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I. PUBLICITY TO BE GIVEN 10 THE PRESENT [BETIKG

1. The OHAIRE’W said that in no circunstances did he propos
to communicate to the press. the statements wmade in the course of bhe
present meeting. If riinisters wished to do so, in whole or in

part, it would be left to their discretion.

2, Mr. CUNHA (Portugal) then proposed that no report be made
to the press on this restricted meeting. This would allow the
Ministers to discuss more freely and would thus enhance the value
of the meeting,

3. The COUNCIL:

agreed that no communication would be made to the
rress, and proceedings would be regarded as secret.

NATC SECRET

II. AGENDA

L. The CHAIRMAN suggested, and the COUNCIL agreed, to acdopt
the following order of discussion: '
(a) reunification of Gerimany (including Berlin);
(b) disarmament and the Bulganin letters;
(c) ‘'the iiddle East;
(8) relations with other international defence
organizations;
- (e) Africa;
(f) political consultations within NATO.
ST NATQO SECRET
III REUJIFICATION QF CLRJALY (IN“LUDINn BTRLINl

G The CHhIQ;Ah GX“PGSSSG the view that this was not a
controver51al issue., It seemed to him that, if NATO's position
on German reunification remained unchanged, the meeting need simply
decide whether or not this problem should be imentioned in the final
comauniqué,

6. ¥r. von BRENTANO {(Germany) first thanked President
Eisenhower, Kr, Dulles and Mr, Macmillan for their statements at
yesterday's meeting on the problem of German reunification and of
Berlin, He supported the Chairman's suggestion that these
problems be referred to in the communiqué and he proposed that
this be done on the lines of the statement made by the Council in
1954, He stressed the importasnce of mentioning the panrticular’
problem of Berlin in view -of the fact that its situation had be-
come increasingly precarious in the course of the last few months.

- NATO SECRET .
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Tin The CHAIRMAN then suggested that the German Delcgatién
be invited to prepare a draft for inclusion in the final communiqué.

8: Mr. DULLES (United States) suggested that the draft

‘statement on the German problem should recall the agreement on

reunification at the summit meeting which had been rcached with
the USSR, with a view to reaffirming Soviet responsibility for the
present situation, owing to the fact that they had not yet lived
up to their agreement.

e The COUNCIL:

invited the German Delegation to prepare a draft
statement on the problem of German reunification
- . for inclusion in the final communiqué.

NATO SECRET

Iv. DI SARIIIAN T"If

lO. Mr. PINZXU (France) underllnlno the Tact that while
NATO strongly needed the reinforcement of its military defence in
order to face recent progress achieved by the Soviet Union in
the field of military power, it was equelly essentisl that, having
come to .this decision, NMATO should make a gesture to express its
determination to deo all in its power tc promote the relaxation

. of the present international tension and, possibtly, to arrive at

some measure of conciliation.

11. To this end, he submitted a preposal which he had had
the opportunity of discussing with the United Kingdom Secretary

.of State for Foreign Affairs. This proposal was tc charge the

four Ministers who were members of NATO and had been members of

. the United Nations Sub-Committee on Disarmanent to invite the

USSR to meet with them in order to discuss disarmament probleins

on the basis of the resolution recently adopted bty the United
Nations General Assenbly. This action, taken on an international
level, would place the Soviets in an embarrassing peosition if
they were to reject it.

12, Mr. PELLA (Italy) agreed that, for psychologlcal
reasons, it was necessary to correlate the reiriforcement of NATO s
defence effort with the problem of disarmament. He therefore
believed that it wculd be opportune to draw once again public
attention to the fact that it was because of Scviet cobstruction
in the field of disarmament that NATO was now compelled to
strengthen its military defence. . He therefore agreed that a
gesture be made by NATO in the field of disermament. However,
he preferred that this acticn be in the form of a resolution
t0 the newly set up United Nations Disarmament Commission,
urging them t¢ resume as socn as possible the United Nations
efforts towards disarmament, This would meéet the object of the
Prench propesal while at the same time allewing NATO to. support
the action of the Disarmament Commission.

i NATO SECRET
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13, Hr. LANGE (Norway) expressed full support for the French

proposal. He couvld understand the position of the Italian
siinister for Toreign Affairs but, at the same tine, he could nov
forget that the. Soviets had repeatedly taken the stand that they
could not accept the present machinery of negotiations set up by
the United Nations. They were bound to continue doing so and any
change in their attitude would entail a loss cof prestige. Any
action which did not take into account this aspect of the Soviet
position would be unrealistic.

