such flights because of traffic congestion and recur­
rent bad weathero Aware of this, the French have reduced 
overflight agreements with the U.So and other NATO 
countries to a month•to-month basis. 

French 
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French need to overfly other NATO countries and to 
have access to information from the early warning system' 
should provide the Alliance with strong bargaining 
position in negotiating continued overflight rights. 
Without such information and overflight rights the Force 
de Frappe would lose .whatever credibility it now haso 

\ ' 

\· . 
I I 

! 

However, reports of General de Gaulle's discussion 
of this matter indicate he rules out the possibility of 
a Soviet attack on Europe, and hence regards of little 
immediate value French ac.cess to air defense information 
and foreign air space. Nevertheless, the situation it­
self puts some pressure on the GOF. To take an extreme 
position would be inconsistent with that of an ally. It 
would suggest more neutrality or hostility. This together 

· with the keener appreciation of the situation held by the 
French military may maintain tolerable overflight rights. 

t. : 

3) Continued transportation of oil across France 

The last French aide-memoire, while contemplating 
ending the flow of oil across France through our pipeline 
to UoSo forces in Germany, indicated some realization of 
the high-handedness of this action. It suggested France · 
might not insist upon terminating use in one year. This 
action is so outrageous as to warrant a rather £ull and 
public exploration of the grounds put forward as justi­
fication for it and a claim for just compensation for the 
nationalization of the facility. The aide-memoire recently 
forwarded to the President lays the foundation for thiso 

r. l 

r 

i.' .. 
I 

4) Reentry rights into facilities in. France 
in case of war 

The GOF has offered to discuss this subjec~ with the 
interesting qualification that it cover only situations 
in which both nations are at war. Since the only wars 
concerned are those which involve action under Art~cle 5 

of the NAT, 
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of the NAT, the qualification indicates awareness of 
the possibility that the UoS• might be at war in Europe 
when France might not be. This qualification ought to 
be plumbed to see how firmly it is held and what it 
may meano 

If significance is attached to it, the value. of 
reentry rights obtainable is much diminishedo One · 
would certainly not be justified in placing much reli ­
ance on them in planning for the security of our large 
forces in Germanyo Nevertheless, they would be worth 
negotiating to have a framework of agreement regarding, 
and possibly custodial forces maintaining, some facilities 
which another French government might make really usefulo 

i.' 

The exercise of negotiating the agreement, there­
fore, could well be worthwhile, as was the negotiation 
of the Austrian State Treaty. One can never tell when 
a document of this sort can come in handyo The Unfted 
States would not be justified in making any concessions 
of importance to get it. 

Dean Acheson 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

.BEGR~T VVednesday 1 May 18a 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT DECLASSIFIED 

SUBJECT: NATO 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

/ NLJ 'llP -J. 8'6 
~· NARA, Date "1./Jl#k NATO is the next big item on the foreign policy agenda: 

-- Erhard will be seeing VVilson on May 23, and we should decide whether 
you should reply to VVilson' s long letter before then; 

-- On June 6-8, NATO foreign ministers will be meeting as a group for 
the first time since de Gaulle made his move. VVe have been working 
with Thomson on a draft joint statement you should see before it becomes 
finalo In the meantime, 

-- Bob McNamara will be sending you his recommendations on relocation 
of .NATO and U. S. facilities in a few days. 

-- On French troops in Germany (the hottest near-term political issue), 
the U.S. -UK-German working group in Bonn has circulated to the Fourteen 
its report on how we should negotiate. It suggests a fairly tough initial 
line, and we shall have to decide what fallback position to take and when, 
in the light of a French reply which will come soon. 

-- On ot her defense arrangements with France (ove.rflights, the oil 
pipeline, wartime re-entry) we have a draft Aide Memoire_ which we 
have held at State's request until we could get your guidance on the 
general negotiating position. 

-- Under Dean Acheson's chairmanship, State and Defense have been 
working hard on the nuclear issue, and on constructive proposals for 
the Alliance, in response to NSAM/ 345. The nuclear part of the pack~ge 
will be ready at the end of the week. 

-- You should consider a major speech on European policy before 
de Gaulle goes to Moscow (June 20)o Many Europeans (including Lecanuet) 
have suggested its wisdom at this stage. 

How we play our hand during the next several weeks will not only help determine 
the future shape of the Alliance, but will seriously affect German and European 
politics, and might even affect our own. 

SEGREq;... 
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We will need Presidential guidance specifically on: (1) our negotiating 
position on French troops in Germany, (2) whether to send another Aide 
Memoire on defense arrangements to the French, and (3) our overall 
negotiating stance. 

There is a further reason for early Presidential involvement. Some of your 
advisers -- notably Acheson and Ball -- are a bit shellshocked from newspaper 
stories suggesting that they are at odds with you. This is bad business for us 
and makes the Europeans, particularly the Germans, uneasy. Your giving 
them a day in court, and then your personal guidance, should permit us to 
be - - and appear to be - - a united and purposeful government. 

Procedure 

At Tab A is a tight, crisp memo by Dean Acheson which Secretaries Rusk 
and McNamara have agreed should serve as a basis for discussion with you. 
It covers all the major issues, but does not attempt to lay out negotiating 
strategy or tactics. After reading it -- you will wish to read it in full - ­
and perhaps an in-house session with the two of us, we recommend. an early 
extended meeting with Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, Ball, Acheson, et al. '. 
(One topic for discussion would be the draft Aide Memoire at Tab B.) 

I . 

The rest of this memo contains our thoughts on what might be the agenda for 
such a meeting: ( 1) U.S. objectives in the NATO crisis; (2) de Gaulle's 
objectives; (3) our public position vis-a-vis de Gaulle; (4) our negotiating 
position on French troops in Germany; (5) whether to send an Aide Memoire 
or communicate our response in some other way; and (6) general negotiating 
instructions. 

1. U.S. Objectives 

There is little disagreement on essential U.S. interests. We must try to: 

-- maintain an effectiye integrated deterrent, providing for the security 

of U.S. and Allied forces in Europe; 


-- maintain solidarity among the Fourteen. {This requires that our 

position vis-a-vis the French appear to the others as reasonable on its 

merits, while generating sufficient realism and determination among 

the Fourteen to face the expensive problem posed for us by de Gaulle's 

high-handed and disruptive decisions. It also requires that we continue 

to make clear our commitment to an evolving constructive NATO, which 

can serve as a base for a policy of bridge-building to the East.) 


- .. - . --- ·- - --· .. .. ··­
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-- minimize the strain on German politics by ( 1) helping Erhard resolve 
the French troops issue along lines most acceptable in terms of l o::.g­
run German politics, and (2) by making generally clear that they can 
count on Uo S. support when they want to be firm, and on U.S. under­
standing for any efforts to keep the Franco-German rift to a minimum; 

-- impose a price on de Gaulle, while leaving an empty chair for France. 
(Punishing de Gaulle verbally is not serious or useful business. But it 
is essential for our security -- and for the negotiation -- that we be 
(and appear to be) capable of mounting an effective integrated deterrent 
without France. He remains, despite his stance, politically vulnerable 
in his domestic politics to isolation from the rest of the West.) 

2. What de Gaulle is after 

How he actually will play his hand we don't know. He evidently wants maximum 
freedom of action and yet appear to the French people to have the protection 
of the Alliance. Much depends on what he gets or doesn't get in Moscow, and 
on the unity of the Fourteen. His operational goals in relation to NATO are 
probably somewhere on a spectrum bounded by: 

(a) 	 a neutralist position: with French troops out of Germany; France out 
of NATO; and no special defense arrangements with the U_ S. or 
other Allies; and 

(b) 	 a diluted NATO: where France keeps her troops i'n Germany; 

maintains her membership in NATO planning groups and early 

warning network; permits allied overflights; and NAC"remains 


in Paris. 	 """ 

During his Moscow trip, it is a fair bet that he will try to get the Russians 
to hold out just enough of a promise of movement toward German unity to 
bedevil German political life without cutting the ground from under Ulbricht. 
If the Russians don't play, he is more likely to opt for a diluted NATO and 
against a neutralist position. 

