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D I SlrnUJbTENT I* m--- 

Previous reference: C - ~ ( 6 1 ) 2 6  

I The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE gave the  Council an 
account of the present situp-tion a t  the  end of the  four th  sess ion 
of the  US/USSR dismmrment t a lks ,  

2.  I t  seemed c lea r  t h a t  thc b m i c  Sovict purposc i n  the  
d i~arm~mel i t  t a l k s  ~ ~ l i i c l i  began on 19th June  as t o  d l y m  t l ~ e  
United S ta tes  i n to  grecedent-setting sulas'cciiltive b i l a t c r a l  
negotict ions.  - - -  Simul t~ncously ,  the  Soviets  wished i s  a 'csult 
of these  discussions t o  e s t ab l i sh  f7gcneral  and complet,e* 
disarmamentsF, P.S in te rpre ted  by the  Sovicts ,  a s  the  cxclusive 
5 3 s i s  fo r  Pu twe  negot i~ . t ions  i n  2 broader forum orgmized on a 
t r i p a r t i t e  or ,  z t  m i n i m ,  5-5-3 bas i s .  The Scvie ts  had refused 
i n  the  t z l k s  s o  f a r  'GO agrcc th<?.t the  purpose of t h i s  b i l a t e r a l  
exchange of  views VELS t o  continue the  Stevenson-Gromyko e f f o r t  
of l a s t  March t o  l a y  the  groundv~ork f o r  a resumption of the  
m u l t i l a t e r d  disarmanlent negotiat ions disrupted by the  Soviet 
walkout and abrogation of the zgrecrnent es tcbl ishing the  
10-nation committee, Thcy contended t h a t  the purpose or" the 
t a l k s  was f i r s t  t o  hnvc a substantive exchange o f  views on 
spec i f i c  disarmament plans,  on the b a s i s  of which it  f710uld be 
determined whether i t  was usefu-1 t o  reach agreement on 
composition 2nd on a statement of thc t ask  or fr2mework f o r  
n c g o t i ~ ~ t  ions. 

3. The Soviets nov disclaimed th2t  there 1~~2s any "meeting 
of mindstf between Xr. Stevenson znd Mr. Gromyko on the dzte of 
31 s t  Ju ly  f o r  the  ~?csumption of negotict5ons. They sts-tcd t ha t  
t hc  date s t i l l  rcrn,?,incd t o  be ,?greed, 2nd tha t  ~~greemcnt  mould 
be contingent upon p r io r  es tab l i shran t  t h ~ . t  (a)  the  purpose of 
the  negotiat ions was t o  draw up z t r c c t y  f o r  general and 
complete disarmment and th2.t (b )  a s  2. r e s u l t  of the present  
t a l k s  it  ms cLecr t h a t  the  substantive sos i t i ons  of the US and 
USSR were su f f i c i en t ly  close f o r  multilatcrz.1 negotiat ions t o  
o f f e r  r e d  hope of br idging the remaining gaps, The Soviets had 
sa id  t h a t  the re  ms no purpose i n  resumin3 negotiat ions i n  the  
absence of su f f i c i en t  agreement on substance t o  hold out r 
reasonable promise of success, 

4. Fa i l i ng  t h i s ,  %lie Sovicts would probably seek t o  
e s t ab l i sh  the United S t a t e s  2s unwilling t o  accept general 2nd 
complete disarmament a s  the  purpose o f  the  negotiat ions 2nd a s  
having drawn back from i t s  previous acceptance of the Gegeral 
Lssembly decisions on t h i s  rnc-tter, which the  Soviets were 
attempting t o  in te rpre t  a s  endorsement o f  the Soviet posi t ion,  
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The Soviets would probably take the  l i n c  that  the United S ta tes  
v&s again unready f o r  mezningful substantivc discussions,  t h a t  
the re  was no point  i n  agreeing t o  a  rcswnption of negotiat ions 
i n  the  present  circumstances, and tha t  high-level General 
Assembly consideration of d i  sarm,ment IifaS nov neccsscry, Thcy 
would t r y  t o  show t h a t  the United S ta tes  perpet ra ted  a fraud on 
the  General Asseribly by :!buying of f i?  the  s u b s t ~ n t i v e  debate i n  
March with 3-11 impl ic i t  promise t ha t  i t  would be ready f o r  f u l l -  
sca le  b i l z t c r a l  ciiscrmment negotiat ions i n  June and July. 

5 .  The Soviets had r e s i s t e d  any discussion o f  the F o ~ ~ ,  
s t a t i n g  tha t  t h i s  imt tc r  should bc taken up only 2.fter substantivc 
issues  had been se t t l ed .  Thcy had sa id  p r iva t e ly  however t h a t  . . 
they viewed the  United S ta tes  5-5-1 0 proposal as  a ' lclevcr ' i  move 
made for  i t s  public  ~!.ppeal, but  a s  completely a s  t hc  
b a s i s  fo r  negot ic t ions ,  since i t  wouf cl, by drawing zddi t ional  
western a l l i e s  such as Japan, Pakistan and Argentina i n to  tlie 
negotiat ions,  upset the present p a r i t y  balance vfhich they claimed 
t o  be the  only r e a l i s t i c  bcs i s  f o r  proceeding. 