14, If the French proposal were adopted, and if the Soviet
Union accepted the invitation, the attitude of the four Viestern
Ministers should be that, while they supported the proposals

" recently endorsed by the United Fations Assembly, they would ©ve

prepared to review the problein of disarmsisent in the light of
developiasnts which had occurred since these proposals were made,
with a view to exauiining any :odification which would not be
contrary to the interests of the Uest, v

15. @¥r, SHITH (Canada) expressed the opinion that, while
adopting the French proposal, the NATO countries should, when
replying to the letters from Bulganin, explore the possibility of
Soviet agreesent to such aspects of disarmanent as inspection and
control.

- 16. rir. SCL#YN LLOYD (United Kingdom) said that it would be
regrettable tec give the impression that NATO's main reaction to
recent developments in the international situation was limited to
military measures without further initiative in the political field.
On the other hand, if the gesture proposed by the French Foreign
Minister was to be made within the context of the replies to the
letters from Mr. Bulgasnin, he feared that, since these replies
could not be sent 1uﬂcﬂlgt lJ this metﬂOd would prevent a siiul-
taneous announcement of NATO's decisions in the military field and
of the political gesture proposed by the I'rench Delegation. AS,
moreover, he was unwilling to concede the possibility of a swiilt
conference arising out of the present weeting - a course of action
which was exactly what the Russians wanted - there remained only

the possibility of following the French proposal. The Council
should therefore state its regret that the Soviet Union had refused
to participate in the work of the United Nations Disarmament
Commission, It should then express its willingness to meet with
the Soviet Government as proposed by the French Ielegation in the
hope that something might be done to break the present deadlock.
If this position was presented to public opinion, ‘the military
aspect of the Council's decisions would assune its proper propor-
tion. It would however be necessary that, in order to understand
the need for reinforced defence, public opinion should be inforied
of NATO's desire that a fresh atteupt be imade towards disaruament.

17. ir. LAROCK (Belgiwn) supported the French proposal, which
in his view would be the best reply to all the letters recently
sent by Ikr. Bulganin. He added, in passing, that he did not think
it pecessarj to mention tnese lettefq in thc flral corriunigué.

Ky o NATQ SECREBT
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It was, however, necessary to give & nositive answer to the Soviets

in a manner not to exclude any acceptable means of negotiation.
This was the value of the French proposal,

18. He then suggested that the communiqué should briefly
recall that the responsibility for the present dezdlock on disar-
maiment lay upon the Soviet Union, The communiqué should also
recall the various proposals put forward by. the ilestern countries
for putting a stop to experiments in nuclesr warfare, to prohibit
under control the production of fissile materials, to reduce
under control conventional forces and srinaments, snd to establish
efficient control- of disarmament as 2 whole, which proposals had
all been rejected by the Soviets. NATQO should assect its full
adherence to the principle of efficient control of disarinament as
being the only real evidence of Soviet Russials desire for peace.
The fact that the Soviets had rejected this principle and had
refused to take part in the work of the Disarmamnent Comnlssion
of the United Nations should estaplish their full responsibility
for the present breakdown on the disarmament talks.

19, He then referred to the Polish proposal recently put
to the United Nations, which had led to certain hesitations in
public opinion in the iVest, There was no need for NATO to reply
to this proposal but it might be wise to point out that any
measures to establish atomic disarmacent in a limited area in
Burope should be subject to strict and efficient control. The
Polish Government would be able neither to object to this proposal,
nor to accept it, '

20, In conclusion, he thought it essential that NATO should
assert the necessity of effective control of atomic disarmament for
this was a principle on which public opinion agreed with the
position of the Viest.

