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FOREWORD

The first meeting of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) was held in Washington D.C.
from 6" to 7" April 1967. President Lyndon B. Johnson hosted Defence Ministers and other
representatives from Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Turkey
and the United Kingdom, as well as the United States. At the time, NPG membership was
on a rotating basis, and the Group served as a form of executive committee for the Nuclear
Defence Affairs Committee which was open to all Allies.

NATO membership has grown in the last 50 years, and we are delighted now to welcome
Montenegro into our Alliance, and to the Nuclear Planning Group. Over those 50 years our
core values and goals have not changed, and NATO's commitment to sharing the risks and
responsibilities of remaining a nuclear Aliance has endured. NATO will remain a nuclear
aliance as long as nuclear weapons exist, and the Nuclear Planning Group will continue to
work to support the fundamental purpose of NATO’s nuclear capability in preserving peace,
preventing coercion and deterring aggression. The clear focus is to ensure that NATO's
nuclear deterrent remains safe, secure and effective.

We can also reflect that, over the past 50 years, we have greatly reduced our reliance on
nuclear weapons in NATO strategy and made very substantial reductions in both the types
and overall numbers of nuclear weapons, not least those deployed in Europe and on behalf of
NATO. The Nuclear Planning Group has played an indispensable role in this regard. In 1971
we had eleven nuclear systems deployed in Europe; today we have just one. The Alliance
continues to work towards making further reductions on the basis of reciprocity and creating
the conditions for a world without nuclear weapons based on the principle of undiminished
security for all and taking into account the prevailing international security environment.

We can look back with pride on our achievements in the last 50 years, even as we look
forward with optimism to maintaining the security of our nations and promoting the peace,
freedom and shared values which united those who attended the very first Nuclear Planning

Group meeting in Washington.
dw ey

Jens Stoltenberg
NATO Secretary General
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INTRODUCTION

The first meeting of NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) on the 6th and 7th of April, 1967
marks an important date in the history of the Alliance. This meeting, held in Washington, D.C. at
the level of NATO Defence Ministers, represented the culmination of a long diplomatic process
towards a significant turning point in the politics of Alliance nuclear policy-making. Since its
inception, NATO has provided an institutional link by which the nuclear guarantee of the United
States and the United Kingdom to Western Europe has been maintained. The issue of the
sharing of nuclear control in NATO thus became especially important for the Alliance in the
1960s when discussion revolved around the command, control and communication of nuclear
forces as part of NATO's new strategic concept of flexible response. With the establishment
of the NPG, the Alliance acquired a new set of consultative machinery. It provided a means
by which issues of nuclear planning and doctrine could be isolated for consultation, as well as
creating the institutional arrangements in which these consultations could take place. For the
past 50 years, the NPG has served successiully as the nuclear consultative body that voices
the interests and aspirations of all the Allies in influencing the nuclear policy of the Alliance.

To commemorate the 50th anniversary of the establishment of the NPG, the NATO Archives
presents a selection of declassified and publicly disclosed NATO documents, press releases,
communigués and photographs to offer a glimpse into the discussions, the debates, and the
public diplomacy that helped structure and pave the way towards that first historic Washington
meeting. Presented in chronological order, these documents highlight the gradual evolution of the
high-level political process away from debates about nuclear sharing based on Allied ownership
and control of nuclear forces, and more toward a consultative approach to nuclear policy.

I hope that this collection provides readers with some insight and appreciation into the NPG in
the context of its own creation. Those wishing to dive deeper into the subject will be pleased
to know that NATO documents related to nuclear planning that are older than 80 years are
now eligible for declassification and public disclosure review.

Ineke Deserno
NATO Archivist

Special thanks to the National Archives and Records Administration in Washington, D.C. and the Lyndon B.
Johnson Presidential Library who provided some key documents and photographs for this collection.
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TOWARDS A NATO NUCLEAR DEFENCE POLICY
AND
THE 1962 ATHENS MINISTERIAL MEETING

In April 1962 NATO Secretary General Dirk Stikker submitted his Special Report on NATO
Defence Policy to the North Atlantic Council. One of the highlights of his Defence Policy were
the dominant themes of the control and sharing of nuclear forces within the Alliance.

The issue of the sharing of nuclear control in NATO became important for the Alliance at a
time when new weapons were being deployed as NATO shifted to a new strategic concept
of flexible response.

Stikker's Defence Policy would be discussed at the meeting of Alliance Foreign and Defence
Ministers in Athens in May 1962. The guidelines that emerged from these discussions
became NATO's first initiatives to create consensus on nuclear palicy.
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Dirk Stikker, NATO Secretary General 1961-1964
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ANNUAL POLITICAL, APPRATSAL

SPECTAL REPORT BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL

NATO DEFENCE POLICY

I.  INZRODUCTORY

At their meeting in Oslo in May 41961 Ministers "requested
the Council in Permanent Session as a matter of urgency to con-~
tinue its examination of defence guestions with the advice of the
FATO militery authorities ,,. and to develop policy guidslines for
NATO defence plans and programmes within the framework of the
Political Directive and related agreed military documents®”, The
examination was to have been completed in time Pfor consideration
at the Decamber Ministerial Meeting, As instructed, the Council
prusued its -debates on defence policy through the summer,
Discussions while embracing many aspects of the guestion, tended
to concentrate particularly on the rble and organization of the
Shield forces and various points were emphasised such as the need
for flexibility, the credibility of the deterrent, the possibility
of a graduated deterrent and the balance between conveqt onal uxd
nuclear forces. I endeavoured in a paper circulated informally
to delegations on 1st September (P0O/61/71L) to present what appeared
to me to be a general consensus of opinion on the réle of NATO
forces, This paper was found controversial by some delegations
and owing to pressure of events in Berlin was never formally

scussed in the Council and by the time the Ministers met in
DL emirer I could do no more than give them a summary of the
discussions which had takeh place in the Council in the 1nterval
since their last meeting. :

2, Thé Docember meeting itself was the occasion for some
interesting and important statements on behalf of member govern-

ments - noilably by United States and Federal German Ministers -
on their respective views on the problems of NATO nuclear and

NATO SECRET
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non-nuciear defence, While the Ministers came to no defirite ,
conclusions, the debate helped to focus attention on soie cf The
major issues facing the Alliance in the defence field and showed
very clearly what were the main divergences 1o be reconciled. It
was agreed that the Council in Permanent Session should resume its
work on defence policy early in the New Year,

3. As Chairman of the Council I was particularliy impressed
by the difficulty of making progress with a discussiocn in which
so many different yet inter-connected guestions were involvad and
which was so apt to develop into a vicious circle, Az I gaw it,
there were four main headings on which Council action was
required: the control of the use of nuclear weapons; thc MRBM
requirement; the offer of commitment of Polaris submavines to
MATO by .the United States; NATO's requirements in conventional
forces, It seemed to me that the only way we could hope to get
ahead was to try to narrow down the field of discussion end to
proceed step by step dealing with one subject at a time, AL the 0
same time I felt that we should be wise to avoid becoming too
deeply involved in a theoretical discussion of NATO strategy and
that we should carry out our examination of the four s:bjects
mentioned on the basis of the existing Political Dlrectﬂve and
NATO Strategic Concept, leaving any changes which might uwitimately
appear desirable in these lattér to come out in a pragmatiic way,

L. My recommendation, which the Council accepted, was *that
we should first of all attempt to reach agreementi on the protlem
of the political control of nuclear weapons., It seemed to me
that if we could éstablish methods for the control of the nuclear
armoury at present at the disposal of NATO forces, we should both
have created the basis on which to build methods of conurol for
any subsequent nuclear weapons which the Alliance mighti acguivs,
and removed some of the uncertainties which inhibited cons.dera-
tion of the MRBM reqrirement, I proposed that without losing sight ‘.'

regards the latter, we should remit for subseguent congxae tion
the problems raised by the other three guestions.

5. My visit to Washington in early February reinforced my
vicw that this was the right way in which to proceed and it
encouraged me in the belief that the way to tackle the guestion
of control of nuclear weapons was also step by step,

Briefly, 1 proposed in my paper NDP/62/2, that the
Council proceed by the following stages:

Firstly, the present situation should be clarified by mcans
of a formal assurance - Trom the United States that they
would continue to make available for the Alliance the nuclear
weapons adequate in number and kind to meet the needs of

NATO defence -~ and from the United States and the United
Kingdom governments that the operational plans of their
strategic forces provided for the interdiction of all Soviet
missile bases not presently covered by the forces of SACEUR

NATO_SECRET 2=
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ang SACLANT,

Secondly, with these assurances solidly behind us, we should
explore the means of associating all members of the Alliance
more closely with the political control over the use of the
nuclear weapons now in possession of the forces assigned

or earmarked to NATO, In NDP/62/2 I recalled some of the
suggestions which have been put forward for the establishment
of multilateral political control of what is sometimes known
as a multilateral decision making machinery (e.g. decision
by a restricted group acting on behalf of the Alliance,
decision by the United States if the government of the
country attacked sc requested and if this. request.was S
supported by SACEUR, a systew of weighted voting, creation
of a NATO nuclear weapens agency), However, foreseceing

that it might be difficult to reach agreement on any of
these propocsals I suggested that, in order to arrive at an
carly and at least temporary sclution, the Council should
seek the Fformal agreement of the United States government
that the United States President act for NATO and, in
reaching a decision on the use of nuclear weapons in defence
of the NATO area, be governed by previously agreed
principles or pguidelines, '

6. The Council agreed to contimie its study on these lines
and although we were not wholly suecessful in keeping out of our
discussion on the conirol of nuclear weapons, issues of sirategy
and the rble and needs for conventional foreces, I am very gratificd

to be able to present for Ministers' consideration the following
account of the progress we have made,

II, AVAILABILITY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND COVERAGE OF TARGETS

(a) Assurances given by the United States and the United
Kingdom

7w The United States Government has indicated that the
United States will continue to make available for the Alliance
nuclear weapons adequate in nunber and kind to meet the needs of
NATO defence, The United States has & comprehensive programme for
supplying nuclear weapons or for supporting its own and other
ceuntries' forces earmarked for SACEUR and SACLANT, As
significant changes occur in the programme, such changes would be
notificd to itz allies through whatever information mechanism 1s
established for analysis and comment at that time as regards the
effect on the adequacy of the overall capsbility at the disposal
of the Alliance, The United States further agrees to cgnsult its
allies at that time and to take any allied views fully into con-
gideration,

8, The United States Goverpment has further stated its
intention to ensure that its retaliatory power should grow faster
then the Soviet striking power, and in combination with NATO fgroes
to continue to cover as fully as possible all key elements of the

-3 NATO_SECRET

13



NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

DECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCLOSURE / DECLASSIFIE - MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

14

-

NATO SECRET .
G-M

iatter, including MRBM sites, giving equal priority %o the instal-
lations threatening NATO Europe as to those threatening the
United States., To this end action is in progress to increase the
capacity of the strategic forces to survive a Sovizt nuclear
strike and to improve the speed of retaliation, There would a¥b
all times be the fullest co-ordinztion of the strategic forces
maintained under national controel with the nuclear forces under
NATO commanders in order %o ensure the most effective utilisation
of the sun of the weapons availsable,

g, The United States Government has indicated that it 1s
willing: - :

(1) %o co-cperate in ensuring that the North Atlantic
Council has at its disposal the fullest amount of
information compatible with the requirements of security
covering, in gencral terms types, numbers, striking
power, deployment and bargeting policy of nuclear
weapons for the forces assigned or eammarked for
"assignment to SACEUR and SACLANT,

{1i1) to make appropriate informstion available with regard
to the capabilities and intended plans of the strategic
forces, :

50, This confirmation of the United States Governmentts
inteniions provides a solid assurance -

{1} +that the means are and will continue to be available
to provide Europe with an all-round nuclear defence;

{ii) +that the targets of special interest tc the Buropean
allies which are beyond the range of the weapons
currently at the disposal of the NATO Iorces will be
covered as fully as possible; ‘

{141) that the United States Government is willing, within the
limits imposed by security, to co-operate in providing
its NATO allies with all the information they reguire
in order to give them 2 full insight into the overall
problem of the organization and control of nuclear
defence, e

11. In stating tHeir willingness to provide the afore-
mentioned information and to consult on changes in theilr programme,
for supplying nuclear weapons the United States have taken an
important step in the direction of assocliating their allies with
their nuclear defence poliicy, It is of course evident that such
associztion would not be very meaningful if the United States’
NATO allies were not in possession of the requisite knowledge of
the United Ststes nmuclear capability and the overall plans and
general arrangements for its use., Nor without such knowledge and

NATO SECRET o
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the possibility of reviewing fhe changing needs . of the military
situation, would it e possible for the Alliance to consult about

what is the adequate level of nuclear weapons to which paragraph 7
above refers,

12, The United Kingdom has also confirmed that it can
associate itself fully with the assurances given by the United
States under paragraph 10 {ii) and (iii) sbove insofar as the
United Kingdom strategic forces are concerned, These forces are
constituted to cover targets of importance to the defence of
Europe generally and to complement in this respect the NATO nuclear
strike forces, The United Kingdom Government has further indicated
its willingness to give appropriate information within the limits

imposed by security about the nuclear eapability of its strategic
foreces, )

{b) sharing of Nuclear Information

13. In light of the United States’ and United Xingdom's
undertakings, the Council's next task was to create the necessary
conditions and machinery for the provision by these countries of
the information which had been promised, The essence of the
problem was to find a mean between the vital requirement of
security and the need for the Council as a whole, and for member
countries individually, %o have all the information necessary %o
give them a proper insight into the problem of nuclear defence,

iu, Agreement was qguickly reached in principle on the proposal
made by the United Kingdom that a special body should be created
to receive nuclear information, and on the need for special
security procedures to be evolved, A decision was accordingly
taken on 13th April to set up a NATO Nuclear Committee (sece text
of Council decision at Ammex), TIT was agireéd that the Committee
should work out its own functions in greater detail in light of
experience, in particular as regards the possible need for
establishing special channels for information and local or regional,
rather than NATO-wide interest, and the potential r¥6le of the
Committee as a consultative body on certain aspects of NATO
nuclear policy,

15. Considerations of security have already pleycd, and
doubtless will continue tc play an imporiant part in the whole
arrangement for the exchange of information on nuclear quest10n§b
The Council accordingly agreed to establish - on an interim basis -
a special system for the handling of highly classified nuclear
information,

1II, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CUIDELINES

16, Since it soon became apparent that none of the various
suggestions which had been put forward for the creatlon o? a
multilateral decision-making machinery would command unanimous
support, the Council turned its attention to the problems involved

B KATQ SECRET
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in the establishment of guidelines, The suggestion that
responsibility for decision be delegated to the United States
President did not find acceptance, The Councills efi{orts were
therefore directed {0 the elavoration of an agreed statement

of what action would be necessary on the part of memher countries
collectively and individually in the various circursiznces in
which NATOC might be faced with a decision to use. nuulsar wsapons.,

17. The United States Secretary of State had recalled at
the December Ministerial meeting that United States policy in
this respect was already the subject of guidelines whose terms
were set out in the United States Permanent Representative's
statement tc the Council on 26th April 1961 (see PO/61/LL9,
paragraph 16). The task facing the Council was therefore to
examine the possibiliity of refining and extending these unilateral
guidelines in a form which would be acceptable to all member
governments s¢ as to provide a common basis for actlon in the "
event of Soviet aggression against NATO, :

18. The desirability of reaching such agreement had been
enhanced by the indication gilven by the United States Government
that it would be willing to consult its allies, not only about
the use in support of NATO of its external sirategic forces, but
about the use of these forces anywhere.

19. After very thorough debate in the Council, I am able
40 submit for the approval of Ministers the text contalned in
paragraph 5 of the conclusions to the present repori.

20. Among the various important points which emerged during
the discussions leading up toc the formulation of the text I have
guoted above, special mention should be made of the following.

It is generally understood that any decicsion to use nuclear
weapons should be based on an evaluation by the major NATC IIP
Commander concerned of the the need for their employment in
order to maintain or restore the military situation in the event
of a Soviet attack. At the same time it would be within the
normal prerogatives of any country which was the vietim of such
an attack to initiate a request for the use of nuclear weapons
for the defence of its territory. It is further generally
understood that, conscious as we all must be of the dangers of
unlimited nuclear war, the targets against which nuclear weapons
would be used should be restricted to those whose destruction was
indispensable to the defence of NATO, There is, I believe,
general agreement that these guidelines should be regarded as no
‘more and no less than a constructive interpretation of the
Political Directive and th° Strategic Concept contained in
MC 14L/2 and h8/2.
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21, The nature of the guidelines brings out very clearly
that if we are to make consultation in the Council in time of
crisis a reality and to .ensure that we. do not incur delays which
could imperil the safety of our forces and of our peoples, there
must at a2ll times be the closest communication between Permanent
Representatives and their govermments. We must be certain that
when consultation is necessary that the physical media exist o
enable Permanent Representatives to give an immediate cinression
of their governmeni's views. Finally, I should perhaps note that
the Council has turned its attention to problems of military
control as set out in MC 95. This document has naturally formed
a background to our discussion and I have personally maintained
the closest touch with the major NATO Commanders and the
Standing Group at all stages.

IV. FUTURE WORK OF THE COUNCIL

22. In concluding this section of my report, it is only
right that I should recall that the Permanent Council should
now move on as soon as possible to the question of the possible

_introdiction of MRBMs into the WATO armoury and of the build-up
and role of the conventional forces.

23. As regards MRBMs, time is beginning to press, since
we cannot long delay decisions which must be .taken very soon
if NATO and military planning after 1964 is not to be thrown out
of gear. The military authorities, in execution of their responsi-
bility fer providing the Council with an assessment of force
reggirements for 1962-86, have in the Enclosures to document MC 26¢/4
indicated that there may be a requirement for MRBMs to replace
Eertazn elements of the tactical nuclear Air Strike forces -
the confirmation of this reguirement being subject to further
guldance from the Council. Before, however, the Council can

{ . uestion, it wi

to have basic technical information on the charécteri;%%cgegga
performance of the weapons under development which would respond

to the requirement indicated by the NATO military authoritics.
I hope this information will b

€ available to the il i
near future. : Council in the

_ 24. As regards conventional forces, I also ho that 1
will be possible to make progress in thé,coming monggs, %eléust
clearly examine urgently the means of putting fhe forward
stra?egy into operation wherever this is attainable, and in
partlculgr of overcoming the weaknesses which have hitherto
impedad its full implementation in the Central region. In this
cont?xt we shall have to give very careful consideration to
NATO s'needs in conventional forces, on which particular
empha81s was lald by the United States Segceretary of Defence in
his statement at the December 1961 HMinisterial meeting. This
problem is of course closely linked with the Triennial Review
now 1n progress, which will at one and the same time give us

an up-to-date picture of member countries’® planning over the
next years and provide the vehicle through which we cen secure
ﬁig%gzisfg?gzg?s a balanced deterrent embracing nuclear and non-—

-7- NATO SECRET
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Y. CONCLUSIONS

25, Against this background I have prepared the following

‘text of conclusions on which Ministers might be invited to agree

2% the meeting in Athens. Pouriteen members of the Alliance have
already indicated that they can accept this text, subject only
in the case of some members Lo a preference for some minor
amendments in paragraphs 5(b) and (¢)., The French Permanent
Representative has informéd the Council that his Government
could accept paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7, but that they have
reservations in regard to paragraphs 5 and ©. 'Should it not be
possible for France to 1ift these reservations, I would suggest
that the Ministers could agree on this text on the understanding
that these guidelines and the undertaking to consult in NATO
would apply only to all those countries having effective
responsibility for a decision to authorise the use of nuclear
weapons and willing to accept these conclusions as a whole.

Tt Would naturally be open to France to participate in any
consultation initiated by one of her Allies.

(1) That the Alliance has received the most satisfactory
assurances, first, that the United States will continue tc make
available for the Alliance nuclear weapons adequate in number
and kind to meet the needs of NATO defencej and second, thal
the United States and the United Kingdom strategic forces will
conkinue to cover as fully as possible in combination with NATO
forces all key elements of Soviet anuclear striking power,
including MRBM sites, giving equal priority to those threatening
the mainland of Eurcpe as to those threatening the United
States and the United Kingdom.

{(2) That the Council welcomes the intention of the
United States and United Kingdom Governments to furnish thelr
NATO allies with the fullest amount of information compatible
with the requirements of security on the nuclear weapons and
external forces referred to in the preceding paragraph, with a
view to assisting their allies in obtaining a full insight
into the overall problem of the organization and control of
NATO nuclear defence.

(3) In order to enable the flow of information to begin,

a NATO Nuclear Committce, consisting of the Permanent Representa-

ti¥es, has been established to receive and study on a permanent
and systematic basis nuclear information relating to NATO
defence. The Committee should give consideration in the light
of experience to problems of i%s own internal organization as
well as to the possibility of defining more closcly the scope
and naturé of the information of which it would be the
§§ci§ient, and of extending its function into the consultative
ie .

NATO SECRET Ben
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(4) Special gecurity procedurus shall be observed for the
handling of all documentation of the NATO Nuclear Committee in
accordance with rules established by the Permanent Council.

(5) As regards the possible recourse by NATO to nuclear
weapons *n its self-defence: .

(a) in the cvent of an unmistakable Soviet attack with
nuclear weapons in the NATO area, the forces of the
Alliance should respond with nuclear weapcens on the
scale arprcpriate to the circumstances. The
possibilities for consultation in this context are
extremely limited.

(b) Tn the event of a full-scale attack by the Soviet
Urizn with ccnventiornal foreccs, indicating the
opening of general hostilities on any sector of the
NATO area, the forces of the Alliance should, if
necessary, respond with nuclcar weapons on the scale
appropriate to the circumstances. It is anticipated
that time will in this case pernit consultation.

o

(¢) In the event of a Soviet attack not fulfllllng those
contitions deseribed in (a) and (b) above but which
uJ:J“tcned the integrity of the forces and the
toerritory attacked and which could not be successfuily
held with the existing conventional forces, the
decision to use nuclear weapons would be subject to
prior consultation in the Council.

(6) That the Council notes with deep satisfaction the
intention of the United States and United Kingdom Governments
to consult with the North Atlantic Council, if time permits,
concerning the usc of nuclear weapons, anywhcre in the world.

(7) That the Council notes with approval the progress
nade since the Oslo Ministerial Meeting with the development
cf KATO Defence Policy and urges the Permanent Council to press
forwvard witih the examination of the outstanding problems in this

field.
(8igned) D. U. STIKKER
& AF TAETO,
ris, XVie,
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NATQ NUCLEAR COMMITTER

Droft Council Decision

In the light of its discussion in the course of

restricted scssions on NATO defence policy, the Council agreed:

To establish a NATO Nuclear Committec to receive and

study on a permaneént and systematic basis nuclear
information relating to NATO defence. The scope and
nature of such infermation would be defined more
prceisely in duc course as the Committee gains
experience.

That the Committee should operate under special
sccurity procedures regerding the handling of
information as laid down in C-M(G2)50.

That the Committee should consist of the Permanent
Representatives meeting under the chairmanship of the
Sccrcetary General assisted as necessary by such
menbers of their respective staffs as provided in the
special security procedures referred to in (b).

That the NATO Nuclear Committec should give further
consideration in the light of e:pericnce to the
desirability of establishing:

(i) sub-committees on a geographical or other basis
for the handling of special categories of
informatiocn;

(ii) arrangements for the bilateral transmission of
detailed information whose wider dissemination
would be contrary to the intercsts of security.

That the NATO Nuclear Committee should dctermine,
alsc in the light of experience, to what extent it
could usefully zssume a congsultative role as regards
the general organization of FATO nuclear defence
without prejudice to the responsibilities vested in
the North Atlantic Council.

o o e il
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Place du Maréchal de Lattre de Tassigny, PARIS, XVI - Télsphone : KLEber 50-20

Press Release M1{52)4 For immediate distribution
Cth May. Logho

PINAL COMMINIQUE

The raegular Spring Ministerial Secsion of the NATO Council
. , i ! ; X i
was neld in sthens Prom 4th - 6th May, 1262. The meeting was
attended by the Foreign Ministers of moember countries as well as by

the Defence Ministers, who had met separzately on 3rd May.

2. In their review of the international situation, Ministers
discussed disarmament, and the problem of {ermany and Berlin. In
addition, variouvs statements were made ty Ministers on matiers of

particular concern to their countries,

3. In reviewing developments at the Geneva Conference, the
Council reaffirmed that general and complete disarmament under
effective international control is the Lest mesans of ensuring
lasting peace and security throughout the world. They noted with
satigfaction the position taken by the Western Powers in Geneva in
order to achieve .thieg goal, and emphasised the importance and
urgency of reaching agreement.

L. The Courcil examined the Berlin guestion in the light of
the basic commitments of NATO in this regard, They look note of
the most recent developments in the situation, including the fact
thav exploratory talks were taking piace with the Soviet Union,
They toock the opportunity te reaffirm their attachment to the
principles set forth in their Declarzation of 16th December, 1958,
on Berlin.

