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I. - INTRODUCTION

A Four 'Power Working Group oomposed of representatives
of the Govermments of the Unilted States, United Kingdom, France
and the Federal Republic of: Germany met at. Washington. from
6th March to 15th March, 1957.  The.Working Group had' béen-in-
structed to consider the prcblem of the reunification of Germany
in relation to Zuropean sccurity on the basis of the work under-

Htaken jointly in 1955 in .connection with the two conferences at
odeneva, The Working Group was also instructed to take into account
Hdevelopments since the Geneva conference and the preoposals which
mhad been made in this oonncctlon since that time by the Sov1et
gUnicn. :

Ell.q REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENTS SINCE GENEVA CONFERENCES OF OCTOBER, 1955 -

Thée Worklng Group -divided this part of its review into
Afour subjects, the results of which are set forth in attached
zanncxes, and the most important elements of which are set forth
Hin Seetion V, the conclusions of thlo report:

ECTU

1) The Sovict Situation (Annex 1) L Q
2) The Satellite Situation (Annex 2)

3 ‘Spceifie Gérman Situation  (Annex 3)

L) The Western Position (Anncx u)

III PRODOSALS ON., EURUpL£V SECURITY PUT - FURTH SINOE THElGENﬂVA
CONFERENGLES OF OCTOBER, -1955 O

/ DECLASSIFIE - MISE E

The Werking Group then rev1ewed uhO DOoltlonS of the USSR
gen Buropean security’ ta&on since the” Gcneva conforcncus, together
Swith other propesals: wnlﬁh had been made public during that period,
wThGSO were analyscd in terms of the categories into which they fell,
Qand were evaluated. This part of the review appcars in Annex 5,
Qand the most important elements are reflected in Seotlon V, Con-
=clusicns. Particular attention was given to the European securlty

8a5pects‘o- the Soviet Memorandum of November 17, 1956 (Annex 6).

EéIV. REVIEW OF WESTERN PRUPUSALS AT GENEVA . C

-PU

Con51derat10n was then given to the Western proposals at
Athe Geneva conferences in light of the issues already considered
Hby the Working Group, This review brought forth the following 001nts-

E

The Western_position at Geneva

The aim of the Western Powers was to secure the reunifi-
Acation of Germany by free all-German elections resulting in an
all-German Governmment which would be free to choose its own internal
and external policies. This was the basis of the "iEden Plan" for
German reunification in Treedom which was put forward at the Berlin -
Conference in 1954. The Soviet Government then made it clear that
they would regard a reunified Germany which was a member of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization as a danger to their security and
therefore unacceptable, Since 1t was likely that an all-German
Government would choose to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
the Western Powers decided to offer the USSR certain security pro-
posals, which would be gpplicable in this contingency. These were
contained in the "Outline of Terms of Treaty of Assurance on the
Reunification of Germany", which, together with a revised version
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of the YEden Plan', was put forward by the Western Powers at ‘the o

" Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers on 27th October, 1955.

The Western Powers did not considerithat, without the re-

unification of Gormany, any new security arrangements would be - AR
of lasting value, since they would not eliminate the main cause of
insecurity  in Lurope,wh1d1was the lelSlOD of Germany. o

The uOVleL reactlon_f;'

2. Mr. Molotov was entirely uncompromising,. He made it

(1) the Soviet Government would not agree to free
elections in Germany, since this would lead:
to the elimination of the bommunlst regime 1n
the Sov1et Zone- v

(ii) a reunified Gcrmuny could, in the Soviet view,: -
“only-come about &s the result of direct i
negetiations between the Federal Government
and the Soviet Zone regime; -

(111) the Soviet Government would not aocept the entry
of a reunlﬁled Germany 1nto NATO.

P0831ble Westurn Oonce551ons -

3. Could the WGstcrn Powers make any concessions whlch
would represent an-advance on the Western position at the last
Geneva Confercence? The answer.is that, since such concessions
¢ould not, in prescnt circumstances, D¢ gxpected to induce the

‘Soviet Govermment to relax their grip upon Bast Germany (as is '

set forth in Annex I of this Report), it would be foolish to .
make ‘them. OUnce made, such concessions could not be withdrawn, .
The West would have .weakened its position against the time when
serious negotiations with the Soviet Governmenu might begln and
would have gained nothing in return mhanwhlle. .

L. It follows that the Western DOWErsS should make no o
change in the basis of their Geneva proposals. But these pro- =

:”pOSals”were deliberately misinterpreted by Mr. Molotov and in

certain respects misunderstocd in the West. Morecover, it is
necessary to combat misguided ideas for ‘neutralising" Germany cte.,
which are now in circulation., If the Western powers are to

fight and win: the battle of public opinion, they must show te
public satisfaction that they have a serious and constructive: plan

- for Burope. and Germany and that Soviet intransigence is respon51ble

for the failure to reach agrcement. With this end in view, is’
it possible to make an advance within the scope of the Geneva i3
proposals and without altering Lhclr basis?

Amplification of the-Geneva Pr0posals

5. After Geneva a Section of Western opinion criticised
the proposals on the grounds that the inslstence-of the Western -~
powers on “;rcedom of choice' for an all-German Government was
not convineing. It was suggested that since these proposals
were based on. German membership of NATU, the Western Powers were
not prepared to contemplate seriously any other soluticn. The
remedy lies in improved publicity, explaining the whole concept
behind the Western approach tco the problem.

ot ol | NATC SECRET
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6. The implications should be explained (as has been. done
by Herr von Brentano) of German neutrality voluntarily chosen.
From a military point of view, a neutral Germany would mean -the
loss of the whole NATO forward position and would possibly result
in the withdrawal of United States forces from the continent, with
incalculable effects on NATO. Besides it is uncertain whether a
power of the size and geographical situation of Germany could long
remain neutral. In any casc, until reunification has taken place
and an all-German Government has been formed, there will be no
authority in Germany competent to decide such a matter..

agreement to German reunification in return for an offer of the

neutralization of Germany. Our  publicity should also deal with
Eﬂthese suggestions . and should explaln what the situation would be
Eitu‘Germany if she were denied freedom of choice and if neutrali-
-

K . |
8, T There have been suggestions that the West might seek Soviet
)

zation should be imposed on her. This would pose the problem of
E determining the scale and character of the armed forces which a
Oneutralized Germany would be allowed to possess. , This would
4 involve an unacceptable return to a discriminatory international

NE
[0)]
D
w
ot
®
?

irer Bie The question has also been raised in the West (as it was —-O
by Mr. Molotov at Geneva) what arrangements were contemplated if a '
reunified Germany decided not to join NATO. Mr. Molotov was told
at Geneva that the Western Powers had never taken the line that
until a reunified Germany joins NATO there can be no treaty; that,
% on the contrary, they would be ready to sign a treaty concurrently
<Swith the signature of an agreement on the Eden Plan, which would
Oenter . into force in conjunction with the reunification- of Germany;
gaﬂmlthat the provisions of the treaty could be brought into effect
by steps to be agreed, so that it would not be necessary to wait.
until Germany had exercised her '"freedom of choice™ before the
5 Soviet. Union obtained certain benefits under the treaty. In the
L explanation of the Western proposals as tabled at Geneva it was
Jstated that the treaty would be carried out by stages and that
$ "the final stage would become effective when a reunlfled Germany
A decides to enter NATO and the WEU."

IFIE - MISE E

- 9. It might be possible to make the 1ntentlon of the Wlestern 4.!}
mPowers, that some provisions of the treaty of assurance should
nienter into force before Germany had exercised her "freedom of

. choice', more convincing by proposing a definite timetable.  This
mmmuld help to dispel the impression, however unjustified, that the

L Western Powers were asking the Soviet Govermment to take a serious
v)rlsk, by agreeing to reunification on the basis of free elections,
jmuthout giving anything away in return until their full demand had

O been met. For example, the Western Powers might offer to bring
gcertaln of the provisions of the treaty into effect 1mmed1ately

after free all- -German elections, e. g . ;

LIC

(a) Political

'Underfakihgs concerning non-recourse to force and
the withholding of assistance from an aggressor..

(b) Military

'Z A start might be made in ‘the establiehmehffef a
system of supervision and control in the restricted
zones.

NATO SECRET el
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10. Although the question was ‘discussed in the Paris Working
Group in October 1955, no agreement was reached at that time on the
correlation of the entry into force of the provisions of the treaty.
of assurance with the process of reunification. ‘The proposal of.
the Western Powers was therefore explained as in paragraph 8 above.
The arguments in paragraph 3.above, namely that the:Soviet Government
would pocket the proposal without giving anything in return, apply
similarly to any amplification of the Western proposals as described
in the preceding paragraph. This idea should therefore be held in
reserve for possible use in serious negotiations with the Soviet

Union. If and when the idea is further considered, however, the

dangers should be borne in mind of prematurely proposing specific .
commitments before the general context into which they will fit has
become clear. The problem is highly complicated and technical,

and possibilities in one field will be determined by the type and
extent of agreement reached in other aspects of the settlement.
Meanwhile, in.so far as this question may havé to be answered,
Western publicity should draw attention to the explanation given

to Mr. Molotov at Geneva (see paragraph 8 above). ° Western publi-
city could also take the line that the Western proposals at Geneva .
for a Treaty of Assurances were designed primarily to give the
Soviet Union satisfactory reassurance against the most probable
contingency. But “if Germany were to choose neutrality, certain of
the security provisions would apply while certain would not apply.
Which security provisions would apply would have to be- oetermlnsd by
negotlatlon in the light of circumstances at the time. .