21. Mr. DULLES (United States) said that he had no objection
in principle toc the proposal imade by the French Delegation. He
thought however that NATO shouid be very cereful in handling this
matter in a way which could not be resented by the United Nations
and the recently established Disarmament Commission. This
Commnission was to meet early in January. Should NATO underinine
it before it had even met, its mewmbers would certainly feel that
NATO had rendered their task impracticable. He recalled that
several members of this Conmission came from important countries:
not representec in NATO. o

" 22. He therefore thought it would be wiser to reach the
objective proposed by the French Delegation by submitting to the .
Commission a proposal that, should they consider it useful, NATO
would be glad to co-operate on the lines proposed by Mr. Pineau,

~ 8- NATO SECRET
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23, Mr. ZORLU (Turkey) supported the views expressed by
Mr., Dulles, The Council had convened to examine the need for
increased defence measures in the face of the latest Soviet military
prcgress. On the other hand, public cpinicn had never doubted '
NATO's willingness to support the United Nations efforts in the
field of disarmament. It would therefore be dangerous to create
the impression that, in the face of Soviet threats, the NATO countries
were wavering and falling back on a position of inferiority where
they 'could only talk of disarmament in reply to the threats implied
in the letters sent by Mr. Bulganin.

2L, On the other hand, the value of the United States!'
suggestion was that it reflected NATO's previous policy to discuss
disarmament. openly within the forum of the United Nations, whilst
a téte-a-téte discussion between NATO and the Soviet Bloc would
create a very bad impression on the other countries. He therefore
supported the suggestion that NATC should reiterate its willingness
to disarm as soon as it was satisfied of the good faith of the
Soviet Bloc; to this effect, it should fully support the work of
the United Nations Disarmament Commission; however, it should not
undermine the action of that Commission by negotiating with the
USSR outside the United Nations,

25. Mr, HANSEN (Denmark) supported the proposal put by
Mr., Pineau and expressed the view that it could be put in a form
acceptable to the United Nations Commission, thus allaying the fears
expressed by Mr. Dulles,

26, Mr. PINEAU (France) replying to Mr. Zorlu, pointed out
that, in his proposal, there was no conflict between the reinforce~-
ment of NATO's military effort and the resumption of talks with the
Soviet Bloc. On the contrary, public opinion in the NATO _
countries would accept more easily the additional defence burden
if it were made clear that all was being done'to solve the present
difficulties in the field of disarmament.

27. If, on the other hand, the proposal to convene the five
Foreign Ministers was simply referred to the United Nations
Disarmament Commission, as suggested by Mr., Dulles, the psycholo-
gical effect of the proposal would be lost. He felt thaet his
proposal would not hamper the work of the Disarmament Commission
out rather that it would pave the way for its forthcoming meeting,

28. Mr. PELLA (Italy) supported the views expressed by
Mr. Dulles. He felt that it would be preferable to let the
Disarmament Commission meet first, and to take up the French
proposal only after it was clear that the Commission was unable
to break the present deadlock, This method of proceeding would

- avoid any criticism that NATO was usurping the responsibilities

of the United Nations in the field of disarmament.

-9- NATO SECRET
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29. Mr. SELWYN LLOYD (United Kingdom) believed, with
Mr. Hansen, that it was possible to find a formula which would
allay the concern expressed by Mr. Dulles. On the other hand,
it was necessary to consider the problem of disarmament in the
light of NATO's present problems and of the fact that, so far, the
Soviet Union had refused to participate in the work of the United
Nations Diarmament Commission. .These factors Jjustified NATO
in expressing its regret that the Soviet Union had refused to
collaborate with the Commission and in stating its willingness
to re-open negotiations at the level of Foreign Ministers,
as a gesture, and would show the importance attached by NATO to the
problem of disarmament. However, to have any value, this statement
of NATO's position should be made as & result of the present
meeting.