5. The Council noted the progress waich has been made in the
direction of closer co-overation between member countries in the
development of the Alliance's defence policy. In this respect
Ministers welcomed the confirmation by the United States that it
will continue to make available for the 21liance the nuclear
weapons necessary for NATO defence, conceriing with its allies on
basic plans and arrangements in regard to these weapons. In
addition, voth the United Kingdom and the United 3tates Governments
have given firm assurances that their strategic forces will continue
to provide defence agaiast thrzats to the Alliance veyond the
capability of NATO-committed forces to deal with.

e, S0 that all membter states may play their full part in
consultation on nuclear defence policy, it has been decided to set
up special prozedures which will erable all memters of the Alliance
to exchange information concerrning the rbéle of nuclear weapons in
NATO defence.
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7. The purpose of NATO is defence. aud iv must be clear that
ia case of attack il will defend its wamb"ﬂs by ail necessary
means.  The Council has reviewed the a 0!01 that would be necessary
on the part of member counuvries, co |1CCUTV Ly and indivicdually,
in the various circumstances in which *he AJ?i"nc, might be
compelled %o nave recourse to its naclear defences.
&, c the progress mase durir the last
velve m > effort o the ALD R in
nariicuien, _ cud gualitative o D“OJenPn+s
h"uhc“ % EA 1 ;oessipned sy earmarked forces of member
COUNLoiea, Ciniteters Mo,ud i satisiaciicn cne United Suates
commitmer s of submar .y to NATO, )
& The Council is convinezd thav, if the Alilance is to
- full range cf 71rqu3 o 1is securiiy, the balance
ween the conventiocnal and nuelegr forces must bz the subject .
0 convinuous examination., The contribution of her countries
teverds baianced forces Por NATO ceferice during the coraing years
is oo be examio°1 within the {ramewory of the Triennicl Review
P : -'rPaiy vrnier way. The Cour o:l ﬂvnccts to
2 ¢ this queetion at itao rext mecting in Decamber.

A% their ceperate neeting on 3»d Moy, the Defence
discussed and apiroved a2 ecaport fron Sne Armanients
Cﬂnm1~ ¢ which review2d progress made since thneipr mecthing in
April 1900 in sharing the burden of risezrch, & Vcl wpment and
o;anu?tior o militevy equlsm;ﬂb, and made 2 nweaer oF
ILPC]me;thLOnS for improving chis c~—operat10n, "‘11e there

nad Yeen certain initial d'-fl“P'C ez, Ministers agrced that the

DTCLYLIME o Cco~Uperative vre jois Lounchad ac hat Sime had
ads :essful stom b, reher effor s sheulid aow De made to
L de Toundaition,  To oblair zpeedier r=sudlts Trom this
r decicded Lo st up o high-lavel group to ‘

'“ry; aNG LU RSiNE :ouomucn\at¢onf TQ

December L80: Ry ﬂ;rﬂvemehts

2 “ecm\nt aY. fu'L wilitay reouirements
. ; ‘ ll‘Aance

inal decisions

oetteﬁ
Maonwhile,
oroonrenascts

cevelenmnent ol philthicel
ccnaﬂ?tdw-ﬂn wichin tihz A1C ~e, It noled the siealy and
cucouraging porogress nade over *hm rast twelive monthza in Ze-usening
and exteading ths precess orf consultation,

en
+
G

2 Coun .11 haC bafore it a detailed enaliysis of the work
2 Allience in geientific and technical co-¢cneration. They
scussged the propossls Tor Tostering internationel ecientific

co-operation th Teorward by a group of cminenlt scientists

appcinted bHy the Secretary Ceneral, Ministers reguested the

Council in Permansnt Session tc consider these provosals further

with a viezw to making recommendsitions to member goveruments,
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13, Ministers noted that the Council in Permanent Session
had discussed a renort by the International Staff on Communist
bloe activities in the economic ficld in less-developed countries.
It was clear from this report that by far the largest proportion
of the aid received by these countries continued to be that
contributed by the cconomically most advanced countries of the
Free World, and that the aid extended by the Communist bloc was
not only substantially smaller than the assistance contributed by
the Free World, but was also closely tied to political purposes.
Ministers noted with satisfaction the efforts the Free World is
making to help developing countries to raise their standards of
living while fully respecting their national independence and
freedom, and emphasised the importance of continuing and
intensifying these efforts.

14, Ministers gave special attention to the economic
development regquirements of Creece and Turkey. Bearing in mind
the contribution of Greece and Turkey to the defence of the
Alliance and their continuing efforts to accelerate their economic
development in order to improve the living conditions for their
peoples, Ministers recognised the need for external assistance
to these two countries. With a view to achieving the common
objectives in this matter, they agreed that member governments in
a position to assist Greece and Turkey should examine urgently the
manner of establishing, in an appropriate forum, possibly with
other countries and appropriate international organizations,
consortia to co-ordinate the mobilisation of resources needed to
ensure the economic development of Grecece and Turkey at a
satisfactory rate. The Ministers also agreed to establish a
Study Group to consider further the special defence problems
of Greece.

15, The next Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic
Council is scheduled to be held in Paris in December, 1962,
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Robert S. McNamara, United States Secretary of
Defence, arrives in Athens for the NATO Ministerial
Meetings on 4-6 May 1962,
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' ) Whén;I.had the honor of addressing: you in December I put forward my:
governmcnt?s views on the~directions that WATO defense.polioy'shoul& take .’

At the time, I gave you our estimatos of Soviet nuclear strlke capa-~
b111tles and compared them with the current nuclear strength of the Alliance.
The results of that compariscn were, on balance, encouraging, and nothing has
ocourred during the past five months to shake our confidence in the desipn -
and adequacy of our programs. In the aggregate, Alliance muclear forces are
numerically larger than-those of the Soviet Union.: - Theéy arce more diver-
‘sifisd, better deployed and protected, and on a higher state of alert.

They are -combat- r~ady and ables  to bngagc in flexible -and decisive action.

You will rceall that I also oxpressed confldonov in the ability
“of the Alliance to maintain its superiority over the Sino-Soviet. Bloc in a
general nuclear war even though we must face the prospect of great and -
growing damage in the event that deterrence should fail. I then indicated
my government's reasons for belicving that the Alliance should bring its
non-nuclear forces o a better balsance with its nuclear forces. - Today,
I.would like to discuss in greater depth our vicws on the problems of '
gensral muclear war and its deterrence, the role and level of non-nuclear
Torees, and the linkage betweecn thuse two types of forces in relaticn to
detecrrence. At the end of my remarks I will relatec thosce considerations:.

to soveral of. thc defense lSquS which havc: rbcontly occupied the attention
of the Alllanee. :

1. The necd for the exchange: of information.to help provide
a more adequate basis for olosbr consultation, participation and consenaus
on important 1~“ue 1nolud1n in partlcular nuclgar icsucss

2. Thc formula ion of éuldOl)nCS for thv use of naclcar w»apons.

3. _ The role of external nucluar forces 1n‘the defcnso of the
Alliance. ' :
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4. The level of non-nuclear force appropriate for the Alliance.
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I. Goneral Wuclear Waxr and Its Detexrrence

Huclear technology has revolutionized warfare over the past seventcen
years., The unprecedented destructiveness of these arms has radically changed
ways of thinking about conflict among nations. It has properly focueed
great attention and efforts by the Alliance on the preventlon of confliot.
Nevertheless, the US has come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible
basic military strategy in general nuclear war should be approached in much
the same way that more conventional military operations have been regarded in
the past. That is to say, our principal military objectives, in the event of
a nuclear war stemming from a major attack on the Alliance, should be the
destruction of the enemy's military forces while attempting to prescrve the
fabric as well as the integrity of allied society. Specifically, our studies
indicate that a strategy which targets nuclear forces only against cities or a
mixture of civil and military targets has serious limitations for the purposc
of deterrence and for the conduct of general nuclear war.

In our best judgment, destroying enemy forces whilc preserving our
own societies is ~ within the limits inherent in the great power of nuclear
weapons = a not wholly unattaineble military objective, Bven if very sub-
stantial exwchanges of nuclear weapons were to occur, the damage suffered by
the beiligerents would vary over wide ranges, depending upon the targets that
are hit, If both sides were to confine their attacks to important military
targets, damage, while high, would nevertheless be significantly lower than if
urban-industrial arcas were also attacked. As an example; our studies of a
hypothetical general nuclear war ocourring in 1966 show that, with the conflict
starting under one: particular sst of circumstances, and with the Soviets con-
fining their attacks to military targets, the United States under prescnt Civil
defense plens might suffer 25 million deaths and Burope might suffer somewhat
fewar, On the other hand, were the Soviets to attack urban-industrial as
well a8 military targets, the United States might incur 75 million deaths and
Europe would have to. face the prospect of losing 115 million pcople. While
both sets of figuree make grim reading, the first set is preferablc to the = f
second., There are others like them. :

In the light of thesc findings the United States has developed its
plans in order to permit a variety of strategic choicés. We have also insti-
tuted a number of programs which will cnable the Alliance to engage in a con-
trolled and flexible nuclear response in the event that deterrence should fail,
Whether the Soviet Union will do likewise must remain uncertain. All we can
say is that the Kremlin has very strong incentives - in large part provided by
the nuclear strength of the Alliance — {0 adopt similar strategiss and programs,
Thus, we calcoulate that in 1966, if the Alliance were to limit its retaliatory
attack to military targets in the Soviet Union, while holding supcrior forces
in reserve, the Soviets might suffer around 25 million deaths, whereas if we
attack urban-industrial targets in thoe wake of a Soviet strikc against Buropcan
and Amcrican cities, the Soviets would suffer at lcast 100 million deaths,

Other factors besides target stratcgies of the beliigercents would
determine the damage in a therme-nuclear war, The yields of the warhcads used
in a nuclear exchange would mako a significant difforcnce in the amount of
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blast, thermal, and fallout demage; and it is possible %o match the yicelds to
the partictlar tafgets tnder attack and so reducc damage to civilians,
-Purthermorc, as.the accuracy. of missiles improves, thoe belligerents could
attack targ.ts with greatcr assurance of destroying them; they.could also
rceduce the yields with which they strike. If they so choosc, they. Gould
regulatce the height at which they burst their weapons and thercby affect
the amount of fallout that is distributed. The existence of civil defonses
also c6uld have a sighificant impact on the number of dcaths, especially if
only military targets .arc attacked so that the principal -dangor to mosi
civilians is from fallout. Depending on these and other factors, the number
of deaths could vary over a wide range - by four times or . more, - .The more
dlscrlmlnatlng the attqoks, the less the damege, : o

I have raisod these points because we think they are rolevant to
allled defensce policies pow and in the future, In particular, we believe
that they have important implications foxr the general war posturc of the
Alliance and the role that WATO should assign teo-nueldar forces.in’ its grand

- stratbgy

';II. _ The General War Posturc of the Alliance

Porhaps the most importent implication of these observatrions is
that nuclear supcriority has importaent meanings. I want 4o stroess that for
the most relevant planning pcriod - through the mid 1960's -~ there can be
1ittle question about tho ability of the Alliance to meintain nuclear
superiority over the Sino-Soviet Bloc. During tho coming fiscal year the
United Statcs plans to spend closc to $15 billion on its nuclear wcapons 1o

‘ggsure such supcriority.

Strategic Retaliatory Forces

We arc confidoent that our currgnt programs arc adcquate to ensure

l.contlnulng superiority for as- far into the future as wé can reasonably fore—
" gee, By 1965, as shown in the table bélow, these programs will . give us

935 long-range bomberu, about 800 air-launched missiles, and over 1500 FCBM
and Polaris missile$-in-addition ‘to nuclear forces statloned ins Europe, the

Far East- and at sea.

: N
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US Strategic Retaliatory Forces

'End'Fisoa; Year )
1961 - 1962 1962 1964 1965

'»Bombers(a) B ’ : . . ' .

s B=52. ' " 555 615 630+ 630 630
B-47 e 900 855 585 450 225
B-58 1 .40 B0 80 80 80

Total Bombers . L 1495 1550 1295 1150 - 935

216 460 580 - 580:,1_486
- - -~ 300

Hound Dog ‘
Skybolt =
- Total GAN'S Tt - S 216 46077 5800 580 . 802

ICBM and Polarls Missiles

28 87 129 . 129 . 129

Atlas

Titan - 53° 91 114 7 114

Minuteman, Hardened & Dlspersed o - o= 150 . 600 800

Polaris e e il 80ee 144 - 292 - 304 464
Total ICBM/Polaris S 108 - 284 - .562- 1147 1507

{(a) Rffective lst August, 1961, the program provides for approximately 50%
of the B-52 and B-47 forces, less those units essigred to training, to
be on 15 minute ground alert. T T T T

' We doubt that the uOVlCt Unlon will e aoly to mateh this capability.
Nevertheless, as inguyrance agalnst the unforeseen, we nave already purchased

the capability to increase rapldlv the production of .the Minuitoman missile ’
beyond our expected. requlremonts by installing groductlon lines additional to
those required by our current program We can take other remodlal measures as
well should our estimates of Soviet capabilities underge significant changes.

Target Coverage of Threat to Europe

The relevance of our nuclear capability to the nuclear threat facing

Turope deserves some emphasis. Thig thrsat is not inconsiderable. At the
present time SACEUR's most urgent set of targets, the threat iist, consisis
of approximately 700 targets, (Tnere are in addition othex lower priority

targets to be dealt with by major subordinate commanders; during and after the
first strikes,) The SACEUR thrzat list includes such high priority targets as
MRBM sites, bases for Soviet nuclcar-capzble aircraft, nuclear sforage sites,

and military command and control centers. A planned strike againgt one of these
targets may consist, for example, of a B-52 launched from & base in the United
States, an A4D from an aircraft sarrier in the Mediterrancan, and also a missile
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fired from the United States or from SACEUR's area. By nééns of:this
cross~targeting we achieve a high probability of destroy1ng the de51gnated
targbt

More than 1800 weapons are scheduled against SACEUR!s. nuclear
threat list, SACEUR plans to assure the destruction of 90 targets on the
list with his forces alone. Approximately’ 300 targets are scheduled: for
attack and destruction solely with éxternal forces. SACEUR schedules
sorties against another 200 or more targets with his own forces, but the
assurance that he will be able to destroy them is not encugh to warrant

reliance on his attacks alene, Therefore, with respect to these 200
‘targets, .additional sorties arc ass1gned 4o forces external to his theater.

The entire threat list is covered and approxzmately 90%. of it is scheduled
for attack by cxternal foreces, Of the weapons now assigned 10 this task,.
about . two~-thirds will be delivered by the US Strategic Air Command,- - The
Tnited States has made clear that it places the major Soviet nuclear forces
threatening Burope in the same high priority category as those also able %o
reach North America., In short, we have undertaken the nuclear defénse.of.
WATO on-a global basis. This will continue to be our objective. In- the -
execution of: this mission, the weapons in the Turopean theater are only
one resource among many. et i R

Survivabxl;ty £ao Control

A large nuclear fcrce is not enough to assure. a polltlcally

_responsible force, or to carry out a policy of-controllcd and selective

response, or to permit us to fulfil all important general was missions.
Thése vital properties depend on the survrvaolllty and endurance-of the.

- forces and their vital networks of command and control. - The Alliance now

possesscs the ability to absorb & Soviet attack and go-on.to destroy a very
high proportion of the targetb 6f importance in the Sino-Soviet bloc.

This powerful, second-strike force will Be maintained together with the
ability to control and direct the forces as the military situation. may

s'dictate at the time, Far this purposs, distence, dispersal, mobility,

hardness, ahd alertness répresent the most: efféctive measures at our -
disposal. All are bblng cxplolfed in curvent. bomber and. mlssxle programa.>

- In 11ght of these considérations s tho bulk of tho nuclear

resources of the ‘Alliance, to the “extent of 90% of the alert nuclear .

weapons and ‘over 90% of. the total yield of alert nuclear, weapons, is

stationed outside of European territory, designed’ to -function as a single

instrument to accompllsh a siagle 1nd1v1 3ible task, (Qeographic, techniocal
and military considerations ouggust that most of these forces should -

continue to be so located. Ang with a large overall gain in effectivoness.

For example, the: largc migsile, foroc that is planned will greatly reduce.
the elapsed time from decision to launch to dostructlon of onemy targets -
even’ w1th remotely based mlSSll : : .
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nffectiveness in Combat

T think we ‘are’entitled to be confident that the Soviet Union
will not initiate the use of muclear weapons in the face of our nuclear
superiority. A surprise nuclear attack, coming out of the blue, sinply
is not a rational- course of action for the Soviet Union. .However, even if
such an attack were to come, - 1ooking alead .as far as 1966, we are confident
that in “the wake of such an attack we could destiroy about 90% of the flxed
targets ‘in the Sov1et Union-while Tetaining large reserve forces with whlch
to counter surv1v1ng bloc fortes and to forceran-end- to bthe .conflict. " He
could also infliet civilidamage over a wide range dependlnb upon: cur: target
strategy.~ ~ The Sovietis could not win such a war in any meaningful m;lltary
sehse and tmey mlght 1ose thelr country in uhe course of the:! confllct .

,

“A Soviet 1n1t1at1ve in the use of nuclear weapons as an outgrowth
of a limited engagement in Turope or elsewhere’ appears egually; unllkelyﬁ In
‘this case also,  the Sov1ets would flnd themselves unable to- galn any
frultful obaectlves . . :

Ind1V1SLbi11ty of Control

I have already mentloned the 1mportance of- comﬂanﬁ and control»
If we are to exercise the necessary direction of our forces, a system of
command must survive for that purpose. ; -command and
control than the underground centers, seéaborns oon airborne
operatlons venters that we possess or are developing. : The efficient use of
our resources implies that the Alliance deterrence systcm haye- three vital.
attributes: unity of ‘planning,  executive suthority, and central dlrectlon -
for in a majot Muclesr war there are no -theaters; or rather, the theater is
world~iide. Specific missions and the most efficient way .to perform them

should détermine the Weapons that we acqulre, where WE deploy them, and who
should command ‘Bhem, s : o N . .

It is -even more 1mporta,qt tha‘h ’she Alllance have unluy of plaﬂl’lll’lb, :
d601310npmaking, and. direction with respect to-responses to enemy actions - ]
and especially to retaliatory atticks 46a1nst Tim. There must not be :

competing and conflicting $trategies inm the conduct of nuclear war. . We are
convinced that a general nuclear war target cystem is indivisible and if

nuclear ‘war should oocur, ‘our best hope lies in conducting a centrally

controlled oamralgn against all of the enemy's vital: nuclear capabllities.

Doing this ‘mezns carefully choosing targets,: pre~planning strikes,

co-ordinating attacks, and assessing. results, a8 .well as allocating and-

directing follow-6n attacks from.the Genter. ..These call, in cur view, for

a greater degree oft Alliance participation in.formulsting nuclear. lelCleS

Beyond this, it is essentisl that we ‘centralize the decision £0 use our. o
waclear weapons to the greatest cxtont possible. We would all Plnd.lt
intolerable to contemplate having only a pant of the strategic force
launched in isclation from our main stiriking power. ‘

If a portion of the Alliance nuclear force, acting by itself, were
to initiate a retaliatory attack by destroying only a small part of the
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Soviet nuclear force, our enemy would be left free 1o roallocate other
weaPons to cover the targets originally assigned to the destroyed part.
Thus, aside from endengering all of wus, a strike aimed at destrOylng the
Soviet MRBM's aimed at Country A, which left the others standing, would
be of little value to Country A. It would merely oblige the Sov1ets to
shift other missiles to cover the Country A targets. We would all find it
equally intolerable to have one segment of the Alliance force attacking

. urban-industrial areas while, with the bulk of our forces, we were
vsucceedlng in destroying most of the cnemles’ nuclear capabilities. Such
‘a failure in co-ordination might lead to the destruction of our hostages -
the Soviet cities - just at a time at which our strategy of coercing the
Soviets into stopping their aggression was on the verge of success.
Pailure to achieve central control.of WATO nuclear forces would mean:
running a risk of bringing down on us the catastrophe which we most
urgently wish to avoid.

C u _In this connection, our analyses gsuggest rather strongly that
f relatively weak nuélear forces with enemy cities as their targets are not
likely to be adeguate to perform the function of ‘deterrence., In a world
of threats, crises, and possibly even accldents, such a posture appears
_‘more likely to deter its owner from standing firm under pressure than to
inhibit a potential aggressor. If it is small, and perhaps vulnérable on
.1the ground or in the.air, or 1naccuratc, it enableﬁ a major antagonlst to
- take a variety of measures to counter it. Indeed, if a major antagonist
came to believe therc was a substontial llkellhood of it being used
independently, this force would be inviting a pre~enptive first strike
against it. In the event of war, the use of such a force against the:
cities. of a major nuclear power would be tantamount to suicide, whereas
its. employment against significant military target~ would have a negligible
effect on the outcome of the conflic¢t. In short, then,.wcak nmuclear '
capabllltles, operating independently, are expenalve, ‘prone to -
obsolescence, and lacking in credibility as a deterrent.

.. It is Tor these recasons that I have laid such Strgss on unity
of planning. concentration. of executive authority, and central direction.
; Wltnout them general nuclear war means certain ruing with them we have 2
chance of survival as natlons

'1114 .. The‘Role of Gcneral Wazx Strength in Alliance Strafegy

- What does the Alliance accomplish by creating this complex
machinery to mazintain nuclear superiority over the Sino-Sowvigt bloc? And
what is the impzct on NATO's policies of both the grave damage that would
result from nuclear war and the great variations in that damage under
different strategies?.

Vy CGovernment feels that the strategic capabilities I have
degcrjbed have important political consequences. The Alliance continues
to possess much of the dlplomatlc'fre egom that it hLas enjoyed in the past.

. - We ocan- uonfldcntly reject the missile’ threats that Mr. Khrushehev so
V_lmprudentlv brandishes, .If the Soyicts or thelr satellltcs 1mp1nge on
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our 1nterests we can resist w1th con51derable conlldence that our antagonlsts
'will not wish to czcalate .the conflict. The question at issue now 18 the

point, 2t which NATO, not. the Soviets, would wish to escalate a non—nuclear
confllctu '

As the Pre51dcnt has 1ndlcated on a number of.. occa51ans, the
United States is prepared to respond immedietely with nuclear weapons to
the use of nuclear weapons against one or more members of the Alliance. The.
United States is also” prepared to counter with. nucloar weapons any. Soviet
conventional atiack s0 strong that it cannot be dealt with by conventlonal
means. Bub let us be quite cloar what we .are saying and what we have to
face, Owing to our non-nuclear deficiencies, there is, first, a high'
probablllty that in an ambiguous situation the West, not the D&ot, would
have to make the decision to initiate the use of nucleap weapons. ‘Secondly,
there 1s the almost certain prospect thet, despite our nuclear superiority
and our ability to destroy the Soviet target system,; all of us will suffer

. deeply in the event of ma.jor nuclear war..

The Berlin crisis exemplifies a ‘type of threat that we should
‘expect to face elsewhers in the NATO arca. In such a crisis the provocation,
while severe, ddes not immediately reguire or justify our most violent
reaction. Also as such a crisis develops, as military force is threatened
or becomes engaged - even'in limited guantities - the increasingly alert
ruclear posture of the belligerents makes- the prospective outuome of a
nuclear autack for'both uldOS even. less attractive,

In short, faced with the more llkelj contlnbenclesﬂ NATO  not the
Soviets, would have to make the ‘momentous decision to use nuclear wegpons,

and we would do so in the knowledge that the consequenccs might be
catastrophic for all ‘of us.

We in the Urited States are pfepared to accopt our share-of this
reSﬁon31b111§ya And we believe that the combination of eur nuclear

_ superiority and a stretegy of controlled response gives us some hope of ]I.

minimizing damage in the dvent that we have to. Iulfll our pledge, But I
woald be less than candid if I protended to you thmt the United States
regards this as a desirable prospect or believes that the Alliance should
dopond solely on.our nug¢lear power to. deter. the Sovlet Inion from actions
not involving 2 massive commitment oFf Sovict ForcE. Site 1y an Alliance

s can find a2 better

n

way than this to meet our common threat.

le shall eontinie to maintain pcw;rful nucle ihe forces for the
Alliance as & whole. They will continue to provide the Alliance a strong
sanction against Soviet first use of nuclear weapons. Under seme oircum—
stanco° they may be the only 1A°trumunt with which we can counter Soviet
non~nmuclear aggression, in which cese we shall use them. But, in our view,
the threat of general nuclear war- ohould constitute only one of geveral
weapons in our arsenal and one to be used with prudence. On this question

T can s¢e no valid rsagon for a fundemental-diffecrence of view on the two -
sides of the Atlantic.
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1v. Tactical - Use-.of Nuclear Weayons

Our great. nuclear superiority for general war does not solve all
our problemg of detferring and dealing with less than all-out direct
assault. What, then, is the prospect that NATO can fall dack on the local
or tactical usce of nuclear weapons? Battlefield nuclear ‘weapons were
introduced in VATO at a time when our Shicld forces were weak and the

© Soviet atomic stockpile was small, In these circumetances it was.

reasonable to hope that NATO'might very quickly halt a Soviet advance into
Westorn Burope by unilateral application of nuclear weapons on or near the
battlefisld. Using nuclear weapons tactically might still accomplish a
desired end in .the carly 1960's. Consequently, we. continue to maintain
substantial nuclear forces within the Furopean theater and we now have
over nuclear weapons of various yields stockpiled. in Furope.

: But how much dépendence should WATO place on these capabilities?

We should succeed in deterring the Scyiéts from initiating the use of

nmuclear .weapons, and the presence of these weapons in Burope helps to -
prevent Soviet use locally. But NATO can no 1onger expect to avoid nuclear
retaliation in the event that it initiates their use. 'Even a local nuclear
exchange could have conscequences for Juropé that are most painful to ~
contemplate. Furthers; such an excéhange - would bBe unlikely to0 give us any
marked military advantage., It could rapidly lead to general nuclear war.