What is clear, irrespective of what happens in Moscow, l.s that as a negotiator 
he will go to great lengths to be in a position of granting favors and not asking them. 

3. The importance of how we look 

The safest bet is that except on overflights, the French will be unreasonable 
and negotiations will be unsuccessful. The issue which is not addressed in 
the Acheson memo is what posture we strike in testing de Gaulle's intentions. 



5ECRE'I'-...... -4- 5/18/66 

Here there is a difference of emphasis among your advisers: 

-- Sect. Rusk, Ball, and Acheson believe that we must, both in public 
and private, talk about the serious consequences of de Gaulle 1 s unilateral 
decisions, and to take a fairly hard line. Their reasons are: this is 
an expensive, difficult business he has imposed on us, and if we fudge 
over what he has done, the European (and perhaps U.S.) public, 
parliaments, and Congress will not put up the resources to maintain 
an integrated deterrent. The Italians and Danes, for example, . might 
slide ~way towards detached positions; and the Germans might move 
towards bilateralism vis-a-vis both Paris and Washington. 

-- Sect. McNamara doesn't want to argue with de Gaulle much, but simply 
get on with the job 0£ building an integrated, streamlined deterrent without 
France, negotiating in the quietest way possible. 

-- Bator has (in Rostow's view, correctly) emphasized for some time the 
need for us to take positions which ( 1) do not get beyond what Erhard can 
manage in domestic politics, and which (2) do not unduly strain political 
life in other NATO countries. He wants to be sure that, if de Gaulle 
will not accept those minimum conditions which we and the Germans 
must really insist upon, it will be clear to the world that de Gaulle alone 
is responsible for the breakdown -- that the monkey is on his back. 

The State Department has tended to take positions a bit harder than those 
we could live with and let others water them down in negotiation. 

The other way to play it is to state positions closer to the minimum; hold to 
them; and avoid the charge of being unreasonable with de Gaulle.· 

The State Department should be heard attentively, because they are on the 
firing line. But Rostow's net view (in which Bator concurs) is: 

-- We probably will not be able to avoid some public discussion of 
de Gaulle 1 s position, given Church, Fulbright, etc.; but that discussion 
and statements of our differences should be precise and temperate. · 

-- The key to the negotiation is action to put NATO in a position where 
it can live and operate with or without France. 

-- We are strong enough to state moderate positions and hold to them 
in negotiations with both France and our Allies. 

The balance here is so delicate that each key issue must be looked at separately. 
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4.. French troops in Germany -- how we negotiate 

As you know, until now the French troops {2-1/3 divisions and some air units) 
have been committed to NATO command in time of crisis. De Gaulle has said 
that this commitment will end on July 1. The Germans maintain that de­
commitment destroys the legal basis for keeping French troops on German 
soil. Whatever the legal case, French presence without a new agreement 
is unacceptable as a matter of German politics -- it would smell of occupation. 

The Germans - - with our full support - - have told the French that their troops 
are welcome to stay "provided a new agreement is reached regarding their 
mission 	and their commitment to SACEUR command in time of conflict." 
This condition is subject to several interpretations - - the key is what we 
mean by "commitment" and whether we really mean SACEUR command (as 
opposed to some face-saving, common but two-hat command arrangement). 

The joint U.S. /UK/German negotiating paper (which is now in the hands of the 
Fourteen) takes a tough initial line -- insisting that the French publicly under­
take a commitment to assign these troops to NATO when those members of 
the Alliance with troops in Germany agree that a state of emergency exists. 
He is thus asked to give up a veto which he now holds as a full member of NATO 
and to undertake a commitment formally tougher than, for example, ours. 
On the other hand, the question is posed because of the unilateral actions he 
has tak en. 

Nobody think s de Gaulle will agree to this; it is meant as an opening tactic 
from which we are willing to retreat. The question is how and when. {The 
1rwhen 11 is critical because it was agree d between McCloy and the Germans 
in Bonn that a new German-French agreement must be under negotiation by 
July 1, or the French must begin withdrawing their troops.) 

The ou tlines of a reasonable fall-back position are fairly clear. We would 
ask de Gaulle to commit France: 

(1) to a 	meaningful military mission for the two divisions; 
(2) to join in peacetime planning and joint maneuvers; 
{3) to place her forces under common command in time of crisi s ; 
(4) 	 to reaffirm Article V of the Treaty (the mutual security provision) 

without any qualification. 

The ball is now in the French court. Our intelligence indicates that de Gaulle 
will ignore our maximum conditions and inform the Germans he wi ll remove 
his troops by July 1, 1967. He will try to blame the Germans -- and us - ­
for not making an agreement, and strengthen rising domestic pressures on 
Erhard to soften his line. 

SZCR~ 
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Whatever he does, we must avoid being subject to the charge that we 
presented impossible conditions to the French and that de Gaulle's negative 
response is justified. It must be: understood that our initial offer is just that. 
The operational questions are: 

- - whether we let a confrontation build in this matter between now 
and July 1; or 

-- ·whether we indicate to the French that we could live with something 
short of the initial proposal; 

- - and, if so~ by what route we put on the record that our proposal 
was not a final proposal, and that it is de Gaulle (and not the Germans, 
Uo S., UK) who is being unreasonable. 

Operationally, we mus..t await the ·French reply and then consult closely with 
the Germans and others. 

5. Whether to send the Aide Memoire 

The Aide Memoire is a formal list of sharply stated specific questions and 
legal positions having to do with overflights, wartime re-entry, use of our 
oil pipeline across France, etc. The issue is not whether these questions 
get asked, but how -- whether we ask them in a formal Aide Memoire, which 
will be in the papers the next day, or through private Rusk/ Lucet or 
Bohlen/ Couve conv.er sations based on an informal list of questions. 

The status of these defense issues varies. On overflights, we tnay be able 
to s t rike a straightforward bar gain: overflights in return for continued 
French access to NATO air defense information anc: air space. The pipeline 
issue is tougher (and is discussed in detail in the Aide Memoire). However 
we handle it, we will probably want to make our own separate alternative 
arrangements. The question of access to French facilities in wartime is 
also cloudy, but probably worth trying to negotiate. (In each case 
and whatever bargain we strike -- our military planning will have to be 
hedged for the possibility that the French will not perform.) 

The issue of whether to send the Aide Memoire comes down to whether 
we want another public show of our legal position or a quiet clarification 
knowing throughout that we are unlikely to be satisfied whichever tad ;: we take. 
The two of us would vote for the quiet approach; but before making up your 
mind, you should hear the case for the Aide Memoire from Sect. Rusk, Ball, 
and Acheson. 

~EG!RFT 
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6. General negotiating instructions 

After going through these papers and hearing the arguments, you will wish 
to give marching orders on our general negotiating position. 

We would suggest that, in a Rusk/McNamara, et al, meeting, you make clear that: 

( 1) in our public position you want to minimize any suggestion of a direct 
Washington/Paris confrontation~ 

(2) if public exposition of our differences is required, it should be in 
terms of an integrated military alliance versus bilateralism or fragmentation 
of the West; 

(3) you do not wish the U.S. to be in a position of begging anything 
of the French; 

(4) we should proceed with the Allies to plan the prompt movement of 
people and equipment out of France; 

{5) on French troops in Germany, you wish us to be exactly as sturdy as 
Erhard, but we should not push him into positions that are costly in terms of 
his domestic politics unless he is pressured by his Gaullists into positions 
which would e n danger the security of our troops, or the integrity of NATO 
command arrangements; 

(6) with respect to Allied overflights and French access to Allied com­
munications and intelligence, we should indicate our hope that both can be 
maintained; but our planning should be based on the possibility that we shall 
have to operate without overflights; we should make clear to the· French that 
we re gard these two as an inextricable package; 

{7) with respect to the NATO oil pipeline, we should plan for a capability 
sufficient to help defend Western Europe without reliance on the French, while 
seeing what we can negotiate after de Gaulle's return from Moscow; 

(8) without public acknowledgment, our plans and actions should convey 
that we are moving to maintain an effective collective defense without France, 
while trying to make fair and even-handed arrangements to keep France in 
a close working relationship with the Alliance. 