30, Mr, DULLES wondered if it would not be considered strange
that, having been appointed members of the Sub-Committee on Dis-
armament set up by the United Netions, the four Foreign Ministers
decided, of their own accord, to embark on a fresh initiative after
the United Nations had established a new Commission on Disarmament.
Whether or not it would be wise for NATO as a whole to initiate
disarmament talks with the Soviet Union, it was not competent, in
effect, to give a new mendate to the Sub-Committee,

31, Mr, SELWYN LLOYD (United Kingdom) and Mr. PINEAU (France)
then pointed out that the proposal was not for the Western members
to refer the matter back to the Sub-Committee. The Prench proposal
was addressed to these four Western Ministers as being those who,
within NATO, possessed the widest experience of the problems of
disarmament and were the most familiar with the"position of the
Soviet Union. :

32. Mr. PINEAU added that it was essential for NWATC to
realise that, in its present state, public opinion would find 1t
difficult to understand the decision to reinforce military defence
if it were not accompanied by a politicéal gesture such as he
prorosed. This was the very purpose for which the present meeting
of the Council had been convened.

33, Mr. von BRENTANO (Germany) was in favour of the attitude
taken by Mr, Dulles. He agreed with the idea of making a new
approach to the Soviet Union in order to bresk the deadlock on
disarmament. However, this should nct be done in the form of
direct negotiations between NATO and the Soviet Union, but rather.
as an approach by NATO to the United Nations, He felt it was
important to avoid doing anything which might weaken the support
obtained in the United Nations for the Western position on
disarmament. ' :

3. Mr. CASSIMATIS (Greece) emphasized the need for starting
from two clear principles, firstly that there should be a
spectacular gesture from NATO, which was a defensive organization
2nd should look forward to disarmament by agrecment and secondly

~10~- NATO SECRET
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that NATO should not appear to be a rival of the United Nations,
but should give protection and support to that body. In this
respect, he supported the United States' views that NATO should
not negotiate on its own. He, therefore, suggested that the '
communiqué should show a desire to make progress in disarmament
and make it clear that the obstacles came from the side of the
USSR.

35. Mr. CUNHA (Portugal) summed up the major points to be
borne in mind, as follows: The main outcome of the present meeting
of Heads of Government would be a reinforcement of the military
strength of the Alliance, but it should he clearly brought out
et the same time that NATO members were in no sense warmongers
and that they had made a real effort in the direction of disarma-
ment, showing clearly that the USSR was responsible for lack of
progress. NATQO on its side wished to push ahead in this field

- and would be willing to make use of the United Nations Disarmament

Commission, but could not because of the attitude of the USSR.

NATO was therefore disposed to suggest that the four member nations
who had taken part in the Sub-Commission should hold a meeting with
the USSR at Foreign Minister level.,  3Buch a project would not
offend the susceptibilities of other nations and would be of
assistance to public opinion in NATO countries.

36, Mr, ZORLU (Turkey) stressed the need for considering
public opinion, which was concerned at the apparent superiority
enjoyed by the USSR at the present time. The Tirst essential was
to relieve this anxiety. Then consideration could be given to
other ways of preserving peace, and particularly to disarmament,
He thought the Greek proposal was a hoppy compromise and supported
it. It was necessary to underline that the negative attitude
to disarmament was only on the Russian side and had been particu-
larly marked in the United Nations, NATO's desire to reach
agreement on disarmament should also be stressed by asking the
USSR to come once more to a conference in the place designated
for that purpose, that is to say, the United Nations Disarmament
Commission. Such an approach by NATO would be evidence of goodwill,

37. Mr. SELWYN LLOYD (United Kingdom) then put forward the
following formula for conclusions, "The meeting of NATO Heads
of Government: ' :

(1) reaffirms its support for the proposals put forward
by the Western powers at the meeting of the Sub-
Commission of the Disarmement Commission;

(2) regrets the refusal of the USSR to accept these
proposals; i

(3) regrets the refusal of the USSR to participate in
meetings of the reconstituted Disarmament Commission;

(4) notes the offer by Canada, France, the United Kingdom
and the United States to meet the USSR at Foreign
Minister level, if the Disarmament Commission itself
agrees, " .

-11- o NATO_SECRET
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The CHAIRMAN then suggested that the communlque from the
should include the following points: :

- The USsR had flatly rejected the piroposals of the
Powers which were approved by all NATC nations and by 57
of the United Nations.

- Heads of Government agreed to the four conclusions Just
by Mr. Selwyn Lloyd as a means of putting an end to the
stalemate.