6. The United S ta tes  httd been holding t o  thc l i n c  t ha t  the  
purpose of the prcsent  t a l k s  was t o  discuss ~ n d  recommend the  
framework and composition f o r  negotiat ions wlnich the United 
S tc tcs  assumed were t o  s t a r t  31st July. The United Sta tes  mould 
be ready t o  present the Unitcd Stntes  pl2.n and discuss the  Soviet 
plan 3-t t ha t  tirnc, and not before, The United S t c t e s  bel ieved t h a t  
de ta i l ed  discussion of ,  m d  negotiat ions on, p1r.n~ should be 
pcrticip@'ced i n  by the broader group of countr ies  1v1iosc v i t a l  
i n t e r e s t s  nere involved and 1-~110 would 'nave t o  p s r t i c i p a t e  i n  
disarrn,ment arr2ngcmcnts, The U S  2nd USSR could not ar rogate  t o  
themselves the r i g h t  t o  s e t t l e  questions of substs-nce "h deuxi', 
vtnick, although the  Soviets disclcimcd t h i s  a s  t h e i r  i n t en t ,  would 
be the e f f ec t  cf fo l loving the procedure they suggested, I n  any 
case, the United S t a t e s  h~c? no in ten t ion  of being drzzvn i n t o  any 
type o f  n e g o t i ~ ~ t i o n s  on spec i f ic  plans u n t i l  i t s  ovm plan was 
reaGt, and preferably u n t i l  e frcmework aas  agreed which wou-ld not 
exclude the consideration o f  plans b?.sed on pr inc ip les  along the  
l i n e s  of those advmced by the 'Jnited S ta tes ,  Honcver, the  
United S ta tes  :-?as ready 2nd wi l l ing  t o  discuss,  i n  thc  present  
t a l k s ,  any substantive issues  pelz.tivc t o  the question of the  
fpmework, ?ad hpLd indeed d r e a d y  volunteered i t s  views on a 
number of these  issues ,  such 2s the  nccd t o  r c c o p i s e  the  
, i n t  erdcpcndencc o f  t otz.1 disarmament zncl the development of 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  fo r  pecceful chmgc, i t s  unwillingness t o  exclude 
possible 9ar t ia- l  measures u n t i l  the e n t i r e  programme was worked 
out ,  2nd the  nee?. f o r  adequate v e r i f i c a t i o n  throughout and not 
just  a t  the  end o f  the  d iscrnmcnt  process, 
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7. The p o s s i b i l i t y  could not be discounted of a  sudden s h i f t  
i n  the Soviet posi t ion t a  the point  of willingness t o  discuss and 
adopt a  statement of thc  f rmeaork  f o r  thc  negotiat ions and the  
postponement of the discussion of spec i f ic  plans u n t i l  multi-  
l a t e r a l  negoticcit ions vwrc resumed, However, i t  scemed more l i k e l y  
the  Russians would propose recess ing the present t a l k s  u n t i l  
31s t  July i f  the  United Sta tes  was not ready. t o  proceed with the  
discussion of p l m s  before then, I n  thc event the Soviets 
maintained t h e i r  present  posi t ion,  the  Unitcd S ta tes  might i t s c l f  
e l e c t  t o  take the case t o  the IJnited ?Pations on the  ground t h a t  
Soviet u-nwillingness t o  re tu rn  t o  negotict ions i n  a mul t i l a t e r c l  
forum, except on t h e i r  ovm terms, v n s  c lea r  evidence tha t  they a r e  
not in te res ted  i n  serious negot i c t i o n s  but merely i n  ppopc?ganda, 
Moreover, Soviet rcncging on the  p r iva te  Gromyko-Stevenson 
under standing regar ding the  31 s t  July dctc was ano thcr  v iv id  
exLample of the  Soviet word not being worth very much. The United 
S t a t e s  would wish t o  del2.y such a move u n t i l  3 pl-2-n mas vjorked out 
with t h e i r  a l l i e s  and consultat ion had taken pltrcc i n  the  Council, 

8. In znsvier -to a question by the  Turkish Representative, 
the  United Stcites be present^.-Live repeated tha t  he thoitglit the  
Sovicts now intended 2s a propagan62 nmoeuvrc t o  claim t h a t  the  
United S t a t e s  h2.d ' tr ied 'LO avoid pL discussion on ciisarmmcnt i n  the  
General i~sscmbly i n  March by promising thct  a discussion would takc 
p lace  i n  l ,ugmt, H i s  2;ovcr~ment was iloW consi2-ering possible 
fu tu re  moves, nmong 'ilieix the prep~ra'cion o f  a Vestcrn 5-povrer p l m  
~ ~ h i c h  would bc submitted t o  the Council fo r  consultat ion and then 
prcsentcd t o  the rj:?itcd I.T?.tiolis i n  order 'LO r e f u t e  any Russim 
a l legc t ion  t h a t  the  ';'csJc tiid not des i rc  t o  discuss disarmamcnt, 

9. The TURKISH and GREEK 2EPRCSENTLiTIVES e-mphasised t h a t  
the  Vest should now takc the i n i t i a - t i vc  i n  forcstc?.Zling m y  Russicn 
pr  opagmc?,? iinovc , 

10, The UTSITXD STATES RE3RCSEWTk:L'IVZ sz id  tii2.t he svoula convcy 
t h i s  suggestion t o  h i s  2.u-thorities. 