. To be sure,. a very limited use of nuclear weapons, primarily for
purposes of demonstrating our will and intent to employ such weapons, might
bring:Soviet aggression to a halt without substantial retaliation, and with-
out escalation. This is a next-to-last option we cannot dismiss. But
prospects for success are not high, and I hesitate to predict what the
political consequences would be of taking such action. It is also con-—
ceivable that the limited tacticsl use of auclear weapons on the battle—
field would not broaden a conventionzl engagément or radloally transform
it. But we do not rate these prospects vory hig hly. '

nghly dlsp d nuclear weapon in the hands of troops would be
dlifloult to control ccntrally. Accidents and unazuthorized acts could well
occur on both sides. Furthermore, the prossures on the Soviets to regpond
in kind, the grect flexibility of uuclear systems, the enormous firepower
contained in o single weapon, the case and accuracy with which that fire-
power can be czlled in from unattzcked and hence undamaged distant bases,
the crucial importance of air superiority in nuclesr operations - all thesc
considerations. suggest to us that ITocal nuclear war would be a tran31ont

but highly destructive phenomonona

- I realizc there is a school of thought which believes that the
United States and the Soviet Unibn‘might soek to use Durope as a nuclear
battleground and thus aveid attacks on ore another's homelands. Not only
does my govermment emphaticszlly reject such a view, we also regard it as
unrealistic. 1t dignorcs the vasic facts of nuclear warfare I have
doscribed; it conteomplates geographical limits unrelated to- the
actualities of target locztions, ané of the varied sources from which

-g- A Y e B SR RO
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attacks would come. Any substantial nuclear opcratlon in Burope

inevitably would involve both forces ond targets in the US and USSR. It is
rossible, as I have mentioned, that a small, demonsirative use of nuclear
weapons could be contained locally, and possibly, distant nuclear operations
in less vital locations outside the NATO areas, or at sca, mey be limitable.
But there is likely to 'be no éffective operational boundary, or set of
mutual restraints, which could restrict large-scale nuclear war to NATO
Burope and ‘the satellites... As we understand the dynamics of nuclear warfare,
we believe that a local.nuclear engagement would do grave damage to Burope,

be militarily 1nefPect1ve, ‘and would probably expand very rapldly into
general nuclear war.

[

V. : : Non—Nuclear Forces_and Deterr nee

With the Alliance possessing the strength and the strategy I have
described, it is most unlikely that the Soviet Union will launch a nuclear
attack on NATO, But there arc other forms of aggression, and in December
T mentioned our concern that the threat of general war might not be adequate
against many lesser Soviet actions, political as well as militery. Some
such hostile actions we could thwart now; others we .might not. To deal with
these others, how can we convincingly show that aggression, if continued,
would lead to a situation where the danger of nmuclear war was very great
indeed? Let us assume two situations:

In the first,. the WATO front is lightly covered by our forces, In
the event of decp penctration by Soviet non-nuclear forces which our forces
cannot prevent, the only military options open to Alliance forces are
immediate maclear response or defeat. This might be trus even for 2 minor
Soviet challenve. :

In the uccond, we assume the NATO front firmly held under a

concept of forward strategy. Ready and ‘able to deal with any Sov1et non—
mclear attack less than all-out, NATO forces.guard positively from the - .
frontier against any quick strike or ambiguous aggression. The NATO front il‘

can be broken only by massive application of Soviet power. In such a major
fight, if ﬂcstern Torces were thrown back, Alliance nuclear action would
follow,

If you were on the other side, which situation would you consider
more ladcn with a real risk of muclear war with all its comscquences? Which
would ‘make you more inclined to refrain from = series of actions designed,
step by step, to crode WATC's interests? To us the answer is clear. -

In the first situation, it simply is not credible that NATO, or
anyone elsc, would respond to a given small step ~ the first slice of
salami -~ with immediate use of nuclear weapons. Nor is it credible that a
chain of small actions, no one of whick is catastrophic, would evoke a |
response of general nuclear war. We regard it as much more .evident that
NATO would find-it- politically possible to act in effcective defensc of its
interests from the second posturc than from the first.

=10~
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The. development of. recent events concerning Berlin may ‘provide

rolevanf evidence of the utility of limited but decisive action. Although

it would be premsture.to announce: the.end of this crisis, and in any case
we cannot be ceértain of the influendes .that most effect Kremlin policy, it

is not unlikely that the NWATO non=nuclear buildup conveyed to the Soviets

the right message about Berlin. :When the Soviets began menacing Berlin,
they may have entertained doubts about Western determination; clearly they
were not deterred from their initial steps by our previous nuclear threéats.
But-the creation of greater new non-nuclear strength has reinforced our
overall deterrent, -and the aggression has not occurred. It was not simply
the substantial increasc in'NATO manpower and the addition of -the equivalent
of four combat-ready divisions, ‘88. more ships and 19 more air sguadrons,

“but the meaning which their addition conveyed ‘of our determination that -may
ghuve given ‘the Sov1ots second thoughts,. - : i

For the kinds of oonflicts We'think:mbst-likely'to arise in the
NATO area, mnon-nuclear capabilities appear to’ be oloarly the sort-the -
Alliance would wish to use at .the outset.:- The purpose of our common ‘effort
is the defense ‘of the populations znd territories of NATO. ~To achieve

><th1s, at: least dmitially, with non-auclear means requirés that dur non- -

miclear defense begin wherc the populations znd territories nglﬁ« A truly
forward dcploynont along the lines General Norsbad has advocated we -
congider an, urgent necd of the Allisnce. ISR

Let me make clear however that we do not believe that a forward
defensc must be able to defoat in anon—nuclear action overy" concelvhble-“
clement of Seviet strength that might be thrown against it.s * Our nucleir
forces wouwld rapidly come into play if an all-out attack developed. We
believe the Soxiets ean hardly doubt thats. ‘hence, we think it qulte-‘

lmprob ble. that 2 na;or attack would develop! out of ‘a- CPlSlS.

In our vicw, an urgent m11~tary tash f”Clhg NATO is to prov1de'

in the Central Region non-nuclear forces of the apnrox1mwtu sizé called for

in MC . 26/4, with. these .forces being fully squipped and’ mwnned, and -
adequately supported. - Provision of the organized uﬁltS is one otcp, and
from the table below, you can sec somc of what remains to be ‘done.”’

(:a)‘ .

Central Regicn Cround Strength™

Divisions Divisiens = MC 26/4 End -
in dbeing ) in Being .66 Hequirements
l1st April, 1961 lst April,
. 1962
Belgium .2 S S 2 :
Canada : N VS T : EER VY : ' 1/3
France oL 21/3 2°1/3 SN ‘
- Qermany v 7 8- s 11 4/3
Wetherlards. . ' 2 s : 2
UK . . 3 T 3 o -
Us S 5 353 403 5 ;/3*-‘
o : 22 2/3 Lo 24 - 29 2/3
Combat division ,.
cquivalent 1le 20 29 2/3
{a) Strengthe include Brigades as 1/3 Division
.._11._
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We are about two-thirds of the way toward our 30-division-equivalent force:
© during the last year we have Scen a 255 inéroase in fully -conbat ready )
division-equivalents. In a2ir forces our presecnt strength of 2,682 aircraft
s:is gquite néar the 'goals, and the numbers have.besh augmented by 10% over
this-year., OQur air and ground force goals areé not distant, and during fthe
pagt year we have madc real progress toward them.: The quality of dur
forces, however, is another quesition and one to which all WATO governments
Should give scarching attention.  .In.December, I svoke of this problem. -
citing the surveys by major VATO commanders.

‘Some actions were under way
then, and some further ones have been begun.

Here too we have scen some

But even aftér current programs dre completed, there will

8%ill remain:serious deficiencies. MNanning levels still promisé to be
inadequate, and many needed combat support units are missing or weak. Some
reflection of how this can drag down our combat capabilities is scen in the
table by the contrast, both for a year ago and for today, between nominal
division totals and $he number of fully combat ready division cquivalents.
There are also alarming weakneSses in our service support systems. Defects

-~ which -degrade .our ability to' support sustazined non-nuclear combat include
exposed -positioning of stocks, lack of depth in deopot systems, low levels of
war reserves of ammunition and ‘repair parts, and muck obsolescent or absent

‘The improvements which have been made jn supply and stockage levels
for certain types of ammunition, soncbuoys, and Army personnel carriers,
suggest that we can correct our other logistical deficienci '

e
CSa

T These deficiencies should be of concern to the Alliance for an
additional- reason.. They. suggest that the Alliance is not carrying out its
defense tasks efficiently. The resources currently devoted to wnon-nuclear
forces on. both sides of the Atlantic are by no means small. But until these
forces ‘are strong enough.to make possible cffective action ageinst thosc of
the Bloc, they contribute little to our defensc.  Morcover; our efforts are
unbalanced. For example, NATO has more men under arms than the Soviet Union
andrits Buropean satcllites but judges itself to be inforior in hon-nuclear
conflict - that type of conflict in which manpower counts most. o a
considerable exteat, .this infeoriority stems from specific, Temediable
deficiencies. As long as they continue 1o exist, they will serve to -
undermine -our overall efforts.: - o

Hay I emphasize the carncstness with which my government regards
this non-nuclear buildup by .rccalling some of our relevent programs. Having
put in hand a2 series of measures, including thé addition of $4 billion to the
1962 and 1963 budgets, to assure adeguate protected strategic nuclear
strength, last summey we underiook to sirengthen our non-nuclear power by
adding $10-billion for-this purpose-to the proviously planncd level of
expenditures for fiscal yearzs 1962 and 1963. To take the immediate stoeps
which Berlin obliged, and to tide us over while new permanent strength was
being created, we called up 158,000 roservists, We will be
this summer, but only becausc in the meantime we have built
basis wmore addoed sirength than the call-up temporarily gave
US combat-ready divisions has been increased from 11 to 16. Stockpiled here
in Eurcope now are full sets of coulpment for two additional divisions; the
men of these divisions can be rapidly moved to Furope by air.

releasing them
up on an enduring
us. The number of

s e =12-
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The US is prepared to offer its Allics help in overcoming their
~logistics support difficultics and ecquipméent shortages by providing credit
for the purchase of matérial and supplics and by providing for the delivery

of. such material, in certain cases, from oxisting US stocks or from current
US .production to allied force;.

I Wwant to repéat that meeting these goals, and improving the
quality and staying power of these forces may not cnable us to defeat an
adl-out Bloc non-nuclear attack. But it will fill in the major gap in
our dcterrent strength. With improvements in~ground force strength and
staying power, improved non-nuclear air capabilities, and better-equipped
and trained rescrve forces, the Soviet Union can be assured that no gap

oxists in the NWATO defehnsc of this vital region, and that no aggression
small or lzrgo can succeed.

VI, - Current US'Views on Alliancc Decisions

~Although it is not our purpose at this meeting to reach deOlSlOnS
on the major issues confronting the Alliance, my government believes that
we must do so in the very ncar future. Conscguently, T shall summarize
our current views on thesc issues 'sg they hove developed out of our current

and ongoing review. I trust that the result will be a further exchango of :
ideas among us. : .

.Ixchegnge of Information

An dmportant itom is the amount of information that the Alliance
should have about nuclear posturc and sttrategy. Cur own viow is that the’
flow of information should be greater than it has been in the past. We
welcome the new procedures for handling somsitive information and we plan
to provide information about our nuclesr forces ang conﬁult about ba51c plans
and. arrangoments for their wsé on a continuing ba .

At this meeting, as at tho December mecting, I have attompied to be
forthright in providing information that bears on the crucial issues facing
us. Last week, Goneral Power presented to the NAC o stitdiiont on’certain
aspeets of UBS strategic retaliatery power. In the cowing months,US wilitary
personncl will be preparcd to discuss other aspects of cur common probloms.

"Guidelines 2nd Consultation

The formulation and adoption of guidelines for the use of nuclear
weapons has also occupicd the atitention of $he Alliance. I belicve the
discussion has been a useful ore. It has cast light on the complexity of
the problems of doteryende and war conduct. We focl that the guidelincs

that have been agrecd 49 by a large majority of the Alliance are approprizte
and helpful. - :

Coverage of Soviet Forces Threptening Burond ™

I nove described the strength of the strategic retaliastory forces
devoted tc Alliance tasks. Thig

force works in conjunction with WATO-~
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committed forces and is devoted to a very considcrable degrec to countering
Sovict forces that are able to attack Western Burope. This mission is . -
assigned not only in fulfilment of our treaty commitmerts but also because
the indivisible character of nuclear war compels it. More spceifically, the
US targets key clcements of Soviet nuclear striking. power, “including MRBMis,
with as high priority to that poriion that can reach Wtstorh Europc as to
that portzon that also can reach the United Statos

Commltment of POLARIS

A major and growing component of these external forces is the
POLARTS fleet. The President stated at Ottawa that the US would commit
certain of- these submorines to NATO, Effective today, we are committing the
five fully operational ships, earmerkcd for assignment to SACLANT. By the cnd
of 1962, two more will be committed for a totzl of seven. By the end of
1963, we expect to have committed 12, and probably withdrawn two for overhaul,
leaving a nct of 10, Thus our eﬂtlro POLARIS force rea dy at that time will .
be committed to NATO. : ,

As the. program develops thereafter, it is our present intention. to
commit to NATC thosc POLARIS submarinoes which are fully operational = that
ig, those which have boecn worked up to rcadiness, less those. withdrawn for
major shipyard overhaul - which operate normally in FWATO waters. TUnder’
present plans, this will be the bulk of the POLARIS fleet, since some will go
to the Pacific, and perhaps some in duc courSp, to other statians,

This protected, long endurance, controllable force is a vital and
unique element of WATO's retaliatory capaciiy. It nust be used so as to
make a maximum contribution to the overall NATO muclear response which we
regard as indivisible. Specifically, operations, targeting, and Tiring
timing of the POLARIS submarincs must be responsive to the overall regquirements
of the Alliance as a whole. Their use therefore, will not be limited to the
support of any single theater or major commander.

An MRBM Force . : ' ‘)
We are prepoted to cnter into a detailed discussion of the need ‘
for an MRBM force in the Permancnt Council as soon as possibie after this

moeting. We will then be ready to discuss the full range of techrical,

military and politiczl oproblems that would be associzted witk .such a force.

We expect our allies will wish to consider very carefully the full implica-

tions of undertaking this voenture. There are many complicated guestions to

be dealt with., In the meantime the US, although it is not committed to the
procurcment or deployment of an MRBM weapon system, is proceeding with the

design of ‘such a weapon. Certain of the technical specificetions of the

weapon we have under development.are listed in the attached Apps ndlxa

Nen=Buclear forces and the Forward Strategy

Ye believe that NATC and-ité'@ilitary obéh;hdéré shouid undertake as
a high priority matter the implimentation of the forward strategy in the Central

~14~
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Region. Specifically, that the ground forces nceded to defond at

the fronticr, cm the order of 30 divisions, be vrovided; that ground

and air forces be approprietely deployed and supplied with required
combat and servicc support elements; thait adequate cquipment and stocks
to make these forces effcective be made available, and that the air forcces,

in varticular, be protected so as to be able to function offecctively in
non-nuclear combat.

The United Statces rocognizes the difficulties to be overcome in
accomplishing this program. But it is a medest one in relation both o
the crises that may arise and to the resources we command. The guestion
is not one of the ability of the Alliance but of its will. The obstacles
arc real. We all have our spccial problems of conscription, or budget
level, or the balance of payments. However, thec brute facts of technology
and the realities of military power camnot be denied. They call for us to
take common action.

mﬂ s tayn AN nlANaa i)
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Summary Data on Missile MXW

Range 2,000 n. mi.

CEF about 1,000 fect {land based) at
1,000 n. mi.

about 1,700 fest (sea based) at
1,000 n. mi.

Warhead yield
Missile gross weight 12,000 1bs

Method of operation: surface ship mobile or road mcbile to be
determined in the light of numerous factors

Gost for 250 missiles about %2 billion

FY 1963 amount progrzmmed by the US
for research and develovment $80 million

Availability: Assuming a production decision by lst July 1963
operational doployment would begin in 1965.
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NATO DEFENGE POLIGY 4+ a8

Note by the Seceretary General,
Crhairman of the Councili

The Council, at the Ministerial Mecting aj sxthens( 1),
considered my special. repori-on.NATO Deferce-Relicyl?).  They
will recell that I stated thet the Italian Delcgation had
informed me THA L, pending thé clarification of ceritain

proceaural problems arising from the internal juridical situation
in Italy, the Itslian authorities were not yet in a position to
“Exprress their final views on the conclusions te the present
Gocument, but that I understood that the Italian Delcegation
hoped tc be able to confirm its final pesition in the

Permanent Council at an early date.

2. Taking nobte of this position, Ministers then accepted
my suggestion that they should confirm the factual statement of

the position as set cut in pardgraph 25 of my report, which is
reproduced as an Annex to £this note, with the minor drafting

amendments I introduced at the Council's neeting in Athens,

3 Ministers also agreed that the Counecil in permanent
session should continue its studies on NaATO Defence Policy.

(Signed) D.U, STIKKER

OTAN/HATO,
Paris, XVle.
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CCRCLUSICNS TO THE SECRETARY GENERAL'S SPECIAL REPORT

ON_NATO DEFENCE POLICY(L) R

e

o Against the background . described in paragraphs 1-24
of C-M(62)u8 I have prepared the following text of conclusions

“on Wkich Ministers might be. invilted io agree at the meeting in
kthens. Fourteen members cf.the Alliance have already indicated

that they can accept this texit; subject only in the case of some
merbers to a preferénce for some minor amendments in paragraphs
5(b) and {(c). The Freanch Permanent Reprasentative has informed
the Council that his Government couwld accept paragraphs 1, 2, 3,
L4 and 7, but that they have reservations in regard to
paragraphs 5 and 6. Should it not be possibple for France to
1ift these reservations, I would suggest that the Ministers could
agree opn this texit on the understanding that these guidelines
and the undertaking to consult in NATC would apply only io

those countries having effective responsibility for a decision
to authorise the use of nutlear weapons and willing to accept

_these conclusions 85 a whole. ~ It would naturally be open to

France to participate in any consultation initiated by one of
her Allies. : ' :

(1) Thet the Alliance has received the most satisfactory
assurances, first; that the United States will continue to make
available for the Allisrce muclear weaspons adequsate in number and

* kind to meet the needs of NATO defence; and sécond, that the

United States and the United Kingdom sirategic forces will
continue to cover as fully as possible in conmbination with NATO
forces all key elements of Soviet nuclear striking power,
ineluuing MRBM sites, giving cqual priority to those threatening
the mainland of Europe as to those threatening the United States
and the United Kingdom. o

(2) That the Council welicomes the intention of the
United States and United Kingdom Governments to furnish their
NLTO gliies with the fullest smount of infornation compatible
with the reguiremehnis of sécurity on the nuclear weapons and
cxternal forces peferred to in the preceding parsgraph, with a
view to assisting their allies in obiaining a full insight
into the overall problem of the organization and control of
NATO nuclear defence.

(3} In order to enable the flow of information to begin,
a NATO Nuclear Committee, consisting of the Permancni Representa-
tives, has been established to recelve &nd study on a permanent
and systematic basis nuclear information relating to NATO .
defence(Q?? The Commitiee should give consideration in the light
of cxperience to problems of its own internal organization as well
as to the possibility of defining more closcly the scope.and
natupre of the information of which it would be the reqlpaent,
and of extending its function into the consultative field.

lg C"M( 62))'!'8 V WYL ATV (YT
2) Ses Appendix , NATO RESTRICTED
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(L) - Special security procedures shall be observed for the
handling of all documentation of the NATO Wuclcar Committec in ~
accordance with rules established by the Permnent Council. y

(5) As regards the possible recourse by NATO to nucleer
weapons in its self-defence: ’

{a} in the event of an unmistakable Soviet atteck with
nuclear weapons in the NATO area, the forces of the
Alliance should rsspond with nuclear weapons on the
scals appropriaite to the circumsteances, The
possibilities for consultation in this context are
extremely limited.

{b)}) In the event of a full-scale attack by the Soviet
. Union with conventional forces, indicating the
opening of general hostilities on any sector of the
NATQO area, the forces of the Alliancec should, -if
necessary, respond with nuclear weapons on the scale
appropriate to the circumstances. It is anticipated
that time will in this case permit consultation.

{e¢)} 1In the event of a Soviet attack not fulfilling those .
conditions described in {(a) and (b) sbove but which
threatened the integrity of the forces and the
territory attacked and which could not be suceessfully
held with the existing conventional forces,. the
decision to use nuclear weapons would be subject to
prior consultation in the Council.

{6) That the Council notes with deep satisfaction the
intention of the United States and United Kingdom Governments
to consult with the North Atlantie Council, if time permits, ‘fﬁﬁik
concerning the use of nuclear weapons, anywhere in the world. ‘ x

{7) That the Council notes with approval the progress
made since the Oslo Ministerial Meeting with the development
of NATO Defence Policy and urges the Permanent Council to press

forward with the examination of the outstanding problems in this
fielad,

NATO RESTRICTED
N.TO_GReRET e
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Council Decision

In the light of its discussion in the course of

restricted sessions on NATO defence policy, the Council agreed:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(e},

To ecstablish a NATO Nuclear Committee 0 receive and
study on a permanent end systematic basis nuclear
information relating to NATO defence. . The scope and
nature of such information would he defined more
precisely in due course as the Committee gains
experience.

That the Committee should operaite under special security
procedures regardi the handling of informstion as
laid down in c~m(6;%5o. - :

That the Committee should consist of the Permanent
Representatives meeting under the cghairmanship of

the Secrefery General assisted as nccessary by such
menbers of their respeciive staffs as provided in the
special securlty procedures referved to in (D).

That the HATO Nuclear Committee should give further
consideration in the light of experience to the
desirability of establishing:

(i} sub~committees on a geographical or other basis for
- the handling of special categories of information;

(1i) arrangements for the bilateral transmission of
detailed information whose wider disscmination
would be contrary to the interests of security.

That the NATO Nuclear Committec should determine, also
in the 1igh% of experience, to what extent it could
usefully assume a consulitative r8le as regards the
general organization of NATO nuclear dcfence without
prejudice to the responsibilitiss vested in the

North Atlantic Counecil,

R Tkt s
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Report by the Working Group

At dits meeting on 3lst July, 1963(1), the Council
considered a note by the Secretary General(?2) +o which was
attached a memorancum and a new draft Agreement for Co-operation
regarding Atomic Information submitted by the United States

Delegation. ~ The Council agreed to establish a Working Group to
considger this draft Agreement and to submit proposals to the
Council,

2. The Working Group submits hereafter the draft of an
Agreement established in the light of comments made by various
delegations on the original Unlted States proposals.

B It is suggested that for the conclusion of the Agreement
a procedure should be followed similar to that adopted in 1955
for the .earlier Agreemént, The first step under such a
vrocedure would be for the Council to accept a resolution on
the fellowing lines:

"THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

NOTING that the Working Group, which was convened
to consider the new draft Agreement for Co-operation
regarding Atomic Information preposed by the United
States to the other Parties te the North Atlantic
Treaty, has now submitted an agreed text which is
attached hereto, and

WELCOMING the 1n1tlatlve of the United States in
proposing the Agreement,

APPROVES the draft text of the Agreement, and
RECOMMENDS to member goverrmments that they take

action in accordance with their own national require-
ments with a view to the conclusion of the Agrecment."

'(L) ‘-Q(63\42 Ttem ITI
(2) c-M(6%,63

%A)CHQ5 | DT e
(%) NATO egﬂ#;t@iéﬁﬂﬂ when seperated from
annex "A" (pages 9 - 11)
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4 ne second step would be for each nation to sign it

under the terms of its constitutional requirements. This, im
the case of certain nations, may require the provision to the
Permanent Representatives concerned of "Full Powers". The

United States Delegation has explained to the Working Group
that its own internal processes would be greatly facilitated if
signatures could be appended to the Agreement as soon as each
individual nation was ready to do so rather than to wait until
the last nation was in a position to sign and then for all to
sign simultaneously. The Working Group therefore unanimously
recommends that the procedure suﬁgested oy the United States
should be adopted. This view is reflqoted in Article 12 of
the text of the Agreement itself,

5. Thirdly, each natlon would, under its constitutional
procedures, ratify this Agreement, whlch would come -into force
vihen every nation had done so.

6. As in the case of the previous Agreement it is suggested
that the new Agreemént should be declassified and issued to the
press. This should take place at a date to be decided by the

Council. The two Annexes would, however, retain their present
classifications and would not, of course, bhe given to the
press. .

7. Finally, the Agreement itself will, under the provisions'
of Article 102 of the United Nations Charter, have to be
communicated to that Organization.

8. it is therefore recommended that the Council should:
(a) adopt the resolution set ocut in paragraph 3 above;

(b) agree on the procedures for signature and
ratification set out in paragraphs 4 and 5 above;

(c) agree that the Agreement should be open for
signature forty-eight hours after all delegations
have been notified of final confirmation of the
acceptance of the resolution in paragraph 3 cbove
by all member nations;

(d) decide on the timing of the declassification and
release to the press of the Agreement itself.

(Signed) COLERIDGE
Chairman

OTAN/NATO,
Paris, XVIe.

NATO SECRET (%)

S WATA SANITTRYNTTT A - "
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PREAMBLE

Lhe Parties to the NorthmAtIantlc Treaty, signed at
Washington on 4th April, 1949

Recognising that their mutual security and defence

requires that they be prepared to meet the oontlngen01es of
atomic warfare, and .

Recognlslng that their common 1qterest will be advanced
by making available to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
its member states 1nformdt10n vertinent thereto, and

Taking into consideration the United States Atomic
Bnergy Act of 1954, as amended, which was prepared with these
purposes, in mind,

Acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization,

Agree as follows:
ARTICLE T

In accordance with and subject te the requirements of
the United States Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the
Government of the United States of America will, while the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization continues to make substantial
and material contributions to the mutual defence and security,
co-operate by communicating, from time to time, to the Norith
Atlantic Treaty Organization and its member states, while they
continue to make such contributions, atomic ‘information in
accordance with the provisions of this Agreement, provided that
the Government of the United States of America determines that
such co-operation will promote and will not constitute- an
unreasonable risk to its defence and security.