He pointed out that merely to sunport proposals which

rublic opinion. hat was reguired was to show eagerness to make-

a fresh

advance in the field of disarmament. He also suggested

that it was not indispensable that NATC should be represented by

showing

at fault

Western

. the 4 members of the Disarmament Sub-Committee.

Lo.

Mr. ZORLU (Turkey) underlined the great importance of
that it was the USSR and not the 7Western Powers who were

as all the efforts for real disarmament had come from the
side,. The proposals which they had put forward and which

had been accepted by 57 nations of the United Nations were Jjust
and should be adhered to. He wondered whether there was any
fundasmental difference between asking the USLR to meet in the 25
nation Disarmament Commission or in the 5 nation Sub-Commission as,

in fact,

cases.

the proposals to be discussed would be the same in both
If the USSR were invited to the Commission itself she

would be placed in a difficult position and would almost certainly

take the opportunity to persist in her previous refusal to parti-

cipate..

She might, however, find it easier to accept the offer of

a meeting of the 5 nations of the Sub-Committee. However that
might be, the first thing was to make it clear to world opinion that
the 7iestern Powers were putting forward reasonable proposals and the

onus of

refusal should be clearly on the USSR. He, therefore,

continued to support the Greek proposals.

i,

Mr, LANGE (Norway) said that the Chairman had set out

the psychological position very cleariy.  Deadlock had been

reached

on disarmament in the United Nations on account of the

intransigence of the USSR. Public opinion wanted NATO to show the

way out
made by

Nations,

of the present stalemate. He sympathised with the point.
the United States that NATO should not offend the United |
and particularly the uncommitted nations of the world, and

agreed that, for this reason, 'any proposals made should not seem to

by=-pass

the United Natiomns. The best way of getting support from

the uncommitted nations was to show a sincere desire for disarma-:
ment and make a constructive effort to break the present deadlock,
He, therefore, supported the approach outlined by the Chairman. :

~12- NATO_SECRET
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L2, . The CHAIRMAN then suggested that he should prepare a
text, for submission to the resumed session in the afternoon, setting
out the points - of agreement reached and showing -the two alternative
proposals for future action:

(l) that the USSR should be invited to participate in.
the reconstituted United Nations “1sarmament
Commission and

(2) -that if the Commission was unable to function, some.
other method of approach should be proposed.

L3. MNr, DULLES (United States) suggested that, in framing

-any proposals, it should be borne in mind that the battle in the

United Nations had been fought, by the USSR, on the question of
numbers; in other words; the USSR had raised an objection to being
in a minority position of one against four. The USSR had wanted to
negotiate direct with the United States or, if this were not
possible, at lzast on equal terms as far as the number of nations
participating was concerned, Consequently, 1f a proposal were now
to be made to return to the Sub-Committee numbers, i.e. four '
Western nations against the USSR, this would certainly not be
breaking new ground, but putting forward .once more & proposal which
the USSR hed used as their reason for withdrawing from earlier
negotiations. fe, therefo“e, suggested it was better merely to
cffer to help the Disarmament Commission in any way that body wished.

L4, Mr. PINBAU (France) supported the Chairman's proposals
in the main, but pointed out that their effect on public opinion,
in France at lezast, would be nil. The debates which had taken
place in October, for example, had caused scarcely a ripple of
interest. For this reason it was necessary to go further than-
the Chairman had proposed, otherwise the result would be a dangerous
anti-climax.

45. The CHAIRMAN said that there seemed to be agreement on the
first part of his proposals but there were now three suggestions
on the future procedure. These were 1) thai thére should be a
meeting of the Disarmament Commission including the USSR; © 2) that

- If the USSR rejected such a meeting +he four NATO members of the
‘Sub-Committee should approach the USSR; and 3) a variation of the

second, that if the USSR rejected the'meeting of the Commission some
new formula should be worked out, either that the four countries
should meet the USSR, or some other combination of countries should
be attempted, giving the USSR more eguality in numbers, ~In any
event, responsibility for lack of progress should be clearly shown
as lying with the USSR and an attempt should be made from the NATO
side to find a way out of the present stalemate.

13- ' ' NATO SECRET
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L6, Mr, PELLA (Italy), supporting the Chairman, suggested that
answers to the RBulganin letters should contain an invitation to the
USSR tc a conference on disarmament and should end by saying that
if the USSR was not willing to participate in the United Nations
Disarmament Commission, NATO was ready to make every effort to find
some other suitable forum for such a discussion,.