12, The COUNCIL: 

took note of the statements made m d  2greed 
t o  continxe discv-ssion ~t a l z t e r  meeting, 
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43. The CKliIRI\.UiN suggested that the  Council might inv i t e  
General Norstad to  br ief  i t  on h i s  ideas on the mobile task force 
and on h i s  current presentations t o  Xinis t r ies  of Defence, the 
br ief ing t o  be o f  a preliminary nature with 3. view t o  clc2ring 
the ground before the Council put formrl questions t o  the NATO 
mil i tary 2uthori t ics  on defence pic-ns. Hc understood thz t  
General Norstad would be prepzred t o  givc such a br ief ing,  

14. The UNITED STf'iTES RlPEE3IiXTi~TIVE, wholeheartedly 
supporting t h i s  proposzl , szid thzt  he would welcome SACEtTR ' s 
views on thc mobile force, which w ~ s  one of the rncjor problems 
f ~ c i n g  the Council. 

45. I n  2nsvrer t o  a question by the Frcnch Rcprescntative, the 
STAHDING GEiOUP REPXESDTTl~TTVE confi~med tha t  thc Idilit2ry Cornmittcc 
was now studying t h i s  question and that  it was hoped i n  a fern weeksT 
time t o  present document t o  the Council on the r.iobilc force. 

16. The CHAIRhll2,IJ emphasised that  tl-rc discussion v i t h  SMEUR 
would only be a prelimii~my one, and tha t  no dccision would bc 
taken u n t i l  a f t e r  study of the cppropriate documents, 

17. The BELGIhB and TmKf SI-I REPRESE?TT!LT'IVES thought tha t ,  
i n  addit ion t o  the mobile force, thcre were a number of questions 
vfhich might be put inform211y t o  Gcneral Norstad. 

18. The CI-LrLIRl,LIJT ~e-cmphnsiscd thnt  ,my discussion with 
SkXXXJE would bc a prcliminrry one, Later the Council might dccidc 
t o  discuss defence mattcrs with thc flJATO militp.ry au thor i t ies  and 
should then decide with ivhicb NATO mil i tary authori t ies .  EIc thought 
that  a t  a l a t e r  d3 . t~  SMIdJTT might ?.lso l i k e  t o  cx-plain h i s  ideas 
t o  the Council. 

19, Thc COUNCIL: 

a g ~ c c d  Lo inv i te  Norstad t o  a t tcnd a 
mccting of thc Council on Friday, 30th Junc, 1961 
2t 10, I5 a.m., t o  give 2 br ief ing  as s u g g ~ s - t c ' ~  by 
the C hzirrnan. 
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20. The CHl,II?JlFd$ i n v i t  cd the  United Kingdom Rcprescntat  ivc  
t o  open the  discussion,  

21. T h c  UNITED KINGDOM RXPBBSE%Tffi"il-VE s a i d  t h a t  he proposcd 
t o  develop f u r t h e r  thc s u g ~ c s t i o n s  lie had made on 6 t h  June on the  
way i n  whi 
hc had sai 
phi losophi  

ch the  Council might approach the  s t r a t c g y  problcm. As 
d then,  t h c  Council  should now t r y  t o  get  avay f rom a 
c a l  d iscuss ion  of concepts and s t a r t  2 discuss ion  o f  

concrete  ccscs.  Ecforc proeecding t o  s p e c i f i c  problems he 
cmphasised t h z t  t h e  f irst  and most imgortant cons idera t ion ,  on 
which lie Lhought t h e  uholc Council VJZS agreed, was t o  rmintciin the  
c r e d i b i l i t y  of t h e  clcterrcnty ii. e ,  t o  ensure t h z t  NATO9 s defensive 
9 o s t u r e  a2.s such t i ~ - t t  t kc  cncixy m s  i n  no doubt t h a t  v ~ l ~ ~ t c v e r  form 
of a t t a c k  he coiitcmi~latec'i, M I ~ T O  could cteal with it c f f c c t i v e l g ,  
imied ia tc ly  and with t h e  &ppropr i~ . t e  fo rce .  The Alliance a l ready  
had well-dcvcloped p lans ,  s e t  out i n  tlzc b a s i c  p o l i t i c r l  ,and 
rciilitnry directives and t h e  MC 70 goals ,  f o r  achieving t h e  d e s i r c a  
Befcnsivc posture 2nd t h e m  was e l c n r l y  no i n t e n t i . 0 ~  on anyone's 
p a r t  t o  weaken thc  f o r c c s  of the  d c t e r ~ e n t ,  Thc problems ?-rose i n  
considering v2mt impr ovemcnts 212.6- modernisation m1.c needed i n  t h e  
p resen t  l c v e l  of f o r c e s ,  I t  trx-s cssent i? . l  f o r  t h e  Council  t o  
ensure t h a t ,  when ~ . s k i n g  govcrnmcnt s t o  improve t h c i r  def cncc 
c f f  o r t s ,  e i t h e r  by Lioc"icrnisation o r  by b r ing ing  up t h c i r  f o r c e s  t o  
scale, it  was i n  f a c t  dea l ing  1-~itli r m t t e r s  within t h e  defence 
capcc i ty  of t h e  ?,?Jest, 