ARTICIE 11T

Paralleling the undertaking of the Government of the
United States of America under this Agreement, -the other member
states of the Nerth Atlantic Treaty Organization will, to the
extent they deem necessary, communicate to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, including its military and civilian
elements, and to member states atomic information of their own
origin of the same types provided for in this Agreement. - The tems
and conditions goveraing these communications by nther mémber states
will be the subject of subseguent agreements, but will be the same
or similar fto the terms and condltlons specified in this

Agreement.
e ‘ Al SHC R
BE MM PEBASAND & oS CU0 oo
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he. Government of the United- Gtates of America wilil
communicate to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, inzluding
its militery and civilian elements, ard to menber states of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organizatien reguiring the atomi-
informabtion in connection with their functions related to NATO
missions, such atomic information as Is determined by the
Government of the United States of Amerize to be necessary to:

(a) the development of defence plans;

{b) +the training of personnel in the employment of and
defence against atomic weapons and other military
applications of atomic energy;

(c) +the evaluation of the capabilities of potential
enemies in the employment of atomic wezpons and
other militoary aprlications of atcmic energy; aod

(4) +the development of delivery systems compatible with
the atomic weapons which they carry,

ARTIOIE IV
1. Co-operation under this Agreenent will be carried out

by the Goverament of the United States of America in accordance
with its evnplicable laws. :

C 2. Under this Agreement there will be no transfer my the
Governient of the United States of America of atomic weapons,
non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons, or non-nuclear parts of
atouic weapons systems involving Restricted Data.

e The atomic information communicated by the Government
of the United States of Americe pursuant to this Agreemeni shall
be used exclusively for the preparation or implementatior of
KATO defence plans and activities and the development of delivery
systems in the common interests of the North Atlantic Treaty.

Organization,
ARTICLE V
1. Atomic information communicated pursuant to this

Agreement shall be accorded full security protection under
cpplicable NATO rezgulations and procedures, agreed securisy
arrangements, and national legislaticn and regulations. In no
case will the North Atlantic Treaty Organization or its member
;tates neiantain security standards for the safeguarding of atomic
%nformution less restrictive than those set forth in the pertinent
@ATO security regulations and other agreed security arrangenents
in effect on the date this Agrecement comes iunto force.

e T wd)m

WATH HNRY mgm
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effectet—under the authority of the North Atliantic Council in

conformity with procedures set forth in agreed security arrangenents,

3. Atonmic information communicated by the Government
of the United States of America pursuant to this Agreement will
be made available through channels for communicating atomic
information now existing or as may-be -hereafter agreed.

A Atomic informetion communicated or exchanged pursuant
to this Agreement shall not be communicated or exchanged by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization or persons under its
jurisdiction to any unauthorized persbns or, except as provided

in paragraph 5 of this article, beyond the jurisdiction of that
Organization,

5a Unless otherwise specified by the Govermment of the
United Stotes of fmerice, United States atomic information provided
to the Worth itlantic Treaty Organization may be communicated by
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to ifts member states as
neccosary to carry out funections reclaoted to NATO nissions, previded
That dissemination of such atomic information within such
member states is limited to those specific individuals concermned
with the NATO missions for which the information is required.
Member states agree that atomic information so received from
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization or otherwise pursuant
to this Agreement will not be transferred to unauthorised
persons or bevond the jurisdiction of the recipient menber state;
however,such information may be communicated to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization or, when authorised by the Governuent
of the United States of America, to other member states requiring
the inforrnation for fuanctions related to NATO missions.

CARTICLE VI

Other provisions c¢f this Agreement notwithstarding,
the Government of the United States of America may stipulate the
degrce to which any of the atomic information made available by
it to the Forth Atlantic Treaty Organization or member states
w0y be disseminated, may specify the categories of persons who
nay have access to such information, and may impose such othcr
restriciions on the dissemination of information as it deems
IIECCSSary .

s s 1. . e, 2
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A Party recciving atomic information under tgis
Agreement saall uce it for the purposes specified hgreln onlya.
iﬂny inventicns or discoveries resulting from posasssion of such
infornatior. on the part of a recipient Party or persons under
its jurisdiction shall be made available to the Government of
the United States of America for defence purposes without charge
in accordance with such arrangements.as may be agreed and shall
be safeguarded in sccordance with the provisions of Article V
of this fgreement. )

Z2e Tr.e application or use of any information communicated .
under this Lgreement shall be the responsibility of the Party
receiving it; the Party communicating the information does not
provide any incemnity or warranty with respect to its applicetion
or use.

ARTICLE VITT
Nothing in this Agrcement shall be considered to -
supersede ox otherwise affect bilateral agreements between Parties
to this Agreemens providing for co~operation in the exchange of
atomic information.

ARITCLE TX.
For the purposes of this Agreenent:

{) "Atonic weapon® means any device uc¢ilising atomic
energy, exclusivé of the means for transporting or propelling
the device (where such mesns is 2 separable and divisible part
of the device), tre prinzipal purpose of which is for use as,
or for developmen® of, 2 weapon, a weapon prototype, or a
vearoa test device.

{b) MAtomic information" to be provided by the Government
of the United Siates of imerica under this Agreenment means
infoimavion which is designated "Restricted Data" or "Formerly
~estricted Dasa" by the Govermment of the United States of

Amarica,
ARTICIE X
. i This Agreenent shall enter intc force upon receipt

by the
:

rovernnent of the United Siates of America of notification

cOo all arties to the North Atlantic Treaty that they are
7tallig to e bound by the terms of the Agrecment.
HrO— o Ree- ~6-
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Tntorm the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, of each
notificaticn and of the entry into force of this Agreement.

e This Agreement shall remain in force until terminated
by unanimous agreement or superseded by another agreement, 1t
being understood, however, that termination of this Agreement
as a whole shall not release any Party from-the requirements of
this Agreement to safeguard information made available
pursuant to it.

ARTICIE XI

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article VI(4) of
the Agreement between the Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty
for Co-operation regarding Atomic Information, signed in
Paris on 22nd June, 1955, the present Agreement shall upon 1ts
entry into force superbede the above-~mentioned Agreement,
it being understood, however, that information communicated
under that Aareomenh shall be considered for all purposes to
have been communlcated under the prov151ons of this Agreement.

ARTICLE XTT

This Agreement shall bear thé date on which it is
opened for signavure and shall remain open for signature unitild .
it has been signed by all the States Parties to the North
Atlantic Tlaauy,

Ir witness whereot the undersigned Representatives ;
have signed the present Agreement on behalf of their respective
States, memhers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,

‘and on behslf of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Dore at Paris this day of 19
in the Erglish and French languages, both texts being equally
suthoritative, in a single original which shall be deposited
in the archives of the Government of the United States of
America.

-7
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For the Kingdom cf Belgium:

For Canadas

For the Kingdon of Denmark:

For France:

For the Federal Republic of Germany s
Por the.Kinngmbof Greece:

For Icelands

For Itély:

For the‘Grand‘Duchj_Qf‘Lﬁxembourg:
For the Xingdom of the Netherlands:
For the‘Kingdon of Norway:

Tor Pbrtugal;

For Turkey:

NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

of America shall transnit
signatory and acceding

For the United Kingdom of Grezt Britain and Northern Ireland:

For the Unitédvstates of America:
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~The provisions of this Annex implement certain of the
provisions of the Agreement for Co-operation Regarding Atomic:
Information .dome ' 'at Pariscom-iiv.ws»(hereinafier referred to as
the Agreenent) of which this Armex forms an integral part.

SECTION 1
Subject to the terms and conditions of +he Agreement,
the tvyes of atomic information which the Government of the
Tnited States of America may make available to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and its memba2r states are:

A, As may be necessary for mutual defence planning,
training, and logistical renuirements, information concerning
the runters, 1ocations, Lypes, yields, arming, safing, command
and control, and fuzing of those atomic wearons which can be.made

available for use by ov in support of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organlzatlon. .

B. Effects to be expected or resaltzng from ihe
detonation of atomic weapons.

(&% lesponse of structures, equinment, communications and
personnel to the effects of atomic wrapons, including damage
or casualty criteria.

D, Methods and procedures for analyses relating to the
effects of atomic weapons,

B. Information on the capabilities of potential eneny
nations for atomic warfare.

¥, Information on atonic weapons and atomic weavpons
systems required for attainment of aelivery capability with
specified atomic weapons which can be made available for use by
or in suppert of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, inciuding
informatlou required for evaluation of atomic weapons systems ‘to
determine NATO requirements and strategy.

G Information regarding delivery systems, including
tacvics and techniques and duties of naintenance, assenbly,
delivery and launch crews reyuired for attainment of delivery
capability with specified atomic weapons.

Qig
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H 7} the extent that they will influence NATO planning,

ive results to-be expected from the strategic air offensive.

I. Information required for attainment of compatibility
of specified atomic weapons with specified delivery vehicles.

Ja» Sofety features of specified. atomic weapons and of the
operational systems associated with' such weapons and information

necessary and appropriate for salvage and recovery operations
incident to a weapons accident.

K. Information required in planning for and training of
personnel in the enployment of and defence against atomic
weapons and including information concerning: :

1, Military uses of isotopes for medical pufposes.
2 Defence against radiclogical warfare.

L. Information regarding civil defence against atomic
attacks.

M. Other information as may be determined By appropriate
United States Authorities to be necessary for support of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and transferable under .
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the
Agreenent., v

SECTION IT

) No information on other military applications of
atomic energy, military reactors, or naval nuclear propulsion
plants, will be comnunicated under the Agreement.

For the Kingdon of Belgium:

For Canada:

For the Kingdom of Demmark:

For France:

Por the Federal Republic of Cermany:

For the Kingdom of Greece:

For Iceland:

For Italy:

For the Grand Duchy of Iuxembourg:
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Por—the Kingdom of Norway:

For Portugadli:
For Turkey:

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Worthern Ireland:

For the United States of America:
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SFGURITY ANNEX TO THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THW

PARTTES 0 IR TORTH ATTANTIC TREATY P FOR “CO-OPERATION
BRYATDING LACWIC THeCIAALICN

This Annex sets forth the security measures which the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the member states shall
apply to safeguard atomic information made available by the
Government ¢f the United States of America to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and its member states pursuant to the Agreement
for Co-operation Regarding Atonmic Information dcne at
Paris on e.-.nﬂ..ﬁafrgferrpd to herveinafier as "the Agreenent“)
of which this fnnex is an integral part. In the event a
nember of “the North Atlantic Lreaty Organization other than the
Government of the United States of America makes atomic
information available pursuant to Ardticle II of the Agreement,
such information shall be safeguarded by security measures no
less restrictive than those set forth in this Annex.

SEQTION I
GENERAL
A. NATO securlty regulations, no less restrictive than

those which are presently set forth in C-M(55)15(Final) and the
Confidential Supplenient of 1lst January, 1961, thereto, as well as
vhe gecurity measures specified in this Annex, shall be applied
by WATO rilitary and civilian elezments and by mrember states

to atomic information communicated pursuvant to' the Agreement.

B. The sscurity programme as implemented by all NATO
military and civilian elemenis and by member states receiving
atomnic information pursuant to the Agreement shall provide fully
for carrying out the security requirements laid down in this Annex.

C. The Secretary General, acting in the nane of the
Morth Atlantic Council and under its authority, shall be responsible
for supervising the application of the NATO security programme
ior the protection of atomic information under the Agreenent.
He will ascertain by means of the procedures set forth in
Section X of this Annex that all measures required by the NATO
Security programme are taken in NATO civil and nilitary elenments
ai11d national civil and military elements to protect the
information exchanged under the Agreement.

D. Mo individual shall be envitled to access to atonic
information solely by virtue of rank, appointment, or security
clearance.,

13~ NATQ _CONFIDENTTAL

—n.
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E. Lccess to atomic information made available to the
Worth Ltlantic Preaty Organization shall be limited %o
antionals of member stutes of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization who have been grawted security clearances in
cccordance with Section II of this Annex and whose responsibilities
require access to the information,

Fo Access to atomic information made available to a member
state pursuant to the Agreement shall be limited to its
nationals who have been granted security clearances in accordance
with Section II of this annex and whosg duties require access
in order that the member state can fulfill its responsibilities
and comnitments to the North Atlantic Treaty Organizetion.

SECTION TT

PERSONNEL SECURITY

Ao Wo individual shall be granted a security clearance
for access to atomic information unless it is determined
that such clearance will not endanger the security of the
Torth 2tlantie Treaty Organizotion or. the national scenrity of - -
the member ststes of the North Atlentic Tresty Orgenirzation.

B. Prior to affording access to atomic information, -
the determination of eligibility (decision to grant security
clearance) for each individuel to be afforded such access.shall
be made by a responsible authorit8y of the govermment of the
individual concerned,

C. The decision as to whether the granting of a security
clearence is clearly consistent with the interests of security
shall be a determination based on all available information.
Prior to this determination, an investigation shall be conducted
by a responsible government authority and the information
developed shall be reviewed in the light of the principal types
of derogatory information which create a question as o an
individual's eligibility for security clearance, as these are
set forth in Section IIT of the Confidential Supplement of
lst Jenuvary, 1961, to C-M(55)15(Final).

D. The minimum scope and extent of the investigation
shall be in accordance with the standards set out in Section IT
of the Confidential Supplement to C-M(55)15(Final), except that
& background investigation shall be required for clearance for
access to atomic information classified Secret for individuals
other‘ ?han nembers of the armed forces or civilian personnel of
the nilitary establishments of the member states.

FARO-CONPEPBRIIAL 14—
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B Each establishment handllng atonlc inforration shall

paintoin an appropriate record of the clearance of individuals

autnorised to hove access to such information at that establishment,

Each clearance shall be reviewed, as the occasion denands, to

insure that it conforms with the current standards applicable

to the individual's emplioyment, and shall be re-examined as a

matter of priority when informaticn is received which indicates

that continued employment In¥dlving access to atomic information
may no longer be consistent with the interests of security.

r, Effcctive liaison shall be maintained in each state
between the national agencies -responsible for national security
and the authority responsible for making clearance determinations
t0 assure prowmpt notification of information with derogatory
implications developeﬂ subsequent to the grant of security
clearance.

A, Atomic information shall be protected physically
against espionage, sabotage, tnauthorised access or any other
hostile activity., = Such proteotlon shall be commensurate with
the inportance of the securiiy interest involved.

B. Programmes for physical security of atomic information
shall te e¢st ahllshod so as to assure:

1. Proper protection of atomic information
on hand for immediate use, in storage or
in transit. I '

2, The establishment of security areas, with
controlled access, when deemed necessary
by reason of the scnsitivity, character,
volume and use of the classified abtomic
inTormation, and the chacacter and lccation
of the building cr bulldings involved,

3. 4 system of controlled access which shall
ermbody procedures for a conpeteat authority
to euthorise access, accurate methods of
personnel identification and accountability
for idertification media; ard a neans

of enforcing limitations on movement within,
and access to, security areas.

C. The provisions of paragraph B akrove will be in addition
to the procedures sct forth in Scction IV of C-M(55)15(Ffinal).
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SECTTON 1V

“CONTROL OF ATOMIC TWFORMATION

Ao Information conbtrol programmes snall be maintained whlch'
will have for their basic purposes:

1, Control of access,

2a Ready accountability commensurate with
the degree of sensitivity. '

%, Destruction when no longer needed.

B. Security classifications applied by the Government of
the United States of America to atomic information conmunicated
under the igreement shall be observed at all times; regrading
or declassification may be done only with the approval of the
Government of the United States of America.

C. Docunments containing United States atomic information
communicated under the Agreement shall bear NATO markings and a
security classification equivalent to that assigned by the
Government of the United States of America, followed by <the
word ATOMLL., In addition, the following marking shall be
entered on the document in the language of the document:

Mhis document contains United States atomic

infornation (Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data)
nade avealilable pursuant to the NATO Agreement for
Co-cperation Regarding Atomic Information signed
socsooaldAtE) sovosoe and will be safeguarded accordingly.”

D, Accountability records shall be maintained for all
Top Secret and Secret documents, and for all documents on which
special limitations heve been placed in accordance with Article VI
of the Agreement. These records shall show the identity of all
ricipients of documents on which special limitations have been
placed . '

" NARO- GONPIDENDIAT,
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0, Reproductions, including extracts and translations,

of documzntz containing United States atomic information bearing

the markings specified in paragraph ¢ above may be made under
the following rules:

1, Documents c¢lessified Secret and Top Secret
nay bve reproduced only with the prior
approval of the Govérnment of the United States
of America, Such documents shall bear a
suitable notation to this effect. In
energencies when prior approval cannot be
obtained in time, *this rule may be waived, but
the Government of the United States of Americs

shall be so informed by the most expeditious
meLJIS.’ .

2, Documents class1fled Confldentlal may be

reproduced only as necessary to meet current
requiremnents.,

3. Reproductions, including extracts and trens-
lations, snall bear all security markings
(ineluding the marking described in paragraph C)
-found on the original document and shall be
placed under the accountability controls
applied to the original document. Where
paragraphs bear separate classifications, the
security classifica®tion of documents containing
extracted atomic infoimation shall bear the
classification of the paragraph with the
highest classification from which extracts were
tdken and where appropriate the marking
specified in paragraph C. Accountability controls
for extracted atomic information shall be as
provided in paragraph D of this section.
Further, such special limnitations as may have
heen placed on the origiral document shall apply
to documents containing the extracis, .

F. Docunents pre)ared to record atomic information

received under the Agreemcnt by oral or visual means shall
bear +the markings svecified in paragraph C above and shall be

to

subject to the rules for accountability and contrcl applicable
the level of classificafion involved,

~17~ THAPO—CONRLDRRATAL
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CHANNELS OF TRANSHISSION

Communications by the Government of the United States
of America of atomic information under the Agreenment, including
oral and visual comrmunication, shall be through chanrels now
cxisting or as may be hereafter-agreed: ~To assist the
Secretary General in the discharge of his szecurity responsibilities
tander paragraph C of Section T of the present Annex, the
Governnent of the United States of America shall provide the
Sceretary Gencral with sufficient informatilon to - identify each
written cormunication of atomic information by the Government
of the United States of America and each communication
authorised by the Government of the United States of America
under the Agreement. This information will also be sent to the
Standing Group for all communications made to nilitary elements.

SECTION VI

A Each nember state and NATO military and civilian
elenent which receives United States atopic information under
the Agreenment shall subnit by 3ist March of each year, utilising
channels now existing or as nay be hereafter agreed, through
the Secretary General to the Government of the United States of
Anerica a report containing the following:

1, A list of all abomic docunents received from the
Government of the United States of America during the twelve
nonths ending 31lst Decenmber of the previous year.

) 2. A record of the distribution of the documents
listed in paragraph 1 above, and

3. A certification thet o physical nuster has been nade
o£ gll atonic documents for which the member state or NATO
mllltary.or civilian elenment is accountable under the Agreenent,
The certification shall include a list of all docunents
unacccunted for, with a statenent of the results of the

investigation of the loss and the corrective action taken %o
prevent a recurrence. ) '

nB. If Upited States atomic information communicated under
the Agreement is compromised by loss of documents or any other
neans, an immediate report including all pertinent infornation
concerning the conpromise shall be made, utilising channels now
existing or as nay be hereafter agreed, to the Secretary General
and the Govermnent of the United States of America.

T A Fo e +7 ~18~
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NATO CONFJDRNTIAL
ANNEX B o

- Menber states and NATO nilifary and civilian elements
receiving infernevion under the fgreenent shall naintain an
cdegquate progrome to assure shad @ddvindividuals who are
authorised access to atomic information are inioruwed of their

responsibilities to safeguard that information.

The programe

5hall inelude o specifice initial indocirination and orientation,
periodic re-cnphasis of dindividual responsibilities and a

ternination interview stressing the continuing re
for protecticn of atomic information,

SEOLION VIIT

SECURIRY_OF CLASSIFIED CONTRACTS

sponsibilities

Every clossified contract, sub-contract, conzultant
agreenent oy other arrangeuent cuntered into by Parties to the.
Agreenent, the perrformance of which involves access to atomic
infornalion exchanged under the Agreement, shall contain-
appropriate provicions imposing obligations on the private
partiesinvolved to 2bide by the security arrangemecnts set forth

in this Annex.

CONPINUING_REVIEW_OF SECURITY. SYSTELL

Ao It is recognised that efiective and proumni .
inrclenentation of security policics can be materially advanced

11

farougn reciprocal visits of security personnel.

It is agreed

to continue a thorough exchange of views relative to security .
nolicies, standards and procedures and to pernmit United States
security working groups to emaminz and Tiew at first hand the
prcecceduraes and praciices of the agencies of the Nurth

istbtlantic Treaty Organization and ¢f the agencies ci nmembher

states responsible for the protection of do~unents and information
comrmricated tnler the Agrzement, such visits to be undertaken '
with a view %o achieving on underst=aadiag of adeguacy and
reasonable comporability of the respective security systems.

B. - The Secretary General, and the Standing Group
in the case of visits to military elements, will be infcrnzd
of these visits and reports setiing forth pertinent findings
of the United Stotes working groups will be furnished to then

following each visit. ALl visits to national

elements will e

carried out in co~operation with the navional security

authorities of the states concerned.

I"THATO CONFIDENTIAL
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SECTION X

SUCURITY INSPECTIONS

" A. . Conprehensive security inspectlion oﬁtall NATG military
and civilian elements and member nations which have received
atonic information under the- Agreement .shall be made regularly,
vut not less often than once every twelve months, in accoxrd-
ence with the criteria set forth in Section I, paragraph 4
of this Annex. These inspections shall be made by the NATO
agencies having responsibility for the application of the )
NLTO security programme, using dqualified personnel. The‘Cpun01l
nay, as 1t considers necessary or desirable,.direct.sp601al
inspections to be made and designate ad hoc inspection teamg
composed of personncl from NATO civilian and military agenciles
or other gualified ypersonnel. Visits to military and civilian
elenents of member states will be co-ordinated with the
apprepriate national authorities.

B. A1) phases .of the security programme shall be examined
and within thirty days after the completion of the inspection, a
written report that shall include a list of any deficiencies
found in the opplication of the security regulations will be
sent to the -Secretary General. : ’ :

C. Copics of these inspection reports shall be made
available by the Secretary General to the United States pursuont
to the Agreement and, consistent with other provisions thereof
and as may be appropriate, te the installation. inspvected, the
national security auwthority concerned, and the military head-
quarsters,

D. Within thirty days after receipt ¢f the inspec*ion
report, the approprizate authorities of the NATO or national
element inspected shall forward to the Secretary General a report
of action taken to correct 21l deficiencies listed in the
inspection report. After reviewing the inspection reports and
the reports of corrective action taken, the Secretary Gereral,
acting on behall of the Council, shall, as appropriate, draw
the attention of the national authorities, the Standing Group
or the civilian element concerned to whatever further action
ney be required to meet NATO security criteria and the
provisions of this Agrcement. Copies of the reports of
gorrective cction as well as copies of any comnents forthconing
from the Secretary General in accordance with this paragraph
shall be distributed in the sane manner as provided in paragraph C
of this Section for the inspection reporte,
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Ih the event that a problen regarding corrective acsion
ro>h & security inspection rernains unresolved after

tre—trrreehicn of procedures set forth in paragraph D cof this section

the Secretary Generasl shall bring the matter to the attention
of the Council with a recormendation that an ad hoc inspection Leonm
be designated To invesitigate the problem and report to the Council,
which will thereupon take appropriate action.

For

the Kingdom of Belgiums

the Kingdom of Dennark:

France:

the Federal Republic of Germany:
the Kingdon of Greece:

Iceland:

Italy:

the Grand Duchy of TLuxenbourg:
the Kingdom of the Netherlands;
the Kingdon of Norway:
Portugal:

Turlkeys

the United Kingdon of Great Britain and

Northern Ireland:

For

the United States of lmericea:
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29th June, 1965 'PO.B:C_O

To: Pernanent Representatives

From: Secretary General

RESUMPTION OF DISCUSSION OF NUOLEAR QUESTIONS

As T indicated at the Private Meeting of the Council.
thisg morm_ng9 I attach herewith a note on the p0581b1l1ty of
résuming discussions on a wide range of nuclear questions. I
propose that the Council should consider this note in restricted
session at ites meeting on Wednesday, 7th July.

2. Permanent Representatives will observe that the
attached note makes some reference to Mr, McNamara's recent
proposals, concerning which we had the benefit of a statement
from the United States Permanent Representative this morning.

It is, however, mainly directed towards the more general nuclear
gquestions confronting the Alliance, some of which were mentioned
in the brief discussion following the statement by the

United States Permanent Representative.

3. 1 suggest that at its meeting on Wednesday, 7th July,
the Council might address itself first to any further discussion

of specific points arising from Ambassador Pinletter's statement,

and secondly to the more general guestions outlined in my note.

(Bigned) Manlio .BROSIO

NATO SEGRET
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RESUMPTION OF “DISCUSSION OF NUCLEAR QUESTTIONS

1. Permanent Representatives may wish to consider
whether the time has not ocome to start a new round of
discussions on nuclear questions. I% is recognised that
these raise difficult and delicate problems, but events are
moving swiftly in the world and it is suggested that the
Council cannot afford to stand aside for long from issues
which are of such fundamental importance to the security of

all member countries.

2. - The last attempts Lo deal with the general nuclear
problems facing the Alliance were made at the Ministerial
Meetings of Athens and Ottawa following intensive preparation
by the Council in Permanent Session. More recently, some
interesting ideaswere put forward by Mr. McNamara at the
Defence Ministers Meeting in Paris. - An early renewal of our
discussions therefors secems all the more necessary.

3. It is true that some allied countries are pursuing
their studiés on closely related subjects and that these may
at some future time lead to developments and give rise to
problems which we should then have to comsider. It is not
suggested that the Council should at this stage involve itself

with these discussions. The present initiative is directed
towards the general nuclear questions which concern the whole
Allisnce at this time. t must be recognised that there have

been important developments in the world, both technical and
political, which may need to be carefully examined by us. For
example, some huclear weapons systems are becoming obsolescent;

Tor others more refired delivery vehicles are being developed,

A member country - France - 1s acquiring nuclear weapon capabilitys

- Communist China has already. exploded two nuclear devices. We

certainly cannot ignore these facts and their technical and
political consequences.