47. Mr. SWITH (Canada) said that if the USSR objected to
the odds of four to one, then Canada was ready to withdraw from the
four, ' '

48, Mr. CASSIMATIS (Gresce) suggested that if NATO as an
Alliance was to make proposals for disarmament, would it not perhaps
be better to ask the Soviet bloc to come to discussions or at least
to suggest that the USSR might bring some of her associates with her,

49. The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in practice disarmament was.
a matter solely beitwsen NATO and the USSR itself. Countries such
as Bulgaria or.smaller T:astern powers were of little consequence in.
this context. He therefore suggested that any negotiation should
take place in the first instance between NATO, who might be rep-
resented by a small: number of members, and the USSR. If the USSR
then wished to propose that she brought 889001ates with her, the
p01nt could be discussed further.

50. Mr, DULLES (United States) asked the Chairman to bear in
mind, when drawing up his proposals, that this was only a psycho- °
logical exercise, It was unlikely that the USSR would be prepared
to resume discussions on & four to one basis as she would lose more

. face in that way than by going back to a reconstituted Disarmament

Commission, It was also important to avoid any risk of alienating

. the uncommitted nations, some of whom were now represented on the

25 member Commission. If negotiations were to be undertaken by
NATO itself, then the USSR would only participate through the Warsaw
Pact which would place the United States, at least; in an impossible
position. While agreeing that such a psychological approach as had
been proposed should be made, it was essential to ensure that the
approach was a sound one. In conclusion, he remindecd the meeting
of a suggestion put forward by the United Ststes for a technical
group inside NATC to study the practlcal side of disarmement..

This would be of great value if negotiations were to take place.

51, Mr. SMITH (Canada) emphasised that public opinion in

- Canada would be extremely sceptical if the proposals only amounted to

yet another meeting. The responsibility for the delay so far
encountered should be clearly laid a2t the dcor of the USSR, which -
should be invited to put forward its own proposzls for making new
progress in disarmament.. '
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52. The CHAIRMAN, in closing discussion of this item, agreed
to prepare draft proposals to put before the.Council after adjourn-
ment, indicating in parentheses the points which had not been agreed.

V. THE MIDDLE EAST L . .+ HNATO SECRET

53. The CHAIRMAN invited countries to make clear what they
wished to obtain from the present discussion on Middle East problems.

54. Mr. ZORLU (Turkey) recalled that on the previous day a
number of Heads of Government had expressed their anxiety with regard
to the turn of events in the Middle East and he thought it appropriate,
for the information of all present, to elaborate further Turkey's
views on the situation. He recalled that for the last two years
Russia had been trying by subversive means to gain a foothold in
Middle Eastern countries and he outlined the methods by which she was
attempting to gain control in Syria. It was worth noting that in
that country a facade of democratic government had been preserved but
there was, in fact, neither freedom of will nor of expression since
all those who were hostile or neutral to Communist ideas hzad been '
expelled.

55. Russia was, conseguently, now permanently established in
Syria and had in addition obtained the co-operation of Egypt by virtue
of the latter's ambitious policy which aimed at domination of the ‘
Middle East and needed external help in the attainment of its objec-
tives. Russian activities were not limited to Egypt and Syria.

Saudi Arabia, the Yemen, North Africa and even Ghana were active or
potential theatres of Soviet subversion and it was not difficult to
perceive the wvast enveloping movement around the NATO powers which
aimed at isolating them from the Middle Eastern sources of supply and
endangering their Atlantic communications. If the Soviet Union were
offered the opportunity of consolidating their gains in LEgypt and
Syria it would not be long before other Mlddle Eastern countries fell
vietim..

56, Public opinion in the Middle Zas: was to a large extent °
inimical to the West by reason of past history, extreme nationalism
and the Western attitude towards Israel. It was widely felt that-
nothing ‘could be expected from the West and that only Russia was in a
position to .offer assistance on favourable terms.  The social struc-
ture of the Middle Eastern countries offered in particular a fruitful
field for Soviet propaganda which was able, as an example, to exploit
the relative situations of peasant and landowner.

