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SUBJECT : Evidence of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction in Buropean NATO

Countries With the Lack of a Share in Ownership or Control of
Nuclear Weapons

At the request of Ambassador Merchant, we have compiled evidence to
show whether certain Buropean NATO countries (Germany, Italy, Belgium,
The Netherlands, Greece, and Turkey) have been relatively satisfied or
dissatisfied with their lack of a share in the present U.S.-U.K. monopoly
of ownership and control of nuclear weapons in the Atlantic alliance.
France, which is unequivocally committed to acquiring national control
of nuclear weapons, and Norway and Denmark, which have been flatly and
consistently opposed to obtaining any share of control, are not studied
in this paper, nor are the three small countries of Iceland, Luxembourg
and Portugal.

ABSTRACT

A number of factors determine the attitudes of non-nuclear
European NATO countries toward the existing situation in the
alliance, in which the United States and the United Kingdom
have for the present a monopoly of ownership and control of
nuclear weapons. Among these factors is the acceptability to
these countries of their own lack of a share in nuclear ownership
or control. To the extent that their attitudes on this point
can be ascertained from positions taken and statements made by
their leaders, it appears that Belgium, The Netherlands, Ttaly,
and Greece are not dissatisfied to have no share in existing
arrangements; Germany, while disavowing any wish to acguire a
national capability, is becoming dissatisfied with its lack of
some share in ownership or control arrangements; to our knowledge

Turkey has not taken an explicit position.
ok & % % k ok k k k %k % Kk k ok %

Buropean NATO countries have taken widely divergent positions toward
participation in the ownership and conitrol of nuclear weapons in the
alliance, presently a U.S.-UK monopoly. At one extreme are the British, -
who have nationally owned and controlled weapons, and the French, who are
unequivocally determined to get them; at the other are the Danes and
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Norwegians, who oppose any participation for themselves in ownership and
control., Between these poles lie Germany, Italy, Belgium, The Netherlands,
Greece, and Turkey. (Iceland, Luxembourg, and Portugal are not considered
here.) These six countries have not expressed a desire for national owner-
ship or control like the British and French; nor have they unambiguously
opposed any kind of share for themselves in the one or the other, as have
the Danes and Norwegians. Within these limits, they have itaken varying,
though often unclear, positions. The purpose of this paper is to show what
positions they have taken revealing relative satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with their present lack of participation in nuclear ownership and control

in the alliance, as one significant factor influencing their attitudes toward
proposals to alter existing arrangements.

The evidence presented here consists entirely of statements, public
or private made by responsible leaders in the six countries under considera-
tion. In examining these statements, it should be borne in mind that
disdussion of this subject within the alliance has been marked by imprecision
and beclouded with semantic and conceptual difficulties. A statement appear-
ing to show the existence in a given country of a desire for a ghare in the
control of nuclear weapons can often be just as readlly 1nterpreted as
evidence of nothing more than the desire for a voice i ; lear
strategy, not necessarily actual control., Or a share in control may in fact
be called for, but only because it is believed to be the sole means of
acqulrlng a voice in strategy. (Indeed, in a sense, control of nuclear
weapons is a kind Of strategy,) Similarly, ostensible evidence of a desire
hng_‘ OW 1 \ ns may reflect only a desire for a
ghage of gggtr019 posalbly accompanled by a belief that the latter cannot be
obtained without the former. Furthermore, statements made and positions
taken, even when they have seemed unambiguous, have shown a protean ability
to metamorphose when put to the test of an actual case., :

With the foregoing caveat in mind, the evidence collected suggests
that Belgium, The Netherlands, Ttaly. and Greece have been relatively
satisfied with their lack of a share in the U.S,-U.K, monopoly of ownership
and control of nuclear weapons in the alliance (which to them means a U.S.
monopoly). Where they have looked favorsbly on proposals to alter present
arrangements, it has been for other reasons (not all of them at work in all
four countries): a belief that other countries were dissatisfied with
existing arrangements and this would weaken the alliance; a belief that
changes were necessary in order to forestall or absorb pressures for the
development of national capabilities, especially in Germany; a desire to
accomodate wishes ascribed to the United States; and others. Germany
has become restive with.its lack of pardicipatidn in nuclear matters. To our
knowledge Turkey has not expressed a position,
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There follow a short summary of the positions taken by leaders in each
of the six countries, and a compilation of remarks quoted from or attributed
to these leaders, arranged chronologically by country.