Our willingness to do without the French -- and our actions which indicate our 
preparedness to do without them -- constitute our best negotiating cards, given 
de Gaulle 1 s sensitivity to 11isolation''; but in fact as well as in posture there is 
enough ambiguity in de Gaulle 1 s commitment so that it would be imprudent to 
be dependent on France, during his time, in a period of crisis or conflict. 

~ .
\ . 

1\,~"'I
W} J.'Rostow Fran1cis M. Bator 
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PASS DEFENSE 

US-FRANCE AND NATO 

EMBASSY REALIZES THAT SUBJECT OF us RELOCATION FROM FRANcr rs 
UNDER ACTIVE CONSIDERATION H} WASHINGTON AND BASIC POy!°TJCAL 
DEC I S I 0 NS W ILL ~AVE T 0 8 E ~i A:J E T HERE • N 0 NET HELF SS , \ii E '·'.'I S H 
OFFER OUR VIEWS ON WHAT APPEAR TO US TO BE THE MAJOR TOPICS 
FOR BILATERAL SETTLEMENT 9 OUR ASSF.SSMENT OF THE PRF.SF.NT SITUATION, 
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR ACTlQNS THAT CAN A~D SHOULD. BE TAKFN · Now. _· 

. l . 

IT APPEARS THAT THE BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS RELATING TO OUR 

~ 

PAGE ,, RUFNCR 952 "'5 E e H E T -
RELOCATION WILL BE CONDUCTED BY THE EMBASSY AND FONOFF WITH 
TECHNICAL MILITARY ADVISERS ON BOTH SIDES. THE FOLLOWING LIST 
OF TOPICS TO BE DISCUSSED IS -, OF COURSE,:NoT F.XHAUSTI\!E. 

·1. TIMING. AS NEARLY AS CAN BE FORF.SEEN NOW, THE MA.IOR PORTION 
. OF THE R~LOCATION CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED· BY l APR-IL 1967. /. 

NONETHELESS, IT WILL BE DIFFICULT TO MOVE ALL OF THF STOCvS 
AND INSTALLATIONS BY THAT. TIME IN AN ORD~RLY FASHION. IT IS OLJn · 
ASSESSMENT THAT PROVIDED A) THE RELOCATION IS MOVING FORWARD 
IN A RAPID AND OBVIOUS FASHION AND 8) IT IS CLEAR THAT ALL 'OF · 
THE FACILITIES WE HAVE IN FRANCE WILL HAVE CEASED TO RE·bpFRATIONAL 
BY THE .FRENCH-IMPOSED DEADLINE, THERE WILL BE NO DIFF1CULTY 
IN OBT AINING FRENCH AGREEMENT OT SOME ADDITlt)NAL ITIMF. TO CO;vJPth'Tt' 
THE MOVE. IT MAY WILL BE, OF COURSE, THAT THERE WILL BE 
CERTA.IN INSTALLATIONS jsucH AS TOUL-ROSI£RES AND POSSIBL Vh'RDU~J-NANC:Y 
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THAT THE FRENCH WILL WISH TO R!\POSSF:SS AS QU!C}(LY . AS · POSS!RL~ .
~ 

FOR THEIR OWN PURPOSES. BY AND , LARGE, HQ\JIF.VER, 1.1£ F~F.L l•'t:: CAN. 

CA N OB T A I NS 0ME ADD I T I 0 NA L T I MF l1I IT H 0 UT AD 0 PT I NG T HF. P 0 S ITI 0 N / 

OF SUPPLICANTS AND THEREBY GIVING· THE FRENCH A RARGAININ~ · 1 
 • 

AQVANT AGE. 

~~STORAGE PJ FRANCE.· A) IT AP P~ .£4 P.S T'.-11\ T FROM · . 

A MILITA~Y ST/\~DPOINT IT MIG~n BE DESIPADLE TO ATTEMPT TO 


I )

ti? RANGE f 0 R S 0 M :'.: TYPE 0 F ST JP .~ GE F .~ C I L I T IE S F 0 F~ CERT A PJ N 0 ~J - . 
~SSE ~JT I !\ L ST 0 Ci\ S I N FR A"1 CE • SU C H A~! AR R A ~)GEM F. NT 
PAGE 3 RUFNCR 952 S E C R E T 
COULD BE IN THE FORM OF CONTRACT ARRANGEMENTS 4F._R_ .WITHn==--T..... . ____..____~
CIVILIAN GONTRACTORS OR ·wrTH THE FRENACH MILITARY~ 
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WE DO NOT, HOWEVER, SEE HOW IN LOGIC W~ CAN CLAI~ 90TH. IN FITH~R 

EVF.:-JT, OUR CHANCES OF COLLECT I NG ANYT Hl NG ARE EXTRPlEL YL0 1·~· 


8) THE CHOICE OF ALTERNATIVES, THEREFORE, MUST DEPEND UPON T4E -. 

REL 'AT I.ON SH I P 0 F THI S QUEST I 0 N 1."1 T H T HE 0VER ALL NEG 0 T I AT I NG . . 

PACKAGE, THE ASSESSMENT OF ITS POLITICAL IMPACT· IN FoANCE, 

AND OUR FUTURE RELATIONS WITH FRANCE. THERE IS ALSO, OF ·. COUPSF., 

I ,) 


THE QUESTIN OF THECONSISTENCY OF OUR A~TIONS IN THE 

BILATERAL CONTEXT WITHOUR POSITION IN THE MULTILATERAL NAT~ . 

CONTEXT. \11HILE WE AGREE WITH THF. DESIRA3ILITY OF ·f\S !ViUCH ·
•

GP-3 BOHLEN (r . . -. . . 
:. 
i 
Ii 
~ l . 

NOTE: . PASSED DOD 10 :40 p. M. 5/18/66 ii 
\. .. . 
\.._, 
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THERE IS NO AGREEMENT BETWf~N THE UNITEQ STATES AND FRAN~~ AS 
T 0 T HE PR I NC I PL ES 0 N W HI GH RF. SID UAL vALU E I S T 0 BE CAL r. Ut_ f\ T~D • 

Cl N FA cT ' As r. AH As T Ht: r: 'V: H A s s y I s Al.\' AH E ' T ~y: RF: I s N 0 AGRE F. n . 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT POSITION ON THIS POINT.> ~E ARE -

CERTAIN'DiE FRENCH·WILL HOLD TO THF. ?RINCIPLF. OF NFGATI''~ Pt:'SI~UAL 

VALU E • I T SEEMS L I KE LY , T Hr: H~ FuK E , T HAT I F THF.RE I S E\IF P. A N Y 

AGREEMENT ON: RESIDUf\L VALUE, THE AMOUNTS TO BE PAID PILL 

BE MIN IM AL. . 


· · .' 

E) THERE ARE, H0\1rEvER, C~RT AIN CH AR GES •.•.rH I r.H . SHOULD PROPERLY 

BE PAID BY THE FRENCH OR REIM3URSED TO US. ~E HAVE IN MIN9 SUCH 

ITEMS AS SEPARATION PAYMENTS fOR LOCAL WAGE RATE PERSONNEL, 

COSTS ARISING FROM HOUSING CONTRACT TERMINATIONS ~ND THE LIK~. 
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ON THESE ITEMS, WE SHOULD PAY IF NECESSARY, AND CLAIM PF!MqURS~~~NT; 


·THE ESSENTIAL POINT IS THAT THE FRtNCH \1IORKFR OR SMALL CONT,...ACToo 

NOT SUFFER AS A RESULT OF OUR POSITION';'.. THE UNITED STATES 

MILITARY IN fRANCE HAVE BEEN GOOD EMPLOYERS AND GOOD-TENANTS, 

WE~CAN SEE ·No VALUE I~ SPOILING THIS R~~ORD. 