22 ,  On 6 t h  June he hzd suggcstcd t h a t ,  i n  the  l i g h t  of the  
United S t a t e s  docvment , ~0/61/&49, t h e  Council should 2.pproach the  
problems 

( i )  

( i i )  

(iii) 

the  p r i n c i p l e  of ,,-,,,, balz.nced f o r c e s  9 i n  p z r t i c u l a r  the  
balance b c  tween convent ion21 2nd nuclear  m m s ,  

t h e  dcsir ; t .bi l i ty  of -------- f l e x i b i l i t y  both  i n  t h c  use and 
com-closition of TJ,fl\,TO Forccs mnd between t h c s c  Forces 
rind -ti?osc maiiitaincd 'oy I'Si,TO count r ies  ou t s ide  t h e  
N1':'TO a r m y  t o  mcct thc  world-widc communist t h r e a t ,  

Costs ,  i . ~ .  I-1h2.t could. the  i'illi?.ncc a f f o r d  i n  t h c  m y  of 
improvemcnts9 tzk ing  i n t o  account t h c  resources l i k e l y  

t h c  des i r3 .b i l i ty  of csta'cllishing 2. sys tcn  of p r i o r i t i e s e  
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He hali given an ind ica t ion  of the Unite& Kingdomf s p r e l i ~ i n a r y  
views 'on (i) on 6 th  June. These were contained i n  the  Council 
record, C-~(61)23,  but  he was prepared, if the  Council wished, 
t o  c i r c u l a t e  them i n  a note, On ( i i )  he reca l led  t h a t  8. number 
of member countries had commitments throughout the ~gorld,  and it 
$?as necessary t o  ensupe tha t  the defence of one ayea d id  not 
de t rac t  from e f f o r t s  elsewhere. The impoptance of the question of 
cost was obvious, A s  regards p r i o r i t i e s ,  he thought "cie Council 
should consider these i n  the  f i r s t  place u.sing p o l i t i c 2 1  judgerneat, 
The Council shoula determine the nature of the t h rea t ,  and with 
mi l i t a ry  advice, hov; t h i s  t h r ea t  should be dea l t  with. It should 
t r y  t o  estimate the  various th rea t s  t o  v~liich >the West might be 
subjected, and t o  CietePmin2 xvhick o r  these were the  most pro5able 
o r  the  most urgent and should theYePorc be guarded agains t  t o  the 
f i r s t  degree when the  question arose of' "ibe wodernir;ation and 
improvement of the  forces ,  These questions were being considered 
by h i s  au tho r i t i e s  and he hoped t o  be g b l e  t o  indicate  t h e i r  ideas 
i n  fu ture  weeks, Iie wou'd put fornard some t en t a t i ve  ideas  a t  
t h i s  stage. F i r s t l y ,  the iispectrumir of t h r ea t s  ranged from one 
extreme to  the other ,  A t  one extpeme there  might be a rnassive a l l -  
out a t t ack  by the  Soviets  and it was for t h i s  reason t h a t  adequate 
fo rces  were required,  including s t r a t e g i c  deterrent  fo rces  a t  a 
high s t a t e  of preparedness, Fro% the p o l i t i c a l  angle,  h i s  
a u t h o r i t i e s  considered t h a t  t h i s  was perhaps not the most.urgent.  
t h r e a t ;  nevertheless,  it must be faced. A t  the  other end of the  
scale ,  there was the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an  a l = _ _ c ~ ~ g ~ & - . ,  e. 2, one eneniy 
b a t t a l i o n  might ovw-step a f r o n t i e r  aild thus  create  an incident 
which normally cov-ld be deal t  viJch oil a conventional bas i s ,  Such 
inciaenJcs presented no serious problems : -they ~ ~ c u l d  c l ea r ly  Be 
dea l t  with by the convenliona2. forces  avaZl&le, 

. . ." 23. Ilowever, i n  $;he ri~idcri_le of' 'the "c;2ectF-aaM xas a s e r i e s  
of problems which the Council should now t r y  t o  Gef in?,  One 
example was a massive corrfentional a t t ack  byp say, 25 t o  b.0 
d iv i s ions ,  Again, h i s  I.;overnbei~t d id  n o t  con,c,idc- ';Plat t h i s  was. 
one of the  m o s t  l i k e l y  t h rea t s ,  and ce:>tain?-y n ~ t  i f  XATO 
maintained a nornally strong defensive postcre,  Ber l in  
si-bu2tioil @leam~ly fell . h s i  i;i;irA -c:le mid&le area, - 0 ~ ;  he d id  not 
propose t o  expand oil t h i s  since specia; consideiaations applied, 