\

L

Rep  Germany. The Germans have followed no consistent
line in thelr Statements on ownership and control of nuclear Weapons.
Disavowals of any desirs to alter existing arrangements have been offset by
calls for some multilateral sharing of this control, and by hints of an
eventual demand for nuclear ®parity™ with the British and French. It has
not always been clear, however, whether "parity" meant the acquisition of
nuclear weapons by the Germans or thelr remunciation by the British and
French. In general, the German position, has moved in the direction of
dissatisfaction with the existing situation.

Italy. The Ttsllians have pol expressed dissatisfaction with the
Anglo-American monopoly. They did meke a proposal, for indeterminate
reasons, for the adoption of a majority-decision, U.S.-veto arrangement on
‘the use of nuclear forces.

Belgium. , The Belglans have expressed no dissatisfaction with their
lack of a share in ownership or control of nuclear weapons. Their support
for proposals to change the existing situation in favor of multilateral
sharing has been based on other considerations, such as the belief that a
multilateral approach is necessary in order to prevent the development of
a German national capability, and that such sharing would have a consolidating
effect on the alliance.

The Netherlands. The Datch, with one minor exception, have said they
were satisfied with existing alliance nuclear arrangements. To the extent
that they have supported proposals for change this smpport has not sprung
from dissatisfaction with their own lack of a share in ownerghlp and
control, but from other reasons, as in the case of the Belgians.

Greece. Apart from ome recent statement of qualified satisfaction
with the existing situation (which the Greeks construe as a U.S. monopoly
of control)9 the Greeks have had nothing to say on the subject of nuclear
control in the alliance.

Turkey. We have found no authoritative statements by the Turks to
show either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the present situation,

New York'Tlmesngtrauss told theLBonn Foreign Press Association in a luncheon
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Lalk that the Bonn government would not favor the transfer of spme nuclear
arheads from United States to NATO control. "We are of the deep conviction

%hdt for the foreseeable future the defense of Europe rests upop the

United States® security guarantees. We want to create no grounds for mistrust

of that guarantee," The Times quoted Strauzs as saying. (UNCLASSIFIED)

Dec., 1, 1960, SPD Bundestag Member and defense expert Fritz Erler. In
a conversation with General Norstad, Erler exposed his views on control of
nuclear weapons. He suggested that the North Atlantic Council establish a
gort of general rules of engsgement for nuclear weapons, with the actual
?eaisio§ to use these weapons vested in the President of the United States.
SECRET

Feb, 6. 1961, Def » ster & s, The following exchange took
place in an 1nterv1ew w1th Newsweekg publlshed Feb, 6, 1961

"Q: How do you view the guestion of nuclear weapons for NATO?

As We Germans took a positive point of view toward the proposal 0f
Secretary Herter that NATO have its own atomic force.

Q¢ Would the present German govermment like to possess nuclear weapons
of its own?