F) IN SUMMARY, THEN, WE FAVOR AN INITIAL POSITION OF ~AINiAINING 

THAT T~-E TERMS Qt• THE ·eILf\lF.RALS SHOULD~REMAIN IN FORCF: 

THAT THE FRENCH ACTION CONSTITUTES FORC~ MAJEURE AND rs .· 

ILLEGAL, HENCE THE~E ARE .C!:'.:RT·AIN COSTS THAT ARE PROPERLY 

CHARGEABLE TO .THEM? BEGI NNIN_G _A._N_ON-Ar.RI :\10NIOUS DISCUSSION 

ON RESIDUAL VALUE., BUT . RESF.J(Vl_~_G_ : OUH f<IGHT TO REVERT TO· 

COMPENSATION SHOULD THE r.ouP.SE o~· -rHF. NEGOTIATIONS so 

INDICATE. ­

5 • MA? F. QU I P ~JF. NT • T H I S I S A N I T F. M WE T H I N R IiiE SH 0ULD . H 0 L n IN 

RESERVE.' WE MIGHT wisH TO RENEW OUR OFFER TO SELL ·THF. 

REVERSIONARY RIGHTS TO lT, ~Hlr.H WOULD PROBABLY 9F TH~ P~ST 


SOLUTION. IF, OF COURSE, DE GAULLE GO~S SO FAR AS TO DENOUNCE 

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ITSELF WE MIGHT ~!SH TO CONSID~R 

·ASKING FOR THE RETURN OF THE EQUIPMENT. \•JE FEEL, HOWF\1F.n, 

THIS QUEST I 0 N MUST BE TR EATE D h1 I TH THE UT M 0 ST CAR F. • W H f\ T , F 0 ° 

EXAMPLE, ·WOULD WE DO IF WE ASKED FOR IJ 3.ACK AND DF. GAULLt;' 

REFUSED TO GIVE IT TO US. OR . t1!HAT WOULD \11E DO IF WE ASV. 4 D 

FOR IT BACK AND HE GAVE IT T 0 US • . T HE PHYS Ir. AL PR 0 R LEM 0 F 
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TRANSPORTING OUT OF FRANCE IN ANY REASONABLE TPE PFPIOD '·'OU1_'J 
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BF. DIFFICULT.. FUFTHF.R, TYIS IS(\ nu~STION T4AT OMr.F. RA!~'C'D '·'TLL 
NOT (.)U!CKLY DISAPPEAR. RF.:TUPM 1Jr f\LL ~·!1\P· FnurP:·:F.NT WOULD 
EFFECTIV~LY EMf\SCULl\TF THE: fRF.NCH :•lILiTARY FORC'.=:S. '·'?. 
WONDER \i.IHETHER IT IS ~EALLY It1J OUR IMTF.RF:ST TO FOR?CLOSt' Tl.ft' 
POSSIBILITY OF THE FRF:NCH FIGHT I:~G AT OUR SIDE IN ·THE 
EVE NT 0 F A W AR l N EU RQP F: • \t! E . r: 0 ~ J T I NU E T 0 FF.EL , H 0 ~·. ' F. \t t:' R , THAT 
.THERE AR°E-CERTAIN PUBLIC RELATIONS AD\tANil\GF.S TO· 8~ GAINr;:D· ~y 
PUBLIC.IZ°ING· BOTH T1E A~lOUNT 1;'_1F. HAVF. GIV:;:N IN iHF. PtiST AND T}-{t' 
EXTENT TO WHICH THE FRENCH ARMED SERVIC~S ARF STILL 
DE~I=:NDENT UPON OUR MAP f\ID. IN SUMMARY, l1lf. AGRF:F. l11IT4 VIFl·'S s~r 
FORTH DE?TEL 5845. 

r­
·7. OTHER ITEMS. THERE V1ILL 3'E A HOST OF TEC:HNICAl rrrrv.s TO n~ 
D rsr.uSSED;SUCHAS ACC:F.SS TO HIGHl•1 AYS FOR r..ONVOYS, -DAT~S OF 
TERMINTION OF CONTRACTS. ETC. TH~SE, IT ~·'OULD SF.F.M !\R~ ?~()?l:"R 
SURJECTS FOR DISCUSSION BETW~EN THE ~MERI~AN ~IL!T~RY AND Tut' 
CENTRAL LIAISON MISSION •. 

8. CHATEAUROUS. IT APPEARS BECAUS~ OF LAROR PRORL?~s, ~ND JH~ 
FRENCH CONCERN OVER F.NGINF RE-BUILJ FACILITIFS FOR . THFIP F-100 S 
AND CRUSADERS. THE FRENCH WOULD PREFER US TO XEEP r.HATEAUPCUX 

http:ACC:F.SS
http:FnurP:�:F.NT
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- , . ­
IN OPERATION FOR SOME TrnE RtYOND THF: APRIL 1, 1957 D'l\ADtH!r.. . 
IN OTHER ~OROS, THE FRENCH OFFER OF SPFCIAL TREAT~FNT FO~ 

. 

CHATEAUROUX WAS NOT PROMPTED BY ALTRUISM. UNLESS THFPf AR~ J 
CO~)PELLING· ~~ ~!LIT ARY REASO~!S TO THE r.o_NTR ARY, WE SF.F NO o~ ASON 
TO ACC01'1JMODATE THEM IN THE MATTER-ESPECIALLY SINCF SO DOING 
~'OULD SIMPLY . PROVIDE DE GAULLE WITH ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY TO 
DEMONSTRATE TO THE FRENCH PUBLIC TH .AT HIS POSITI'ON li1AS 
REASONABLE. 

9. PIPELINE. IT SEEMS REASONABLY CERTAIN THAT WE CAN 09TAIN 

FRENCH CONCURRENCE TO CONTINUE OPERATIONOF THF: PIPF.LINF RY 

TRAPIL~ ~ THOUGH WE MUST ACCEPT THAT WE CAN HAVE NO ASSURANC~ 

THAT THE PIPELINE . ~IGHT NOT BE DENIED TO US IN TIME OF 

EMERGENCY. . 


10. ACT!bNS TO B~ TAKEN NOW. WE RECOGNIZE CDEPTEL 6002) THnT 

GP-3 BOHLEN . 

BT . . 
NOTE: PASSED DEFENSE AT 10 :40 P.M.,. 5/18/66·. 
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·. ~E~~ DEPTEL 6002 
:: 1. LINE TAKEN ·gy · DEPARTMENT IN RE FTF.L, AS IT APPL IFS TO ' 
··. MULTILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS WIT H THE FRENC H, SEEMS TO US ·JUST . 
' R IGHr'. I 

2. 'AS NOT ED REFTEL, GIVE-AND-TAKE IS ALREADY UNDERWAY BETi.rEEN 
':' FRENCH AND OTHERS ON A NUMBER OF MATTERS. ON THE rRUCIAL rssut 

. OF' ;.fRANCE •S FUTURE RELATIONS HI P TO NATO, THE BELLWETHER .rs 
... CL~'ARL Y THE DECISIONS ON FR~:NCH -FORCES IN GERMANY, t.rHI CH ARE 

I ' 

I' 
·: 

! : 
, I 

.I 

P A G:E . 2 Ru F N c R 8 9 2 --s-e e R r T 
1 

. , ALREADY IN THE EARL.Y STAGES OF NEGOTIATION. FROM THF. pRF.LI"'1INARY . ~'-'., 
INDICATIONS OF WHAT THE FRENCH WILL SAY IN THEIR RF.PLY TO 

.. THE G~RM AN NOTE,- THE PR OSPE ~T SEEMS L F.SS LIKELY T 0 RF ONE OF' 
' FORMAL NEGOT IATION ACROSS . A TA BLF: , THAN OF . VARIOUS PRIVATF. 