24.. There were c'che? possib7.e th-e?.-ts -1~hlcl2 vere perhaps l e s s  
improbable than those he bad alrea&y ciJc,ed; ?gy example , there 
might be ins ide  a ?JATO peripheral  f r o n t i e ~  some f c r n  of' r i s i n g  or 
ac t ion  i n  w12icli those cci?.cerned might zypea?.. f o r  help t o  t h e i r  
communisJi. f r iends ,  The appeal mi@-b be louid- i rresisJLible and 
the  Russians or a sa te l l i Jce  night mDve, say, 3 t o  5 conventional 
d i v i  si0n.s with Lhe avowcd l imi ted p u q o s e  of succouring the  r i s i n g ,  
r e s to r ing  the pos i t ion  and then re turning t o  the! r country of 
or ig in .  The tenpta t ion f o r  thesc divisionrj i;o s tay  ixighC be 
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strong, and it might be a subsidiary motive of the  move, Another 
p o s s i b i l i t y  was a % i t i n g  of f i i  ac t ion  involving a small piece of 
.NATO t e r r i t o r y ,  e ,  g. by Bulgaria i n  Thrace. 

25, The drawing up o f  a l i s t  of t h r ea t s  i n  an order of 
~ r o b a b i l i t y .  was primari ly an cxercise i n  p o l i t i c a l  judgement 
although it would of course be necessary fo r  the  Council t o  t e s t  
I t s  ideas agz2nst e x ~ e r t  n i l i t ~ . r y  advice. He suggested t h a t  having 
made t h i s  assessment the next s tep  m i g h t  be t o  i nv i t e  the  NATO 
mi l i t a ry  authorities t o  give the Council t h e i r  views of what 
fo rces  would be needed t o  meet them, bearing i n  mind - and he 
could not repeat  t h i s  too often - t h a t  the  o5jcct of our fo rces  
was to  deter  aggression i n  a l l  forms, 

26. On the  question o f  cos t9  it t-~ould be necessary t o  
determine what expenditure was involved, and iiiihat modernisztion 
and improvements a w e  required i n  order t o  meet the th rea t s .  It 
might be necessary t o  take a ca lcula ted r i s k  i n  not rnodernising 
o r  improving i n  one f i e l d ,  but  NATO should not dismiss the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of  any t i x e a t  nor l e t  i t s  guard d-oval more thzn could 
be helped. The Council should" then th ink i n  terms of agreeing 
what pa r t i cu l a r  mat ters  Eescrvea a f i r  s t  c a l l  on expenditure, 
For example, a s  regard-s the danger o f  a ; ?b i t ing  of f"  ac t ion  t o  
which he re fe r red ,  the r i g h t  answer n ight  be SRCEURP s nobi le  force, 
Xere he would welcome a discussion witl? SRCZUR, which would provide 
a usefu l  i l l u s t r a t i o n  on the wide pyoblems t o  be tackled by the  
Council. 

27, The United Kingdom Representative concluded by i n v i t i n g  
the  Council t o  agree tha t : -  

( a )  the  over-riding consideration nust  Be to  maintain $he 
crcdibili-by of the deterrent  (by which he meant the  sum 
of deterrent  fo rces  including  he sJcrategic deterrent) ; 

(b )  the  Couacil should e.pproach the s t ra tegy problem on the 
bas i s  o f  the POUT goints  he had suggested; 

( c )  it should e s t ab l i sh  i n  order of probzbi l i ty  the range 
of t h r ea t s  mi-tb xhick., the 4 l l i ance  was faced and make 
a broad rsscss~nent  02 the bzlcnce of forces required 
t o  meet 'chem, The f i r s t  pa r t  of t h i s  exercise would 
c a l l  primari ly f o r  p o l i J ~ i @ a l  judgement ; 

(d) i t  should -test i t s  views 012 p r i o r i t i e s  against  mi l i t a ry  
aavice bu t  pecognising thp-t i n  the l a s t  r e s o r t  the  
judgement and the  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  laying doim 
p r i o r i t i e s  must r e s t  with the Council. 

, 
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28. F ina l ly  he r e f e r r ed  b r i e f l y  t o  the  document c i rcu la ted  
by the German Eelegation (~0/61/573). H e  welcomed t h i s  document 
a s  a usefu l  contr ibution t o  the discussion. I t  c lea r ly  ca l l ed  f o r  
de ta i l ed  study. I t s  rnain points  a s  he saw them were:- 

(a) t h a t  nothing must be donc t o  de t rac t  from the 
c r e d i b i l i t y  of the  deterrent ;  

( b )  t h a t  N A T O ' s  fo rces  must achieve the  correct  balance, 

These .were two considerations w i t h  ~pr'nich he v~as i n  f u l l  agreemen't. 