4. It is not intended at this stage to submit to the
Council a formal list of questions but merely to invite
Permanent Representatives to consider the main categories of
problems which might eventually form the subject of our
discussions.

{a) ZProblems concerning the nuclear forces committed to HATO

5. A% their meefing in Athens in May 1962, Ministers took

- note, following -the Seceretary General's special report on

Defence Policy(l), of the assurances given by the United States
Government that it would “continue to make available for the
Alliance nuclear weapons adequate in number and in kind to meed

(1) C-M(62)48

e 'NATO SECRET
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the needs of NATO defence ‘(1} The United States also undertock
to notify its Allies as signi ificant changes oceurred in its
programme for supplying nuclear wéapons for its own and other
gllied ¢ountries forces committed to KATO, to submit such
information for enalysis and comment as regards the effect on
the adequacy of the gversall capability at the disposal of the
Allience and, Lurthefmorc, to consult its NATO allies at that
time and take their views fully into cors1aeratlon(2)

6. The Council may wish to exchange ideas on how this
offer may best be implemented within the developing pattern of
auclear co-operstion in NATO The Council mlght zlso find it
valuable %o broaden ite understanding of the rdle in the defence
of the Alliance of existing nuclear forces such as the Polaris
submarines and United K1n5d0W V bombers which have been assigned
or earmarked to NATO sand. of any other nuclear forces (such as
MRBMs) which may in the future be so assigned or earmarked

(b) Problems concern“ﬂg control of nuclear forces "

7. Problems arising from the control of nuolear weapons
are dealt with in paragraph 25(5) of the Secretary Generalts
specilel repcert to the Athcens meeting. This sub~paragraph

became known as the "Athens Guidelines™. It will be recalled
that at the time one member country made reservations concerning
these "guidelines'. After three years it might be worthwhile

investigating whether there is room for some refinement. For
example would it now be possible, or desirable, to draw a
distinction between the clrcumstsnces din which battlefield
nuclear weapons would have Lo He uged and thoge in which
countries would need to have recourse to other nuclear weapons
Ancgther question which may neecd a new study and & clearer
definition is that concer: ‘ing the power of the Council as
regards consultation on the usc of nuclear weapous. As

M. "NMceNamars rece @tlv rexminded Defence Ministers the provision ‘.
of rapid and adbouate comrunications between all political and
nilitary suthorities is a closely related topic which may also
need to be looked at agsin.

(1) ¢-M(62)66, paragraph ( 1)
(2) C-M(62)48, paragrapa (7)

NATO SECRET -
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(Q) Problems concerning co-—-ordination between nuclear -
forces committed to NATO and external nuclear forces
in the NATO arca .

8. At Athens Ministers also noted the assurances set outb
in the Secretary General's.special report that "the United States

‘and the United Kingdom strategic forces will continue to cover

as fully as possible in combinaticn with NATO forces all key
elements of Soviet nuclear striking power, including MRBM sites,
giving equal priority to those threatening the mainland of -
Europe. as to those threastening the United States and the

United Kingdom"(1). The ass1gﬂmenu of the United Kingdom

V bomber force to NATO at the Ottawa Ministerial Meeting in ..
May 1963 in no way affected this commitment. Similax ~

-assurances would no doubt be welcomed if glven by countries

which are envlsaglng ‘building up new nuclear forces.

9, It was alsc agreed at the Ottawa Meeting to extend the
réle of non-nuclear member countries in NATO nuclear planning by
tHe creation of the post of nuclear deputy to SACEUR and by
ensuring wider national representation in ACE nuclear planning
staffs and SACEUR's Liaison Group at Omaha. It is suggested
that further efforts should new be made to associlate all member
countries more closely with the overall planning for the nucléar
defence of the Alliance. In this cdhnnection, we should also
examine Mr., McNamara's recent proposal for a Special Committee
of Defence Ministers towtudy and make DTOPOSJlS on how allied
participation on planniang Tor the use of nuclear forces,
ineluding strategic nuclear forces, might be improved and

extended.

(a) Problems concerning consultation for the use of

nuclear weapons Ouudiée the NATO area

10. In this rospcct Ministers at the Athens M1n15ucr1al
Meeting were informed of the intention of the United States and
the United Xingdom Governments to consult with the North Atlantic
Counecil, if time permits, concerning the use of nuclear weapons
Dnywhere in the world(2). The Council mey wish to discuss
whether it is possidble to exitend or to refine these statements.

(1) ©¢-M(62)66, paragraph (1)
(2) ¢-M(62)66, paragraph (6)

- NATO SECRET
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(e) NATO NucIléa? Tommittee

11, Finally I think we skould give full implementation to the
Council decision concerning the creation of a NATO Nuclear Committee.
Members of +he Touneil will recognise that- this Committee has not’
been very a¢tive in recent years; -this was partly because negotlia-
tions have until recently been underway with the United States
Government regarding atomic information. Ag these negotiations have
now been concluded, nothing showld vrevent the Nuclear Committee

from receiving and studying "on a permanent and systemstic basis
nuclear information relating to NATO defence’. .

12. To conclude, these suggestions should be regarded simply
as providing a general framework within which the Council might, if
it so decides, -draw up a2 proper and definite Agenda by defining
items more accurately, including new ones, dropping others, classi-
fying the order in which guestions should be discussed and by taking
any other procedural decislons which may be considered helpful,

The main aim is to make possible a calm, dispassionate, rational

and positive discussion of such problems of the Alliance.

NATO SECRET-... '+ oot
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THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE
OF DEFENCE MINISTERS

In May 1965, United States Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara outlined in general
terms a new way to deal with the nuclear sharing issue in NATO. He proposed the formation
of a “Special” Committee of Defence Ministers to study ways 1o increase Allied participation
in the determination of Alliance nuclear policy and in nuclear consultation.
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CONMUNIQUE DE PRESSE (65) 18 EMBARGO : 12,00 heures {(Paris)
Lundi 22 novembre 1965

REUNION DU COMITE SPECIAL

Les Ministres de la Défense d’un certain nombre de pays membres

Qe 1’0TAN se réuniront en Comité Spéeial & Paris le samedi 27 novembre

965, sous la présidence de M. Manlio Brosio, Secrétaire Général de 1’0TAN,

C’est a la suite d’une proposition formulée lors de la réunion
des Ministres de la Défense des pays de 1’0TAN, qui s’est tenue les 31 mai
et 1er juin 1965, que ce Comité Spécial a été créd. Au cours de sa pro-
chaine session, il étudiera les moyens d’améliorer les consultations et
d’étendre la participation des pays alliés en ce qQui concerne 1’élabora-
tion des plans nucléaires,

Le Comité Spécial présentera un premier rapport & la session
ministérielle du Conseil de 1’Atlantique Nord qui doit se tenir & Paris
du 14 au 16 décembre 1965,

PRESS RELEASE (65) 18 EMBARGO : 12,00 hrs (Paris time)
Monday, 22nd November, 1965

MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COHMITTEE

A Special Committee of Defence Ministers of a number of NATO
member countries will meet in Paris on Saturday, November 27th, 1365,
under the chairmanship of d¥r, Manlio Brosio, the Secretary General of
NATO,.

This Special Committee has been set up in pursuance of a
proposal made to the meeting of NATO Defence NMinisters in Paris on 31st
May and 1st June, 1965. At its forthcoming meeting it will study ways
of improving consultation and extending allied participation in nuclear
planning.,

The Special Committee will make an interim report to the
meeting of the full North Atlantic Council at HMinisterial level due to
take place in Paris on December 14th to 16th, 1965,
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PRESS RELEASE(65)193 Paris, 27th November, 1965

SPECIAT, COMMITTEE OF DEFENCE MINISTERS

As previously announced a Special Committee of +the
Defence Ministers of Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Greece,
Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, the United Klngdom and the
United States met in Paris on Saturday, Wovember 27th, 1965,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Manlio Brosio, Secretary General
of NATO.

Today's session of the Special Committee was largely
devoted to reviewing existing nuclear capabilities and
arrangements within the Alliance, means to improve allied
consultation concerning the use of nuclear forces, including
strategic forces, and ways of improving and extending allied
participation in nuclear policy and planning. On the basis
of these discussions the Defence Ministers established three
working groups concerned with Communications, Data Exchange
and Nuclear Planning uader the guidance of a steering committee
consisting of the Permanent Representatives of the participating
countries.

The Special Ccmmittee will make an interim report to
the meeting of the full North Atlantic Council at Ministerial
level due to take place in Paris sn December 14th-l6th, 19565,
and has decided to meet again at the end of March 1966.

Z
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10th Decembexr, 1965 lliiil;-':
To: Permanent Representatives of France
Tceland S TRIBT
G Iuxembourg =~ - -
o Norway TRt | ,
> A/W Portugal  [{TR3Y1983
From: Secretary General 1986

MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF DEFENCE
INTSTER OVEMBER, 1965

wRes  §

991?

In response to the requests made to me by certaln of 1992 §
you, I am happy to say that I am now authorised by the Steering
Committee of the Special Committee of Defence Ministers to provide
the nations who are not members of the Special Committee with
certain background documentation connected with the meeting of
the Special Committee on 27th November. 1 am accordingly j
providing you, separately, with copies of two background briefs
circulated prior to the meeting. These are:

3CD(65)D/2

A. Military Command and Control Procedures for

2

xe%?i

Tuclear Weapons ’l

(B. DPregent arrangements for Nuclear Planning in
NATO and for Allled participation

and SCD(65)D/1

(C. Communications capabilities in support of
consultations on the Nuclear agspects of
Crisig Management

P

D. Availability of data essential to consultations
on_the Nuclear aspects Of Grisis Nanagement

2. I am in addition attaching hereto coplies of my Opening
Statement at the meeting; the Opening Statement by Secretary of
Defense McNamara: and the oral statements highlighting the main
points of the two briefs made by Lt. General Van Rolleghem, Deputly
for Nuclear ALffairs to SACEUR, and Lord Colevridge, Executive

Secretary.
DOWNGRADED TO  MY.

NATO UNCLASHIEIED., sprmefiton)y
(Page 1 of 20 pages) —
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I." OPENING STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY GENERAT

1. The CHAIRMAN said he was happy to welcomg Ministers to
the first meeting of the Special Committee of Deferice Ministers,
gathered toge¢they to examine matters of common interest concerni
consultation, communications and planning in relation to NATO's
nuclear defence. This was the first meeting of the Special
Committee iteelf, not a preliminary meeting to decide if and how
such a Committee should carry out its tasks. It was a meeting of
only ten Defence Ministers, but it was taking place with the
understanding and approval of the whole NATO Council representing
all fifteen member countries. The Committee remained open to
participation on the part of those allied Ministers of Defence who
were not present and he thought that there was some prospect that
at least one other country might join at a later stage. Meanwhile,
however, the Committee's current membership and its Terms of
Reference had been agreed and the business of Ministers was o
launch its work along the lines already laid down.

2. In his view, the Committee very properly took its place
in the chain of initiatives and activities in nueclear matters
developed by NATO over a considerable period and established in
the last few years, A%t various times since 1961 the Council had
occupied itself with discussions of the difficult problems invelved .
in the control of nuclear weapons. In particular, as Ministers
waould recall, the Ministerial Meeting at Athens in 1962 had _
approved (subject to reservation on the part of one member country)
the so-called "Athens Guidelines" concerning the employment of
nuclear weapons and the probable scope of comsultation in the
Council prior %o the taking of decisions on their use. At Ottawa
in 1963, Ministers had approved a number of measures taken %o
reorganize the nuclear forces assigned or earmarked to SACEUR,
including the establishment on SACEUR's staff of a deputy
responsible to him for nuclear affairs and arrangements to ensure
increased participation of allied officers representing Allied
Command Burope in the co~ordination of operational plamning at
Strategic Air Command Headquarters at Omaba. It was also at

. .Ottawa that they had initiated what had become known as the NATOi

Defence Plranning Exercise,

3. It was in the framework of the Council's previous
discussions, particularly the decisions taken at Athens and
Ottawa, that he believed the tasks of the Committee should be
consideréd. In this connection, he wished to make four '
observations of a general character. The first was that it was
precisely because Mr., McNamara's initiative in proposing the
setting up of the Committee was intended to maintain a momentum
behind the development of a number of important aspects of NATO's
defence policy in the period of some uncertainty and possible
change through which the Alliance was passing, that it was to be
welcomed,
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4. Sceondly, Mr. McNamara's suggestion had come as no
surprise to those who had been closely following, as the North
Atlantic Council must, the political and military situation of
the Alliance and who were consequently well aware of the need for
new studies and solutions., It would be recalled that since the
beginning of the year there had been informal exchanges between
Permanent Representatives and the Secretary General which had
foreseen a resumption of discussion of nuclear matters within the
Council as one of the elenents of more comprehensive discussions
regarding the future of the Alliance. Indeed, in a paper which
he had circulated on 29th June, he had himself attempted to
indicate the main lines which discussiong of nuclear questions
in the Council might take, The scope of the work proposed for
the Committee coincided with much of the ground which he had
suggested might be covered by the more general discussions, and
he thought everyone agreed that Mr. McNamara's initiative had
been a tinmely response to a genuine and widely felt requirement.

5 His +third observation concerned the relationship between
the Committee’s work and the NATO Defence Planming Exercise
initiated at Ottawa in 1963. In its recent report on the military
implications of the Major NATO Commanders' force goal proposals
for 1970, the Military Committee had suggested that the provision
of satisfactory machinery for the timely release of nuclear weapons
might be a necessary corollary of certain possible decisions
regarding the force goals +to be adopbed for 1970. . This question
was rather different from those to which the Committee would
immediately be addressing itself, but the links between them were
obvious, and it might well be that these respective lines of
enquiry would at some stage come together. On this pointy; another
interesting document had been circulated by the Turkish Delegation.
It might be useful to recall that as long ago as 1961 the Military
Committee had presented to the Council a document (MC 95) on
military aspects of the control of nuclear weapons. Meanwhile,
the Defence Planning Committee had not taken a- final decision
regarding the best means of studying the guestion of machinery {
for the timely release of nuclear weapons. ' ‘ a

6. His fourth observation was that in considering the
establishment of the Comiittee, it was necessary to bear in umind
that for well over two years discussions and negotiations had
been taking place with regard to plans for .a Multilateral Force
or an Atlantic Nuclear Force. These discussions had taken place
among interested countries outside the formal NATO framework.

The question of a NATO Nucleaxr Force was guite independent of -
the Athens and Ottawa decisions, whose implementation and _
improvenent were¢ the main purposes of the Special Committee, and
he thought there was general agreement that it must continue +to

be treated, as it ha? beecn since 1963, a2s a parallel and separate
question. : ‘ '
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T He now wished to make a few remarks concerning the
development of the Committee's worky although it was not for him
to anticipate the depth and scope of the Committee's debates. Its
Terms of Reference were sufficiently f£flexible to allow for either
a limited scope, relating only to clarification and implementation
of the Athens and Ottawae decisions, or a wider range, relating to
improvement and extension of these decisions. Consultation and
planning might be interpreted in either a restricted or a
comprehensive sense., However, as he saw 1%, even if the Committee
were to confine itself to the interpretation and implementation
of the Athens Guidelines, i.e. to the machinery of consultation
on the use of nuclear weapons, it would have a very delicate, and
certainly not purely technical, task to fulfil. An excellent
paper circulated by the Canadian Delegation had already indicated
the kind of guestions that such a discussion might encompass and
its possible range.

8. As Ministers were aware, the essence of the Athens
Guidelines was that decisions about the use of nuclear weapons
should, if time permitted, be taken in the light of the views
expressed by the fifteen sovereign nations in the course of
consultation in the North Atlantic Council. But the question
arose as to how to ensure that the Council should be the focal
point of such consultation. Direct consultation between
Governments in +times of crisis was certain to take place, but how
should the results of such consultation be reflected in the
Council? It would also be wise, he suggested, to clarify the
r8le of the Nilitary Committee and Standing Group in a period of
crisis or hostilities. If their r0le was primarily conceptual
and policy-making, rather than operational, then the Council would,
presumably, deal directly with the Major NATO Commanders.

9. The maonner in which the Uouncil conducted its own
consultation was also of the utmost importance. Someone, possibly
the Secretary General, should have the authority to sum up the
Council's discussion on the question whether or mnot nuclear
weapons should be used and report its outcome, with the necessary
precision and speed, to the national authority that had control
of the weapons. WMinisters would recall that the Athens Guidelines
envisaged the mest likely circumstances in which consultation
would take ploce as being those of a full-scale attack with
conventional forces, or an atitack with conventional forces less
than full-scale, but threatening the integrity of NATO forces
and territory. If the Council was to continue to operate in
the face of hostilities, the problem of & protected headguarters
site arose and the problem of protected communications assunmed
new dimensions, The Situation Room at Porte Dauphine would
certainly be a very early target for attack. All these
considerations referred to only a few facets of a‘complex’
problem which deserved, indeed required, a2 full analysis 1n
order to achieve the smooth working and the simple solutions
that would be needed in times of crisis.

~
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10. The problem of communications was obviously related to
211 these other problems and it was his impression from the
Background Briefs that, especially on the civilian side, fast,
reliable and safe cormunications systers, able to carry an ever-
increasing load of intelligence data and to ensure the communi-
cation of important decisions, were still, in some cases, to be
found.

11, In the field of planning, it was, of course, for
Ministers to decide how far they should pursue their study, dJust
as the gquestion of consultation could be extended if one wished to
cover new methods of facilitating the making of decisions in
special cases, so the question of planning might be limited to the
field of targeting, or extended o wider guestions such as what
weapons should be available and used, when and where. In this
connection, Ministers would recall that at Athens the whole
Alliance had been given assurances that the United States would
continue t0 make availabls for +the Alliance nuclear weapons
adequate in number and kind to meet the needs of NATO defence.

12. In the Backgrounil Brief +that had been prepared for
Ministers on present arrangements for nuclear planning in NATO
and for allied pariicipation, the principal activities of Allied
Command Europe related to nuclear policy and planming were summed
up under four main headings, which seemed to him to be useful,
Pirst, there was broad nuslear policy and concepts, secondly,
weapons reyuirements studies, thirdly, the strike programie for
pre~planned targets and finally, control and execubion procedures.
He ventured, however, to suggest caution and a slow, gradual
approach in these matters, first by examining the best method of
operating the existing arrangements, and at a later stage
considering inmprovements with great care and due regard to
practical problems. :

13, These thoughts would have shown Ministers that, in his -
view, the present exercise could be more than a mere technical
exercise and could produce substantial progress in the important
field of nuclear defence. It was not, of course, for the
Committee, which was a special and temporary Committee, to make
final decisions, but to produce new ideas and to make
recommendations. At the end of the meeting he hoped that
Ministers would be able to agree on the lines of the report to be
submitted to the Council at its meeting at Ministerial level
in December. This would, as he saw i%, be in the nature of a
progress report which would give some indications of the
Committee's ideas as to the way in which its future work might
develop. On the question of procedure, he suggested that the
Committee could achieve the most useful results if it came as
soon as possible to practical issues. As far as Item IV
(Mlnigte?ial Presentations and Discussions) was concerned, while
not wishing in any way %o discourage Ministers from making
statenents, he considered that it would be very helpful if they
could reduce them to the very essential points and to the minimun
length, in order that the Committee might have sufficient time to
reach constructive conclusions and proceed with the practical work
involved in Items V to VII.
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14. The Agenda now called for a statement by Mr. McNanara.
He knew that 2ll members of the Committee were exXtremely
appreciative of Mr, McNomera's readiness to make this statement
and thus to initiate the Committee's discussions. As the
establishment of the Committee had been a United States initiative,
it seemed to him fitting that the United States should be the
first to express their considered point of view as to the scope
of the discussion and the best approach to the problems involved,
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II, OPENING STATEMENT BY SECRETARY McNAMARA

1.,  Mr, McNAMARA (United States) first provided the Committee
with some basic facts concerning existing stocks of nuclear weapons
in Burope. In his view, these facts constituted & logical foundation
for the briefings which were to follow and an appreciation of the
size, composition and location of the nuclear stockpile was a
prerequisite to understanding and debate of associated nuclear
natters.

2e A number of very important questions were suggested by
the nuclear arsenal: .

(i) Were these weapons and their delivery systems
properly safeguarded and controlled? :

(ii) Did the Alliance have the proper foundations of
information to make the right decisions as to
their use?

e

(iii) Did the Alliance have the means to communicate
and consult mutually as to their use in emergencies?

(iv) Were the numbers of weapons and types of delivery
systems, their deployment and the plans for their
use, .the proper ongs? -

B The first of these questions had probably been answered
satisfactorily., The physical security, military communications
and military command and control procedures had been well developed,
as was indicated by the briefing papers distributed before the ,
meeting, although he would expect the Committee's review and
discussions to produce some useful suggestions for improvement even
in this area. i

4, The gaps which had to be filled, were, in his opinion,
found mainly in the other three areas. There was a gap in the
up-to-date information that would be available to each national
government, should emergency consultations be required on whether
and under what conditions to use nuclear weapons; “There was a
gap in the facilities for emergency consultation among national
governments, whether directly or through the North Atlantic
Council; there was also a gap in the area of planning together
for the creation, deployment and use of NATO's nuclear strength,
including strategic forces supporting NATO and the determining of
the types of weapons to be used,

5. The problem in the information and communications areas -
that is, the areas relating to emergency consultations - might be
particularly acute in situations short of general war. This was
so0 because consultation about NATO's response if the Soviet Union
really started a massive attack would probably be brief and easy.
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The "Athens Guidelines" were precise on this subject. The
interesting and important consultation issues were likely to be

the product of other conbtingencies - political-military confrontations
containing a risk of escalation - such as the Berlin crisis of
1961-62, the Cuba missile crisis at the end of 1962, threats on
WATO's flanks, either Northern or Southern, or crises which might
spread to the NATO area as a consequence of the activities of
Communist China or of the Soviet Union elsewhere in the world.

6. In connection with the nuclear planning area, the
Alliance was concerned with the whole range of weapons in the nuclear
arsenal. It had been agreed at Ottawa to improve arrangements for
participation by nations under SACEUR in the whole process of
integrating the use of surategic nuclear weapons assigned to SACEUR
with external nuclear forces., He considered that it was now’
necessary to examine whevher and how it was possible to make this
kind of joint planning more extensive, including the use of
tactical nuclear weapons, '

Te As the work progressed, the Special Committee and its
Working Groups would be expected to begin their examination of
the nuclear problem from the ground up., Ultimately, it would
be necessary to appraise the process by which the threat was
measured; the way in which the nuclear forces of the Alliance
were planned, procured and managed; the detailed plans for their
use; the command and control arrangements in the Alliance; the
adequacy of information availablé to all countries in the evenit that
emergency cousultation became necessary; and the sufficiency of
means of communications to eunsure that if the occasion arose to
consult on the immediate use of nuclear weapons,
such consultations would be possidble and effective. In short, it
was desirable to elaborate ways of holding practical consultations

at government level about the whole nuclear strategy of the
Alliance,

8., Now that Ministers had been reminded of the great power
of nmuclear weapons at the disposal of the Alliance, in and for

Europe, it was logical tc turn to a discussion of the briefings
proposed for the Committee,
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ITI. SUMMARY OF FIRST BACKGROUND BRIEF BY SACEUR'S DEPUTY FOR
NUCLEAR APSAIRS )

Document: SCD(65)D/2 and Corrigendum

Lt, General VAN ROLLEGHEM (Deputy for Nuclear Affairs,
SHAPE) made the following statement:

"Phe purpose of this briefing is to review the major
points made in the material which was distributed to the Committee
two weeks ago, and to highlight items of particular significance.

Although the Agenda lists Command and Control for nuclear
weapons first and Fuclear Planning second, I shall reverse the order
in this briefing in order to explain first what we plan to do; and
second, how we will execute those plans. ' :

Looking at the subject of "Present Arrangements for
Nuclear Planning in NATO and for Allied Participation", I want to
emphasise that most of the NATO Military Staffs at all echelons of
command are engaged in some aspect of nuclear planning., The most
sensitive area of planning, of course, is the operational planning
for use of nuclear weapons in war; however, intelligence, logistical,
administrative, communications, budget and scientific planning is
essential to support nuclear operational plamming.

: Insofar as SACEUR and SACLANT and their subordinate
commends are concerned, nuclear planmning is done on a multinational
basis., Further, the implementation of these plans would be carried
out by multinational forces, Allied officers of all NATO nations
except Iceland, Iuxembourg and Portugal participate in activities.
relating to nuclear policy and planning. These activities are:

(1) Preparation of Emergency Defence Plans.
(2) Preparation of Nuclear Strike Plans and Programmes,

(3) Participation in Nuclear Weapons Requirements
Studies.

{(4) Preparation of control and execution procedures
for both General War and Aggression~Less-Than-
General War,

~ {TLMIED DISTRIBUTION |
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To provide added assurance of allied participation in
nuclear activities:.

(1) Key positions on the SHAPE staff pertaining to nuclear
planning, policy and operational matters are held by allied officers.

(2) The nuclear plamning and targeting staffs at SHAPE and at
subordinate levels down tarough the Army Group/Allied Tactical Airx
Force level are completely multinational,

(3) Similarly, SACLANT's nuclear targeting and planning
organization is multinational.

(4) NATO nuclear targeting is co-ordinated with the targeting
conducted by the US Director of Strategic Target Planning through a
SACEUR liaison group at Omaha, Nebraske, headed by a US general
officer. This liaison group is now composed of seven allied officerss
one German, one French, one Italian, one British and three US, It
is anticipated that the four non-US positions will be rotated among
other Allied- Command Europe nations.