11. A further possible amplification of the Geneva proposals
would be the .precise formulation of the suggestion for a demilite-
rized zone which appeared in the Geneva proposals only in the form
of a reference to '"special measures' nearest the line of demarcation.
Recently the ‘FPederal Government, in their Memorandum to the Soviet
Government ‘of September 2, 1956, have revived the idea of a de-
mllltarlzed -zone. There might be some political advantage ' in being
able to put forward a precise proposal for the event that a reunlfled
Germany chose to join NATO. Such a proposal could either provide
for complete demilitarization of the Soviet Zone or for spesial
arrangements governing the disposition of any_mllltary forces . and
installations. -By demonstrating that the West had no intention of

_advancing its forces into the area evacuated by the Soviet forces,

the -Western Powers would do somethlng to offset the idea that the
Russians could legitimately refuse toc retract their front line in
order to enable NATO to advance its own. When this proposal was
discussed_in tbe Paris Working Group in 1955, it was opposed by
certain’delegations and alsc by SACEUR. - Such a propodosal should
only “be put forward after a careful study of its implications for
Gérman ‘internal and external secuwlty and for the Western alliance .
in “the light 'of ‘all alternative p0881b111t1°s and in the circum- -
starices affectlno negotlatlons. It would in any case not be appro-
priate to develop it at present for the reasons. set out in paragraph
3 above,r unless we become engaged in serlous negotlatlons with the-
80v1et Government.” :

Voo COWCLUSIONS AND RECOMMbNDATIONS

A, Gonclu51ons

';1ﬂ Proposals put forward slnce Geneva

Proposals made by the USSR since the Geneva Conference
have all been unacceptable to the Western Powers. Other ideas put

-5~ NATO SECRET .
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rward publicly likewise do not offer an:.acceptable basis for a

dification of the Western position. The Working Group's arialysis

es not 1ndlcate that the Soviet Union is likely in the near future
put . forward new proposals which would offer the basis for . .

tisfactory negotiation in the field of German reunification and

ropean security, nor that it would be receptive at: this time to

W proposals put forward on :our side. ; ;

.2.-. Slgnlflcance of Eastorn Europoan developments .

g .-, On the other hana, recsnt events in Poland and Hungary
cﬂd an essentially new element which may be of great potential
gnlfloanoe. - Their immediate effects may be to produce a
R cghtening:of Soviet control as has happened in Hungary and East
£ rmany, as well as an. attempt to circumscribe Polish freedom of
tion. Nevertheless, these events are indicative of powerful
Dnﬂ forces which the Soviets will probably find difficult to
Hippress. There is reason to hope that the West, strengthened by
a s own unity, may weaken the Soviet system through the development
-

' pelations with the satellite states interested in enhancing their

Z\dependence . “Sueh development may in due course even force the
ywwviets .tc an accommodation with the forces of nationalism and -
cﬂLd.e1:>end.enoe which in turn would produce a favorable effect on .
Sirman creunification. It may well be that this process is more

-kely ‘to. bring the Soviets.to wish for an accommodation with us "

=an 1f we were to offer new:proposals on European security. - The
Hitter might be 1nterpreted by the Soviets as a sign of weakness -

. . Malntenance of Nestern stre ngth

o The requlrsmsnts of Western_seourltv and the possibility
ﬁ? successfully exploiting the new developments in Eastern Europe:
Dake it essential that:the West continue to maintain and increase
o;s unity and strength. In the face of continuing Soviet
41trans1genco, the maintenance of the NATO deterrent and forward
wirategy~is of. Dartlcular 1mportanos in this regard.: - .

AR e

'ih@ - Necessltv for puollc support of Uestern pos1tlon

In these olrcumstaroes, the malntenance of publlc support
“yp our policies in all of the NATO countries is of crucial impor-
Qance. Public opinion in the Western .countries in general has
Lﬂlsplayed some restiveness as a result of the lack of progress on
Ele reunification of Germany and- a Buropean settlement,. a-feeling
$aich has . been:stimulated by events' in Hungary and Poland. The
jarklng Group has found that the oroblem presented by Western public
Opinion .flows in part from a:lack of understending of the position.
Qiopted.by the. Western Powers with regard to German reunlflcatlon '
nd of some: of the basic elements.of the problem of maintaining.
estern securlty._ The problem of public opinion is, of: course,
f particular importance in Germany, where the development of
he feeling that the problem of reunification is not being pressed
n all feasible ways may have a decisive impact on the development .
f opinion with respect to German foreign polloy. The mobiliza-
ion of pressures on the Soviet Union with respect to these pro-
lems reguires persuasion of the uncommitted countries of “the
easonableness of the Western position and a domonstratlon of . the
rue character of the Sov1et position.

- PUBLIC D
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B. Recommendations

1. The Western proposaLs at Geneva ‘

(a) The basic position reflected in the proposals ‘put
forward by the Western Powers at the Gersva Foreign Ministers

Meeting on German reunification and FLropean securlty should be

malntalned

(b) 'Seriots and concerted efforts. should be made to
present these proposals in a manner, which will promote better
understanding of them 0n the part of .public opinion in the West. .

(e) Furthur con51deratlon %hould.be given to clarlflca—
tion and possible’ ampllflcavlon of the Gerneva proposals; without
commitment as to the tjmlng of their submission.

2. Future tactlcs

The Working Group presents the follow1ng recommendatlons
W1th regard to methods vis-u-vis the Soviet Government:

(a) A new four power conference would not be desirable
in the foreseeable future. Tt would raise false hopes and the
final outcome would be a disappoiniment to Western opinion. Should
the USSR propose a four power conference, the Western Powers should
reply that such a conference would only be of wvalue after exchanges
thrcugh diplomatic chamnels had provided & reasonable hope that the
conference would be & success. :

(b) The use of the United Nations as a forum for raising
the prcoblem of German reunification does not at this time appear to
be desirable. It is recommended that the possibility should be °
kept in mind by the Four Governments. : -

B Diplomatic agtion

The subjects of German reunification and European security

- should be pursued through diplomatic exchanges. A full presenta-

tion of the Western position could be made in replies to the Soviet
note to the German Federal Government of October 22, 1956, and to
the Soviet statement of November 17, 1956. Both of these Soviet
communications present prcblems from a procedural viewpoint which
reguire further consideration. Any restatement of the Western
position on European security should preferably be made by all

four powers, after co-ordination in the North Atlantic Council.

On the other hand, the Wequefn Powers should continue to maintain
the position that they will not discuss matters relating to European
security in the United Nations Disarmement Sub-Committee.

4. Plebiscite ’ 2 ;

The Working Group has considered the suggestion made by
Signor Martino at the recen®t meeting of -the Council on Western
European Union, that & proposal be made to the Soviets for holding
a plebiscite in all parts of Germany on Western and Soviet proposals.
for reunlflcatlon. it recognises certain dAifficulties in this pro-
pcsal but recommends tnau further’ consideration be glven tc this -

"suggestlon.by the Four Governments.

-
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B Western co-ordination

' (a) The Working Group .recommends. that.:the Four Govern-
ents should continue to co~ord1nate closely all their actions
)earing on the questlon of German reunification in order to give
:ffect to their common policy ‘in " this regard as ‘ennunciated in
irticle 7 of-the Bomnn ‘Conveéntion on Relations. - They Should act
n close consultation with the other NATO Governments. :

- (b) The Westérn Governments should, in joint consulta-
m:ion, follow closely developments in Eastern Europe for their
=)ossible ' favorable eéffect on’German reunification and Europeéan
huecurlty._ Wlthout inciting revolt or risking Soviet intervention,

@ hey -should: encourage thé forces of independence in the satellites
:hnd should adopt:a’'flexible attitude, facilitating the growth of
iestern influence by contacts and trade in non-strategic items.
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THE SOVIET SITUATION -

- After the upheaval of the last months of 1956, the
optimism of the Soviet leaders at the XXth Congress has given way
to a more sober view. Undoubtedly the pace of de-Stalinization

~has been slowed down, and the call for vigilance has been more

marked. However, the main trends of the XXth Congress remain the

©" same to a great extent. : The ewolution which began after the death
-~ of Stalin is revealed by the search for a better adjustment to

reality. . Nevertheless; this trend does not exclude crises or
regressions and remains tightly controlled from the top. The
general trend of the XXth Congress toward more flexible methods
to ensure greater dynamism and oetter efficiency remains equally
valid in foreign policy.

