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NATO DEFENSE MINISTERS CONFERENCE
Paris, 15-18 April 1958

POLITICAL AUTHORTTY FOR USE OF ATOMIC
WEAPON3 BY NATO FORCES

Recommsanded U.5. Posltion

If the U.S. must dipcuss the gquestion of how authority for the use
of octomic wespons in time of emergency 1o to be granted, the followling
ghould be used os o basls for discusccion:

g. The question of employment.of atomic weapons where
necescsary 16 an inseparsble part of the general question of the use
of force to repel aggression. (In thic comnection, the use of IFBM's
is no ﬁi}ffcmnt from the use of eny other weaspons avalleble to NATO
forces.

b. The question of employment of force is ropriately deealt
with in persgrephs 5 and 6 of the Political Directive (these paregraphs
provide that "the shileld forces must include the cepebllity to respond
quickly, should the situstion so require, with nucleer weepons to ony
type of sggression. . ." ond "the responsibility of govermments to make
decipions for putting NATO military plans into actlon in the-event of
hostilities 1o not affected by this directive."}.

: ¢. The U.S. plans if tims permits to consult with our NATO
gllies before employling force'to resict aggresslon.
¥

d. - If an attack develops so quickly as to render prior consulte-
tion in NATO impossible, the U.5. will of course respond at once, end with
a1l eppropriste force. We would of course consult as soon as feasible
after such oction. We assume pll other NATO countries would act simi-
lﬂ.rlﬁrﬁ ’

e. The exlisting provisions ard understendings on this gques-
tion must obviously be based on the constitublonel limitations of cach
country. In the case of the U.8., the relovent provislons ocxe the power
of Congrass to declare war, and the powers of the Presldent es Commander-
tn-Chief of the Armed Forces of the U.S. (among which are the inherent
right end obligation of e Commender to defend his forces if attacked).

f. Quite epart from the consideration referred to in e. ohove,
there nre two practical considerations:

(1) eny sttempt to go beyond the present situation and .
spell out o mechenism for taking in common political decisions
regarding the use of force would cppear unrealistlc. Equelly, it
would be imposgible end undesirsble to attzmph to spell out a st

SECRET




-

II.

T -
- 3 ‘I:;.zowcucm:hh‘_‘":-ﬂ- | :+DECLASSIFIED
R e B P G VNI 18

L

- el L L

S : HE q

‘l.

By AT NiARA Datef-d 4%

Bz

o SECRET oMp 4/6

of hypothetical situations in which nuclear weapons could or could
not be used;

(2) 1t is imperative not to weaken the deterrent vis-a-vig’
the Soviet Unlon, oy meking it appeer thet we subgscrlbe to the concept
of "gredusted deterrents" or that the NATO Council (or an individusl
HATO country) hes a veto power over the use of force to resist
aggression, or over the employment of atomlc wespons 1T necessary.

Dlscussion

Since under the NATO atomlc stockplle the decision to relecse nuclear
components to the forces of our NATO ellies will in the last enalysis be
a purely U.S., decliplon, as Tar as legel euthority goss, the practicel
position boils down to this: The other NATO countries are being asked
to continue to repose confidence in the U.S. (and Generel Norzted in his
dunl capacity) thet Atomic wespons will be used when they should be used
(by the U.S., and rlso released by the U.S. to other NATO countries) end
willl not be used when they should not be used. As 1o forekbeen in the
last two sentences of paragroph 5, Part I of the Elpenhower-Mncmlllan
Declaration of Common Purpoge, we should teke gll practiceble steps to
meke claar to our allies that (&) we have the resolution and will to
employ force egainst aggression, and (b) that we can be trusted never
to misuse our ebility to employ force, including atomic wespons. It
must also be recognized that other countrles have in practice a veto
over the use by thair forces of atomlec weepons, eien though such weopons
are released to such forces by the U.S.

One aspect of the matter not dealt with cbove is the question of our
well-known bilateral esrrengemants with certain other RATO countries, e.g.
the U.K., where we have en obligation to consult before leunching attecks
from U.S. bases in Britein. Two practicel fects are relevant. The first
is that any peacetime arrengesmsnis for base righte must recognize the
sovereignty of the host country. The other is that o veto by eny cne
of the fiftesn cojntries over use of a2ll beges in the Alliasnce is & much
more unaccepteble risk than the chance that refussl of one country may
prevent theiuse of bases In its territory under a bilateral sgresment.

If the question arises of bilatercl consultatlion betwesn the U.S. end
host countrles in connection with the working out of the NATO stockpile
arrangement, the U.S. ghould reply that this is e matter which the U.B.
is entirely ready to discuss with countrlies dlrectly concermed, with the
intent of arriving ot mutuelly sotiofdetory arrangements which ere in

congonance with the requirements of Iiﬂiﬂ—nppmvcd. defense plens and pro-
cedurec.
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