29. The UNITED STATES REPRGSI2TTATTVX was i n  general agreement 
with the Unitcd Kingdom views on 'clie c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the de te r ren t ,  
on which he made the f olloning comments. I-fo thought t h a t  the  
deterrent  was many-sided-, but  t ha t  the bas ic  de te r ren t ,  t o  prevent 
any Soviet adventures i n  Europe, was s t i l l  the s t r a t e g i c  a i r  
dete-rrent,  ivhich was l a rge ly  a  Unitcd S t a t e s  respons ib i l i ty .  H i s  
government agreed t h a t  t h i s  d e t e ~ r e n t  must be ixaintaincd. The 
United Xingdorn Representative had, however, talked of other  
aspects  of the th rea t ,  f o r  example a "b i t i ng  o f f f ?  move on the  
f lanks of the  Alliance. The United S t a t e s  docummt ~0/61/&4-9 
was bas i ca l ly  intended t o  ensure an adequate deterrent  agains t  
such a  t h r e a t ,  and to  show the  4ussians t h c t ,  even i f  the  Test  
was re luc tan t  to  use nuclear weapons, i t  I-as not prepared t o  
accept mino? incidents  without r e t a l i a t i o n .  

30. H e  r~elcorned the  idec t ha t  SACEU2 should explain t o  the 
Council h i s  vieiris on the  mobile task force. ITe was in t e r e s t ed  i n  
knowing wliether such a force  would be adequate t o  deal with two 
or th ree  incidents  simultanco~rsly, and adaptable t o  even more 
serious circurnstanccs. There aas  the  ~ o s s i b i l i t y  of esca la t ion ,  
An incident  m i z k t  s t a r t  with one ba t t a l i on ,  which rrould eventual ly 
be r c in f  orccd by three  t o  f i v e  d ivis ions  which vsas a c o n s i a e ~ a b l e  
f orce t o  meet with coilventioiial defcnce. The United Kingdom 
R c p r e s e n t ~ ~ t i v c  had sa id  t h a t  it a2s perhaps i-mprobable t h a t  an 
a t t ack  would s t a p t  with 25 t o  )-to divis ions ,  s incc t h i s  would m a n  
tha t   he SovicJcs desired a l l -out  mr. Ncvcrtheless the  United 
Kingdom RcprcscnttttiveP s statement postula ted  conditions which, if 
they were accepted, might xean a vcry subs tan t ia l  Soviet Posce a t  
work. For exa~nplc, i f  there  VEPC three  of these th rus t s  going on 
sirimltancously, t h i s  might involve a s  mcny as fif'cecn divis ions  i n  
three d i f f e r en t  places and, n i t h  esca la t ion  afT'ccJcing a f ive-  
d iv i s ion  opcrc.tion, i'c could very quickly I ~ I O U ~ ~  t o  f igures  i n  the  
tv~cnty divis ion area. The Council should cnvis8ge the  p o s s i b i l i t y  

, . 
of a t t p z ~ ~ ~ i i  during vhicli 'chc ener,ly could- be lield un-bil hc had 
r ea l i zed  'chat h i s  ac t ion ,  if' pwsued, would provoke ul-timaJce 
r e t a l i a t i o n ,  If the  cped ib i l i t y  of the dcterrcnt  was Lo be  
maintaiiied, -2be Council should think about the nmbcr of Commuvlist 
d iv is ions  v~hich m2e imii1cdiately deployrible i n  case o f  e sca la t ion  
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on, f o r  example, t w e e  f ron t s ,  A t  t h i s  stage he was not 
considering the question o f  cos t ;  the  a l l i ance  should see 
i t  needed f i rs t  and then think about i t s  f e a s i b i l i t y .  H e  agreed 

,/that the Council should consider " p r i o r i t i e s  o f  t h r ea t s2E ,  Nothing 
i n  the United S ta tes  document should be taken t o  mean tha t  h i s  
government had closed i t s  mind t o  any ideas whatsocver, His 
government continued determined '60 enrncsh the  United S ta tes  i n  
the  defence o f  Europe, since the  defence of the  Free world ims 
ind iv i s ib le ;  and i t  was seeking t r u e  consultat ion with i t s  a l l i e s ,  

I The T'LmK1SI-I REFRESElTTATIVE, giving h i s  preliminary 
viev~s on the United Kingdom. statement, thought that  it had two 
main aspects:  f i r s t l y  the de te r ren t ,  i.e. how t o  avoid war 
ind-efinitely, and secondly how t o  spend the l e a s t  possible f o r  
the  bes t  defence r e su l t s .  Hi ther to  the  theory of the deterrent  
had been based on atomic r e t a l i a t i o n  i n  a l l  cases; now it was 
being suggested t h a t  the type of r e t a l i a t i o n  would depend on 
individual  cases. He 'thought t h i s  new theory a doubtful one, but 
i t  should be discussed with the  Supreme Commanders. 