All war planning is designed to accomplish the assigned
missions in light of the Soviet bloc capabilities which confront the
Alliance and stems from the basic NATO strategic guidance laid down
by the North Atlantic Council. In comsideration of the enemy's
military capa®ility, NATO Military Authorities must determine the
forces required to accomplish the missions assigned by higher
authority. The determination of nuclear delivery systems requirements

~is a key and integral part of force planning, As national programmes
are developed in response to force goals, planning for the associated
infrastructure, communications, personnel and logistic support must
be accomplished. :

Each of the Major NATO Commanders has developed basic war
manuals called Emergency Defence Plans (EDPs), which contain the
overall objectives for war and assign tasks to Major Subordinate
Commanders., The broad spectrum of tasks contained in the EDPs can be
categorised intoc those related to General War and to Agression~Less—
Than-General War. Amplification of +the rdles and assigned tasks for
nuclear delivery forces is contained in another basic manual, the
Nuclear Strike Plan,

The objectives of NATO nuclear forces in General War are
three~£fold:

(1) to destroy the enemy's nuclear capability;

(2) +o disrupt as far as possible the enemy's
command and control facilities;

(3) to destroy or render ineffective the enemy's
air, land and sea forces,
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In situations of Aggression~lLess-Than-General War, nuclear
forces have as theilr objectives:

(1) to halt and contain the aggression and to restore
the integrity of NATO territory; this objective
will involve nuclear strike forces only insofar
as they may be required for the selective use of
nuclear weapons;’

(2} to preserve, insofar as possible, the General War
capability of nuclear strike forces. This is
accomplished by maintaining a high degree of
readiness and by dispersal.

Planning for nuclear strike forces in Genersl War is
predetermined to a large extent in various target programmes,
SACEUR and SACLANT Scheduled Programmes are the principal target
programmes. Strikes in these programmes are designed so that they
can be launched as soon as general nuclear release has been
authorised. They are basically counternuclear programmes designed
to be carried out by alrcraft and missiles to render ineffective the
enemy's bomber bases, missile sites, nuclear weapons storage sites,
and key military control centres, These programmes are developed
within Allied Command Burope and Allied Command Atlantic with
participation of the staffs of all NATC commanders.

In planning nuclear- strikes there is no assurance that each
delivery vehicle launched will be able to reach its target. In
order to achieve a high level of damage, 2 number of weapons are
allocated to each target, The number and yields are dependent, in
each instance, on the type, location and relative importance of
targets as well as the capabilities of available weapons systems,
The most urgent and time-sensitive targets are normally assigned %o
Quick Reaction Alert (QRA) weapons systems. The term "Quick
Reaction Alexrt" is applied to those weapons systems - aircraft and
missile - which hold a continuous readiness state of 15 minutes in
peacetime.

In addition to the scheduled programme previously described,
there are the ACE "Major Subordinate Commanders™ Regional
Programmes®., These programmes - the Counternuclear, Interdictionm,
Landbattle and Naval Programmes -~ consist of potential targets which
each Major Subordinate Commander considers as a particular threat to
his own region. They consist largely of "on-call" targets, some of
which can be prelocated while others, of a mobile nature, develop
during the course of the battle. The exceptions to the "on-~call®
programme are known as the "Regional Priority Programmes (RPP)}®,
They represent a selection of the most critical regional targets
which the Major Subordinate Commanders consider are sufficiently
important and time-~sensitive to warrant pre~planned strikes. They
therefore have specific forces allocated and are considered in the
same light as the Schedule Strike Programme since theglmay be
launched, at the Major Subordinazte Commander's discretion, -as . soon
as Tull nuclear. release has been authorised.
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No specific target programmes are developed for Aggression-
Less~Than-General War situations. Targets can only be determined

based on the requirements of the developing situation.

“In all of the nuclear strike programmes previously
described, an important objective of nuclear weapon plamning is the
accomplishment of the reguired military tasks with an absolute
minimum destruction of non-military personnel and facilities,
particularly in friendly, neutral and Satellite nations, SACEUR's
nuclear programmes 4o not include urban~indusirial attacks; they
include only military targets which threaten Allied Command Burope.

The United States conducts nuclear planning on a world-~
wide basis., This planning is conducted by the United States Joint
Strategic Target Planning Staff located at Omaha, Nebrasks. The
Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff develops plans {(the US Single
Integrated Operational Plan - SIOP) to attack targets which are ’
potentially a threat to Worth America and WATO Europe. Many of these
targets are of critical importance to Major NATO Commanders since

they threaten forces and installations in Allied Command-Europe and
Allied Command Atlantic, )

. The nuclear plamning of the -various NATO commanders is.
co~ordinating among themsselves and with external United States. forces.
Since all Major Subordinate Commanders, with the respective

Executing Commanders, participate in the planning process for these
brogrammes, no special additional co~ordinating effort is required.

, Co-~ordination between SACIANT and SACEUR .is effected. -
through regular nuclear strike plan eco-ordinating conferences held
at SHAPE to review new programmes, SACLANT is authorised direct
ligison with Allied Commend Europe's Northern and Central Region
Commanders, both of whom he may be called upon te support. ‘

" As the co-ordinating authority for nuclear targéting-in
NATO, SACEUR maintains an allied liaison staff as previously described
for purposes of co~ordinating NATO nuclear strike planning with that

.. 0of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff.

_ This completes the presentation on "Present LArrange-
ments for Nuclear Planning". I shall now turi to an examination of
Military Command and Control Procedures for Nuclear Weapons.
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The fundamental military principle upon which all planning
for the command and control of nuclear weapons is based is that
Major NATO Commanders exercise centralised control of all procedures,
plans and programmes for nuclear capable forces. Through continuing
effort between these commanders, these procedures have been generally
standardised. These procedures require the dissemination throughout
the military commands of precise and comprehensive instructions.
These are already in being, are tested and practised during exercises
and are constantly examined to determine if they can be improved upon,

Pollowing a political decision to authorise the employment

" of nuclear weapons, each Major NATO Commander retains the sole

authority within his respective command to direct their employment
in support of operations. ‘

United Kingdom nuclear weapons are employed solely by UK
forces and remain in UK custody until they are released by both NATO
and UK Authorities.,

Nuclear weapons allocated by the United States for employe~
ment in support of SACEUR and SACLANT plans will remain in the
custody of United States personnel until released by appropriate
procedures to the NATO delivery units. The United States exercises
custody of weapons through a system o0f storage sites at or near the
location of the NATO delivery units. When the political and military
decision to employ nuclear weapons  is made, that decision, together
with the Permissive Action lLink and authentication codewords, is
transmitbed to the United States custodial personnel via both NATO
and US communications circuits., Upon receipt of this information

_through either commummications channel, storage site custodians are
“able to unlock Permissive Action Links and to tramsfer nuclear

weapons to delivery units as necessary to support the Allied Command

. Europe war plans. In the case of Allied Command Atlantic, the

majority of weapons made available to SACLANT are carried in the ship
with the weapon delivery systems involved. :

Turning now to the procedures for the employment of these
weapons in a General War situation, the implementation of all nuclear
war plans is directed by an execution message originated by either
SACLANT, SACEUR, or both, and sent directly to nuclear executing
commanders throughout their respective commands. The execution
message is called the R~Hour Message. In the case of SACEUR, the
message contains all necessary information and enthority to enable
both the US weapon cusbodians to "Unloeck™ the Permissive Action Link
on the weapons and release them to NATO Operational Commanders, and
for Allied Command Burope Commanders to eXecute SACEUR'S Scheduied
Programme and Regional Nuclear Strike Programmes, Commander-in~Chief,

“US Buropean Command inserts into the message a US control

authenticator and the Permissive Action Link combination while

SACEUR inserts into the message a NATO control authenticator. Thus,
US weapons custodians and NATO executing commanders can act on the
same” combined NATO-US message. This system ensures the full
utilisation of 2ll communications means available in Allied Command
Burope to deliver the release message through alternate communications
systens.
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The SACLANT R~Hour message is paralleled by national
authority for weapons employment,

Procedures for selective release of nuclear weapons involve
an exchange of messages between Major NATO Commands and +their
subordinate commanders concerned to meet circumstances as they arise.
The message transmitting SACEUR approval provides all the necessary
information and authority to enable US weapons custodians to "Unlock"
and -transfer specific numbers and types of weapons to appropriate.
NATO commanders, and for these NATO commanders to employ the released
weapons in the area and under the conditions authorised. Again the
SACLANT message is paralleled by a national message for weapon
release. ‘

There would, of course, be only one R-Hour release.
However, there could be a number of Selective Releases., Selective’
Release procedures for SACEUR and SACIANT are basically the same.
Therefore, in this presentation, only SACEUR's procedure is discussed
The selective release procedures envisage elther a request from a
subordinate and a reply from SACEUR or an initiated release from
SACEUR without prior request. In the case of a regquest from a
subordinate -~ for example, one of the Allied Tactical Air Forces or
Army Groups = in the interest of speed, the message is sent directly
" to SACEUR with copies to the requester's Major Subordinate Commander
and also to Commander-in~Chief, US Buropean Command., Because of the
vital importance of selective release messages, their format has been
standardised., PFirst a reguest must specify the type and number of
weapons required. Second, a statement of the restraints, :
restrictions, or limitations to ke placed on use of the weapons must
be provided. DNext the specific commander or commanders who are 4o be
the releasing commanders must be named., PFinally, and most important,
the requester must answer the question "Why are nuclear weapons
required?”. A concise statement of the requester's justification
must be provided. He must describe the situation, specify the actual
threat, state why conventional weapons are not adequate, and point
out the consequences of disapproval, B

Upon receipt of this message, SACEUR, in concert with his
operational staff, studies the overall situation and arrives at a
military decision. As g part of this deliberation, SACEUR invites
the comments of the Major Subordinate Commander corcerned. '

- Should SACEUR determine that a military requirement +to
employ nuclear weapons exists, he would immediately inform the NATO
Council of his recommendation and the basis therefor, and request -
political authority for SACEUR to employ these nuclear weaponsS,
Simultaneously with transmittal of his recommendation to the Council,
SACEUR would send the request to the US Buropean Command. US -
European Command then would seek the US approval for weapons release.
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Upon receipt of political authority to employ nuclear
weapons, an execution message containing the Permissive Action Link
combination and authenticator codewords is transmitted over both the
custodial and command and control nets to the custodians and
releasing commanders for action.

In the case where SACEUR is releasing weapons without prior
request from a subordinate, similar procedures, including
consultation with all appropriate echelons, are followed.

Both SACEUR and SACLANT have alternate headquarters and
have provided for a succession of command to subordinates in case of
necessity. In general, the headquarters concerned have primary and
alternate communications linking their headquarters with subordinate
commandg and nuclear units,

The headquarters and the communications have been covered

~in detail in the two papers already distributed and I shall not

discuss them further.

Responsibility for implementation of nuclear strike plans
extends down the chain of command from SACEUR and SACLANT to the
Major Subordinate Commanders and thence to their subordinate
commanders who possess nuclear capable-.forces.

In conclusion, I would like to summarise the major points
regarding the nuclear activities of SACEUR and SACLANT:

(1) Basic strategic guidance for nuclear planning
is provided by the North Atlantic Council,

(2) This guidance is further delineated in the

Statement of missions assigned to the Major NATO Commanders,

(3) RNuclear plans are developed by multinationally
manned headquarters,

(4) Plans are cow-ordinated between the Major NATO
Commanders and extermal forces.

(5) Provisions are estzblished to avoid unauthorised

“release of nuclear weapons and positive military command and

control procedures exist to ensure that nuclear weapons can be
employed rapidly and with precision,

(6) The timely mamner in which political decisions
to employ nuclear weapons can be reached and transmitted te Major
NATO Commanders will be a critical and perhaps decisive, factor
in determing success or failure in implementing WATO military
nuclear plans,™
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IV. SUMMARY OF SECOND BACKGROUND BRIEF BY EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

Document: SCD(65)D/1

1.  Lord COLERIDGE (Executive Secretarx) said that the
Background Briefs set out in document SCD(65)D/1 dealt with two
aspects of what was now known as “Crisis Management" - communica-—
tions capabllltles, and the provigsion of the data essential %o
enable consultation to take place in the North Atlantic Council
with regard to the use of nuclear weapons, under the provisions

of the "Athens Cuidelines”, These briefs had been prepared jointly
by the NATO Military Authorities and the Intermational Staff. They
were factual, and set out the capabilities and the weaknesses of
the Alliance, but did not suggest remedies.

2. . The Council had, of course, always had responsibilities
in a period of tension and war in relation to the provision of
instructions and guidance to the NATO Military Authorities. It
had slso, for many years, had a r8le in relation to the NATO
Alert System, buv. it was not until the Ministerial Meeting in
Athens in the Spring of 1962 that a decision was taken with regard
to consultation in the Council, should time vermit, on the use of
nuelear weapons, not only in ths North.Atlantic area, dbut also
worldwide. These new reaponscibilities imposed, or rather,
emphagised, the need for tThe wost rapid secure communications
possible, not only between the COouncil as a whole and the NATO
Military Authorities, but also between individual Permanent
Representatives ond their respective govermmentis. While the
former type of communication remained a NALO responsibility and
was NATO financed, the latter -~ that is to say, communications
between Permanent Representatives and their goverrunents - remained
a2 national resvonsxblllty and were organized anli financed by e%ch
individual government.

3. Exercise PALLEX 64, in which the Council participated
last year, afforded the first opportunity for the testing of
the procedures and facilitiess by which the Council would exercise
its responsibilities .in time of tension or hogtilities, including
its responsibilities in relation to consultation on the use of
nuclear weapons. JIn gsneral, this Exercise had shown that

communications between the Council and the NATO Military Authorities,

and particularly between members of the Council and their respective

capitals, were somewhat less then adequate. As a result of the
lessons learned from the Exercise, the Council had agreed to a
gsignificant increase in the secure telegraphic links between the
NATO Headquaerters at the Porte Dauhpine and the NATO Military
Anthorities. In addition, it was known that msny nations had also
improved their own secure communicetions capabilities between
Permanent Representatives and their respective national capitals.
{(He must add, in parenthesis, thai no secure voice system was
available to WATO, and that the above remarks therefore referred to
telegraphic commmications only.)

(Page 19 of 20 pages) COSMIC TOP SECRET

{

e DISTRIBUTION |



DFECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCLOSURE / DECLASSIFIE - MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

COSMIC TOP SECRAT -20-
P0/657616

NATO SECRET

4, The Council had now decided, in principle, to participate
in PALLEX 66, on Exercise which would give a further opportunity
of testing the machinery by which consultations under the provisions
of the YAthens Guidelines” could take place. It was hoped that this
would show the extent to which communications, both national and
international, had been improved, and that it would test their
present adequacy, as well as afferding an opportunity of testing the
machinery by which the Council and national governments could be
provided with what was now known-as an agreed "Data-Base", on which
their decisions could ba formulated. In particular, it was hoped
to test the arrangements masde to ensure the provision of an inputl
of political intelligence from Foreign Ministries, which was an

essential ingredient of the "Data-Base", but which had not bheen
played in FALLFX 64,

5. Summarising his econelusions, Lord Coleridge said that he
thought "Orisis Management" could be described as an essential
complement, on the civil side, to command and control arrangements
on the military side. A4s far as NATO was concerned, this was a
relatively new concept, but a start had been made. A Council
Situation Room had been consiructed in the Porte Dauphine building,
close %o the communication facilities, where available information
could be displayed. Arrangements had been tested in these
Headquarters for the collection and dissemination of intelligence
from military sources: such intelligence would doubtless come - .
largely from the Mjor NATO Commanders, using information obtained
ty reconnaissance or from forces in contact with the enemy, as well
as - and this was very important - from Ministries of Defence.

. It was hoped to inmprove arrangements for the dissemination of . such

intelligence and to devise and test in PALLEX 56 comparable
arrangements in relation to the collation and dissemination of
intelligencé from political sources, With regard to communications,
the existing military network was being improved, as were
communications between Permanent Representatives, and their

respective governmenis. The extent of these last improvements
had yet to be tested.

6. In conclusion, he hoped that this meeting would give a
powerful impetus to current planning for "Crisis Management" and

that FALLEX 66 would test the extent to which arrangements and
facilities were improved.
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PRESS RELEASE 66/2

SPECIAL COMMITTIEE OF DSFENCE MINISTERS

The first meetings of two Working Groups established
by the NATO Specizl Committee of Defence Ministers were held
in Paris from February 7 through 9, Secretary Genersl
Manlic Brosio, Chairman of the Committee, announced today. A
third Working Group, concerned with nuclear planning, will
hold its first meeting in Washington, D.C., on February 17th
and 18th. ' '

The Working Group on Intelligence and Other Data
Exchange met at NATO Headguarters on February 7th and 8th with
Mr, J.P. Waterfield of the British Foreign Office in the chair.
Member countries are Belgium, Canada, Greece, the
United Kingdom and -the United States.

Experts from Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, the

United Kingdom and the United States took part in February 8th

and 9th meetings of the Working Group on Communications.
General Willem den Toon of the Netherlands is Chairman.

& representative of the Secretary General was present
at 2ll meetings.

The three Sub-Groups work under the guidance of a
steering committee consisting of the Permanent Representatives
of the participating countries. Their recommendations will
be submitted to the Special Committee of Defence Ministers,
which will, in turn, report to the North Atlantic Council, as
it did during the Ministerial session in December, 1965,

Note: Member countries of the Nuclear Planning Committee are:
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Turkey,
United Kingdom, United States.
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PRESS RELEASE (66) 5 EMBARGO : 19.00(Paris Time)
20th _April, 1966

NATO SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF DEFENSE MINISTERS

(News Release concerning Second Meeting of Working Group IIT)

The second meeting of the Working Group for Nuclear Planning
off NATO’s Special Committee of Defense Ministers will be held in London
on April 28 and 29, Defense Ministers attending will be Kai-Uwe ven
Hassel, Germany; Roberto Tremelloni, Italy; Ahmet Topaloglu, Turkey;
Denis Healey, United Kingdom; and Robert S. McNamara, United States,
who will serve as Chairman. Menlio Brosio, the Secretary General of
N&LTO, also will attend. The Working Group is studying ways of improving
and extending allied participation in the planning for nuclear forces
in the defense of NATO,

The first meeting of the Nuclear Planning Working Group, held
in February, was devoted to questions concerning planning with regard
to strategic nuclear weapons.,

Two other Working Groups have been meeting regularly at NATO
headguarters in Paris to discuss the work programs assigned to them
and have made substantial progress,

In the forthcoming meeting the Ministers will address them—
selves to a consideration of various aspects of tactical nuclear weapons,

The Working Group on Planning, as well as the cthers, will in
due course submit their recommendations to the Special Committee of
Defense Minis“ers which in turn will report to the North fAtlantic
Council.
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To: Permanent Representatives of Belgilum

Canada

Denmaxrk
Germany

Greece

Italy
Netherlands
Turkey

United Kingdom
United Statés

From: Secretary General

SPECIAL COMMITTEE
DRAFT PROGRESS REPORT TO BRUSSELS MINISTERIAL MEETING

I attach hereto a draft Progress Report to the Council
in Ministerial Session in Brussels which I suggest that the
Steering Committee should discuss at their meeting at 11 a.m.
on Monday, 16th May.
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(8igned) Manlio BROSIO
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_DRAFT PROGRESS REPORT
BY THE CHATRMAN OF THE SPECILL GOMMITIEE OF DEFENCE MINISTERS

/or by the Chairman of the Steering Comm1tte§7

Ministers will recall that in December 1965 ﬁhey received
a progress report on the activities of the Special Odmmittee of
Defence Ministers which was created by the Council to examine
means of increasing allied participation in nuclear planning,
1nclud1ng planning for the use of strategic nuclear weapons, and
1mprovement in the machinery for carrying out agreed methods of
consultation, with special reference to 1mproved communications,
The report informed Ministers that in order to fa01lltate its
work, the Special Committee had decided to establlsh three Working
Groups, the members of which would be Defence Ministers them-
selves or their nominees. The three groups‘are: (1) WVorking
Group on Intelligence and Other Data Exchange; (2) Communications
Working Group; (3) Nuclear Planning Working Group.

2, In all three of ‘the fields in which their Working Groups
have been working, the Defence Ministers and their deputies have
assessed existing arrangements, identified relevant problems and
are considering appropriate recommendations, '

2, First, in the field of Intelligence and Other Datba
Exchenge, Working Group I has:

~ defined the kind of information, intelligence and other
data required in order that governments may engage in meaningful
and. timely consultation sbout the possible use of nuclear weapons
in the NATO area; ‘

~ compared these requirements with ex1st1ng arrangements
for the exchange of intelligence and other data in NATO;

i - indicated where deficiencies appear to exist and begun
to consider how these might be rectified,

_ 3 NATO SECRET
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L, The Special Committee Working Group II on Communications
" has carried ocut-studies on existing communications-facilities

above the level of military command and control especially as
they relate to consultation among governments at government level,
and through the North Atlantic Council. It appears from these
studies that present inter~govefnmenta1 facilities and nationally-
owned full-time circuits may not be adequate fer the purpoee_
under review; that NATQ}military circuits would have no spare
traffic capacity in time of emergency; and that a separate
system would help make decision both faster and more relevant

by helping to ensure that there is timely exchange of information
and that consultations could be effective, The Working Group

on Communications has designed and estimated the costs of

several alternative communications systems to improve NATO's
ability to engage in meaningful and timely consultation. After
consultation with Working Group I it has selected one scheme'
___which from the technical viewpoint appears to warrant further
examlnatlon and will Now procee&—WTthre—éeta;led_aystem
englneerlng study for-that scheme. In addition, the Working .
Group will consider communications requirements of the recommend-
ations which will be made by Working Group III in the coming
months, as well as any other later réguirements which may :
indicate additional features or facilities are needed.

5. In the field of Nuclear Planning the information and
anélysis reguired for the development of serious recommendations
have not been readily available to the governments of non-snuclear
nations. As a result of new arrangements betwesen NATO and the.
United States Government 1 , information required for more
detaiyed consultation on nuclear planning can now be made
available to NATQ governments. ThGFSpecial Committee Working

Group IIT on Nuclear Planning, therefore, had to approach its

{1} The 1965 A§reement for the Exchange of Atomic Thformation
(c-u(65)39
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task by first exchanging information about the status of
present nuclear forces, the plans that now exist, and the
uncertainties and unknowns which élso exist. PFor these
reasons the Committes's Working Group on Nuclear Planning has
been operatiﬁg at the level of Defence Ministers.

6. From the work of the Nuclear Planning Working Group,
it appears that: .

a. The gensral magnitude of existing strategic
nuclear forces is adequate to deter a large-scale attack by
the Soviet Union, but there appears to be no way to prevent
unacceptable damage to the West from an all-out nuclear
exchange. '

. b. The tactical nuclear weapons avallable to SACEUR
and SACLANT appear to be sufficient in guantity under present
conditions; but the optimum "mix® of such weapons might '
profitably be further studied. '

c¢. SACEUR's nuclear strike programme is a plan
designed for use in general nuclear war in association with
the bulk of the strategic nuclear forces available to the
Alliance. _

d. In conditions of less than general war, a number
of uncertainties, inciuding uncertainties as to how Soviet
capabilities might be used, make it difficult to predict
whether it would be of net advantage to NATC to initiate the
use of nuclear weapons in aggression less than general war in
Allied Command Europe.

e. There is a need to identify possible cases in the
various regions in which nuclear weapons might be used in
conditions less than general war, to prepare planhs to cover
such cases, and to have these cases and plans discussed at
the highest political-military levels., BSuch discussions will
poth expand the understanding of the problems associated with
the use of nuclear weapons and serve as a foundation for
decision making.

£, Since the selective use of nuclear weapons in case
of aggression less than general war must be subject to political

-5 NATO SECRET
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decision, and since "pre-delegation" in general presents seriocus
political difficulties, the guestion of special decision
procedures in particular circumstances and areas reqguires serious
study. Preparation for rapid decision can be made by advance
development of specific plans for the use in typical cases of such
defensive nuclear weapons as ADMs, ASW weapons and air defence
weapons over one's own territory.

g. There is at present within NATO no organization or
established procedure for the continuous review at the highest
political-military levels of these and related matters, The
Special Committee is therefore proposing to consider and recommend TN
possible modifications in organization and procedure to enable a ‘
greater degree of participation in nuclear planning by non-nuclear
nations, including participation in selection, deployment,
targeting, and conditions of use across the whole spectrum of
nuclear weapons; and to make possible appropriate consultations
in the event their use is considered.

7. ’4§éoéﬁméﬁdéfioﬁ@?bnfthéée*§uﬁjéét§; together withr — — — — —
recommendations on Alliance arrangements for improving consult- ‘
ation on "developing situations’, will thus be the content of
the next phase of the Special Committee's work. It expects to
report to the Council, with recommendations for action, at the ##}
regular Ministerial Meeting in December 1966,

8. The Council is invited to take note of this report

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE
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Tos Permanent Represenbtatives of Belgiunm
Canada
Denmark
Germany
Greece
Italy
Netherlands
Turkey
United Kingdomn
United States

From: 4cting Secretary General

NUCLE:R PLANNING WORKING GROUP OF SPECTIAT, COMMITTEE

AGREED MINUTE OF MERTING OF

I attach hereto, for your information, a copy of the
Minute of the leeting on 26th July of the Nuclear Planning
Working Group of the Special Committiee of Defence binisters,

(bigned) James A, ROBERTS

HATO SECRET
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'MEETING OF THE NUCLEAR PLANNING WORKING GROUP

"NATO SPECiAL COMMITTEE OF DEFENSE MI;\\TISTERS

Paris, 26 July 1966

AGREED MINUTE

.
1. At their third meeting, ia Paris 26 July 1966, the Ministers
: considered primarily modifications in organization, proccdure
“and guidelines to make possible broader participation in nuclear
‘planning. .

o L2 The Ministers discussed the papers submitted by the members of

Working Group IIl and the Greek Government. ;

3. * The Ministers agreed that the work of the Nuclear Planning

- Working Group had demonstrated that:

a. It is vital that key govermmental officials -~ in the firss
ingtance, Ministers of Defense -~ pezsonally participate
in the discussion of nuclear planaing matiers. -

g ;

b. The sharing of basic information {excluding weapons
technology) regarding nucleayr weapons aund plans is
essential to and has made possible the beginni ng of
meaningful consultation,

¢, Digscussion in small groups with very limited nwnbers of
persons in attendance is essential to substantive and frank
exchanges of views.

d. Adequate preparation by participants, including preliminary
staff work in preparing the ground {or Ministerial discussion;
is an important ingredient in meaningful consultation.