With respect to Europe, the USSR defends the status quo
while trying to cause breaches in the Western alliances.

The recent Soviet proposals or declarations show clearly
that the attitude of the USSR has not changed toward the major
European problems.

For the time being, continuance of the partitioning of
Germany remains an essential element of Soviet policy. The events
in Hungary and Poland have shown the importance to the USSR of its

- military disposition in Eastern Germany. There is no reason to

expect, under the present circumstances, thet the USSR is contem-
plating the withdrawal of its forces from the "German Democratic
Republic (GDR)" except under terms which would be unacceptable 1o .
the West. For strategic and ideological reasons, the Soviet
Government thus continues to assert in the most positive manner

that the solution of the German problem can be conceived of only
through the rapprochement of the two Germanies that is favored by
the USSR, It fosters this tendency by every possible means, as
well as by any plans which would result in strengthening the "German
Democratic Republic (GDR)" and in having the status quo of Germany
accepted by the West. ' :

Indeecd, it is on this axiom of continuing the two
Germanies that the recent proposals concerning European security
(November 17) are based. They merely repeat in essence the Soviet
proposals stated previously, in particular at Geneva. A Seeking
bilateral conversations with each of the Western governments is a
method which is constantly used by the Soviets in their cefforts to
lelde the Allies and to weaken NATO.

Although there is no reason to rule out all 51ncer1ty on
the part of the Soviets, the insistence on the disarmament theme

. undoubtedly proceeds partly from the same intentions: to lessen

the Western defense effort, to prevent German rearmament, and, by
a progressive reduction of the forces agreecd on, to obtain the
withdrawal of the foreign troops stationed in Germany, without
making any major political concession.

o doubt, the very serious difficulties which may again
be confronting the Soviet Government in the people's republics
constitute for it an element of uncertainty. However, there is
nothing to indicate that the Soviets have such & pessimistic view
of that situation that they will be led to consider a substantial
change in the bases of negotiation with the Western countries.

-9- NATO SECRET
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For four years, certain forces in the USSR have been able
o play an increasingly larger role, although so far they have had
o opportunity for action. This .development, generally called a
elaxation of tension, has been noticedble in the USSR and, until .
he Hungarian affair, in the satellites: perceptible in the
elations between the USSR and the noncommitted countries; much
ess marked in relations between .the USSR and the Western countries,
hile, from the long view, this development ‘would be difficult tq
everse, from the short view, it is subject to sudden changes, and
ven to revérsals, in direction. It is not yet definitely fixed..

_ The problem that confronts the Western Powers is to
dscertain how they can, in the prcsent stage, test the true Soviet
ntentions and determine whether some day it will be ‘possible to
Anduce the USSR to consider seriously a policy of mutual respect
nd stability through a negotiated adjustment of interests.

BLIQUE
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"'THE.sATEiLITE SITUATION -

- The Polish and Hungarian revolts have presented a magor :
challenge to Soviet domination in Bastern Europe, creating there-a
new situation which the Soviets will have to teke into account.in
determining their position on European security and German reunifi-
cation. Important factors which have contributed. to creating this
situation are: hatred of alien ‘domination and in some countries
traditional hatred of Russians; growing economic dislocation and
lowering standards of living implicit in Soviet-dominated economic

policies; . growing divisions within the leadership of. the Eastern

European communlst parties; relaxation of the sternness.of police
controls in Eastern Europe following Soviet "liberalization'; the
dlSOPantlng influence of Khrushchev's speech to the Twentleth Party
Congress denouncing Stelin's crimes; Soviet-Yugoslav "reconciliation",
as well as later Yugoslav activities in Eastern Europe; and the
divergent interpretations given to the doctrine of "separate roads

to socialism', The Soviet Government realized that developments in
Eastern Europe made it necessary for them to define a new relationship
with the satellite countries, and this was reflected in the Soviet
declaration of October 30, 1956.

As shown in Hungary, however, the Soviets are still
clearly ready to use force to prevent the defection of any one of
the satellites from the Soviet bloc.

The West must be careful in formulating its policies
toward Buropean security and German reunification to avoid proceeding
on the assumption that at present pressures exist in Eastern Europe
strong enough to force the Soviets into substantial concessions in
theese fields. Under present circumstances, it is unlikely that the
Soviets will make any move on these problems since to do so might be

‘interpreted as a weakening of their determination to maintain control

in Eastern Europe. This task has become more difficult, but it is
still within Sov1et mllltary capacity.

The support given by the Polish and Hungdrlan armed forces
to anti-Soviet actions of their leaders, however, must have caused
the Soviets to have serious doubts about the reliability of satellite
armed forces, particularly should those armed forces be called upon
to operate independently of Soviet armed forces., This development,
as well as the changing nature of weapons systems, may cause the
Soviets to scale down their support of and reliance upon satellite
armed forces and inhibit their willingness to withdraw Soviet troops.

Nevertheless, the situation in Eastern Europe presents the
Soviets with a dilemma.  They must take account of nationalism in
the area. They accordingly must seek to keep it under their own
effective control. Each concession which the Soviets are forced to
give to any of the satellites could in time lead to the demand for
similar concessions in the others. If this development should take
place, it shéuld help to create conditions more favorable to an
eventual settlement of the problem of German reunification and
European security.

- Western strength likewise limits the scope of maneuver-
ability of the Soviets in dealing with the satellite problem, since
the possibility of involvement of the West alweys exists.:

11— NATO SECRET
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German reunlflcatlon is now éven more. closoly bound to
Ewstern European:events; CSPGClally those in Poland.” In the longer
run; «if: the Soviets-find it necessary to make concessions in other
Bastern Buropean’ countrles, pressures should increase for s1m11ar
eodneessions:in. Bast Gcrmany. Should ¢oncessions be granted '
resuliing in a real. relaxatlon of Soviet control, this could have a
s1gn1fleant effect on the prospects for German reunlflcetlon‘3 '

ST i L

et ehvcg R bY The outeome of Gomulka s cfforts to consolldete his regime
1n;Poland will:have "a partlcularly important impact throughout the’
Dbloc.- -The~Soviets may find- it difficult to tolerate much beyond -
Othe: present Polish compromisc: without rlsk of scrious political “_
gcompllcation in:Poldnd ‘and elsewhere. - At this stage it appears,.
Sthet Polish developments would be dlfflcult for the Soviets to
mrcverse, ‘Nevertheless, if they judge that developments there pose
Ea threat.to: Soviet control of the bloc, - the Sov1ets may use force '
2in, Poland, desplte the great PlSkS."” .
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A, The Sltuatlon in the Sev1et Zone

1.\ The events in Poland and Hungary have strongly 1nfluenced
the attitude of the population of the Zone. Mcpe than ever before.
it rejects.the Communist regimé¢ and its ideology:.  The brutal
1ntervent10n of the Sov1cts in Hungary is absolutely condemned.

L e Since June 17, 1953, and the fallure of the Berlln and
Geneva Conferences to achieve reunification, the hopes of the _
population for a settlement by negotiation or by active 1ntervent10n
on the part of the West have declined. - "Any hopes of 1ntervention ‘
which nay have rema;ned have been further dashed by the failure of
the West to :intervene in Hungary. On the other hand, the people

of the 'GDR Péalize that the evolution which heas occurred in some
satellitec countries ultimately may have a bearing on the course of
events ‘in the so—called German Democratlc Republlc (GDR) itself.

3. In view of the powerful polltlcal becklng which the .
Communist regime finds in the strong Soviét occupation forces (22
divisions), and.in view of the Soviet determination to employ them,
if need be; agalnst the population, open rcbellion is regarded as
hopeless. - Yet,.in wide circles, ‘especially among workers and
students a strong opp051tlonal almost revolutionary attitude can
be observed. : Co

o lpe, ThlS opp051t10nal attltudc is 1nten31f1ed by the dlscontent
aroused . by the deterioration of living conditions since the summer of
1956+ : The cessation of imports from Poland and Hungary aggrevatee
the deficiencies connected with the system of a government-controlled
economy. Supply is insufficient. The rate of work is reduced by
shortages in supply and by "slowdown of work" slogans frequently ‘
followed by the workers. _A‘further decrease of the production rate:
13 the consequence.- ' 1o R : R '

5. | The 1ead1ng functionaries of the SED, consclous of the L
common danger, and of their dependence on Sov1et support for their
exlstence, stick together in solidarity and have so far succeeded

‘in checking the restless population by means of clever. tactics and

a flexible system of threets, COHOOSSlOnS, and- empty prcmlses.nr _

) 6. The ‘attitude of the Volksarmee (People's Army) and the
Volkspolizei (People's Police) is at least uncertain,  Whether it
is really possible to use the Volksarmec agulnst the population - -
remains an .open questlon. This does not.exclude the p0381b111ty of
u51ng ‘certain units under reliable Communist command for .certain
missions, The combat value of the so~-called Kampfgruppen (Combat
Groups) conSLStlng ofithe personnel of industrial plants is low at
thle time of generel depr0551on.