A No--absolutely no. Of c@ur@eg we want and need a certain nuclear
capablllty, but we always say muclear armament consists of two components.
One is the means of delivery in the tactical field. The other is nuclear
warheads. We should have our own means of delivery, but we are absolutely
satisfied with nuclear warheads being under U.5. custody and being released
either by NATO or released by the American Praszden* *  (UNCLASSIFIED)
A~r11m18L“l'§1Lﬂﬂhamcel}gg”Kbﬁraumﬁdeﬁauawo In an interview reported
in the New York Times, following his relturn from a trip to Washington,
Adenauer denied that he had renounced nuclear weapons for West Germany, as
two West German papers had reported. But he indicated, according to the
Times, that he might be prepared to renounce the supplying of West German
forces with their own nuclear weapons if the other Atlantic powers did so.
When asked who should have control over the nuclear weapons of the alliance,
he replied, "I would not attach too much importance to it." He indicated
that the important thing was that the weapons be available to the alliance
and that there be complete assurance that they would be used if necessary.
He also indicated that he did nolt favor complicated, multinational
consultation az a necessary condition to the use of nuclear weapons. Ag
the Times saw it, "The Chancellor®s views appeared to conform to the
growing opinion in Washington that the vast complications involved in
nuclear sharing among the allies might best be avoided if those weapons
were retained primarily by the United States.® (UNCLASSIFIED)
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July 3 R 12612 D@mm@@ Minister Strauss. Im an interview broadcast
by NBC~TV9 Strauss seid, "We are undsr NATO commiiment to haveé a tactical
muelear capability. We never have applied for a national combrél of
‘watheads. The warheads are under United States @%a fedy and mfintenance.
That is the real situabtion for the German forces.®. (me a s@c@nd@ry
source, - UNCLASSIFIED)

_ H@ 17, 1961, Chancellor Adenasner. Shortly before 1@*@&@ f@r a 'i;mp
‘4o the United St@msg m@@ll@r Adenaver was reported by the N How York Times
to have said that NATO should be able to .order the use of atomic m&pons '

" without the prior authoriszation of the President of the United States.

Adenauer reportedly sald that this was necessary because a sitvation might
arise in which "an impediats decision has to be taken when the fate of all
tould be decided in one hour and the President of the United States cannot
’b@ reached.” Adensuer gaid the matter was middtery, not ome of politics
&¢ prestige. "We must arrange within NWATO that a decision can be takem to
um atomic weapons even befere the President is heard from,® the Chancellor
maido He noted that & proposal had been made by th@ Ei@@nhmx@r Administration
‘b@ mak@ NATO %@ world®s feurth atomic power. (UNCLAS m}

- He Lo d26L, T 51 .; Stirauss The f@nwmg are @m@rpts
*ﬁ*@m a sy@@@h d@},iv@m@i Tc»;y S*bmm@ at (}@ g@f;@@m University, Washingtoms .

R M“Izm the past, Ammm ‘provided strategic cover for 'hhe entire
Allimm@e but isn' :m now an evident fact that in the futurs, Burope

. must pmvﬁ:«ﬁ@ cover for Emerics Just as &M@mm& mugt provide cover for
&u"@p@‘? s former one-way street must necessarily become one where
“braffic @hves in both dize@@irw.@msg - our ralationship will have 'ib@ be basec‘i
Qpr@@iﬁm@iﬁyooaoo P . B

"ﬁﬁ.nce those @@mw,@g which don’t belong te the Wmelem? c:mw
practi@ally defenselsss as long us the deberrent effect of nmuclear weamns
is not at their disposal, and since on the other hand there are good -

reasons whpran extension o an increasing number of nafiioms of the coatrol
over nuclesr wespons, mests with a greal deal of political reluctance, ome

.ghell have to devise a system of guarantees and f@mlaﬁwhieh give to the:

- medium-gized and small nations a f@@lmg of partnership and permit them %o
play the role of active partuers. The present US Covermment as well as
‘the preceding administration have beth recognized the importance of ms
pwblem md have indicated a possible approach to its selution.....

"o advocate the creation of competent and responsible poli tical
&genci@s in NATO which would assume certain responsibilities which can
no longer be dealt with at the level of national authoritief.....Among
the responsibilities which these lep-level institutions (which would
have to be controlled by parlismentary authorities) would have to assume,
and deal with, would be in particulars problems of NATO strategy,
control over nuclear weapons, combrol over their employment....®
(UNCLASSIFIED)

SECRET/HO PORELS




; I DECLASSIFIED

Authority NN 90

SECRET/NC FOREIGN DISSEM
-6 -

: “In the oplnlen of the Federal vaernment, the plan
for a NATO atomic force should be realized as soon as possible.
Formation of such a force is necessary in order to raise the
defensive capacity of the armed forces of NATO to the same
technical level as that of its opponent. In putting forward

b this demand, the Federal Government refutes at the same time
the charge that it is seeking to obtain atomic weapons for
iteelf, Th» Federal Onvarnment has never raised such a demand.™