:AN.D PUBLIC PLOYS TO :DEFINE NEGOTIATING 'ASSUMPTIONS IN TH~ 
MOST' FAVORABLE WAY. · 

: ':' 

! .3. ·ON SUCH ISSUES AS REORGANIZATION OF NATO .AND RFLO,.ATIONS 
. 0 F SOME 0 F ITS P A RT S , NEG D T I AT I 0 NS WI LL 8 E 0 NL Y I N C IDE NT At 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Wednesday 
May 18, 1966 -- 10:00 a. m. 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

I regret this memorandum is so long; 
but the NATO issues have backed up in the 
pipeline and we wished to give you: 

the flavor of thought in the town; 

our own reflections; 

the materials for the fir st of 
several meetings that will be 
require do 

wa9J':' Rostow 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

S~lU~T Wednesday, May 18~ 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: NATO 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

. NL .. B&- J_.g-g 
v,...~·A~ , NARA, Da e2diD/11-

NATO is the next big item on the foreign policy agenda: · 

-- Erhard will be seeing Wilson on May 23, and we should decide whether 
you should reply to Wilson's long letter before then; 

-- On June 6-8, NATO foreign ministers will be meeting as a group for 
the first time since de Gaulle made his move. We have been working 
with Thomson on a draft joint statement you should see before it becomes 
final. In the meantime, 

-- Bob McNamara will be sending you his recommendations on relocation 
of NATO and U. S. facilities in a few days. 

-- On French troops in Germany (the hottest near-term political issue), 
the U.S. - UK-German working group in Bonn has circulated to the Fourteen 
its report on how we should negotiate. It suggests a fairly tough initial 
line, and w e shall have to decide what fallback position to take and when, 
in the light of a French reply which will come soon. 

-- On other defense arrangements with France (overflights, the oil 
pipeline, wartime re-entry) we have a draft Aide Memoire which we 
have held at State's request until we could get your guidance on the 
general negotiating position. 

-- Under Dean Acheson's chairmanship, State and Defense have been 
working hard on the nuclear issue, and on constructive proposals for 
the Alliance, in response to NSAM 345. The nuclear part of the package 
will be ready at the end of the week. 

-- You should consider a major speech on European policy before 
de Gaulle goes to Moscow (June 20)o Many Europeans (including Lecanuet) 
have suggested its wisdom at this stage. 

How we play our hand during the next several weeks will not only help determine 
the future shape of the Alliance, but will seriously affect German and European 
politics, and might even affect our owno 

SEH&PlfT 
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We will need Presidential guidance specifically on: ( 1) our negotiating 
position on French troops in Germany, (2) whether to send another Aide 
Memoire on defense arrangements to the French, and (3) our overall 
negotiating stance. 

There is a further reason for early Presidential involvement. Some of your 
advisers -- notably Acheson and Ball -- are a bit shellshocked from newspaper 
stories suggesting that they are at odds with you. This is bad business for us 
and makes the Europeans, particularly the Germans, uneasy. Your giving 
them a day in court, and then your personal guidance, should permit us to 
be - - and appear to be - - a united and purposeful government. 

Procedure 

At Tab A is a tight, crisp memo by Dean Acheson which Secretaries Rusk 
and McNamara have agreed should s~rve as a basis for discussion with you. 
It covers all the major issues, but does not attempt to lay out negotiating 
strategy or tactics. After reading it -- you will wish to read it in full -­
and perhaps an in-house session with the two of us, we recommend an early 
extended meeting with Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, Ball, Acheson, et al. 
(One topic for discussion would be the draft Aide Memoire at Tab B.) 

,,,,,, 

The re st of this memo contains our thoughts on what might be the agenda for 
such a meeting: (1) U.S. objectives in the NATO crisis; (2) de Gaulle's 
objectives; (3) our public position vis-a-vis de Gaulle; (4) our negotiating 
position on French troops in Germany; (5) whether to send an Aide Memoire 
or communicate our response in some other way; and (6) general negotiating 
instructions. 

1. U.S. Objectives 

There is little disagreement on essential U.S. interests. We must try to: 

-- maintain an effective integrated deterrent, providing for the security 
of U. S. and Allied forces in Europe; 

-- maintain solidarity among the Fourteen. (This requires that our 
position vis-a-vis the French appear to the others as reasonable on its 
merits, while generating sufficient realism and determination among 
the Fourteen to face the expensive problem posed for us by de Gaulle's 
high-handed and disruptive decisions. It also requires that we continue 
to make clear our commitment to an evolving constructive NATO, which 
can serve as a base for a policy of bridge-building to the East.) 

-SECRET 
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mimmize the strain on German pblitics by ( 1) helping Erhard resolve 
the French troops is sue along lines most acceptable in terms of long­
run German politics, and (2) by making generally clear that they can 
count on U.S. support when they want to be firm, and on U.S. under­
standing for any efforts to keep the Franco-German rift to a minimum; 

- - impose a price on de Gaulle, while leaving an empty chair for France. 
{Punishing de Gaulle verbally is not serious or useful business. But it 
is essential for our security -- and for the negotiation -- that we be 
{and appear to be) capable of mounting an effective integrated deterrent 
without France. He remains, despite his stance, politically vulnerable 
in his domestic politics to isolation from the rest of the West.) 

2. What de Gaulle is after 

How he actually will play his hand we don't know. He evidently wants maximum 
freedom of action and yet appear to t he French people to have the protection 
of the Alliance. Much depends on what he gets or doesn't get in Moscow, and 
on the unity of the Fourteen. His operational goals in relation to NATO are 
probably somewhere on a spectrum bounded by: 

{a) a neutralist position: with French troops out of Germany; France out 
of NATO; and no special defense arrangements with the U.S. or 
other Allies ; and 

(b) 	 a diluted NATO: where France keeps her troops in Germany; 

maintains her membership in NATO planning groups and early 

warning network; permits allied overflights; and NAC remains 

in Paris. 


During his Moscow trip, it is a fair bet that he will try to get the Russians 
to hold out just enough of a promise of movement toward German unity to 
bedevil German political life without cutting the ground from under Ulbricht. 
If the Russians don't play, he is more likely to opt for a diluted NATO and 
against a neutralist position. 

What is clear, irrespective of what happens in Moscow, is that as a negotiator 
he will go to great lengths to be in a position of granting favors and not asking them. 

3. The importance of how we look 

The safest bet is that except on overflights, the French will be unreasonable 
and negotiations will be unsuccessful. The issue which is not addressed in 
the Acheson memo is what posture we strike in testing de Gaulle's intentions. 



'SBC:Illir -4- 5/18/66 

Here there is a difference of emphasis among your advisers: 

-- Sect. Rusk, Ball, and Acheson believe that we must, both in public 
and private, talk about the serious consequences of de Gaulle 1 s unilateral 
decisions, and to take a fairly hard line. Their reasons are: this is 
an expensive, difficult business he has imposed on us, and if we fudge 
over what he has done, the European {and perhaps U.S.) public, 
parliaments, and Congress will not put up the resources to maintain 
an integrated deterrent. The Italians and Danes, for example, might 
slide away towards detached positions; and the Germans might move 
towards bilateralism vis-a-vis both Paris and Washington. 

-- Sect. McNamara doesn't want to argue with de Gaulle much, but simply 
get on with the job of building an integrated, streamlined deterrent without 
France, negotiating in the quietest way possible. 

-- Bator has (in Rostow's view, correctly) emphasized for some time the 
need for us to take positions which { 1) do not get beyond what Erhard can 
manage in domestic politics, and which (2) do not unduly strain political 
life in other NATO countries. He wants to be sure that, if de Gaulle 
will not accept those minimum conditions which we and the Germans 
must really insist upon, it will be clear to the world that de Gaulle alone 
is responsible for the breakdown - - that the monkey is on his back. 

The State Department has tended to take positions a bit harder than those 
we could live with and let others water them down in negotiation. 