32. I n  h i s  opinion, the questions o f  balanced forces ,  cos t ,  
p r i o r i t i e s ,  a s  well a s  f i e x i b i l i t y  were a l l  brou@'c about 3y 
f i nanc i a l  preoccupations, H e  pointed out t ha t  h i s  country ~8.s 
cer ta in ly  among those vhich were i n  a posi t ion t o  understand 
f u l l y  the necess i ty  'GO avoid imposing a crushing mi l i t a ry  burden 
on 'the economy of mem'ocr countr ies ,  but ,  he fu r the r  s t a t ed  t h a t  
s ince the very existence of the  At lan t ic  Community was a t  s take 
maximum e f f o r t s  should be displayed. He thought t h a t  defence 
might be organized i n  two ways, The f i rs t  way, the  vmong vmy, was 
t o  cut one's coat according t o  the  c lo th  ava i lab le ,  which might 
mean having a qu i t e  inadequate coat. The second way, the r igl l t  way, 
was t o  consider f i r s t  what ms the minimum amount o f  c lo th  
necessary, i.e, the NATO mi l i t a ry  au tho r i t i e s  should be asked t o  
s t a t e  the minimum defence requirements. I n  facJc, a compromise 
would probably be necessary between these two methods, However, 
such a compromise should only be resor ted  t o  rfnen it proved 
unavoid-able, znd ~J'nen !,his occurred, greater  p r i o r i t y  should be 

," accorded t o  'che " r i g h t  viayt~, otherwise the ca lcula ted r i s k  
a s  described by the United! Kingdom Representative migh'i 
cons t i tu te  the  sdurce o f  a Fa ta l  e r ror ,  I t  was a o t  possible t o  
take a s  a b a s i s  the  .cnemyPs in ten t ions ,  s ince the enemy purposely 
t r i e d  t o  mislead, The assessment must therefore  be based on fac%.s 
and geopyaphy, i n  thc same xay a s  mi l i t a ry  plans were dpann up. 
I n  t h i s  context he dren a t t en t ion  t o  the point  t h a t ,  when so ld i e r s  
prepared a l t e r n a J ~ i v e  plans they based t 3 c i r  main plan on the  

contingencies. For  a l l  these reasons p o l i t i c a l  assessment 
of the r i s k s  could- not have p r i o r i t y  over the  mili-bary assessment 
i n  the building up of the NATO defence requirements. 
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33. That was why he had asked i n  previous meetings of the  
Council f o r  an urgent and thorough exchange of views with SACEUR 
and SACLAfTT, and he f e l t  very happy t o  l e a r n  t ha t  General Norstad 
would be able t o  come t o  the  Council meeting on Friday, 30th June. 

34- F ina l ly  he thought t ha t ,  i n  the assessment of t h r e a t s  
and r i s k s ,  these should not be considered on a piecemeal and 
fragmentary b a s i s  but a s  a whole. That was why Tt would ;?rove t o  
be very misleading if Lhe Ber l in  s i t ua t ion  were not included when 
considering the  spectrum of th rea t s .  

35. The C B A I ~ ~ ~  noted tha t  ~ ~ 4 l a t  the United Kingdom was 
suggesting was an assessment o f  r i s k s  based on an analysis  of. the 
enemy's in'centions; here the deployment of l i ls  forces  would have 
t o  be taken i n t o  account, He thought t h a t  SACEUR i n  suggesting 
the  idea of the mobile force  had been thinking along the same 
l ines .  He noted t h a J ~  1:ihat the  Council vms discussing was an 
estimate of the  present t h r ca t ,  and not the long-term one, 

36. The GERMmT BEPRESZNTATIVE , introaucing the  document 
~0/61/573, sa id  t ha t  he considered the  deterrent  t o  be of value 
only i f  i t  was credible and i f  NATO was able t o  answer any kind 
of attack. Since iFp r io r i t i e s ' '  of a t tack could- be chosen only by 
the  aggTessor, NATO must be prepared f o r  a l l  eventual i t ies .  One 
condition of c r e d i b i l i t y  mas a balrncc of forces ;  i f  there  was 
not a balance, the  enemy would then choose the weakest point.  
A s  a f i r s t  s t cp  i n  csta'ulishing i t s  plans the Ycst should assess  
the  enemy's equipment and deployment o f  forces ,  

37. Commenting i n  d e t a i l  on document ~0/61/573, he made the 
following points ,  

Paragraphs 4- and 5 

38. H i s  au-thori t ies  objected t o  the  use of the confusing 
term '?pausev:, With the prcscn-b r a t i o  of m i l i t a ry  power between 
East  an2 V e s t ,  the period i~hich the  mi l i t a ry  command could obta in  
t o  enable the  p o l i t i c a l  zuthor i ty  t o  take a decision could, a t  
'che m o s t ,  be measured i n  hours. 