- UNCLASSIFIED)

Defense Minister Strauss. The American Embassy
in Bonn reported on several aceounts carried in the West German
press of a television interview with Strauss, made in Washington
and televised on December 4 in Germany. According to these
accounts, Strauss argued that there should not be first-class
and second-class members within NATO. He expressed the hope
that England and France would agree to an atomic partnership
within NATO, and he put forward what he termed two necessities
for such a partnerships first, the decision to resort to the
use of nuclear weapons had to rest in responsible political
hands at a very high level and not be surrendered to local
military commanders; second, the organization for release of
the weapons and the command structure had to be very simple
so that the decision could be taken quickly. Strauss recognized
that in the last analysis no resort to nuclear weapons would
be possible without action by the President of the United States.
He said that he considered it necessary for all NATO members to
have some influence on the principles and rules for use and
non-use of atomic weapons, and that the country threatened or
attacked should have more of a voice than it had. He disavowed
any desire for German ownership of nuclear arms.

(Bonn A-783, Dec. 6, 1961, OFFICIAL USE ONLY)
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April 7, 1962, Defenge Minigter Strauss. In an article in the COU
newsletter, P@iltlschm%mai@ K@rragp@nd@ms Strauss wrote in favor of a
nuclear partnership within , NATO that ¥elearly emphasized the Americam
President®s right of decision.” He suggested that America's partners have
a limited voice in the control of nuclear weapons:s "Bach Buropean NATO
partner should be informed of the nuclear capacity on its territory and
should have a guarantee that these atomic warheads will not be withdrawm
or reduced withoubt its knowledge and appmvalc“ (Reparted in New York
Times, April 17 s 1962 UNGMSSIETE&) .

- June 18, 1962, German View %p@fted by NATO Secretary General Stikker.
On June 15, 1962 , the American Permanent Bepresentative on bhe North Atlantic
Council made a statement to the NAC that the SACEUR had no urgent military
requirement for MRBM!s, A few days later, Secretary General Stikker told
the US Permanent Representative that ¥the Germans and others® were disturbed
by the American policy of taking care of gll targets of the alliance, as
showing evidence of an Amemcan desire t@ :Lnterfere with and dominate Burope
politically. ... . . . - B SECRET)

June 1962, Defense Minister Strauss. An une‘valua‘bed intelligence report
described a conversation betweasn an American source and Strauss. The source
asked Strauss whether; assuming that the French got a full-fledged nuclear
deterrent and the UK preserved her present position, political pressures for
a German national deterrent would not become overwhelming. Strauss replied
as followss ®That such pressure would exist cemnot be denied. However the
situation as I see it is as follows: the US is and remains the cornerstone
of the Western defense system. But the burden is unegually distribubed,
with the US spending so many more billions than Europe all together. This
is unsound and out of keeping with political realities, as Burope has now
become very much stronger than she once was. Today, power means nuclear
power, no doubt about that., Hence, recognition of reality demands a more
balanced picture? here, the US nuclear power; there, European nuclear
power, What does 'European'® méan in this context? Either a NATO nuclear
force or a purely European one; bubt, in contrast to General de Gaulle,
we see in this not a third force'! ocutside the USA and the USSR and balancing
them, but rather a gtronger part in an Atlantic partnership. This is where
we differ with de Gaulle. In fact, any discussion of a third force always
makes me nervous because it is dangerous for Germany, as it tends to awaken
and encoursge latent neutralist forces.

“But to return to the question: the pressure for the acquisition of
German.national nuclear deterrents would become overwhelming only if there
were indications that the US was disengaging from Burope or at least that
her interests in Burope, her involvement and guarantees in and for Burcpean
security, were to be materially weakened. Then, the pressure for a German
deterrent could not be resisted. But there is no indication that the US

" is indeed inclined to disengage in any way. I repeat therefore: even with
the development of a French independent deterrent, and the maintenance of
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Jthe present UK policy, German internal political pressure for a national

deterrent would not necessarily become overwhelming if the US really

. remains in Europe. But there is need for a NATO or Buropean nuclear force.