The other way to play it is to state positions closer to the minimum; hold to 
them; and avoid the charge of being unreasonable with de Gaulle. 

The State Department should be heard attentively, because they are on the 
firing line. But Rostow's net view {in which Bator concurs) is: 

-- We probably will not be able to avoid some public discussion of 
de Gaulle's po sition, given Church, Fulbright, etc. ; but that discussion 
and statements of our differences should be precise and temperate. 

-- The key to the negotiation is action to put NATO in a position where 
it can live and operate with or without France. 

-- We are strong enough to state moderate positions and hold to them 
in negotiations with both France and our Allies. 

The balance here is so delicate that each key issue must be looked at separately. 

S~CRE'r 
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4. French troops in Germany - - how we negotiate 

As you know, until now the French troops (2-1/3 divisions and some air units) 
have been committed to NATO command in time of crisis. De Gaulle has said 
that this commitment will end on July 1. The Germans maintain that de­
commitment destroys the legal basis for keeping French troops on German 
soil. Whatever the legal case, French presence without a new agreement 
is unacceptable as a matter of German politics -- it would smell of occupation. 

The Germans - - with our full support - - have told the French that their troops 
are welcome to stay "provided a new agreement is reached regarding their 
mission and their commitment to SACEUR command in time of conflict." 
This condition is subject to several interpretations -- the key is what we 
mean by "commitment" and whether we really mean SACEUR command (as 
opposed to some face-saving, common but two-hat command arrangement). 

The joint U.S. /UK/German negotiating paper (which is now in the hands of the 
Fourteen) takes a tough initial line -- insisting that the French publicly under­
take a commitment to assign these troops to NATO when those members of 
the Alliance with troops in Germany agree that a state of emergency exists. 
He is thus asked to give up a veto which he now holds as a full member of NATO 
and to undertake a commitment formally tougher than, for example, ours. 
On the other hand, the question is posed because of the unilateral actions he 
has taken. 

Nobody thinks de Gaulle will agree to this; it is meant as an opening tactic 
from which we are willing to retreat. The question is how and when. (The 
1rwhen" is critical because it was agreed between McCloy and the Germans 
in Bonn that a new German-French agreement must be under negotiation by 
July 1, or the French must begin withdrawing their troops.) 

The outlines of a reasonable fall-back position are fairly clear. We would 
ask de Gaulle to commit France: 

( 1) to a 	meaningful military mission for the two divisions; 
(2) to join in peacetime planning and joint maneuvers; 
(3) to place her forces under common command in time of crisis; 
(4) 	 to reaffirm Article V of the Treaty (the mutual security provision) 

without any qualification. 

The ball is now in the French court. Our intelligence indicates that de Gaulle 
will ignore our maximum conditions and inform the Germans he will remove 
his troops by July 1, 1967. He will try to blame the Germans -- and us - ­
for not making an agreement, and strengthen rising domestic pressures on 
Erhard 	to soften his line. 

~ECR~ 
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Whatever he does, we must avoid being subject to the charge that we 
presented impossible conditions to the French and that de Gaulle's negative 
response is justified. It must b understood that our initial offer is just that. 
The operational questions are: 

- - whether we let a confrontation build in this matter between now 
and July 1; or 

- - whether we indicate to the French that we could live with something 
short of the initial proposal; 

-- and, if so, by what route we put on the record that our proposal 
was not a final proposal, and that it is de Gaulle (and not the Germans, 
Uo S., UK) who is being unreasonable. 

Operationally, we must await the French reply and then consult closely with 
the Germans and others. 

5. Whether to send the Aide Memoire 

The Aide Memoire is a formal list of sharply stated specific questions and 
legal positions having to do with overflights, wartime re-entry, use of our 
oil pipeline across France, etc. The issue is not whether these questions 
get asked, but how - - whether we ask them in a formal Aide Memoire, which 
will be in the papers the next day, or through private Rusk/ Lucet or 
Bohlen/Couve comiersations based on an informal list of questions. 

The status of these defense issues varies. On overflights, we may be able 
to strike a straightforward bargain: overflights in return for continued 
French asce s s to NATO air defense information and air space. The pipeline 
issue is tougher (and is discussed in detail in the Aide Memoire). However 
we handle it, we will probably want to make our own separate alternative 
arrangements. The question of access to French facilities in wartime is 
also cloudy, but probably worth trying to negotiate. (In each case 
and whatever bargain we strike - - our military planning will have to be 
hedged for the possibility that the French will not performo) 

The issue of whether to send the Aide Memoire comes down to whether 
we want another public show of our legal position or a quiet clarification 
knowing throughout that we are unlikely to be satisfied whichever tack we take. 
The two of us would vote for the quiet approach; but before making up your 
mind, you should hear the case for the Aide Memoire from Sect. Rusk, Ball, 
and Aches on. 
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6. General negotiating instructions 

After going through these papers and hearing the arguments, you will wish 
to give marching orders on our general negotiating position. 

We would suggest that, in a Rusk/McNamara, et al, meeting, you make clear that: 

( 1) in our public position you want to minimize any suggestion of a direct 
Washington/Paris confrontation; 

(2) if public exposition of our differences is required, it should be in 
terms of an integrated military alliance b ersus bilateralism or fragmentation 
of the West; 

(3) you do not wish the U.S. to be in a position of begging anything 
of the French; 

(4) we should proceed with the Allies to plan the prompt movement of 
people and equipment out of France; 

(5) on French troops in Germany, you wish us to be exactly as sturdy as 
Erhard, but we should not push him into positions that are costly in terms of 
his domestic politics unless he is pressured by his Gaullists into positions 
which would endanger the security of our troops, or the integrity of NATO 
command arrangements; 

(6) with respect to Allied overflights and French access to Allied com­
munications and intelligence, we should indicate our hope that both can be 
maintained; but our planning should be based on the possibility that we shall 
have to operate without overflights; we should make clear to the French that 
we regard these two as an inextricable package; 

(7) with respect to the NATO oil pipeline, we should plan for a capability 
sufficient to help defend Western Europe without reliance on the French, while 
seeing what we can negotiate after de Gaulle's return from Moscow; 

(8) without public acknowledgment, our plans and actions should convey 
that we are moving to maintain an eff:ective collective defense without France, 
while trying to make fair and even-handed arrangements to keep France in 
a close working relationship with the Alliance. 

Our willingness to do without the French - - and our actions which indicate our 
preparedness to do without them - - constitute our best negotiating cards, given 
de Gaulle's sensitivity to "isolation"; but in fact as well as in posture there is 
enough ambiguity in de Gaulle's commitment so that it would be imprudent to 
be dependent on France, during his time, in a period of crisis or conflict. 

~~Rostow 
~;) 

Francis M. Bator 





THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

May 13, 1966 

Dear Mr. President: 

At the suggestion of Mr. Rostow, Mr. Acheson 
prepared a memorandum on the issues which might be 
raised in negotiations with France over NATO. The 
Secretary of Defense and I have been over this and agreed 
that it furnishes a good ·basis for a meeting with you to 
receive further guidance. Pending matters include the 
draft Aide Memoire which I submitted for your consider­
ation, and the probable French reply next week to the 
Germans regarding French troops in Germany. 

May we have a meeting with you? 

Respectfully yours, 

Dean Rusk 

The President, 
The White House. 



DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
SPECIAL Ass1sTANT To T HE SECRETA RY 

May 13, 1966 

DECLASSIFIED 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY E.O. 12356. Sec. 3.4 

Dear Dean: 

NLJ <g·{p-- ~Cf 0 
B~. NARA. Date ri/tlft'-

A month or more ago I sent you a paper 
dealing with methods of approach to problems 
presented by the French demands on NATO and 
priorities among t hemo You sent this to the 
President for his information. 

In the week s which have gone by many 
things have become clearer and, perhaps, a 
paper may be timely on subjects to be dis­
cussed with the French by NATO as an organiza­
tion and by the USG bilaterally. 