T Dcsplte the general disciplined attitude of the population,
the possibility of outbreaks which can no longer be directed by a '
cool calculation of the risks involved cannot be excluded. This
applies in particular. in the case of some unrest in Poland.
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. General Aspects.of;the.ReunifioationﬁErOblemﬂ

1. The population of the Federal Republic has hitherto
ccepted with patience the difficulties of achieving reunification.
owever, the longer these difficulties lest, the more likely it is
hat doubts will be expressed as to the rightness of the course .
¢ing followed.,  Public opinion may bé tempted to entertaln and. .
upport other solutions of the problem.' ' : : .

g ":2:'” ‘Such’ tonﬁencles can be countered prov1ded that the
ocderal (Government and its.allies continue to pursuc together a
qonstructlve polloy .on reunification. Such a policy must convince
Bhe’ populctlon that every reasonable chance is; belng used to induoe
mhe Soviet Government to glvo up thelr Zone. o ; :

30 The Western Powers connot reslgn themselves to 1noct1vity.
En the present situation since the continuation of" ‘the status guo
mn Germany is a source of trouble and a danger for ‘the stability -
Hn Europe._ A new rising in the"Zone, ‘the pos81b111ty of which
annot be excluded, could lead to a dangerous situation with
mnpredlomﬂﬂe conseguences, . The pOSltlon of Borlln is espe01e11y
Lulnerable -in this, connectlon. : .

CUREU

\ﬁ T One pos31b111ty is: thﬂt the problem of Germin reunlflca--
Elon might be raised in the United.Netions, = ' This would be.
mnlikely to succeed unless o mejor number of the mcmbers of . the _
gfro-As1an bloc were prepared to support the policy of the Western
owers in this question. The discussion in UN of German reunifi-
mation would involve the risk of the endorsement by the UN of sSome .
Qorn.promlse formula for the solution of the problem unacceptﬁble to -
“he Federal. Republlc, France, the United Kingdom, and the -United
gtates. Nevertheless the. posslblllty should be further kept 1n
D1nd by the Four Powers. . _ _ S

SCLOS

5. The next step w1ll be for the Federal Government to reply
£ 0 the Soviet Note of October 22, 1956. The German Delegation
Anformed the Working Group that no final decision had been made as-’
Eo the terms of. the reply, obout Wthh they would w1sh to consult
ghﬂlr alllos._.- “h T - A
o 6. - The. Worklng Group dlscussed the” proposal msde by the
Qtalian Forcign Minister, Mr. Martino, that an all-German plebiscite
Ehould be held on the question whether reunification should be.
—rought about by freec elections or by negotiations between- the .
cDedoral ‘Government and the Pankow regime, = The Group- cons1dered
jhot such .2 proposal might result in counter-proposals from the
mov1ot -side which: could .embarrass the West and confuse Germen ..
Aublic :opinion,. Nevertheless the Group agreed that this proposal
.hould be furthor studled : £
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THE WESTERN POSITION

. Tho advance of Communlsm in. Europe huS been halted Qt
the point which it reached nine years ago. Attempts on the part
of the Soviet Union to weaken the solidarity of the free world by
playing on- dlvcrgent 1nterests between Western countries have so
far been successfully resisted. . But_no precgress. has been made
towards a European scttlement, or, in particular, towards the
reunification of Germany, w1thout which there can be no permanent
seccurity - in Europe.

2. . The basic strength of the Western position lies in the
North Atlantic alliance with its political and military co-operation
between Western countries.,. The present NATO strategy of deterring:
all forms of armed aggression is essential to.the safety of the

West. Non-military co-operation in NATO and WEU is being pro-

gressively strengthened. The Report of the "Three Wise Men" has
been adopted with its provisions for a greater measure of political
co—-operation within NATO. WEU is also becoming a going concern.

Closer co-operation is developing between the Western European

nations, €.g.. progress towards the establishment of EURATOM, the

Common Market.and .a Free Trade Area, These Organizations will

contribute not only to the economic but also to the political
cohesion of the West. Western economic strength, output and

" standard of living arc still greatly in advance of that of the

Soviet bloc, a fact which has an important impact upon the peoples
of Eastcrn Burope and which must be maintained. ; .

3 In the mllltary field, it is hoped that there ma.y bé'
further development of co-operation between the Western nations in
research, development and production of new weapons. Meanwhile, .
the German contribution to Western aefonce is Jjust beginning to ..
emerge. But, even when the NATO force goals including the German
contribution gre echieved, the Western numerical inferiority in men .

and conventional erﬂments will remain very great. Western

deantugcs in nuclecar capability, strategic aircraft, surface sea-

power, and productive.capacity must be maintained to offset Eastern
advantages in land forces, tacticel aircraft; submarines -and the
ability to. allocate an unusually high pcrcentagu of peacetime
productlon to mllltary purposes.

Lo Importcnt 11m1t;t10ns on the Western defense effort are:

(a) the possible necd for certain NATO countries to
use some of their NATO forces to meect defense
commitments elsewhere, such as may arise
because of the various and changing forms of
the Soviet-inspired Communist threat on & world
front, ©: This need, however, should in conformity
with their NATO commitments. be harmonized with
the primary importence of protectlng the NATO
area;
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(b) the allocation of resources. -.Governments
have to take account of the rising cost of
new weapons and of the need for economic
resources to deal with the Soviet threat in
all its uspects, w1thout endangering their
economic “stability, which is an essential

~elemént in their security. The continuing
need, however, for men, money and mﬂterlal
for- NATO defense remains real. :

In view of the Nestern numerical inferiority -
in men and conventional srmaments (as
mentioned in paragraph 3 above) it would be
dangerous if considerable force reductions

- would result from these limitations unless:
balanced by a satisfactory rcductlon on the
Soviet sz.de°

LECTURE PUBLIQUE

) 5._ Whercas the Soviet Union is able to rely on depth in .
Z\r'0De, the extent of NATO's Buropean hinterland is limitcd by the
H;lantic, whlch gives the Soviet Union strategic and tactiecal .
mngnteges. .. It enables them to make proposals for withdrawals - ‘l’
E forces. and abolition of forecign bases which' are unacceptable
)y the West because they would involve the dlsruption of -the whole
Histern defensc structurc. There is no doubt that for the time
E:ing “the depth avallgblo to the West is the minimum nccessary for.

Sistern sceurity. ‘But it must be borne in mind ‘that’ wherever '
:v1ot troops are stdtioned in Burope, eéven within their own
'ontlers, depth will be in thclr favor.

LASI

6. . The Western Alliance can in general rely on the loyalty
its members and on the support of the populations of Western
;yuntrles for a policy aimed at the maintenance of free 1nst1tu—
L.onse . As events have rccently shown, the Soviect Union cannot -
1y ‘on & similar loyalty for its: policies., - Conversely, the
&' rstern countries have to take account of their public opinion.
Ale Soviet Union has mo compareble problom. ‘Proposals made by - .
ole West are not lik€ly to result in popular pressure on the - - - .
S viet Government from: w11.7hin the, Soviet ‘bloc. But it is necessary .
%nr Western Governments to “éonvince publlc opinion especially in
~iese countries that the West has & constructive initiative.of its
vm and that it is Soviet intransigence which is responsible for
miilure to reach agreément. o

k1
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IXAMINATION OF PROPOSALS ON BUROPEAN SECURITY PUT FORTH
SINCE THE GENEVA CONFLRENCES OF OGTOBER 1955. -

1s The:wOrkiﬁg group hHas examined the varioue:pTOposals
concerning European security which have been put forth since the -
Geneva Conference of November 195J. .

: }.2." Theoe proposals may, it seems, be cla351f1ed 1n three . .
pr1n01pal .categories: . & - '

(a) proposale'leadlng'to ‘the estabilshmeht 1n'Europe
" of a unified securlty system 1n place of present
orgenlzatlons : - : o .

(b) proposals leaalng to the eSuabllshment in Europe of
a neutrality zone; : _
J(c)'ipropoeals leading to the conclusion of security
' arrangements between the meisbers of- the Atlantlc
Allianoe and the Sov1et Bloc. : :

B These types of solutlons are all compatlble Wlth various
suggestions concerning -the complete or partial evacuation of the
Continent by the Anglo—Amerlcan~Canad1an forces or the creation of

‘-demllltarlzed zones of varying depth. In view -of the important
consequences of such proposals ‘in the political. field, as well as

- on the Western deéfensive structure,: the ‘group. has devoted a special
‘discussion to them, ° It has also examined the question of zones
of limitation.and of 1nspecblon of. armed forces, -

hs These types of eolutlore are all eompatlble with the

unification of Germany. - - The group. notes that all .the proposals
presented by the Soviet Union since the-end of 1955 are based. on
the maintenance of the division of Germany. On the contrary, the
. Western. Powers have always linked their proposals with the uni-""
~fieation of Germany. There thus exists a fUndamental difference
which should be undérlined as often as possible and which. explains’
in great measure the 1ack of success of all efforts in this field
.to\the present time, .