The present imbalance is unsound.® (From an intelligence report dated
Decenber 19, 1962, SECRET, NOFORN DISSEM)

Jan, 4, 1963, Chancellor Adensuer. NATO Secretary General Stikker
informed us of talks he had had in Bonn with Adensuer in the wake of the
Nassau Conference. Adenauer pointed out that the Germans furnished the
bulk of NATO trocops, and said these troops could not be asked to bleed
to death if Germany had no voice in the decision on atomic weapons.

Although the Germans had been assured by the Americans that atomic weapons
would be made available when needed, Adenauer continued, the Germans had

no control over these weapons and ceuld not be sure that Amerlcan agsurances
would be fulfilled. SECRET

April 3. 1963, Foreign Minister Schroeder. In a conversation with
Adlai Stevenson, Schroeder is reported to have stated that if the Multilateral
Force did not exist, the Germans would ultimately seek equal status with the
UK and France as a nuclear power. Schroeder said the Germans preferred the
MLF as a solution, principally for political-psychological reasons, although
they were happy to note that the U.S. considersd it also of military value.
It was highly important, therefore, that the MLF control problem be solved
without giving FEurope a sense of inferiority. Schroeder implied that he
was worried at the thought that the U.5. voice might outweigh that of the
Buropean participants, a2lthough he noted that when the need for the use
of the MLF arose, there was not likely %to be time to weigh the pros and
cons. He thought it was important to set up the MLF in a way that would
avoid the charge that the Eurcpeans were paying but the U.5. controlling
in other respects. CONFIDENTIAL

known as a canfldante of Chaneellor Adenauer, t@ld President Kemnedy during

a call at the White House that the German policy on nuclear weapons was one
of closest possible cooperation with the United States. Krone said he
shared the view that had been expressed by the Chancellor to Assistant
Secretary Tyler at Cadenabbia that since 97 percent of the power in the
Alliance rested with the United States, the ultimate respon%lblllty rmust also
rest with the U.S. CONFIDENTIAL

' 63, Defense Minister von Hassel. In an interview with
German newspap@r correop@ndeni Adelbert Weinstein at Cttawa, where he had
gone to attend the NATO Ministerial meeling, von Hassel discussed nuclear
matters. Relevant excerpts follows

"On the multilateral atomic force, Defense Minister von Hassel said
that at the beginning, the other partners had to understand that the right
of veto was to be accorded to the American President. As soon, howsver,
as it appeared that the multilateral striking force was becoming a real

SECRET/NC FOREIGN DISSEM




!

-

DECLASSIFIED -
A“th““yw@@t . i\

SECRET/NO FORSIGN DISSEM
-9 -

military instrument; it had to be possible to dissuade the American partner
from its veto and to institute a majority decision for thé p@litical and
military use of this force. These considerations were especislly important
with & view to the position of our French partner. 'It must be important
te us in the lomg run to drew the French into this multilateral striking
forcesr It is we who must have wnderstanding for the Fremch, who will

- never enter thls force if the effeciiveness of their weaposns system can be -

blunted by the vebte of one state. The sclution of the preblem whether

e ha% 2. veto or majority decision, then, will first press for resolution
'm % wiitery ingtrument has teken shape’s....

”Ham@l believes he sees the political value of the multilateral atomic
force for the Federal Republic and the Atlantic Alliasnce in the strong
meshing of Burepesn and Americen interests that result from it. The Atlamtic
Pact had hitherto exviuded the nuslear side of interdependence. Precisely

‘with the yet closer tleing of Americs to Eurcpe in an integrated atomitc ,
\Wliey wag HATO stremgibensd. There could thus be no guestlon that Germenm

sppport for this stomlie striling force was at the expense of Atlantic

’mlidariwﬁ T8ny speculatieon thet the German side wanks to receive atomic

weapons for itsell by wey of the multilateral foree is completely off the
track. The Pederal %@m"mﬁe s in endeavoring to have this atomie striking
foree come into existence, considers it important that all pariners of
the allisnce, including France, teke pari in it.'® (Frankfurter Allgemeine,
May 25, 1963 UNCLASSIFIED) .