If you wish to discuss t his paper with 
me, or the President with both of us, your 
guidance would be most appreciatedo 

Dean Acheson 

Attachment 

~E€RE'f 
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BROAD LINES OF APPROACH TOWARD NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
FRANCE IN NATO CRISIS 

3 3 c.,- 1 

In approaching any negotiation it is important to 
understand clearly the relationship of the partieso Are 
they seeking a conunon object and sparring for compatible 
individual advantage -- as in a horse trade? If so, bar­
gaining is the avenue to agreemento If, however, one has 
taken a position from which it will not recede, and from 
which it cannot be forced to recede, there is small room 
for negotiation. 

In the past weeks the French government has been at 
pains to demonstrate the latter is its attitude towards 
NATOo It will not discuss its decisions that French 
troops must be withdrawn from commitment to NATO command 
and French officers from service in NATO commands. Simi­
larly its demands that all NATO and UoSo command headquarters 
and all UoS. troops, facilities and supplies must be with­
drawn from France are not subject to negotiationo All that 
can be discussed are "practical measures" for carrying out 
these decisions, a deadline for which the French government 
has arbitrarily set. Even the French Ministry of Defense 
admits that so far as NATO facilities and headquarters are 
concerned these dates cannot be meto 

The USG has responded that its troops and facilities 
will be withdrawn from French territory as soon as this 
can be done without prejudice to military securityo There 
are no negotiations required about withdrawal. 

The USG has offered to negotiate the amendment or 
cancellation of the agreements under which the facilities 
were establishedg It has not been thought compatible with 
the dignity of the USG to accept unilateral cancellation 
of agreements made for the life of NATO. Nor has acceptance 
of unilateral cancellation seemed appropriate when the GOF 
simultaneously offered to discuss new agreements about 
reentry into France in time of waro The French government 

has not 
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has not answered the offer to negotiate the agreements. 
The draft aide-memoire submitted by you to the President 
seeks to make the record clear on this important point, 
without haggling about our withdrawalo 

What Can Be Negotiated and Its Importance 

The impressive fact is how little of any real impor­
tance is open to negotiation in the France-NATO crisiso 

The indisputable fact is that France wants everything 
French out of NATO, and everything NATO -- especially 
everything American -- out of Franceo This, if one may 
say so, poses a rather clear cut issue. 

In the political field it is paralleled by another 
equally clear cut differenceo As was made clear to 
Senator Church in Paris recently, the French government 
wants a European settlement by Europeans, i.eo, by 
"the underlying reality of Europe •oo Russia in Eastern 
Europe and France, England and to a lesser extent Italy 
in Western Europe ••o the other countries of Europe were 
so much dust oo••" The agreement would seek a "reunited 
Germany without nuclear arms and the withdrawal of 
foreign forces from such a Germany, including, of course, 
military forces of the United Stateso" To most Western 
Europeans simple mathematics makes this appear as Soviet 
domination of Europeo Our allies have not seen this 
issue of policy as a misunderstanding which can be talked 
outo The parties are not separated by details. They are 
poles apart. 

The NATO Fourteen, to be sure, have matters which 
must be talked out with the French; but they are of 
relatively minor importanceo How insistent will the 
French be in pushing a hurried evacuation of NATO estab­
lishments? In limiting NATO overflights? In pinching 
off the flow of oil across France? Is it in the interest 

of NATO 
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of NATO to cloak the withdrawal of France from the 
Alliance? How valuable is French liaison with the NATO 
connnands, and how much reliance can be placed on an 
agreement to use French facilities in time of conflict? 

'!he matters which stand out from the mechanics of 
leaving France are: 

1) The presence of French troops in Germanyo 

2) Allied overflights through French air 
space. 

3) Continued transpprtation of oil across 
France. 

4) Reentry rights into facilities in France 
in case of war. 

There is also a matter which concerns chiefly the 
United States -- the termination of valid bilateral 
agreements. 

1) The presence of French troops in Germany 

The presence of all foreign troops in Germany is 
governed by a series of agreements of 1954, one of which 
requires their being connnitted to NATO command in case 
of conflicto The French government has given notice of 
the cancellation of this connnitrn.ent so far as their 
forces are concerned (two and one-third divisions and 
some air units) on July 1st. 

Both the Germans and the other allies have seen the 
issues raised here by the French as primarily political 
rather than militaryo The Germans have accordingly in­
formed the French, with the unanimous concurrence of the 
other thirteen allies, that the continued presence of 

French 
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French troops in Germany would be welcomed provided a 
new agreement was reached regarding their mission and 
their conunitment to SACEUR conunand in time of conflict. 
To make this specific the note proposed that the transfer 
of command take place when all other troops in Germany 
should have come under SACEUR's command. This proposal 
was to resolve the ambiguity introduced by the French 
interpretation of the NAT as connnitting them to defend 
against "unprovoked" attacko Both French and German 
positions may be negotiable. 

Despite dialectical form the heart of the allied 
position is that unless troops in Germany are unequivo• 
cally there on a joint allied defense mission under the 
treaty, their status reverts to occupation forces in 
what General de Gaulle described to Senator Church as a 
defeated and divided country. The divisive effect of 
such a result is a net loss to the Allianceo 

On the basis of current intelligence, the GOF is 
discussing this week whether or not to negotiate this 
matterG Apparently it would wish in any event to 
withdraw the troops after the February-March French 
elections. It may decide to do so during the summero 

2) Allied overflights through French air space 

The right to conduct military overflights in France 
is of very substantial importance to us and the Alliance. 
Without the use of French air space NATO air corrnnunica­
tions between Northern Europe and the Mediterranean area 
are possible only by following a long and wasteful route 
over the AtlanticG The right to continue training flights 
over France is equally important, since air space over 
Germany, the UK and the Benelux countries is not as suited 
for such flights because of traffic congestion and recur­
rent bad weatherG Aware of this, the French have reduced 
overflight agreements with the u.sG and other NATO 
countries to a month•to-month basis. 

French 
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French need to overfly other NATO countries and to 
have access to information from the early warning system 
should provide the Alliance with strong bargaining 
position in negotiating continued overflight rights. 
Without such information and overflight rights the Force 
de Frappe would lose whatever credibility it now haso 

However, reports of General de Gaulle's discussion 
of this matter indicate he rules out the possibility of 
a Soviet attack on Europe, and hence regards of little 
immediate value French access to air defense information 
and foreign air space. Nevertheless, the situation it ­
self puts some pressure on the GOF. To take an extreme 
position would be inconsistent with that of an ally. It 
would suggest more neutrality or hostility. This together 
with the keener appreciation of the situation held by the 
French military may maintain tolerable overflight rights. 

3) 	 Continued transportation of oil across France 

The last French aide-memoire, while contemplating 
ending the flow of oil across France through our pipeline 
to UoSo forces in Germany, indicated some realization of 
the high-handedness of this action. It suggested France 
might not insist upon terminating use in one year. This 
action is so outrageous as to warrant a rather full and 
public exploration of the grounds put forward as justi ­
fication for it and a claim for just compensation for the 
nationalization of the facilityo The aide-memoire recently 
forwarded to the President lays the foundation for thiso 

4) 	 Reentry rights into facilities in France 
in case of war 

The GOF has offered to discuss this subjec~ with the 

interesting qualification that it cover only situations 

in which both nations are at war. Since the only wars 

concerned are those which involve action under Article 5 


of the NAT, 
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of the NAT, the qualification indicates awareness of 
the possibility that the UoS. might be at war in Europe 
when France might not be. This qualification ought to 
be pltnnbed to see how firmly it is held and what it 
may meano 

If significance is attached to it, the value of 
reentry rights obtainable is much diminishedo One 
would certainly not be justified in placing much reli­
ance on them in planning for the security of our large 
forces in Germanyo Nevertheless, they would be worth 
negotiating to have a framework of agreement regarding, 
and possibly custodial forces maintaining, some facilities 
which another French government might make really ldefulo 

The exercise of negotiating the agreement, there­
fore, could well be worthwhile, as was the negotiation 
of the Austrian State Treaty. One can never tell when 
a document of this sort can come in handyo The United 
States would not be justified in making any concessions 
of importance to get ito 

Dean Acheson 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

May 6, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable 
Walt W. Rostow, 

Special Assistant 
to the President. 