57. All the elements were present which most favoured Communlst
infiltration and the fact that the Middle East countries were of
Moslem faith could not be regarded as any deterrent to Soviet aims
inasmuch as religious ideas yere seldom egquated with the pr1n01ples
of Communism for the purpose’ of penetratlon.
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58, Turning to the courses cpen to the Alliance in the face of
the Middle Eastern situation Mr. Zorlu thought that the following
considerations should be borne in mind.

(a) NATC countries should realise that the menace was
general and real. No better illustration of this could be afforded
than to recall the difficulties experienced at the time of the Suez

"crisis which seriously affected Western economies. With Russia

astride the pinelines in Syria and the possibility of a rapid spread
¢f the enveloping movement the ssriousness of the situation could
not be exaggerated. - '

{(b) There was an urgent need for a wholly co-ordinated
policy towards the Middle Last. The fact that the Soviet Union had
established herself so firmly was perhaps less due to her own pro-

paganda than thg absence of any concerted sction on the part of the

West.,

. (e). The maximum of economic co-operation with the Middle
Last countries should be the aim withcut, however,; openly revealing
the political motives. The economic potential cof the West was far
in excess of Russia's and it would be possible in the long run to
place the latter at a disadvantage.

(d) Every effort should be made to support and encouragé'
the openly pro-Western states in the Middle East so that they could
récognise the advantages of Western links and impress publlc opinion

accordingly.

(e) Tne Bagdad Pact was an alliance of pro-iestern countries
which effectively covered the southern flank of NATO. The United
Kingdom and the United States through their participation and their
support of Bagdad Pact countries were endeavouring to strengthen their
position but such efforts were not sufficient and it was for other
NATC . countries in PLlj recognition of the dangers to play their part
in developing econcomic assistance. He stressed that i1t was not the
intention to demand any extension of NATO responsibilities to the
defence cof Bagdad Pact countries but NATO countries could on the other
hand lend strength and support ané by sc doing help to stem the tide
of Hoviet subversion.

59. blnaLly he urged that the questéon of a modus vivendi

 between NATC and the Bagdad Pact should form the subject of later

consideration.

"60. Mr. SULWYT LLOYD (United Kingdom) agreed with the general
description given by the Turkish Foreign Minister of the Middle East
situation and fully recognised the seriousness of the threat. He
hoped that the remar%s on the subject by the Heads of Government at
the previous aays meeting would become the deoctrine of the Alliance.
It was not his intention that there should be- a NATO "plan' for the
Middle Zast but merely a framework within which each individual

-16- ' NATO SECRET




I3

I3

DECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCLOSURE / DECLASSIFIE - MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-w

-

4

‘countries. He agreed +that co- or01ne inn

~17~ wmo SECRET

Government would seek to work. Regarding the metholds of dealing
with the problem he stressed that all countries should be equally
impressed with the gravity of the situation and that every support
should be offered to pro-Western Middle Ilast governments. Other

factors were greater co-ordination of econoric help and more exchange

of information;-ideas and principles relating to Middle Hastern
affairs together with individual support Hy-GOTﬂWPW nts to Bagdad
Pact countries with the full assent-of puviic cpinion. :
61, The CHAIRMAN then invited Minisiersz in the light of the
foregoing statements to study what elements they thoucht should be
included in.the communicué to be issued at the conclusion of the
Present Ministerial session. : :

62, Mr. PELLA (Italy) paid tribute to the resiraint displayad
by Turkey in the course of recent events on her frontiers and
associated himself with the proposalb for dreling wita the Middle
Dastern problem put forward by the previous spiakers, ne stressed
that there was a clear need for substantizal cc-ordination of ideas.
and action on both the political and economic DLianc.