L....x

: June 26, 1961, Itslisn Embazsy Washiagton. During & visit to the United
States by %alim Prime Minister Fanfani, then Foreign Mimister Segni had

madc, an smbigudus reference to the subject of control of nuclesr wéapons,
Shortly thereafter, & representative of the Italian Embassy; aecting on instruc-

tioms, gave the Department ¥on a very informal basis,? s %tentative® propesal.
-on comtrol, which the Italians said was prompted by President Kennedy's

offer to commit five POFANIS svbmarines to NATO, and by SACEUR's and mu
MRBM pequirements. Under the Italisn proposal, the decision to use specified

strategic muclear forces would be made ‘by a2 majority of those m*&i@ha that
had Passuwmed nuclear regp@mmﬂimw ,% provided that the U.S. woted with

the ma?@mtyo (Department?s outgoing airgram A-~1 to Rome and other posts,
SECRET . ;

Tt 18 6ot clear why the Itelians ceme forward with this proposal. The

Italian Bobassy representative kimself was not certain whether the proposed

system was imntended to apply to tactical as well as strategic nuclear ferces.
Nor was it clear whether 1% would apply 4o some nuclear forces mot committed
to NATO, (SE%T)

I‘Iarch 18, 196? 2, Prosident Tiovanni Gronchi. An unevaluated intelligence
report (: apprmsal of reportorial sccuracy:Z) disclosed the views of the
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Italian President on muclear strategy. Gronchi told the source that he
considered it likely that the Soviets might not consider it advantageous, in
the event of a major war, to use their most destructive weapons against
Western Burope. The Soviets might reason that while it would be in their
interest to inflict as much damage as possible on the United States, the
- same would not hold true for Western EBurope, which the Soviets might well
prefer to spare, at least tc the extent of not rendering it uninhabitable
and hence useless for themselves for a long time. If the Soviets did in fact
reason this wey, Gronchi felt, there would be no reason to give NATO a
strategic atomic capability of its own. The really destructive exchange of
nuclear blows would take place over the heads of the Western Buropeans, that
¥ is, between the U,8. and the U.8.8.R., while the defense of Western Burope
itself could be conducted by strengthened conventional forces supplied with
tactical atomic weapons. (Intelligence Report dated April 9, 1962,
CONFIDENTIAL NOFORN DISSEM CONTINUED CONTROL) :

Feb, 26, 1963, Italian NATO Permre ndrini. Weighing the prospects for
Ttalian p@rticipation in the MLF Alessandrinl told Finletter that he thought

it would be useful if the USg@ould say something about the prospect of some
easemer:t of the Ameriean monoboly position. even “f only as a long-range
- possibility, «m%‘g@%&w“f%%¢GONFIDENTIAL)

Belgium

Under instructions from.Foreign Minister Spaak, De Staercke delivered to U.S.
Pepmrep Finletter a letter giving Belgian government views on various aspects
of the nuclear weapons question, in anticipation of the imminent Athens
Ministerial meeting, Relevant extracts:

“The Alliance will undoubtedly note, and approve, the conditions under
. which the President of the U.S. plans to utilize the atomie peower of the U.S.,
whether or not it is placed at the disposal of the alliance, It will also
take note with the greatest satisfaction, I am sure, of the expressed
intent by the U.S. of consulting, insofar as possible, in the NAC prior to
the use of atomic weapons anywhere in the world., Finally, it will establish
a group or committee which, by virtue of the confidential information it will
receive will be able to ascertain at all times that the atomic defense of %le
glliance is carried out in the most adequate manner,

"All this, which may yet be defined more clearly and improved upon before
Athens, will constitute real progress but will not fundamentally alter the
present situation....

C®If T understand correctly, there is a NATO military requirement, in
years to come, to count on a certein number of MBBM'S.... The U.S. could
probably meet this military requirement alone within the framework of the
allisnce, as it has already started to do, whether on the European continent -
¢ in the waters of the Atlantic or Mediterranean., But one might ask whethef

SECRET/NO FOREIGN DISSEM
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such a solution would be politically satisfying or whether there might be
gsome way of finding amother sclution by returning to the idea, already many
times advanced, of a 'force de frappe’ belomging to the allianece.