-
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The Ministers agreed that their deputies should now prepare
specific proposals to achieve the following objectives: K

a. There should be soms form of permanent NATO body which
-would meet at ministerial level {with Permanent Represeniaiive s
.as Deputies), to propose general policy on nuclear defense
* affairs of the Aliiance. Iin order ¢o accomplish the detailed
work required, there shoud be a small planning working

group which would aiso meet peziodically at ministerial levei,

‘b. The planning group would coa.sider the following subjects, i

among others:

{i) .Policies, plans and programs for the use of nuclear weapozs,

.including strategic weapons not assigned to the ‘Alliance, .iz iz the
defense of NATO. ;

(i1} Improvement in themachinery for carrying ait agreed methods

of @ nsultation with respect to actual or poteutial use of
.nuclear weapons in defense of NATO,

.(iii) ,Possible modernization of existing weapons systems and 2.

dgvelopment aud deplpyment of new weapons systems.

¢. A draft work program on auclead ciefense matters for the dre
year of the plonnmg group's work.

The Ministers agreed that their Deputies should develop proposals

-for arrangements whezeby NATO members can introduce their nationzl

views on nuclear pians into the work of the NATO military authori-

’

The Ministers. agreed {o meet in"'Rome on September 23 and 24 to
consider the proposals referred to above and to prepare recom=-
mendations to the Special Committee for consideration by, the
‘North. Atlantic Council at.the December 1966 meeting, In addition,

‘they agrekd to discuss at:Rome how NATO might address the
Italian proposal for improving political consultation in timesof

.

crisis.
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PRESS RELEASE (66) 9 For immediate relesse
Paris, 16th September 1966

WORKIEG GROUP IJI ROME MIETING

The fourth meeting of the Working Group for Nuclesr Planning
of the North Atlesntic Treaty Organizotion's Special Coumittece of
Defence Ministers will be held in Rome on September 23rd, Defence
Ministers who are members of the Working Group and who will attend
are :

Kai Uwe von Hossel, Germany

Roberto Tremelloni Italy

Ahmet Topaloglu, Turkey

Denis Healey, United Kingdom

and Robert S. McNamara, United States, vwho will serve
as Chairman.

Manlio Brosio, the Scecretary General of NATO, will also attend.
The Working Group is studying ways of improving and extending Allied
participation in the planning for nuclear forces in the defence of
NATO,

The Defence ¥inisters of the Nuclear Planning Working Group met
at Washington in February, at London in April, and at Paris in July
to discuss planning with regard to strotegic ond tactical nuclesnr
weapons, and organizational and znrocedural matters releated to nuclear
planning,.

N

In the forhcoming mceting the Ministers will focus their attention

on proposals to strengthen orgonizational and procedural arrangements

to permit more effective Allied participation in the nuclear affairs of

the Alliance, with a view toword submitting their findings and recom-
mendations to the Special Comnmittee at an early date,
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Rome, 23rd soptember,?966

NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP OF DEFENCE MINISTERS

The Nucléar Plarmming Group of Defence Ministers issued the
following communiqué after ‘their meeting in Rome, September 23rd @

"The Defense Hinisters of Nuclear Planning Working Group
today devoted their fourth meeting to consideration of modifications
in organlaatlon and. of procedures and guldelines to bring about more
effective allled participation in nuclear planning. 4&s a result of
today’s discussions,. the Ministers recommended to the Special |
Committee a framework of permanent arrangements’ for Nuclear Planning
in NATO, It is hoped that the Special Committee will consider these
recommendations before the North Atlantic Council Ministerial meeting
in December and decide on further action, Defense Minlsters in
attendance were Kail Uwe von Hassel, Germany; Roberto Tremelloni,
Italy; Ahmet Topaloglu, Turkey; Denis Healey, United Xingdom; - and
Robert S, McNamara, United States, who served as Chairman. Mr, IHManlio
Brosio, Secretary General of NfTO, also attended. Previous meetings
of the Nuclear Planning Working Group have dealt with various aspects
of planning associated with strategic nuclear forces, tactical
nuclear forces, as well as organizational questions'.
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Summary record of a meeting held
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at the Permanent Headquarters, Paris, lée,, on
Wednesday, 14th December, 1966, at 3,30 ffm: 1992,

DOWNGRADEDTO  NATO CONFITENFIEL

Chairman and Secretary Genpral:
SEE: DN (7905 )o002.
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Manlio Brosio

Mr.

. . {1
H.E, Mr, P, Harmel: Minister for Foreign Affal”gss
H.E, Mr, Ch. Poswicks: Minister of National Defence
H.E, Mr. A, de Staercke:s Permanent Representative
CANADA 1994
The Hon, Paul Martin: Secretary of State for
BExternal Affeirs
The Hon. Paul T. Hellyer: Minister of National Defence
H,E. Mr. C.3.A. Ritchie: Permanent Representative
DENMARK KET
H.E, Mr, J,0. Krags Prime Minister, Minister
for Foreign Affairs T
H,E, Mr, Victor Gram: Minister for Defence L2000 |
H,E. Mr, H. Hjorth-Nielsen: Permanent Representative IEEEE.
GARMANY
H.E. Mr, Gerhard Schroder: Federal Minister for Def
H,E, Mr, Wilhelm Grewe: Permanent Representative
GREECE
H,E, Mr, C, Mitsotakis: Minister for Tconomic
Co~ordination .
H.E, Mr, S. Costopoulos: Minister for National Defenc
H.E, Mr, G, Melas: Minister of TIinance
H,E, Mr, Ch, X, Palamas: Permanent Representative

(Page 1 of 19 pages)
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ICELAND

H.E. Mr. Emil Jdnsson:
H.E. Mr. Henrik Sv. Bjornsson:

ITALY

The Hon. Roberto Tremellonis
H.E. Mr. Adolfo Alessandrini:

LUXEMBOURG
H.E. Mr. Pierre Werner:
H.E. Mr. Paul Reuter:

NETHERLANDS
H.E., Nr. J.M.A.H. Luns:
H.E. Mr. P.J.8. de Jong:
H.E. Mr. H.N. Boon:

NORWAY

H.E. Mr. John Lyng:
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I. MILITARY QUESTIONS

(b) NATO Defence Planning (Contd)

1. Mr. TOPALOGLU (Turkey) said that DPC/D(66)30 represented
a first step towards meeting the need for political guidance to
the military authorities, though i1%s preparation under pressure
of time made it far from adequate to meet the requirements of the
Alliance. He distributed, in the form of an explanatory note, the
preliminary conclusions by the Turkish Authorities on thelr first
reading of the document. He thought that the document should be
studied by the Defence Planning Committee with due consideration
to comments made during this meeting, &nd that it should then be
presented to the Spring Ministerial meeting in the form of a final
report.

2. With reference 1o the Turkish force plans, he said that
as was well known the area occupied by Turkey was of strategic
importance for the Alliance. Furthermore, Turkey, with the NATO
defence installations existing on her soil, made a great
contribution to the common defence.

3. According to analyses and appreciations recently made by
various NATO authorities, practically nc warning time existed in
this particular area. A surprise attack in any form and dimension
on the part of the Soviet Union was therefore always probable,
whence the necessity of forces ready for immediate response. The
characteristics of the area occupied by Turkey, such as its
sensitivity, its exposition to surprise attack and its distance
from the reinforcement sources of the Alliance, emerged as the
main factors in the defence preparations. In various documents
prepared for the present meeting, it was stated that the weaknesses
in the flanks were of a nature to encourage the Soviet Union to
undertake an aggression under any form. Equally, stress was laid
on the necessity for adequate and balanced local forces which
would play a deterrent rd0le in the area and which, in case of an
attack, would prevent losses of major portions of territory and
avoid disintegration of the forces until the arrival of the
reinforcements., This was particularly emphasised as being the
best method of remedying the existing weaknesses. On the other
hand, current studies on the question of improving the defence
capability of the flanks by exterpnal reinforcements indicated
that, even were the time needed for the arrival of these Iorces
and the necessary reception facilities to be discarded, the size
of these forces was such that they could only be considered as
useful in contributing to NATO's solidarity and deterrence; they
could neither increase the defence power nor could they replace
the defence needs of the local forces. The general inadequacies
of the Turkish armed forces were clearly described in various
documents prepared by the NATO Military Authorities and remedies
requested on every occasion. The plan before the Committee was not
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vased on the philosophy that the Turkish armed forces would take
upon themselves alonc the defence of the area under threat, On
the contrary, this posture was a reflection of a minimum balanced
local force necessary to fulfil the missions incumbent upon it,
for the defence of the area, under the pledge embodied in the
principles and the spirit of the Alliance. In the preparation of
this plan, great care had been taken to be realistic and to
reconcile the existing capabilities with the defence mission
which Turkey had to exercise within the defence system of- the
Alliance. In this connection, he wished to point out that this
force posture was a logical evolution of the system within which
the responsible NATO Commander-in-Chief maintained it was
impossible to prevent the loss of the Turkish straits and of
major portions of Turkish territory. The studies commonly
conducted by the Turkish Military Authorities on the one hand
and the United States and German Military Authorities on the
other, concerning the quantity and nature of military aid by
these two Allies and the existing national capabilities, had
revealed that the Turkish force plans would be realised almost
entirely. The decisions taken in the previous Ministerial
meetings and during the last July meeting of the Council,
concerning aid to Turkey by Canada and Italy, and the expressed
views by Turkey's Allies in favour of this aid, had given
Turkey hope that she would be able to meet existing minor
deficiencies, He wished, on this occasion, to extend heartfelt
thanks from his Authorities to Turkey's American friends and to
his colleague Mr. McNamara personally, as well as to the
governments of the Federal Hepublic of Germany, Canada and Italy
for their help. In the light of the above comments, he wished
to conclude by asking the Ministers to accept the Turkish force
pian which his Authorities deemed necessary for the defence of
the area.

4, On NATO's capabilities to respond to defence
emergencies on the flanks he said that Turkey had always been
in favour of conducting studies aimed at remedying weaknesses
of the South-Fastern flank of the Alliance. Turkey was of the
opinion that the paper, DPC/D(66)33, showed very clearly that
the method of improving the defence capabilities of the flanks
lay in increasing the adequacy and the effectiveness of the
local forces in the area. He was glad to see that the comments
made by the NATO Military Authorities in this respect supporting
Turkey's views had been included in this report. It was Turkey's
hope that this principle would guide the future work on this
subject, It was common knowledge that the ACE Mobile Force, in
its present form, played a negligible part in the reinforcement
of flanks. The preliminary data in the report not only confirmed
this but also indicated the enormous efforts which would have
t0 be deployed in order to transform this force into a convincing
reserve force under SACEUR, capable of realising the purpose for
which it was created. If the sums allocated for the establishment
of these units were to be spent on correcting the weaknesses of
the local forces, this would constitute a solution independent
of all sorts of conditions.
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5. The studies carried out with a view to developing a
Quick-Reacting Mobile Force in addition to the existing ACE
Mobile Force had been most useful since they had served to
explore the means of its realisation. He hoped that the
further work to be undertaken on this particular question would
lead to the development of realistic plans capable of supporting
the defence planning. Nevertheless, the findings in the report
indicated already that the adoption of the above measure could
not constitute a significant and effective remedy to the
deficiencies of the local forces, In Turkey's opinion, the
creation of such a force from the point of view of its size and
modality of employment was dependent on the realisation of many
conditions which could not be guaranteed beforehand and which
would necessitate very important outlays.

6. In conclusion, although Turkey found these studies
beneficial, she nevertheless believed that the least expensive
and the most rational way to remedy the existing deficiencies
of the defence capability on the South-Eastern flank of the
Alliance consisted in increasing the capabilities of the local
forces.

7. Mr. RUSK (United States) said that he did not think
that the Allies should be too discouraged if they could not put
down in great detail what they thought about a wide range of
contingencies: experience had proved that the more detailed
studies became, the more problematic a comprehensive under-
standing became. He supposed that the essential purpose of NATO
was to be prepared for whatever might arise; this might range
from an assured peace 1o crises of the gravest dimension. In
times of such crises NATO looked to her military establishments
to respond to the decisions of heads of government and it was
to be hoped that the latter would make the right decisions to
meet the situation. In this context, balanced forces were of
the utmost importance as they permitted heads of government to
take those decisions that were necessary for the peace of the
world., Moreover, balanced forces were necessary to ensure that
the most powerful of deterrents was credible to the other side.
This was of particular relevance as he thought that one might
be approaching a point where deterrents based on irrationality
would no longer serve their purpose; the enemy might then be
led to assumptions of the gravest danger to NATO, If the
United States seemed cautious to recognise changes in the
character of military establishments, it was because political
change took place more quickly than the "lead times® in NATO
military establishments, Five years force planning was under
study in NATO, but only some four years ago the world was
recovering from a very grave crisis resulting from a threat
of war in Berlin, in which the United States had been involved,
with the necessary redeployment of additional forces to Europe
and increases in her own forces. Concern had also to be given
to the nature of the threat, There was some feeling in the
Alliance that the Soviet threat to Burope was diminishing.
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Nonetheless, while there were signs of potential changes, there
was no alteration to the fundamental lines of Soviet policy
which divided Europe. He thought that Mr. Healey was very
right in saying that if there were signs of a reduction in

the hostility from the Fast, this was not only because the
military power of the Alliance was formidable, but also because
her unity of purpose was clear. He also stressed that it would
be a great mistake to repeat the tragedy of immediate
demobilisation in the post-war period; to some extent it could
be said that since 1946, the results of this mistake were still
being remedied, It would be tragic if, by an undue reduction
in the defence capacity of NATO, a change of attitude in Eastern
Burope were to be induced,

8. Within the Alliance there was considerable agreement
on strategy and force requirements and he hoped that the force
planning process would give specific recommendations for action
in future years. There were, however, still some imbalances of
forces, both in structure and betweern individual countries,
Moreover, there could not be a healthy relationship in the
Alliance if some members refused to share the burdens. Despite
the general feeling that the enemy was reducing its military
capaclty, the Soviet build-up was nonetheless continuing, as
was illustrated by the addition of an ABM component and the
provision of tactical nuclear weapons to Soviet ground forces.
This was allowed for in NATO's force planning.

9. With reference to the Trilateral Talks, he said that
members of the Committee would have received a progress report
and, in addition, Mr, McCloy and Mr, Thomson had reported to
Permanent Representatives on the first two meetings. The
Secretary General had also been present or had been represented
at the meetings. The United States continued to believe that
the Alliance was vital to the security of all its members and
she would continue to play her part as in the past, It followed
naturally that Allied military dispositions would be based on
the implications of such security. The members of the Alliance
should be capable together of finding fair methods for
financing the military posture necessary, taking due account
of their respective financial positions. He stressed that the
appraisal of the security need must be kept up to date, and an
objective view of the measures nmeded to adjust the strategy of
the Alliance was essential, both for governments and for public
understanding, so that the countries of the Alliance might act
with confidence and clarity in taking the necessary measures.
His Government looked to the regular institutions and procedures
of NATO to accomplish such a review and to offer guidance. The
Trilateral Talks were an ad hoc approach to a specific problem
and could not be considered intelligently without looking into
the military capacity and deployments required to defend the
central region of NATO, Just as all agreed that security was
a common interest, so the economic and fiscal problems arising
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from efforts taken in the interests of all should also be treated
as a common problem and should be solved on the basis of mutual
aid. It was clear that the location of forces on foreign soil
brought a foreign exchange gain to the host country and &
corresponding loss to the country providing the forces. Bilateral
and multilateral ways to neutralise this.situation should be
sought in the context of the overall financial position. He was
sure everyone agreed that it was important to solve these

problems in a way to strengthen the Alliance and not to divide it.
The Trilateral Talks had not been concluded but would be continued,
and the three powers would keep the Committee advised. Any
decisions would be taken in the interest of the Alliance as a
whole.

10. In conclusion, he said that the United States, perhaps
for the first time since World War II, was facing a deep
discussion on defence, on the sharing of commitments and on
arrangements within the Alliance, He was sure that the Committee
were aware of the strong attitudes of several important Senators
and the opening months of the new session of Congress would see
a considerable debate on these gquestions. He wished to stress
that his President and his Administration did not consider that
these questions could be solved by one country alone, What was
needed was a consensus within the Alliance over the nature of
the threat, measures taken together in prudence to deal with
this threat, and a solution as to how members should share the
necessary burdens, The United States were no less committed to
the idea of collective security and continued to attach the same
importance to the vital characteristics of the safety of the
NATO area and to the necessity for action in unity, so as to
achieve the great purposes for which the Alliance had been
organized.

11, Mr. McNAMARA (United States) supported his colleague's
views on the value as regards general progress, and especially to
the Military Committee, of the Defence Planning Committee's
document DPC/D(66)%0(Revised), and whilst recommending that the
latter be reconsidered by the Ministers at their Spring meeting,
proposed that it be forwarded immediately to the Military Committee
for thelr information and comsideration in the intervening period,
He shared Mr, Healey's opinion that the document inadequately
treated the question of political and military warning, although
in many respects he disagreed with his British colleague's
analysis, In particular, he questioned his pessimistic appraisal
of the relative strength of Soviet and Allied capabilities, and
his conclusions that there was no longer a requirement for the
existing type of conventional forces, and that combat duration
might be as short as fifteen days. Barlier discussion on the
extent of requirements for conventional as opposed to nuclear
forces had revealed a division of views: it was apparent that
this problem called for further attention before the Spring
meeting.
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12. Referring to document DPC/D(66)35, he commented that
the report on force structure proposed by the Turkish Authorities
contained a disturbing statement of a requirement for assistance
in excess of Turkish national resources and external aid already
promised, He suggested therefore that the Defence Planning
Committee be invited to reconsider this paper before its
submission for approval in order to ensure the incorporation
into future force planning of a force structure capable of
financisal support within the limits already proposed.

13. Mr, THOMSON (United Kingdom) commented that the purpose
of the Tripartite Talks, on which Mr. Rusk had already spoken,
had been to find a satisfactory solution to the balance of
payments problem of maintaining United States and United Kingdom
forces in Germany., However, these financial problems had to be
related to questions of force levels and strategy. As had been
stated in the Tripartite repcort, this point, of wvital importance
to the Alliance, was accepted by the three powers from the
outset, It should be noted that there had been no attempt by
any government to make decisions which affected Allied security
and could only properly be taken by the Alliance collectively.
The presence of the Secretary General or his representatives at
the Talks was welcomed by the three powers who similarly welcomed
the adoption of the accelerated procedure for force planning as
a means of keeping the two sets of discussion in phase.

14, The United Kingdom had hoped that the results of the
Talks could be reported on at this meeting particularly in view
of their relation to parallel current deliberations in NATO, In
the absence of such a report his Government had agreed to continue
negotiations to reach timely agreement on financiel and military
arrangements. In the meantime, it undertook to make no changes
to the present force dispositions in Germany. However, if no
agreement had been reached by June 1967 the United Kingdom must
consider itself free to take steps to reduce costs for the
period 1967 to 1968. Needless to say, his Government would act
in agreement with its Allies and in accordance with NATO and
WEU procedures.

15. Referring to the United States offer to make military
purchases in 1967 up to 535 million and in excess of commitments
already undertaken, he s2id his Authorities wished to place on
record their appreciation and acceptance of this useful and
constructive gesture.

16. The Tripartite Talks were to be resumed early in 1967
and results would be reported to the Council, It was hoped that
with good will and determination agreement could be achieved and
ilggluable contribution made to the overall force posture of the

iance.
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17. Mr, HELLYER (Canada) supporied Mr. McNamara's
suggestion that the Defence Planning Committee's report should
be referred to the Military Committee for further consideration
rather than agreed at the present meeting.

18. He stressed his Government's continued support for the
concept of collective Allied defence and informed the Council of
the progress of a fundamental reorganization of military forces
which was taking place in Canada. Legislation was now before
Parliament to meke effective a2 new system by which air and land
forces would be amalgamated into a single service with a common
uniform, common rank designations, and common contrel and
operation. He must emphasise that this change should not be
seen as a threat to the Canadian contribuation to the Alliance;
on the contrary, it would permit an increase in Canadian military
capability and lmprove his country's ability to meet its military
obligations with modern viable forces. By eliminating
duplication, funds had become available for the re-eguipment of
land forces and for the improvement of their tactical and
strategic mobility -~ & measure of direct implication on the offer,
still outstanding to the Alliance, of an additional battalion for
the ACE Mobile Force.

19, Mr, HEALEY (United Kingdom) hoved that HMr, McNamara's
remarks would not lead to a misunderstanding of his point of view.
If Allied capability was greater than he himself imagined, there
was considerable scope for reduction of conventional forces. On
the other hand, if Soviet capability was superior, conventional
forces became indispensable to the overall defence posture., The
problem, and the root of disagreement, lay in the estimation of
how large this conventional factor should be. He personally
felt it should be sufficiently great ic confront the enemy
during a time period long enough to allow for a decision on the
employment of nuclear weapons to be taken.

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

20. To conclude the discussion under Item I(b), the following
decisions(l) were then taken:

(1) Procedures for NATO Defence FPlanning Review

Document: DPC/D(66)12(Revised)
The DERFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEER:
(a) took note of the report DPC/D(66)12(Revised);

(b) agreed that a defence planning review cycle on the
lines described in DPC/D(66)12(Revised) should be
initiated early in 1967 with a view to the adoption
in December 1967 of NATC force goals and in
December 1968 of a NATO force plan covering the
five-year period 1969-1973;

(1) Separately circulated as DPC/D(66)44,
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noted that a decision would be reguired on whether
the next following defence planning review cycle
should be initiated early in 1968 (relating to

the five-year period 1970-1974) or early in 1969
(relating to the five-year period 1971-1975),

but that this decision need not necessarily be
taken before the second half of 1967

reiterated the importance of a review, in the light
of experience, of the procedures adopted for the
first cycle, as directed by Ministers in their
endorsement of paragraph 14(d)(v) of C-M(66)70.

1966-1970 Force Plans for Greece and Turkey

References: DPC/D%66)4(GREECE)

DPC/D(66)4 (TURKEY) (Revised)

Documents: DPC/D(66)34

DPC/D(66)35

The DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE:

(a)

(p)

(e)

(a)

(e)

noted the Greek force plan set out in document
DPC/D(66)4 ( GREECE) ;

noted that the Greek Authorities did not regard the
force structure as a reflection of Greek military
requirements but as a plan to make the best use of
available manpower and resources on the assumption
that £161% million of financial aid, over and above
the equipment aid which Greece already expected %o
receive from her Allies, would be made available
over the period 1966-1970, and as a first step in
the implementation of their 1965 "Artemis" plan;

noted the Turkish force plans set out in document
DPC/D(66)4(TURKEY) (Revised)

noted that those Turkish force plans were zimed at
implementing the Turkish BRAVQ posture which, in the
view of the Turkish Authorities, was the minimum
force posture required to meet the threat against
Turkey, taking fully into account NATIO's overall
defence capabilities, and, in particular, the
expected availability of external reinforcements;

noted that the implementation of those Turkish force
plans required, in addition to Turkey's own national
resources and to the assistance which had already
been promised, the supplementary amount of

B273 million of external aid over the period
1966-1970;
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(£f) noted that the NATO Military Authorities cannot
_carry out objectively their task of providing

military planninrg guidance for Greece or Turkey
until sufficient information has been provided

regarding the total defence resources including
external aid available to these two countries;

(g) requested the Defence Planning Committee in
Permanent Session, in comsultation with the NATO
Military Authorities, to study further:

(i) the improvement of the forces planned by
Greece and Turkey, taking into account
information given to the Council regarding
the external aid that will be made available
to these two countries by their &llies, and
also the views of the Military Committee
quoted in document DPC/D(66)33(Revised),
paragraph 2:

(ii) the provision of external reinforcements to
the flanks, as an additional measure to
increase their defence capabilities, the first
aim being the elaboration and submission of
firm proposals on the three possible measures
listed in document DPC/D(66)33(Revised),
paragraph 15;

(h) dinvited the Military Committee to take these
ongoing studies into account in preparing its
appreciation of the military situation as it will
affect NATO through 1975.

(3) Accelerated Defence Planning Procedures - Trilateral
Talks - Politicsl Guidance to Military Committee

Documents: DPC/D(66)30(Revised)
DPC/D(66)3%(Revised)
PO/66/613

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

In respect of political, strategic and economic guidance
to the Military Committee, and further to the Resolution adopted
by the Defence Planning Committee in Permanent Session on
4th November, 1966, MINISTERS:

(a) requested the Defence Planning Committee in
Permanent Session to examine further, in the light
of the Ministerial discussion and in consultation
as appropriate with the NATO Military Authorities,
the draft Ministerial guidance in document
DPC/D(66)30(Revised) in order that the Defence
Planning Committee in Ministerial Session might
be able to take a final decision in the Spring
of 1967 upon the guidance to be given to the
Military Committee;
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(b) requested the Military Committee to make use of
document DPC/D(66)30(Revised) as background in the
light of the Ministerial discussions;

{(¢) reguested the Military Committee to continue its
preparatory work directed towards an appreciation
of the military situation as i1t will affect NATO
through 1975;

(d) noted the report on the Trilateral Talks between
the Federal Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom
and the United States (P0/66/613);

(e) confirmed the invitation previously extended to
these three governments to keep their NATO partners
fully informed of thelr discussions;

(f) requested the Defence Planning Committee in Permanent
Session to examine further, in consultation as
appropriate with the NATO Military Authorities, and
taking into account the studies being conducted by
the three govermments, the questions listed in
Anmmex II to document DPC/D(66)30(Revised),

{4) Status Report on Force Planning Studies Previously
Asgigned by Ministers

Document: DPC/D(66)37(Revised)
21, The DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE:
took note of the report DPC/D(66)37(Revised).