63. Turning to the content of ihe *ﬁﬂﬂup gu - % t that
it should emphasise the political interest o 3] i
the Middle East, which was in turn Luﬁﬂdﬁbh_ul to tha_secur;uy of.
the Western world. Such a formula cnould not embarrsss those
countries which were anxious to avoid meXking declarations implying
certain commitments. As regards econcnic co-oneration, action
should not only take the form of deciding whoi wes cessnitial to
promote the. well-peing of underdeveloped ﬂbth“_cu, but aleo of
finding a solution to .the nroblem cf mawresi sle producte - ir.
the Middle East which hitherto had bezn brug o bg the Soviet
Union at advantageous priceg for political »3oELL3. - '

v between
.ble for safe-
izable to elaborate
slignment of ideces
fector to which i

blh. Italy shared. the view which Farousd:
NATO and other organizstions in the Zrse
guarding peace; while it wes not neces:
a rigid formula for this purpose, g
and efforts clearly were indicated,
communiqué might well make allusicn.

L5
)
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1
5
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65. Mr. HALLSTRIN (Germany) ceutionsd &g
puhlicity to the motives umlngvJ g assistence

dlre
was needed; but co-ordination was itself
of consultation.

66. As regards the wording of the
the need to counteract Russian infiltrsi: O'exploit any
desire on the part of the Middie Bastern countries to be economicall
developed or p0¢1t1ca11y_1ndbpcnaenu; He thought that the
communigué should allude to the fact that the Mid i

cemraniqud; he emphasised
3

on ‘lJ.-lL._

Ezstern situnt
had been discussed by the Council and that peace in the Middle Ract
could only be maintained and specific problems solved if their o
people remained internally and externally free and in *ﬁndenu. The
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initiative of any countries which might lead to economic stability
and well-being of the population would find the Alliance ready to
help stuch peoples to participate in economic exchange and political
life of tqe world as independent partners with equal rights.

67. Mr. LANGE (Norway) underlined the need for a general
awareness of the importance of the Middle Eastern situation to all
members of the Alliance. It was quite natural that the situation
should be discussed poth by the Council in Permanent Session and &at
Ministerial level. He questioned, however, the wisdom of saying
too much about plans for counteracting the obvious dangers. NATO
was not popular in the Arab world, and the Soviet Union was-at pains
to exploit prejudices in large sections of Arab opinion. If it was
desired to counteract Soviet influence, the situation was easier as
far as those countries were concerned which had taken a firm stand
as members of the Bagdad Pact. The position, however, was somewhat
more delicate for those countries desiring to remain free of entangle-
ments, It should be the aim of the Alliance to strengthen the desire
of such countries to withstand Soviet influence and make it easier
for them to maintain their attitude. He warned against providing
material for Soviet propaganda to the cffect that NATO was meking
plans to interfere in the Middle East and to mobilise countries to.
its side. . '

_ 68. In conclusion, he was of thc opinion that the less said
about the matter the better, but that everythlng Should be done to
ensure concerted action in future,

69. 'Mr. PINEAU (France) agreed with the remarks of Mr. Lange,
but suggested that since mention of the Middle East in the communigué
could not be avoided, it might be desirable to combine the concepts
of security and improvement of living standards as the maximum that
could be done by the Alliance for the tlme ‘being in its approach to
Mlddle Eastern problems. e

70. Mr. DULLES (United States) also shared the views of the
Norwegian Foreign Minister regarding the desirability of reducing
remarks about .the Middle East to a minimum in the communigué, unless
there was any area 1in which it could be p051t1vely asserted that
some good was already being done.

fl. Mr. GASSIMATIS (Greece) drew particular attention to the
psychology and susceptibilities of the Ara®b world and their attitude

. towards the West in the light of the latter's apparent support of

Israel. Everything possible should be done to attract uncommitted
nations and great care should be exercised to avoid offending national
susceptibilities.

72. After a further exchange of views, the COUNCIL:-

(1) took note of the statecments made in discussion;
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(2) agreed that a statement along the broad lines of
the suggestion put forward by the German Deleégation
would be incorporated in the communiqué. '

/ The meeting adjourned until 4 p.m., it being agreed that
the remainder of the Agenda would be resumed at the
restricted meeting of Hecads of Government -and Foreign
Ministers on the basis cf the following papers:

.tc be prepared
by the German

- Reunification of Germany
\ (including Berlin)

L L Y

- # - The Middle East Delegation
. -~ Relations with other international to e prepared
‘defence organizations by the Inter-

- Political Consultations within NATO) national Staff

- Africa - to be prepared by the French Delegation._/
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