BT would like t¢ examine this ides from variocus angles. It seems to
me that it would have a certzin number of advantages. In the first place, it
would anchor the U.S, in a permanent way to the Atlantic Alliance and this
would make it possible to allay the apprehensions; however unjustified they
may be, of a certain number of peeple in various countries; in the second
place, and this is an even greater advantage, because of the adequate defense
it would provide to the *Atlantic Flan,' it would make the creation of national
'forces de frappe'! wwmecessary in countries other thah where they already
exist; thirdly, it would not prevent already existing national ‘forces de
frappe! to continue in existence but the countries having them could comtribute;
in varying degrees, to the creation asmd development of the common force.s..”

SECRET

Feb, 21, 1963, Defense Minister Segers. In a conversation with Anbassador
MacArthur, Segers said Belgium was qulte nrenared to have the United States
assure its nuclear defense, .= = _ . %CRET

Feb. 26, 1963, Foreign Minister Spaak. In a speech on the floor of the
Belgian Senate, Spask said, "If Belgium were alone in this cause ﬁOTES It
is not clear from the context what Teause' Spaak was referring to; he
apparently meant the cause of Buropean dsfense partnership with the United
States./, I would not be an advecate of a multilateral nuclear force. But
I accept Mr. Kennedy's conception that Western defense is interdepemndent
and indivisible.o....and when President XKennedy says that the defemse of
Eurepe and that of the United States are inseparable, nothing permits me to
doubt his wcrd

®] recognize how a large couniry such as France would want to partici-
pate on such an essential element of defense as nuclear forces. The best way
and the least expensive is through a NATO nuclear force. We should examine
if there is not something better than the dispersion of nuclear armscecc.e.®
(Enbassy Brussels Airgram 1068, Mar, 1k, 1963 UNCLASSIFIED)

May 28, 1963, Foreign Minister Spaak. Asked by Under Secretary Ball
for his views on the proposed multilateral force and on the possibility of
an eventual German desire for & national nuclear capability, Spasik said he
was convinced that unless the Germans participated in an MLF, they would
achieve a nuclear capability whether independently or in cancert with the
French. In the latter case, the Cermans would have nuclear weapons within
two or three years; otherwise, it would take them many years. Such a develop-
ment would create  serious problems for the smaller countries. Spaak said
Belgium was content with United States control of and responsibility for the
nuclear deterrent, snd could also accept the turning over of nuclear responsl-»
bility to a groun o{‘ countries, as in the multilateral force, = %
SECRET o
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The Netherlands

July 17, 1962. Tammenoms Bakker, Director NATO Affairs, Dutch Foreign
Office. In a discussion with an officer of the American Embassy,
Tammenoms Bakker summarized Putch thinking on alliance nuclear matters.
He said the Dutch felt they could rely on present arrangements and had neo
qualms about U.S. willingness Yo employ the deterrent in accordance with
agreed guidelines, and they were reasonably content with present U.S.
undertakings regarding information and control., They remained ready,
however, to explore the feasibility of establishing some sort of fully
integrated multilater®l NATO nuclear force, which in their view would
involve some sort of integration of the U.K. and French forces. They
considered such a force desirable, not for its own sake but as a means
of preventing the creation of French and other national forces. (Embassy
The Hague A:Lrgram 4-52, July 19, 1962 SECRET)

Dec, 1L, 1962, Vice Admiral Bos, Head of the Netherlands Defense
Study Center (Dutch Equivalent of U.S. National Wer College). In a speech
to an association of Dutch businessmen interested in maritime matters,
Admiral Bos stressed the absolute primacy of the United States as the back-
tone of free-world defense and the importance of strong Burcpean support
for the United States leadership in this defense., He emphasized the reli-
ability of the United States in the discharge of its obligations, and said
that the nuclear deterrence afforded by the United States was all the nuclear
deterrence needed by the free world, which should therefore not endeavor to
develop mational or "European~-NATO® nuclear capabilities. (Report from U,S.
Naval Attache, The Hague, Dec. 19,.1962, CONFIDENTIAL)