5, The Establishment in Europe of a - Unlfied Colleotlve
: Securlty System

: r"he group considered that none of the various prOposals
whlch were made on.this 'subject (see ‘Annexes 6 and 7) -is worth
further conslderatlon. .
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oo (&) In fact, while such a system provides for the suppression
of the Warsaw Pact — 'whiéh would in all probability only be
illusory - it would have as. a'or1n01pal consequonce the dissolution
of the Atlantic oraanlzatlon. ) N

; (b) . Independontly o Ehil bo51o obstacle a ‘system of this
‘nature -contains.within itself such: serious faults that, in ‘act it
gives no sceurity guarantee to its: eventual - oartlolpants._'

_ (c) Any collectlve security system depende in fact on a
certain community of views among its members. In the absence of
this, there .is no agreement on the origin of the aggression, and the
collective security system can only result, in the event of a crisis,
in a war between members. . Car ezt JETS
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(d) For the Soviet Union claims that a "Socialist" state
cannot, by its very nature, be an aggressor and therefore, if it
attacks, it does so _-as a matter of defense, as denonstrated by the
military actions in Korea and Hunoary. ‘

(e). The idea that in such.a system’ there would be no veto is
equally erroneous. . -There -i§" no_securlty system” 1n whlch a decision
to go to ‘war could be- taken by a majority vote.

For these reasons, the group _ wishes to recommend that an
Deffort be made to enlighten public 0p1n10n in. the ‘differcént countries
Sabout the real value of such proposals in the circumstances actually
b'4prova:f.l1ng in Europe. It would probably be useful to emphasize.
Dpartlcularly the fundamental difference between a system of this’
type which' would ruin NATO without providing a substitute and the
gwhole range of solutions inspired Ly the idea of & settlcment be-~

S tween the two present systems,

;6' Zones of Neutrality in EurOpe -

EN LECTU

0f the proposals in this category,.some deal with Germany
cﬁalone, some with ‘the satellites alone,” and some with a zone compris- .
21ng both Germany and the East Buropean states, . These proposals deal

‘both with voluntary. neutrallty (of the Swedish. type) and ‘with
~mneutralizatlon.

In general, the grouo belleves that solutions of thls _
nature are very dllecult to put into effect. in. the part of Europe -
uunder consideration. A1l neutrality depends on a certain equilibrium,
QIf it extends over too large an area in the West .one of the counter
Tweights (in.this 1nstance that of the West) loses its strength, and.
Eneutrality cannot be maintained, *- This’ fundamental principle could
have g partlcular bearing in tbo case of ‘a unified Germany.

LASSIFI

LOSU

_ The idea Of a zone of neutrallty 1nclud1ng Genmany and the
UEastern countries has serious drawbacks in the light: of" the above 6o
aprlnclples, There 1is, mDPGOV&P,'VCPy 1ittle likelihood of obtain-.
olng the agreement of ‘the Soviet Union tc such an. aidea unless de="
=velopments occur which cannot be predicted at present, ~ It présents ‘ID
mRthe risk if »ut forward by us of belng used by the Soviet: Unlon to .

mdraw the Wbst towards the neutrallty of Germany alone.-‘

Q ; Undor these condltlons, tho group feels that at the present

Etlme none of the proposed solutions can be considered as a basis for

mnegotiation with' the USSR, If solutions of this type were to be

jpr0posed by the USSR within the framework of the reunification of.
Germany in freedom and .the liberation of the satellites, such offers

mwould signify suech . a profound ‘change in Soviet policy that they would

Rhave to be examincd in the light of the new 01rcumstanoe% thus
croated.

Ts Security arrangcment between members of the Atlantlc Pact
and the Sov1et Bloc .

This type of proposal, based on the assumption of a reuni-
fied Genmany, was put forward by the Western Powcrs at the Geneva Con-
ference in November 1955, This problem having been analyzed in
Part III of the main report, it would appear sufficient here to make
the following points: ' : " & :

NATO SECRET -18~
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(a) An arrangement of this kind is flexible, - It can contain
political commitments (non-aggression - denial of support to an
aggressor) and military (zones of limitation for forces as well as
a reciprocal control system). .

(p) It can be putlintoleffecﬁ at the same time as the'reuni-
fication of Germany and, if desirable, a certain amount of flexi-

bidity in.the development of the two procedures could be envisaged.

(¢) 1In view of the precsent situation in the Eastern European
countries, notably Poland, proposals of this type are of particular
interest to the West.' The establishment of Western control posts:
in:Poland, for example, would have an important political effect,:
They would provide certain assurances analnst an eventual ma581ve
return of Soviet troops.

For these reasons, the group feels that in present circum—

' stanceé these proposals should be taken up again and widely

publicized, although it recalizes that the Western proposals for a
security ar;angenent have not yet been serzously con81dered by the
Ru851ans. _

- 8, - Total or'partial evacuation

.The pr0posals concerning evacuation are of two principal
types: some envisage reciprocal evacuation of the European
Continent by English, American and Canadian troops on the one hand

and by Soviet:  troops on the other; others propose evacuationEonly

of certain zones,

With respect to the former, the group feels that such
prOposalS cannot be con51dered

(a) The structure of NATO would be destroyed. ' ..

(v) There would be a fundamental disparity in the strategic
balance, ~Soviet forces would remain on hanhd, while a ' major part =
of the Y/estern forces would be unavailable in case of crisis,

(¢) The countries of Eastern Europe would be placed in‘-a
position in which they might anticipate their liberation, but it
is possible that the reinforced weight of the Soviet menace would
cause them-to hesltate and that the process of. 11berat10n would
be blocked ™ ; S A

(d) Europe would run the risk of being pTOgPESulvely drawn
into the Soviet orbit.

(e) The psychological impact on populations and-the political
pressures on Western governmonts to adopt policies of accommodation
with the Sov1ets, would destroy Western unity and Securlty. g

’ Furthermore there is no indication that the USSR proposes .
such a formula, 11m1 ted to Europe and including the reunification of
Germdny in freedom. - ! g "ag _ : AR

LT . With resnect to the latter type the group considered - -in. -
partlcular the ‘assumption of a' withdrawal of German NATO forces!

into countries neighboring Germany. It felt that the disadvant- "
ages of such a withdrawal would largely outweigh any possible
advantages., ) '
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The disadvantages are very serious: -

(a) The Western military structure would be broken, . The
hield" concept would disappear, The risks would increase con=
derably,

(b) Politically NATO- would cease’ to be an organization of -
tegrated collective defense and would éemerge as an alllance with- -
t balance and on the way to dlslntegratlon.

(c) Psychologlcally such a retreat would be hard to re-/ -~
ncile with the maintenance. of Anglo-American-Canadian forces on the
ntinent, Public opinion in these countries might have difficulty’

accepting the financial burden of supporting a system which
uld have lost its real usefulness and would have only token value,

The principal advantage which the West would wish to obtain
uld be the reunification .of Germany in freedom, But as there is
indication that the USSR is disposed to grant this counterpart
pr0posa1 of this nature .originating from the Western Powers’ would
ly have the effect of giving the Russians a new advantage without
taining any compensation, If this problem had to be considered, Q-’
would be important to bear in mind the fundamental security- needs
NATO members.

LECTURE PUBLIQUE

: If the evacuation were to cover a larger area than -
rmany alone and extended to the Eastern countries or to -certain

them, the problem would then have to be studied in the lightof*
e obligations remalnlng on the countries located in this zone,

The same conclusions would apply to this latter type of
oposal as to the former mentioned above (paragraph 6

9. Demilitarized Zones

: The dlfferent proposals on this subject can be broken
nn into two categories: large zones and more limited zones,

In general the group feels that demilitarization of a
ne is not necessarily a security, factor, Past experience in
is regard is not very encouraging.

Nevertheless, and in certain conditions, the principle
a very narrow demilitarized strip on the border betwecen the two
stems and on the basis of a reunified Germany could be considered,
this appeared necessary in the course of negotiation, .

ECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCLOSURE / DECLASSIFIE - MISE EN

_ As for larger zones, they are dangerous unless they are
inted for example, to Bastern German territory, which would -
pear unaccuptable for the Russians. (Sec also Part III of the
in report). :

10. ' Zones of limitation and inspection -

Numerous proposals, both Soviet and Western, concern this
pe of security arrangement, The reasons why no agraement has so
r been possible on this qucstlon are mentioned above (see paragraph
on .the problem. of German unification), This problem is treated in
rticular in Part IIT of the main report, "
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b ;{'hUROPEAN SECURITY 4SPEGTS OF .
| THE[SQVI BT NEHORANDUM OF 1/th NOVENBER, 1956

I. SUBSTANGE . . . T

Fivo of the Sov1et pr0posals of November 17, 1956 in

ffact fall outside. the terms of reference of the United Nations Sub-

committeec on Dlsarmamenf_lpasmuch as they deal with- questions of
regional’ European security. - Their inclusion among the Soviet
disarmament proposals follows the pattern set in the Soviet note
of ‘May,10, 1956 and seems to be an attempt. (a) to seek to obtain
a. Buropean security arrangement based upon the status quo rather
than one -connected with arrangements on-the reunification of -
Germany, (b) to create ‘the. appgarance of Soviet willingness to.:
reduce - tensions in Europe. - ;

It is fundamental to the’ ¥95tern position that any agree-
ment on Buropean security must come into effect concurrently with
the rc¢unification of Germany in freedom.  The Western Powers should
reiterate that only on this basis, which would eliminate a basic
cause of tension in-Europe, would they be prcparud +to enter into an
agreement designed. to meet legitimate security .concerns of the

Soviet Union rusultlng from the new situation. The West, on these

conditions, remains prepared to exchange the follow1n5 undertaﬁlngs
proposed at Geneva:

(1) To ronounce the use of force.
- (2) To withhold'supportvfrgm aggressors. -

(3) To provide for-the limitation of forces and .
armaments in a zone of comparable size, depth, and .. .
_1mportance on.both sides, including sp601a1 measures
in thosc: parts of the zone closest to the line of
- demarcation.
- (4) To reaffirm the right of 1nd1v1dud1 and collective
+ - _self defense ‘

(5). To reafTirm that a reunified Germany'wlll have
complete freedom to ChOOSu whether or not she w111
join NA TO

(6) ‘In the! event that a reunified Germany should declde

- to join NATO, to ‘create an obllgatlon to.react .
against aggress on on the part of or agalnst any
NATO member. _ . ot .,

Against this. bac&gfd&nd the *1v5'oo§iet'pP0posals of
November 7 _ aeallng Wlth Elronean %ecur1tj have obv1ous defectS'iz

A._r SOV1et proncsal (3), to reduce ‘during 19“7 by one- thlrd
the armed forces of the US, the USSR, the UK, and i'rance- stationed B
in Germany with the estaollshment of nppr0p¢1ate control for thls o
reductlon is subgect to the fo4lOW1ng comment8°';-;1a- e

(l) It is a restatement: cf prior Soviet pr0posals on iy

‘reductions of forces 'in' ‘Germany, the only" new factof
. being uhe use. of the flgure of one-~ tnlrd A ;
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(2) The use - of equal proportlonatc figures for East and
West is patently préposterous if applied only to

'perlpheral areas, in view of the basic advantages

in numbers, depth, and geography which the Commmunist

bloc has over the Western nations‘

(3) The creation of special controls for Germany dis-—
% criminates against Germany without affording similar
~advantages to the Viest, It appears to be different
from the type of control covered in paragraph. (7)
of the:Soviet proposals, and, under the' joint
communiqué of January 7th, 1957, would call for East
German part1c1pat10n. ¥

B. SOVlet ‘proposal (L), to significantly reduce during 19“?
-he armed forces of the USA, the UK, and France stationed in NATO
rountries and the armed forces of the USSR stationed in Warsaw
’act countries, is subject to the following comments: '

(1) ‘This proposal is a mare.specific version of earlier
: Soviet -proposals, perhaps intended for local opinion
in the satellites.. =~ - : e

(2) It assumes that both NATO and Soviet forces are

-~ '  stationed abroad for legitimate purposes of collect-
ive self—defense, while this is patently untrue of
Soviet forces in the satellites.

(3) There is an implicit assumption that egquivalent
reductions by East and West would. not alter the
balance of power, Given Soviet advantages in mass,
depth, and geography, this is not the case, Legiti-
mete minimum Western collective déefense measures do

- .not permit these actions.:

Ce. Soviet prOposal (5) is tp.llquldate'in the course of two
rears foreign army, naval, and air bases on the territories of
>ther states. This is subject to the. following comment:

(1) The right and responsibility of collective self-
. defense would thus be completely denied to the -
Western Powers, which would be defenseless in
light of Communist abilities  for piecemeal
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aggression.
‘D, The Soviets offered to Mcccpt_gg{igl_ﬁﬁglggzaphy to a

Elepth ‘of cight hundred kilometers to the East and West of the line
o>f demarcation between the NATO and Warsaw Pact military forces.
mis this subject should basically be considered in the Disarmament
Rsubcommittee and not in connection with Buropean security matters,
it is only necessary to note that it has already been pointed out
to the Soviets that their proposal is a distortion of President
Iisenhower's proposal in that it does not cover major centres of
ower, In addltlon ‘as worded, it tends to conflrm the division

f Germany. : 5 n :

E. The Sov1ets also propose a treaty of non-aggression among
rountries belonging to NATO and countrices of the Warsaw Pact. A
treaty of non-aggression without the .resolution of the German pro-—
slem .and the creation of sound security measures would crecate a
False sensc of security without any gain for the West.
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: It is thus clear that the Soviet proposals are dlrected
to these ends: .

(1) To confirm the division of Germany.

(2) To weaken and destroy NATO and Western
collective security.

(3) To give a public impression of Soviet initiative.

On the other hand, the Western proposals present an
inseparable pattern of mutually suvporting undertakings which
would:

(1) Reunify: Germany and thus eliminate a major cause
of tension.

(2) Create a new and more stable situation and. afford
legitimate security for all under it.

. (3) Recognize the need for collective self-defense
instead of seaklng to destroy it.

(L) Deal with limitation of forces and armaments on
a rcalistic basis, taking into consideration
problems of mass, depth, and geocgraphy on both
sides. '

"II. TACTICS

The Soviet proposals should be dealt with by the Western
nations in light of the forcgoing. The Western position that they
should not be dealt with in the UN Disarmament Subcommittee should
be repeated, as questions of regional security and questions
inseparably linked to German reunification are beyond the purview
of that body. In order to avoid inviting the gquestion of a
further four-power confercnce, they might be dealt with through
diplomatic correspondence, which should be closely co-ordinated
between the four interestcd powers and in consultation with the
North Atlantic Council.

IT thc Soviets at London press the European sccurity
proposals, whether separately or as an essential part of their
disarmament proposals, they should be rcjected on these grounds.

It is for consideration, particularly in light of Soviet
tactics in London, whether the West should takc advantage of
responding by note to the European security proposals of the USSR
to place the Soviet proposals in proper public perspective as
against the Western position,
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LIST OF PROPOSALS ON GERMAN REUNIFICATION AND
- EURCPEAN SECURITY PUT FORTH:SINCE THE .GENEVA
. CONFERENCHS OF OCTOBER, 1955

I.  EUROPEAN CCLLECTIVE SECURiTY TREATY AND GUARANTEES
A, - Soviet proposals . '

P Januagy_28, 1956, Declaration of Warsaw Treaty . Gountries

at Prague.' It proposed agreement TFirst between certain” states,

including the USSR, United Klngdom, France and United States, - The-
nature .of the agreement was not specified. It also proposed the
establishment of "good-neighborly' relations between the USSR,
Turkey, Bulgaria, Greece, Albania, Italy, Czechoslovakia and the
GFR and the normalization of relations between states not maintain-
ing rélations. .. Further, it proposed treaties of non-aggression
vetween “approprlate states."

2, February 1, 1956, Bulganin Letter to President Eisenhower. -
It reiterated the Soviet Geneva. prcposal that the existing: two
groupings in Europe conclude a treaty and declared Soviet willing-
ness to conclude treaties of friendship with the United XKingdom,
France and '"other countrlﬂs” as well as with the United States, as
proposed in Bulganln s-letter of January 23, 1956,

3, October 22, 1956, Soviet Note to . GFR. It relterated ‘the
demand for "immediste measures to strengthen security in Europe"
with the participation. of the two existing German states.. It
inquired as to whether the GFR was prepared to enter undertakings
with the '"countries concerned" not to use force,.

4. November 17, 1956, chernment Statement atuached to the
Letters. of the Western: Heads of Government. It reiterated the
propcsal for non-aggression pacts between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

54 November 18, 1956, Soviet-Polish Joint Statement. It
asserted that agreement on disarmament "would undeubtedly promote
creation of the necessary conditions' for the settlement of the
German and Buropesn security questions.

-

6. Décember 3, 1956, Soviet-Rumanian Deelarstion, It stated
that the two countries were "'ready to make fresh efforss" to create
a system of general European sccurity. s

7. January 7, 1957, Soviet-DDR Communigué. It reiterated
the proposal. for ostabllshment of a collective securlty system in
Europe comprlslng "both German states.!

8. January 18, 1957, Soviet-Chinese Communist Declaration.
It called for abrogation of NATO and the Warsaw Pact and their
replacement by a collective security treaty.

¢ S January 29, 1957, Soviet-Czechoslovak Statement. It
stated that since the West had rejected Soviet proposals to liqui-
date existing groupings, the two governments were detefmlnea to
"consolidate +he Waroaw Treaty organlzatlon

10. E@bruary 12,1957, Shepilov's Speech to the Supreme Soviet.
It emphasized that the United States should participate in European
collective seccurity and stated that '"the time has really come to
pool the efforts" of all interested in creating guarantees of peace
and conditions for .lasting economic cooperation in Europe.