I am enclosing a draft aide-memoire that 
we would hope to deliver to the French Govern­
ment in the near future. It has been cleared 
by Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, by Mr. Acheson 
and by meo 

I would very much appreciate it if you 
could transmit this to the President at the 
Ranch. 

Enclosure: 

As Stated. 
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/ E.o. 12356 Sec. 3.4 
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DRAFT AIDE-MEMOIRE 

The Government of the United States acknowledges 

receipt of the aide-memoire of the Government of France 

dated April 22, 1966 proposing that the two governments 

begin at once to discuss the practical measures that should 

be taken concerning the bilateral agreements between the 

United States and France, referred to in the French aide-

memoire of March 10 and March 29, and further that these 

discussions take place in the city of Paris. 

The United States Government is prepared, as it stated 

in its aide-memoire of April 12, 1966 to discuss any matter 

raised by the Government of France, subject, of course, to 

consultations with all our Allies. It finds Paris an 

entirely appropriate and convenient place for discussion. 

In order, however, to prepare for discussion, the United 

States Government must request further enlightenment on 

the precise proposals which the Government of France 

wishes to discuss. 

The United States 
DECLASSIFIED 

E.O. 2356. Sec. 3.4 
NL] Q~ ;)C,0 

By~ NAR \ , Q: 11 itLJl/q2--
-~ 
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The United States Government understands that the 

subject matter of the proposed discussions are five agree­

ments entered into by the United States and France in 

furtherance of obligations, assumed by them under the 

North Atlantic Treaty, to come to the aid of any of the 

Parties which might be subject to an armed attack. The 

United States Government notes that the Government of 

France has stated its intention to remain a party to the 

North Atlantic Treaty, Article 3 of which contains the 

undertaking that "In order more effectively to achieve the 

objectives of the Treaty, the Parties, separately and 

jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help 

and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual 

and collective capacity to resist armed attack." The 

agreements entered into by the United States and France 

in the exercise of their sovereign will permit the 

United States to install, have access to and from, and 

man and 
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man and use certain facilities in France, such as a pipe• 

line, system of connnunications, storage depots, air fields, 

militarr headquarters and hospitals. All these facilities 

and their use are for the purpose of enabling the United 

States to fulfill effectively its Treaty duty to come to 

the aid of a European Ally or Allies subject to armed 

attack. The United States Government has been assured that 

the Government of France intends to fulfill this Treaty duty 

and believes that it wishes the United States to continue 

to do likewise. 

The French Government has stated, however, that its 

agreements with the United States are incompatible with 

its desire to resume the full exercise of its sovereignty 

in French territory. It must be made unmistakably clear 

that French sovereignty over French land and air has ne:ver 

been questioned by the United States. Indeed, the United 

States has not failed in the past and is now pledged by 

Treaty 

-SECRE'f 
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Treaty to defend French sovereignty over French territory 

against anned attack. The very facilities in question, 

installed at the express invitation and by permission of 

the French Government, are an earnest of that pledge. 

The United States seeks enlightenment on what the 

Government of France proposes to discuss, under the descrip­

tion "practical measures that should be taken concerning 

the bilateral agreements". The United States has expressed 

its willingness to discuss any changes in the agreements 

which the Government of France desires and arrangements for 

their termination if necessary. It is prepared to discuss 

the use of facilities established in accordance with the 

agreements in time· of peace or conflict as the French aide­

memoire of March 29 suggests. It has gone further and 

expressed its willingness to evacuate French territory, 

if this be the desire of the Government of France, as soon 

as this can be done without prejudice to Allied security. 

But a proper respect for international agreements precludes 

acceptan<~e 
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acceptance of a unilateral denunciation of them. 

Specific questions arise under the bilateral agree­

ments, as follows: 

1. The United States Military Headquarters Agreement 

of June 17, 1953 authorizes the installation and operation 

of the headquarters of the United States European Command 

near St. Germain-en...Laye. By its terms the agreement con­

tinues in force for the life of the North Atlantic Treaty 

unless sooner terminated by mutual consent. Inasmuch as 

the Government of France has denounced the Protocol on the 

Status of the International Military Headquarters, to take 

effect April 1, 1967, it is the intention of the United 

States Government to move the headquarters of its European 

Command, which is closely linked to SHAPE, as soon as a 

suitable location can be found and arrangements made. The 

United States will, therefore, be prepared to discuss 

"practical measures" for this move at an appropriate time; 

meanwhile 

..:-SECRE'P ­
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meanwhile it asks to be informed what "practical measures" 

the French Government wishes to discuss. 

1he Government of the United States is also prepared 

to discuss with the French Government the latter's proposals 

regarding the United States Military Headquarters Agreement. 

Is it the desire of the French Government that the United 

States agree to its termination? 

2. Under the Pipeline Agreement of June 30, 1953, an 

oil pipeline has been laid at United States expense across 

French territory from Donges to Metz and is operated by a 

French company for joint use by France and the United States 

in peacetime, and by the Supreme Allied Commander Europe 

in time of war. What changes in the agreement are desired 

by the Government of France? Does the French Government 

object to the flow of oil in the pipeline across French 

territory for the use of United States forces in Germany? 

Does the French Government object to the present operation 

of the pipeline? 

3. 

'SEGRE'f 
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3. The Chateauroux Agreement of February 27, 1951 

establishes an air depot at Deols and La. Martinerie for 

the supply of United States air forces in Europe. The 

Air Bases Agreement of October 4, 1952 authorizes the 

construction and use of certain air fields in France for 

United States Air Force missions in furtherance of common 

defense plans. These agreements by their terms continue 

in force for the duration of the North Atlantic Treaty 

unless previously terminated by mutual agreement. 

Both the Chateauroux Agreement and the Air Bases 

Agreement require French approval before flights may be 

made from these bases which are not in furtherance of 

North Atlantic Treaty missions or in support of United 

States forces in Europe. Under 

these agreements operational command of United States 

facilities is accorded to United States officers while 

French 

~CRET 



9-ECRE'f 

.. 8 -

French authorities continue to exercise territorial com-

mand of the region of the facilities. In addition, the 

United States and France have concluded an Overflight 

Agreement, dated December 21, 1964 which regulates flights 

by United States aircraft in and over France. 

It is the present intention of the United States in 

view of the attitude of the French Government to remove 

the air squadrons and supporting forces from these bases as 

soon as practicable after consultation 1d.th its Allies. 

The United States will also be prepared to discuss the 

agreements themselves. Does the French Government request 

the United States to agree to the termination of these agree-

ments and the evacuation of the bases and depots? Are these 

facilities among those referred to in the French aide-memoire 

of M:a.rch 29 as facilities "on which the two governments 

could reach mutual agreement in the event of a conflict in 

which both countries would participate under the Atlantic 

Alliance"? 
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Alliance"? If so, does the phrase "a conflict in which 

both countries would participate" preclude use of such 

facilities in the event that France should not participate 

in a conflict arising from an armed attack against a Party 

to the North Atlantic Treaty? 

5. The System of Communications Agreement of Decem­

ber 8, 1958 authorizes a network of depots and other 

facilities for the supply of the United States Army in 

Europe. Under this agreement, as pointed out in the 

United States aide-memoire of April 12, the French Govern­

ment may propose review or modification and, if not satis­

fied with the response, may give notice of termination in 

due course. The United States is prepared to discuss 

with the French Government any proposals which it may 

have for the review or modification of the agreement, and 

asks the same questions as in the preceding paragraph. 

Since the United States Government is entirely 

willing to discuss the bilateral agreements and practical 

matters 
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matters in relation thereto, it earnestly hopes that the 

Government of France will aid in preparation for these early 

discussions by clarifying its position as requested. 
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