Jan. 8=9, 1963, Catholic Party Spekesman Schuilt, Labor Party Spokes-
man Goedhart. In a statement in the Dutch Parliament, Schuijt suwmarized
his views as follows: ¥I should like to say that the American monopoly
regarding use of atomic.weapens should in the long run be changed into a
NATO say [KOTE° the word translated, ™say" can also be rendered as ®control,®
fdecisive authority®/ in proportion to which partnership is realized within .
the Atlantic Alliasnce, In this say, the European influence shall have to
be strengthened in proportion to coeperation achieved in Europe and as
European efforts assume their proper balance. It goes without saying that
real political integration in Europe is a condition for realizatien of such
a balance.® Replying, Labor Party spokesman Goedhart said he saw no point
in trying to get around the faet that America had the atomic power in the
alliance., He described any Buropean atomic force as a ®costly, useless
and fatal illusion,* and any national European force as.®even more so.™
He thought complicated proposals for joint control only blurred reality and
would not achieve greater independence for Europe. He felt that Europe's
task was to strengthen its conventional forces, and he saw no danger that
America might leave Burope. Later in the debate, Schuijt backed away from
some of the implications of his remarks, and although he had made clear that
his remarks had besn delivered on behalf of his party, there were indications
that he had not been authorized by the party ito advocate any departuge from
government policy. (Bmbassy The Hague Airgram A-467, Jan. 17, 1963
CONFIDENTIAL)
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Jan, 1963, Defense Minister Visser. During Parllamentarv inter-
rogatories on the 1963 defense budget, Visser stated inter alia that the
Dutch government had absolute comfidence inm the United States promise to
defend allied territory and had mo objection to the U.S, monopoly of
nuclear arms. He sald the government recognized the existence of political
factors in Burope which might make it desirable for NATO to have a nuclear
role, but that this should take place in strictly integrated form, although
it might be necessary to procesd without French participation. (Report from

UsS, Army l‘b‘tache The Hague, Feb. 11, 1963, UNCLASSIFIED)

Feb, 26, 1963, Dutch Permspent Representative to NAC Boon. The Dutch
Permanent Representative told Ambassadors Merchant snd Finletbter that the
Dutch govermment was satisfied with existing muclear arprangements, but if
the other European allies wanted & multilateral force for reasons of allied
cohesion and because of a general interest in multilateralism, the Dutch
would be favorably disposed.

CONFIDENTIAL

April 10, 1963, Foreiegn Minister Luns. In a briefing on the Nassau
Conference, Luns told Parlisment the government was satisfied with existing
nuclear arrangementsc He said some of the allies did not share this view,
and in any event, the govermment bélieved allied cooperation was desirable
in order to avoid the threat of disintegration of the all:.ance posed by the
m"osnpct of additional separate maticnal nuclear forces. - o -

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE R

. April 16, 1963, Foreien Minister Luns. In a talk with Merchant and
Finletter, Luns reiterated that the Dutch were on the whole satisfied with
the present NATO arrangament under which the United States had the finger on
the trigger. SECRET"

Greece

* Rpril 22, 1963, Prime Minister Karamanlis., In a conversation with

‘Am'bagsad"erg Merchant and Labouisse, Karamanlis suggested a possible approach

to national nuclear preoccupaticns of the alliance. He proposed that the
United States make a statement that its nuclear power was im support of all
NATO territory. If such a statement could not be made; then Karamenlis
preferred an agreement to the effect that a decision to use nuclear force

.would be made by majority vete. He fell the influence of the United States

was so great that it could be sure it would always be in the majority. In
general , Karamanlis thought the guestion of nuclear control was theoretical;
for in practice one country would be msking the decisions, which was accept~
able to the Greeks. CONFII}ENTIAL%

Turlééz

~ No statements are known to us revealing Turlgish satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction with existing alliance arrangements on ownership and control
of nuclear weapons.
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