-27- NATO RESTRICTED
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11. February 20, 1957, Soviet-Bulgarian Declaration. The
two countries agreed to "continue active efforts” dlrectod toward
the creation of collective securlmy in Eurooe,_”

B. Western proposals

1. March 1, 1@50, FDD spokecman Erich Monde prOposed the
zonclusion of a treatv vetween the United States and the USSR
and adhered to by the United X! ;gdom_ France and Germany or,
alternatlvoly, -& 15~power pact t¢ include smallér nations.

2,  April 20, 1956, SPD spokosman Trler at the Council of
urope demanded the formation -of a rcgional security system with
Uriited States and USSR as guarantors, in wnich a reunified
ermary could partL01pate ' s :

; 3. ' May 3, 1956, Worelgn Minister Pineau proposed a new
£plan incorporating disarmament, Ruropean security and German
Ureunlflcatlon.

.4;_ July 10 956 Brler., wrro1ng in a spe01al issue of
Hthe SPD paper Vorwaertsg called for an anternat onal pol;ﬂe
mf‘oroe instead of mll_uary alWlanooJ, -

URE PUBLIQUE
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5. September 7, 19)6 A PFederal Republic note delivered
‘Win Moscow enclosed a memorandum offering military guarantees to
=the. USSR which would enable-it. to agree to German reunification,

6; September 25, 1956, Adenaver, in a Brussels speech;,
called for an "elastic confederation” of European states,

/ DECLASSIFI

e November 21, 1956, A German Government spokesman
Yeclared that the Soviet .disarmement propcsal of Novéember 19
appeared to- be based upon the contlnaed ‘division of Germany and
nér.ce was unacceptaLle as a basis for a security system." "

8. December iji_l9ﬁo, Bas G 1*ea’rcrn p051tlon set forth
in NATO political direchtive.

BLIC DISCLOSU

9« December 18, 19f6 %ec:euarv Dulles Stated that the
SUnited States' was not "contempliating any reducsion of United
~States military strength in Furope' and was "not prepared to °
Qrev1ew the military situatior Iin- Furope on any basis which pre-
supposes a line drawn uhrough Cecﬁany”

_ lO January 25, 9R7 - 00012¢ Democrdtln Tary atatement
ﬁcalled for the formation of a regiona. Security system with the
OUnited States and USSR as guarentors in which a reunified Germany,
anot:a meMber of a one-sided all 1ahoe Would rarticipate.

ll. In Januarv 1957 Walber Lippasnn in a Minneapolis speech
stressed the need for the developmens of a new IEnropean security
arrangement in view of tbe changed aTtuatlon 1n Lastern Europe.

®

.12, In. Webruarv 1957 at the WTJ Foreion M;rlsters meetlng.
Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd opropos od a "Grand Design" for
European orgenization, POlAtTCaA9m1¢ tary and economlo, with
& single-parliament and open tc neutral and perhaps in time
Eastern European statee. " . ... . '
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II. DEMILITARIZED ZONES, LIMITDD ARMAMENTS ZONES

A, Soviet pr0posals

1. Januarv 28 1956 Declaratlon of Warsaw: Treaty Countries
at_Prague. It called for ''special attention" to be given to the
crcation of a "special zone" in Burope (including both parts of
Germany) in which armaments would be restricted and controlled.

It also proposed an agreemcnt not to station nuclear weapons on
German tcrrltory. -

2.' Februarv 1&, 1956 Khrushchev Speech (public) to 20th
Party Congress. It “epcﬂted the proposal of an agreement not to

station nuclear weapons in Germany.

“%, ' Mareh 27, 1956, " Soviet Dlsarmamént.Proposals atHLonaon

Disarmament Talks, -They proposed a zone of limitation and inspec- . -

tion of armaments whlch would include the territory of both parts
of Germany and adjacend states, It also proposed ceilings on
United States, United Kingdom, French and Soviet forces stationed
on foreign territory in Burope, the prohibition of nuclear weapons
and units in the -sone, joint inspection, and, pending final agree-.
ment, unhilateral force reductions on German territory.

L, November 17, 1956, Soviet Disarmament prdﬁosals. They

stated Soviet willingness to consider using serial photography: "in:

the area where basic mwlludry forces” of NATO and the Warsaw Pact
countries were located 1o a depth of 800 kilometers to the east and
west of uhD present demarcgtlon line.

i January 7 1957, Sov1et~DDR Communlqué " Tt prdposed'the :

establlsnmont of a restricted armaments:zone in Europe" comprising :
toth parts of Germany."

B. Western Dronosals

West Europoan Droposals on this point are listed under -

Sections III, IV, V and Yi.

1 On December 11, 1956 in Staff Study No.5, Senate Sub-
Committee O DISarmanment, cenator Humphrey sugcested exploration
of proposals for a gecographical zone in which military equlpment
and manpower would be kept at-a prescrlbed limit,

ITI. THINNING OUT OF TROOPS_IN GERMANY =~ -
A, Soviet proposals : o
~ 1o May il4, 1956, the USSR announced & cﬁt in military man-

power and clalmﬁd that Soviet troops in Germany had been reduced
by 30,000,

I

2. June 6, 1956, in & letter to Flsenhower, Bulganln called

‘on the United Qta+e% to emulate the USSR's reduction of troops in.

(}ermany. REFSE e

3. “January 28, 1956 A dcelapation .of the Warsaw Pact
nations called for the . "mlthdrawel cf foreign forces. or....their

numorlcal reduction in both parts of Germany.'
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L, November 17, 1956 The USSR proposed that forces
n Germany be cut by one thlrd durlng 1957,

5,. January 7, 1957, a Soviet DDR Communique'called for
he "substantial reductlon” of the armod forces of the four
yowers in Germany. ' '

Be o Western proposals

1 March 1, 1956 FDP 5pokesm°n Mende proposed w1thdrawa1
»f NATO troops behlnd the Rhine and of Warsaw pact troops beyond
,he Oder-Neisse line, with the resultant military vacuum to be
m*illed by 12 or moré West German Divisions. _

IQUE

24 Jenuary 11, 1957, Chancellor Adenauer favored the
ldca.:of 'a thinned out zone in Germany as promoting reunification
shough cautioning triat the plan would neither solve problems of
Lnternatlonal ten51ons nor bring about reunlfieatlon. :

I0TE:. Most Nestern dlscu381on on this subJect is imprecise and
generally included in the proposals for complete with-
drawal, See Sections V and VI,

:: .

. THINNING OUT OF TROOPS FROM OTHER EUROPEAN AREAS
A, Soviet Pfoposals |
1. March 27, 1956, Soviet Disarmement Proposals, see

-tem A,3, under Demilitarised Zones, Limited Armaments Zones.
proposals regarding- ceilings on foreign troops in Europe).

- o~y

2., November 17, 1956, Soviet Disarmament Proposals.
>roposed "significant reduction" during 195/ of US, UK and
french troops on NATO territory and Sov1et troops on the territory
»f warsaw Pact countries, '

B. Western PPOposals : : .

- No official Western suppoft for such proposals. :
“Unofficial discussionihas not focused on thlS aspect _
of the troop:deployment problem. " g

3

|
-

TOTAL WITHDRAW&L OF _FOREIGN TROOPS FROM GERMANY

£ Soviet Proposals

DECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCLOSURE / DECLASSIFIE - MISE EN LECTURE PUB L

= The USSR has made no specific proposal involving the
total withdrawal of foreign troops in Germany 81nce November 1955.

B. WWestern Proposals

NOTE: Official Western positions have unanlmously been that
withdrawals are not practical under present circumstances.
There have, however, been a number of non-official sources
who have. con81dered withdrawals as a possibility worth
exploring. Representatlve examples are: A
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1, - November 25L_1956 woshlrgton lost edltorlal recommendedﬁ
total troop withdrawal in-the context of German rounlflcatlon. :jf

2. Decembet 19, 1956 Hugh Gaitskell proposed in Parliament .
that US and UK troops be withdrawn from Germany and Central Europe
as part of a reunlflcatlon settlement. 2 ;

B On Decerber 26 1956, Senator Sparkman suggested
negotlatlons W1tn the USSR on troop w1thdrawals.

L. Januﬂry 9, 195?, George Kennon stated his view that no
disarmement asgreement with the USSR was possible if US and USSR
troops faced each other in Germany.

VI. TOTJL ITHDRJWQL OF FOREIGN - TROOPS FROM OTHbR EUROPEHN :REAS

”A[ Sov1et Proposals

1. = November 17,'1956. Soviet Disarmament Proposal. Proposed‘
liguidation, within two years, of all "foreign army, naval and air
bases" on the territories of other states.