Paragraph 4 1  - 
39. H i s  au tho r i t i e s  es tab l i shed  a l i n k  between the c rea t ion  

of SACEmV s mobile task  force  and the  problems of  co-ordinated 
NATO research, development and the production of improved aeapons 
and the integra'cion of l o g i s t i c  and t r a in ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  The 
reason for  t h i s  l i n k  vas f i r s - t l y ,  the  conviction t h a t  such a 
' ' f i r e  brigade:' could only accomplish i t s  mission i f  i t s  s t r i k i n g  
power was not rrcduced by continued dcpendcncc on separate 
nat ional  weapons systems, t r a i n i n g  methoas and l o g i s t i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
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Secondly, h i s  a u t h o r i t i e s  considered tha t  such a  t ask  force  
could serve a s  a  kind of t r a in ing  brigade f o r  the t e s t i n g  of' new 
weapons, t r a in ing  methods and in tegra ted  l o g i s t i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

I 

40. Herc the main anxiety of h i s  au tho r i t i e s  was the  r i s k  , 
t h a t  it night  be  ovcrlooked tha t  the  MC 70 planning goals 
minimum goals. H i s  au tho r i t i e s  therefore f e l t  t h a t  a l l  member 
countr ies  sliould make addi t ional  cf f o r t s ,  A n  a t  tempt which 
would merely be eonf ined t o  the deJicrminat ion  of p r i o r i t i e s  
would not be adequate t o  produce the  increase i n  sccurity 
@onsi&red necessary and desired by a l l .  He Grew p a r t i c u l a r  
a t t en t ion  t o  the statcmcnt i n  paragraph 13 t h c t  i n  t he  course of 
the  Annual Rcview the  responsible NATO au tho r i t i e s  had i n  recent  
years ali'lrays underlined w i t h  pa r t i cu l a r  urgency the  ser ious  gaps 
s t i l l  ex i s t i ng  i n  the  build-up of ?XAT09s nuclear f i r e  poweF. 

P a r a p r 2 h  17 -&- -- 
- A  The question o f  !PATO contsol  r e l a t e d  t o  the  s t a t u s  of 

the  5 P o l a r i s  submarines and t h e i r  combat nission,  H i s  author- 
i t i e s  were oi' the opinion - h a t  the term "commitment" which had 
been used several times i n  eo-m-ection with the  5 P o l z r i s  
submarines shouldl be c l a r i r i ed .  They thought 'chat it might bbe 

better t o  replace the tcrm Fzcommi%mer,t~r by the term ':assignmentf', 
and would especia l ly  be glad t o  be assured t h a t  the  submarines 
would not be under the  command- of SACLJJTT, but o f  SACEUR, 

42. The tcrm f~Europcan thea t re  o f  ms defined i n  the  
mission t h a t  SltlCEUR had received f r o m  RATO. The term included 
a part of the enemy9s t e r ~ i t o r y  the  dcpth of which defines 
by, i n t e r  a l i a ,  'che enemyf s po ten t i a l  ii? the f i e l d s  of rnanpoweP, 
economy, and armamen-Ls cornparable t o  t ha t  of \:Jest ern  Ewope. 
General Norstad had asked tha t  i n  ord-er t o  accomplish h i s  
mission the Supreme Al l ied  Commander Europe should be provided 
with a ce r t a in  number of Medium Range Ballistic Missi les ,  
Howcver, f i v e  P o l a r i s  submarines would only represent  p a r t  of 
t h i s  MRBRII force. 

Paragraph 20 

4-3. Be assumed- 'chat the s ta t ion ing  of add i t iona l  Po la r i s  
submarines i n  -the area of SACZUR was, among other  things,  a 
f i n a n c i a l  problem; t h i s  meant t h a t  the number and the  r a t e  of 
commissioning o f  these  submarines were a lso  r e l a t e d  t o  the  
i n t  crnat ional  f i nanc i a l  and economic problems of the  United 
Sta tes .  It was i n  vicw of this s i t ua t ion ,  and with thc  des i re  
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of making ava i lab le  t o  SACEUR a s  soon a s  possible forces  
commensurate with h i s  requirements, t h a t  h i s  govcr-mcnt had 
offered a contr ibution i n  terms o r  personnel a^rd money. I ts  
suggestion t h a t  this mult inntionally-staffed urd financed P o l a r i s  
f l e e t  should be placed a s  an integrated u n i t  under NATO command, 
was based on the f i r m  conviction t h a t  notvsithstanding' such 
contribu-Lions i n  tcrms of personnel and money the Po la r i s  
submarines should not be sub jected t o  cany nat ional  control ,  

3db-section 112 (following paragraph 20)  

44. H i s  government put forward several  proposals on the 
control  and use of nuclcar weapons, In accordance with the  
opinion expressed by the  Council, h i s  government agreed t o  post- 
pone for  the  time being the discussion of the  problems dea l t  with 
i n  t h i s  scction. I f  the  Council f e l t  r c a w  t o  tackle  these  
problems, he would bc glad t o  give de ta i l ed  explanations of the 
proposals. 

b5. H e  would welconYe cccrmen-ts and ~ ~ o u l d  be glad t o  answer 
any quost ions on the document, he hoped w u l d  serve as a 
usefu l  bas i s  fo r  discussion, 

46. The COUNCIL: 

agreed t o  resume discussion a t  a l a t e r  date. 

NATO 'ENTTCLASSIFIED 

I V .  DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING 

47. Thursday, 29th June, 1961 a t  10.15 a.m. ( ~ l e n n r y  Session). 

OTAN/NATO, 
Pa r i s ,  XVIe. 