2. November 22. 1956, Shepilov at 11lth UN General Assembly
stated Soviet willingness to withdraw troops from Warsaw Pact -
countries as soon as the Wegt "withdraws troops: from Wiest Germany
and dismantles bases on foreign territory". :

3,7 January 7. 1957. Soviet-DDR Communlqué demanded "abolltlon
of military bases on foreign territory in Europe".

L. January 29L_1957 Sov1et-Czechoslovqk Statement.: demanded
liguidation of mllltory bases on foreign territory in EurOpe.' “

B. Western Proposals

NOTE: No official estern. support for. troOp w1thdrawals under’

- ‘presént’ clrcumstﬂnces Non-official ‘discussion usually
emphasised withdrawals from Germany and Soviet w1thdrawals
from the Satellites but: avoided specific mention of US-
withdrawals from Western Burope other than Germany.. . A
reoresentatlve non-official US discussion of. this subgect
is Kennan's testlmony already cited.

VII N“UTRnLISnTION OF GERMANY: .

A. © Soviet Proposols- -

The USSR has ' not proposed the neutralisation:of. Germany
as part of any program;--for disarmament or EBEuropean security or
otherwise, though Soviet propaganda has., suggested extremely vaguely,
that. such an: eventuqllty was not 1mpOSSlblO AR Lo Ta

. B. Western Proposgls

1, On November 25 and subsequently. -The VWashington Post -
recommended the exploration of the p0851b111ty of a neutralised
Germany as art of a European settlement (see also Kennan testlmony
cited qboves) ' o . .
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2, February 19,1957, German Defense Minister Strauss stated
12t while a reunified Germany might favor partieipation in the
ystern military alliance system, hard political realities might
)rce it to make a decision on the "Austrian model".

JTE: . The SPD and certain other German groups hEid'théf“
' reunification of Germany is feasible only if a
reunified Germany is not 1ncluded in NATO ‘

i NEUTRhLISATION AND NEUTRAL BELTS pISEWHERE IN EUROPE

A, Soviet Proposals.

PUBLIQUE

b There have been no new Sov1ct proposqle on this subgect _
nce the Geneva Conferences, Pravda, replying to certain questions
@xleed by a group of British-MPs, stated on February 10, that none
E‘ the Satellites could safeguard its security by means of neutrality
O3 ‘long as (1) NATO exists, (2) the West is motivated by the "theory

1d practice™of "rolling back Communism" and (3) "the imperialists

lrsue a policy of interference in the 1nternq1 ﬂffﬂlrs“ of the
M1st European states. : -

B, TWestern- Proposals . S - _ .

1, On December 18, 1956, Secretary Dulles sald the United
;ates is very open—mlnded to. any suggestlons that might be made

v to the status - whether neutralisation or otherwise - of
1tellite countries whiech would take away any fear by the USSR that
O; would be physically or mllltarlly endangered if. 1t facilitated
He evolutlen to indepenaence in the Satellites. -

LASSIFIE - MISE

A

~ :

E s * On March 8 1951L Hugh Galts}cell at Dutch Labor Par'by
mgress spoke in favor of a neutral belt including a reunited.

)

&:rmany and Eastern Europe but with NATO remaining intact.

-

NOH—OfflClal Western discussion in. eddltlon to the

.neutralisation of Germany has considered the possibility.

~of a neutral belt extendlng further to the East : D
N

‘e CONTROL OF DEMILITARIS&TION NEnSDRES IN GMRMANY

i .

o T Sov1ct Proposals ' ;" ' j' : - =

IFIED - PUBLIC DISC

1, January 28, 1956, Declaration of Warsaw Pact Nations
w’regue meeting), mentloned the "establishment of necessary control"
jner the implementation of a suggested agreement for reduction of
aarelgn forces in. the DDR and of DDR and GFR troops. :

A

L 24 January . 1957, Sov1et—DDR communlque claimed that the
wernments and parliaments of both the GFR and the DDR "as well as
16 organizations of ‘the peace-loving German population.. .§=shou1d
ike part in reciprocal control" over a disarmament agreement -
1ong the great powers., This did not mention measures Speclflcally
Jplylng to. Genmany, but certelnly presumes them,

' B. Western Pr0posals
)TE : 411 Western suggestions cencerning demilitarisation have

recognised the need of supervision but have not developed
their ideas on this subject in detail,

0 RESTRICTED ~52-
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X.  CONTROLS OVER INDIGENOUS GERMAN FORCES

S Sov1et Proposals

1. January 28, 1956 Declaratlon of Warsaw Pact natlons.
Prague, called for “establlshment of the necessary, control" over
1mplementatlon of an "agreoment" for roduct1on of the armed forces
of the GFR and the DDR. - - e T—

B. Wéstern Proposals
See Note IX, Sﬁh
XTI, CONTROL OF DI MILITARISMTION MEMSURES IN OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

A, Scviet Proposals

Soviet proposals have made only vague and general
refcrences to ‘the means by which measures of demilitarisation would
be enforced in Zurope. Following are twn representative references.

1, March 27, _956 Soviet Dlsormmmcnt Proposals mentions
"joint 1nspcctlon“ to ensuro measuras env1saged for the European
zone, . o i

2,  November 17, 1956 Sovlot Dlsafmament Probosals P01ﬁt 7
makes general reference to the ostabllshmbnt of "strict and effeotlve
1nternatlon°1 oontrol"

B. Western Proposﬁlﬁ" o
See Wote IX, B.

XII. GERMAN REUNIFIGHTION

A Soviet Proposals

1 Pebruary 1, 1956 Bulganin., in letter to Eisenhower,
repeated ‘that rounlflcatlon could be accompllshod only be agreement
between-the Germans themselves, .

2. March 1, 1956, T.SS statement, guoting "authoritative
Clrclos" ‘reiterated that negotiations between DDR and GFR
roprcsented "the only way" to reunification, and insisted that the
USBR could not nogotlate for the DDR on this subgoct -

“ 3. duly l? 1956, Soviet-DDR communigué. .repeated that
rostoratlon of unity can come only through talks and agreements
between the Governmonts of both German statcs,

b October 22pd 1956 Soviet reply to West German note-
of September 7/ claimed that GFR failure to- rocovnlse the existence
of the DDR is ebsurd, 'that the only means to reunification is’
through agreement betueen the- two German states; that it is P :
unrealistic to-talk of all-Cerman elections under present condltlons;

‘that participation of!both German states in a European security

system would advance reunification prospects; that a foremost
requirement is a decisive change in the political line of the West
German Govermment; and that the contention that reunlfloatlon was
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four-power responsibility is without prectical‘meening,

5. October 26, 1956, Soviet note to the US, UK and France,
bmitting a copy of a note to the GFR, repeated their insistence
on the necessity for a raoorochement between the GFR and the DDR.

of Januarv 7. 1957L_Sov1et—DDR communlgue repeated thej;_ 
L p01nte of the October 22 note, adding nothing new. ‘

7. February 5. 1957, Bulganin's letter to Asdenauer made
-addition to previous proposals, even though clelmlng an
provement in Soviet-GFR relations would bring reunification
arer, Bulganin repeated that a rapprochement between the GFR
d the DDR was "the only way of solv1ng the German problem"

B - Western PPOposals

l. On March 16, 1956, the Federal Republic, in a note to
€& three VWestern powers on the eve of the disarmament conference,
upled German reunification to disarmament and asked to be informed
Ethe progress of the conference as At vitally affected Germany.

LECTURE PUBLIQUE
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2, On July 21, 1956, Chencellor' fidenauver, in reply to the ‘
2l.genln letter of June 6 on disarmeament, rogected the idea that

ﬁﬂsarmement can be achieved before European security, and asserted

at a split in Germeny is a prlnclpal cause of international

n51on.

3. On September 7, 1956, the Federal Republic sent &
morandun on unification to Moscow, urging that it be brought
Zout by free elections, and offering mllltery guarantees to the -
2 SR,

SURE / DECLASSIF

bl On October 6, 1956, Foreign Minister von Brentano in
Obroedcest to the Soviet zone renewed his offer of military
cJarenteee to the USSR which would enable her to agree to German
=ification,-

SL

5.. On _October 10, 1956 the US. UK and France endorsed
e German ‘position on unification contained in the Foderel
public's note of September 7.

6. In a major statement on Jdanuary 23, the SPD relterated )
s basic p081t10ns on Peunlflcetlon : '

7o On Februory 28, 1957&_Chancellor “deneuer, in reply to
in message of February 8, insisted that free elections.
mst precede concrete steps toward reunification, and reiterated
Ae position that the Federdl Republic, as the only genulne

rman government, cannot negotlete with the GFR. :
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TE: Since US non-official dlscu531on on reunification often

w mentions reunificaticn in the context of troop W1thdrawels“
and-neutralisation, see previous sections.. :There has been
no western qoceptance of Soviet insistence.on direct Bonn-
Pankow conversations, The necessity of free elections has
never .been. questloned although in: January .the Washington
Post mentioned the poss1b111ty of a "loose confederatlon"
1nelud1ng the - 80V10t Zone end the GFR, ° %
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