I. (¢) PFinancing of the ACE Mobile Force

Document: DPC/D(66)20(Revised)

22, The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at their meeting in July,
the Defence Ministers had had some discussion of the problem of
financing the exercises of the ACE Mobile Force. A considerable
number of Defence Ministers had expressed themselves in fevour of
the principle of common financing of the costs of these exercises,
but unanimity had not been achieved. The Ministers had given
instructions for further study of the problem in the hope that
a solution could be achieved by the time of the present meeting
at the latest,

23, The document DPC/D(66)20(Revised) showed that the search
for an agreed solution had made little progress at official level.
He'was very glad to be able to tell Ministers, however, that the
United Kingdom Permanent Representative had informed him that his
Authorities were now prepared to agree in principle to common
financing of the exercises of the ACE Mobile Force
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24. He understood that the Portuguese Authorities might not
vet be in a position to agree similarly, but hoped that they might
be able to do so in the near future and that a decision could be
taken on this item subject to their confirmation later.

25, Mr, NOGUEIRA (Portugal) stated that his Government had
always supported the princinie of the ACE Mobile Force which had
both a political and psychological rdle in preventing a local
crisis from developing into general confliciv. However, if FPortugal
were to accept common funding of exercises, such a2 decision would
entail a greater financizal outlay for defence expenditure. At
earlier discussions of this problem, during which the United
Kingdom and Portugal had opposed integral common funding, it had
been agreed that further consultations should take place and
these were continuing. Although unable to accept at present the
principle of integral common funding, he wished *to match the
attitude of the United Kingdom and would renew consultations with
his financial colleague.

26, The DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE:

. , tesbeoldggation,of Bontuzal has, in
aecretgrlgt that~%ne Pgrtugﬁgs%gﬁdtﬂgﬂiwgggJare ig)

Ta Yd7»~Satell%£e Communications

Document: DPC/D(66)40(Revised)

27, The CHAIRMAN said that Ministers would be aware that,
following proposals made by the United States Government in
September 1966, earnest consideration had been given to the
possibilities of instituting a NATO Sateliite Cormmunications
Programme. The generous aad imaginative propssals put forward by
the United States Government were welcomed and had been the subject
of detailed examinaticn and report by the Sanior Communications
and Electronics Group.

28, The Council in Permanent Session had agreed the
recommendations in paragraph 23 of the second report of this Group
(DPC/D(66)40(Revised)), whereby NATO would implement the first
Phase of the proposed programme, and to this end, lease, at a
relatively modest cost, two transportable ground terminals, one
to be installed near SHAPE and one near AFSOUTH, by about

- dJuly 1967, These terminals, using time on the existing United

States satellite system, would enable NATO, for a period of about
one year, to undertake tests, evaluation and *the development of
NATO concepts and requirements and for NATO personnel to be trained
in the use of satellite comnunications technigues.

(Page 15 of 19 pages) COSMIC TOP SECRET
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29, Meanwhile urgent and detalled examination was being
undertaken of a possible Phase II programme in which WATO might,
with the aid of the United States, have two synchronous satellites
available to it, operating with some ten NATO ground stations
and forming an operational system to meet NATO's unique and vital
defence requirements,

30, He asked if Ministers were prepared to endorse the
recommendations, which had already been considered by the Defence
Planning Committee in Permanent Session, and which featured in
paragraph 23 of DPC/D(66)40(Revised).

31, Mr. MeNAMARA (United States) expressed support for the
recommendations as outlined in the report.

32, Mr, SCHRODER (Germany) stated that his Government shared
the view that NATO participation in the communications satellite
programme was desirable and had therefore taken part in the
experts' discussions within NATO, Germany felt, however, that
the satellite programme reguired further detailed study before a
final decision could be made and, as far as Phase II was concerned,

~a cost and implementation plan would be desirable to cover all

the questions raised in discussion, This further examination
would constitute the final factor in any decision.

3%, The DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE:

endorsed the recommendations in paragraph 23 of
DPC/D(66)40(Revised).

COSMIC TOP SECRET

II. REPORTS BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF DEFENCE MINISTER

(a) Suggested Improvements for Nuclear Planning

Document: DPC/D(66)%9

(b) Consultation in Times of Tension and Crisis

Document: DPC/D(66)32

34, The CHAIRMAN drew Ministers'! attention to the two reports
at reference prepared by the Special Committee of Defence Ministers
and its three Working Groups. The report at reference (a)
recommended the creation of two permanent bodies within NATO: a
policy body - the Nuclear Defence Affairs Committee (NDAC), and
a working body - the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). The second
report {reference (b)), which was a synthesis of the findings
and recommendations of Working Group I on Data Exchange and
Working Group II on Communications made recommendations concerning
the establishment of a NATO-wide communications system and
improvement of arrangements in each Allied government. It also
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invited the Secretary General to make specific proposals on
improving the exchange of information and on the proposed
communications system, to keep the consultation machinery under
constant review and to propose further improvements, Finally,
the report recommended that Ministers note that it had not been
possible to evolve procedures for consultation in crisis and that
they should consequently agree to the need for further studies.

35, In his view, the two reports at reference completed the
assignment of the Special Committee and he proposed that it be
disbanded if the Ministers approved the two reports before them
and created the permanent bodies recommended on nuclear planning.
He sensed general agreement as to the substance of the two
reports, apart from the question of the exact composition of the
NPG referred to in paragraph 4(a) of reference (a?. He therefore
invited Ministers to express their general approval of the two
reports before turning to the matter of the NPG's composition,

36, Mr, TIDEMAND (Norway) said Norway could support the
establishment of the NDAC as well as the introduction of national
views into the work of the NATO Military Authorities and the
steps taken regarding consultation in tension and crisis. The
Norwegian Government found it important to participate in the
NDAC, as 1t had in the Nuclear Committee created after the Athens
Ministerial meeting of 1962, Nevertheless, Norway's support and
wish to participate did not imply a change in established
Norwegian policy regarding atomic weapons and the stationing of
non-Norwegian troops on its territory. His Government hoped that
the permanent organization envisaged would have a constructive
effect on the solution of non-proliferation prohlems.

37. General GOMES de ARAUJO (Portugal) said Portugal
approved the recommendation to establish a permanent organization
for nuclear planning, Moreover, Portugal wished to participate
in the NDAC and would take part, as the occasion arose (according
to whatever method of composition was chosen), in the NPG. As
for the question of consultatior in times of crisis, Portugal
approved the recommendations contained in paragraph & of
reference (b),

38. There being no further comments, the CHAIRMAN took it
that the two reports at reference were generally approved. He
then turned to the question of the composition of the NPG znd
suggested that it might be advisable for discussion of this
point to be held in restricted session,

39, Ministers then continued their meeting in restricted
session and resumed discussion later as follows.

40, The CHATIRMAN said he understood two Ministers wished to
make statements on subjects other than the composition of the NPG,

(Page 17 of 19 pages) COSMIC TOP SECRET




DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

-18-~ COSMIC TOP SECRIT
SLC/RIGRILL T

41, Mr. SCHRODER (Germany) expressed satisfaction that ths
necessary practical basis for future work had been found; the
recommended solution would warrant an appropriate composition of
the NPG at all times., In the light of the recommended solution,
he wished to say something about the real substance of the work
ahead, Recalling the mission of the Special Committee of Defence
Ministers and the reflection of this missicn in the proposed Terms
of Reference of the WDAC and NPG, he said that by contridbuting to
policies, plans, programmes and procedures for the use of nuclear
weapons, including strategic weapons not assigned to the Alliance,
the Federal Republic would like to participate to a greater extent
in the Alliance's nuclear policy. In particular, the German
Government would like to suggest a study of whether and how those
Allies, from whose territory nuclear weapons would be emplcoyed or
on whose soll they would have their effects if used against an
attack, could be given a special influence on the decision to
release these weapons. He felt that the 1962 Athens guidelines
concerning consultation on the release of nuclear weapons formed
a good basis for the further expansion of the consuitaticns
envisaged therein. He added thet in the light of past experience,
the solution of the problem of nuclear consultation procedures
in a crisis, which would ideally include the process of & common

...........

42, TReport DPC/D(66)32 indicated that the Stzering Commitias
had not yet been in & position to accomplish this particular
mission given %o the Special Committee by its Terms of Referenca,
He proposed that the work should be continued in an appropriate
framework, giving duvue consideration to the Italian provosals,
and that a decision should be taken as to which body should be
charged with the matter. Tor its part, the German Govermient
was prepared to contribute to 81l meaningful approaches to the
solution of the nuclear problems of NATO and wonld not be opposed
to farther-reaching projects for the improvement of co-operation
in this field, provided that the Alliance was in favour of them
and that they were designed to strengthen its coherence,

43, Mr. TREMBLLONI (Italy) said his Goverrment could agree
to the two reports at reference. He realised that the lack of
time had not made it possible to complcie a study for defining
crisis management procedures and that this was a delicate matter
which all the Allies, and especially those with nuclear
responsibilities, would wish to continue studying. Nevertheless,
he was particularly satisfied by the large degree of agreement
now reached in this field, which augured well for the future, and
he was confident that the new permanent organization the Ministers
were called upon to set up would have the means and the time to
study and resolve the problems concerned,
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44, The CHATRMAN proposed that the statements just made by
the German and Italian Ministers of Defence, which contained
important elements of interpretation, should be noted and considered
as elements in the further study. He pointed out thet
paragraph 8(e) of DPC/D(66)32 left open the point raised by the
German Defence Minister as to which vody should study crisis
management problems. He suggested, and 1t was agreed, that this
matter be left for the Permanent Representatives to resolve.

‘ 45, He went on to say that as a consequence of the agreement
reached at the meeting in Restricted Session, the second sentence
of paragraph 4(a) of DPC/D(66)3%9 should be amended to read:

"The maximum number is thought to be seven, who would
be chosen by the NDAC each eighteen months to serve a term of
eighteen months, "

He added that the rest of the paragraph would remain as it stood;
on this basis, he took it that the two reports were approved in
their entirety.

46, In conclusion, the DEFENCE PLANNING COMMITTEE:

(1) approved DPC/D(66)39, subject to the amendmentis
to the second sentence of paragraph 4(a) recorded
above and to the interpretations of this document
made by the German and Italian Ministers;

(2) approved the recommendations contained in
paragraph 8 of DPC/D(66)32 and noted that
Permanent Representatives would consider further
the question of which body should further study
the problems referred to in paragraph 8(e):

(3) noted the statements by the German and Italian
Ministers recorded aboves

(4) agreed that the NDAC should meet at Permanent
Representative level early the following week %o
appoint the initial members of the NPG, to examine
its programme of work and to receive a statement
concerning the ‘gentlemen's agreement’ reached
by the Ministers in Restricted Session.

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE
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ITI. DRAFT COMMUNIQUE

47. After discussion of the draft Communigqué, it was agreed
to remit certain passages for further joint consideration by the
Danish, Greek, Norwegian and Turkish Delegations, it being
understood that the text as finally agreed would form part of the
press release to be issued on conclusion of the Ministerial
meeting of the Council (M3(66)3).

OTAN/NATO,
Paris, (16e),
(Page 19 of 19 pages) COSMIC TOP SECRET
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GGy \For immediate release

.PRESS .RELEASE_M3(66)3 -
" 161th Decenber, 1066

FINAL COMMUNIQUE

Ministers of menber governments of the Atlantic Alliance
have met in Paris.

2. The MNerth Atlantic Council, neeting on 15th and
16th Decenber, reaffirmned the purposes and principles of the
Alliance, and their resolve to ensure stability and well-being in
the North Atlantic area, and to unite their efforts for the
preservetion of peace and sccurity for thelr peoples.

3. The Alliance has demonstrated its value by successfully
averting threats to peace and safeguarding the security of the
Atlentic area, By its defensive strength including its effective
neans of deterrence, as well as by maintaining its sclidarity, the
Alliance has producced the basis for the present marked reduction of
tension in Europe. This basis remains essential for the security
of the Alliance and for progress- towards a pecaceful solution of
outstanding problens, including the problen of Gernany.

a. The Council associated itself with the views expressed
in the Declaration by the Governments of France, the Federal
Republic of Gernany, the United Kingdom ard the United Stotes which
appears s an ainnex to this Communiqué. With regard to Berlin,
the Council stands by its declaration cf 16th Deceriber, 1558.

5. dinisters agrecd on the necd for continued efforts to
achicve a peaceful solution of the German problen to ncet the
Gernan people's fundamental right to reunification. So long as
Gernany continues to be divided there cannot be a genuine and
steble settlenent in Europne., The peaceful progress of Evrope nust
preceed from reeiprcecal confidence and drust, which will toke tine
to grow fron sustained policies of co-operative elffort and better
understanding on both sides. It means especially removing barriers
to frcer and more friendly rceiprocal cxchenges between countries
of differeht social and ccononiic systeus. :

127



NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

-2 .

6. For their part, the members of the Atlantic Alliance have
confirmed their intention to continue their efiforts to secure better
relations with the Soviet Union and the states of Eastern Europe in
the political, economie, social, scientific and cultural fjelds.
Ministers examined the report on East/West relations prepated in
accordance with the instructions given at the last Ministaerial
meeting in June 1966. They welcomed the wide range of suggestions
in the report and emphasised their willingness to explore ways of
developing co-opsration with the Soviet Union and the states of
Bastern Europe in itasks of interest and benefit to all conocerned.
They, moreover, noted that contacts, conversations gnd.agreements -
have recently increased. In the field of East/West relations, there
are clearly different approaches which can be adopted, whether
between individual countries or in a wider international framework,

7. MWMinisters welcomed the approval by the United Naticons
Quter Space Cormmittee of a draft treaty on the peaceful use of ojter
space. Encouraged by this, they affirmed their determination tc
continue to consult actively on problems of disarmament, to keep
under review the progress of international discussions on measures
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and to seekx agree-
ment on satisfactory arms control measures which might contribute
to the improvement of Buropean security and the relaxation of
tension. In so doing, they hoped to bring about conditions which ‘
could permit a gradual and balanced revision in force levels on both
sides, At the same time, they reaffirmed their conviction that no
acceptable permanent solution to the gquestion of European security
1s possible without agreement on the most critical political problems.

8. Turning to economic questions, Ministers noted that the
gap between the most advanced and the less-developed countries had
widened further. They reaffirmed that all advanced countries,
whatever their economic systems, had a responsibility to offer
assistance to developing countries.

9. Ministers expressed the hope that the present multilateral
tariff negotiations (Kennedy Round) would be carried to a successful
conclusion and would promote the expansion of trade to the greater
benefit of all., They also attached great importance to the :
initiatives designed to overcome the existence of two trading areéas "
in Western Burope and to facilitate technical co-operation between
the EBuropean countries concerned. '

10. On the initiative of the Italian Government there was an
exchange of views on questions arising out of the uneven technological
development of different countries, Ministers, after stressing the
importance and complexity of this problem, invited the Permanent
Representatives to study the procedure which might be followed for
further examinetion and implementation of. the Italian proposals, and
to report their findings to the Spring Ministerial meeting. A
Resolution on this subject was adopted and is attached.

-
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11, The Council rcaffirned the importance of continuing to
cssist Grocce and Turkey within the framework of the Allicnce in
order %o naintain the effectivoeness of their contribution to the
cormion defence. Rocommending wide participation in the aid
programme, the Counell agrced that this progromnic should be oxtended |
to cover the pcriod 1966~1970,

12. Ministers tock note of the Secretary General's rcport on
his "Watching Brief" concerning Greck-Turkish rclations and
reaffirned their support for the centinuation of his activities in
this respect. They expressed their firn hepe that the continuing
oxchanges of viows hetween Turkey and Greecce on the Cyprus questicn
and on Greek-Turkish relotions wiould contribute to bringing about
positive rcesults. They reiterated their appreciation of the
presence of the United Nations Force in Cyprus and the hope that
an improvenent in the situation in the island would be achieved.
They stressed thot no actiorn should be taken which could worsen
the situation in the island cnd incroasc the tension. o

13, On the proposal o¢f the Belgian Governnent and recalling
the initiative taken by Canada in Deccenther 1964, the Council
resolved $o undertoke o broad analysis of international developnoents
since the signing of the North Atlanvic Treaty in 1949. Iis
purpose would be to deternine the influcnce of such developrnients
on the Alliance and to identify *the tasks which lic befoxce it, in
order to strengthen the Alliancce 2s o facter for a durable poacce.

A Resolution on this svbjicct was adepted and is attached.

14, binisters approved a report cn Civil Enmergency Planning.
They noted thot o reappraisal of these activitics within NATO had
been completed and they reaffirmed the inpertonce of such plonning
for the protection of civil populations and in the support of
overall defence.

15. Ministcrs nmet as the Defence Plenning Committce on
14th Deeember, 1966, As o further step in the nrocess initiated
at Atliens in 19562, they approved recommendations regarding
nuclear pleanning and consultation, subnitted by the Special
Connittee of Defence Ministers.  They. agreced to cstablish in
NATO two permancnt bodies for nuclear planning - a policy body -
called the Nuclecar Defenee Affairs Cormittee, open to all NATO
countries, ond, subordinate to it, a Nuclear Plaaning Group of
seven neitbers which will handle the detailed work.
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16. To improve the ability of NATO to engage in timely
consultation in the event of crisis, Ministers approved the
development of new arrangements for the rapid exchange and the
more effective use of relevant information and deta. To
facilitate such exchange of data, Ministers approved in principle
the establishment of a new NATO-wide communicatlons scheme
along the lines recommended by the Special Committee. They also
examined a report from the Special Committee on possible improved
procedures for consultation. They agreed that further studies
and planning in this important area should be undertaken,'and
recuested the Secretary General and Permanent Represeritatives to
consider how this work could most usefully be carried forward.
The Special Committee, set up in June 1965, has now completed
its task.

17. Ministers reviewed reports on the preseat status of
NATO's military effort and noted the force commitments undertaken
by governments for 1967 under the NATO Force Plan adopted by
Defence Ministers in July 1966.

18. After a comprehensive review of questions of strategy,
force recuircments, and resources, in the course of which they
discussed the military cepabilities and intcntions of the .
Soviet Union, Ministers considered the political, strategic,
and economic guidance to be given to the NATO Military Authorities
for their appreciation of the military situation as it will
affect NATO up to and including 1975. They gave instructions for
further studies in these fields in the light of this discussion.

19. On the basis of the results of numerous studies .
conducted since July 1966, Ministers gave instructions for further
work to be carried out within the framework of the new defence
planning review procedurcs due to be initiated in January 1967 for
the regular projection of NATO force planning five years ahead.
This work will be directed, primarily, towards securing the best
balance of forces and the rnost effective use of the resources
made available by NATO governments for defence.

20 Ministers underlined the importance of the defence of ‘
the flank regions of the Morth Atlantic. Treaty arca and issued
further guidance regarding the provision of cxternal reinforcements
in defence cmergencies. They also gave instructions concerning

the improvement of the local forces in the Scuth-Eastern Region.
Substantial progress was made towards agreement upon the common
gunding of the exercises of the Allied Command IZurope HMobile

Force.,
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217. Ministers egreed to study whether a NATO satellite
communication prcgramue szhould be established which would
provide for a co-cperative effort by member nations in the new
and developing Iield of sgpace technology and its 2pplication
to NATO's vitael communicetions needs. Meanwhile, an
experimental project was agreed which will provide a link
between SHAPE at its new headquarters and AFSOUTH at Neples.

22. PFrance did not take vert in the discussions
referred %c in parsgrephs 15 to 21 and.did not associate
herself with the corresponding decisions.

23, The Council decided that 2 new permanent headquarters
chould be constructed at the Heyscl in Brusscls, and = new
temporary headquarters at DLvere, a2iso in Brussels. The Council
cxpressed its gratitude to the Belgian Government for having
mzde available these two sites.

24, The regular Spring Ministerial Meeting will be held in
Luxembourg in 1567.
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7 ANNEX A

DECLARATION ON GERMANY

. The Foreign Ministers of France, Germany, the
United Kingdom and the United States met on 14th December, 1965,
on the eve of the Ministerial Meetings of the North Atlantic
Alliance, in Paris in order to discuss the situation in Germany,

The meeting took place exactly eight years after the
four Foreign Ministers had met in Paris on 14th Decenmber, 1958,
wkén Foreign Minister BRANDT, then Governing layor of Berlin,
reported on the situation of Berlin. The Foreign Ministers
confirmed that their governments would continve to be
responsible for the security and viability of a free Berlin,

The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom
and the Unlted States took note of the intention of the
Federal Republic of Germany to develop human, economic and
cultural contacts between the two parts of Germany. These
contacts aim in particular at alleviating the human misery
which is a result of the partition of the German people. The
three Ministers share the views of the Federsal Governmernt and
will support thesc efforts within the framework of the
responsibilities incumbent on their governments.

The Ministers re-emphasised that the sclution of the
Germar. guestion is one of the essential problems in the
relations between Bast and ¥West. This solution can only be
achieved by peaceful methods, on the basis of the right of
self-determination, and through the creation of an atmosphere
of détente on the continent, under conditions guaranteeing
the security of =zll countries.
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EESOTUTION ON INTERNATIONAL TECHNOLOGICAL CO-OPERATION
(Adppted by the Gouncil on loth December, 1966)

The WORTH ATLANTIC COUKRCIL:

RECOGNISING the need for continued »romotion of
econonic co~oneration within the spirit of Article 2 of the
North Lt1sriic Treaty;

HAVING NOTED proposals submitted by the Italian
Governmment on 5th October and Tth December, 19645, the additional
corments provided to the Council by the Italian Minister of
Poreign Arfairs, and the statements of other Ministers in’ the
course of the debate;

CORVINCED that it is importent that consideration be
given to tue Italian proposals so that measures can be applied
as soon as possible to give renewed impetus to international
co-operation in the technological field; and to such other
measures as wwll serve to raise the genercl level of scientific
and techmologilcal achlievenent;

RECOMMENDS that the Council in Periranent Session study
the procedure which night be followed for further examination and
irplerentation of the Ivalian proposals, and report its findings
to the Spring Ministerial Meeting;

INSTRUCTS the Secretery Genersl to submit shortly to
the Council in Permanent Session, & report on the gcientific
and vechrological programmes already underway in WATQO in view
of the contributions these activities can make toward a reduction
of technological disparities.
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RESOLUTION OF THEX NORTH ATLANTIC CQUNCIL

The COUNCIL, desirous of achieving the fundamental
purposes of the North Atlantic Treaty in the spirit of cohesion
and solidarity between the signatories of the Treaty:

CONSIDERS it essentisl to analyse the political events
which have occurred since the Treaty was signed; with a-view to
ascertaining their influence on international relations and on the
Alliance itself;

Accordingly, the Council UNDERTAKES to study the future
tasks which face the Alliance, and its procedures for fulfilling
them, in order to strengthen the Alliance as a factor for a durable
peace., It will examine ways of improving consultation within the
Alliance, including the European member countries.

In carrying out this study at a high political level, the
Council will UTILISE the most appropriate possible procedures for
fulfilliing its mandate.

i preliminary report will be examined at the Spring 1867
Ministerial Meeting and the Ministerial Council at its meeting in
December 1967 will draw the ajnpropriate conclusions that emersge
froem the crngquiry.
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THE FIRST MEETING
OF THE NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

The Nuclear Planning Group was founded in December 1966, when the Defence Planning
Committee in Ministerial Session accepted the recommendation of the Special Committee
of Defence Ministers to establish a consultative process on nuclear doctrine within NATO,

The Nuclear Planning Group originally consisted of the Defence Ministers from seven NATO
member countries: Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Turkey,
the United Kingdom and the United States.

The following biographies of the Nuclear Planning Group Defence Ministers who attended
the first meetings held in Washington D.C. on 6-7 April 1967 are presented as they originally
appeared in the NATO Biographical Series prepared by the NATO Information Service (with the
exception of Robert S. McNamara, whose entry in the series is missing from the collection).
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PRESS RELEASE (66) 15 Paris, 19th December, 1966

MEETING OF NUCLEAR DEFENCE AFFAIRS COMIITTEE

The Nuclear Defence Affalirs Committee of the North Atlantic
Council held its first meeting today and chose the following member
nations to be represented on the Nuclear Planning Group for the
peried 1st January 1967 until 30th June 1968 :

‘Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States.

Greece will take Turkey’s seat during the period at an
appropriate moment.

COMMUNIQUE DE PRESSE (66) 15 Paris, le 19 décembre 1966

REUNION DU COMITE DES AFFAIRES DE DEFENSE NUCLEAIRE

Le Comlité des Affaires de défense nucléaire du Conseil de
1’Atlantique Nord a tenu aujourd’hui sa premiére réunion, au cours
de laquelle il a décidé que, pour la période du 1er janvier 1967 au
30 Juin 1968, le Groupe de Planification nucléaire serait composé de
représentants des pays membres suivants :

Canada, République Fédérale d’Allemagne, Italie, Pays-Bas,
Turguie, Royaume—Uni et Etats-~Unis,

Au cours de cette période, la Gréce succédera & la Turquie
au moment opportun,
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SECRETARY GENERAL
P0/67/171 ' . ) 10th March 1967

To: The Permanent Representatives of Canada
: Germany
Italy
Netherlands
Turkey
United Xingdom
United States
\-.. »
From: Secretary General ™~

NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP - MINISTERTAL MEETING

In the light of our discussion at the meeting of the Nuclicar
Planning Group on 9th March, I circulate below the agends
approximate time-table which I propose for the Ministerial mee
of the Nuclear Planning Group to be held in Washington on &th ar
7th Aoril, 1967, and for which the United States Government has
kindly proposed to make available Conference Room 4 in the
Department of State.

de

R

Thursday, 6th April

2..M. 1. (a) Review of NPWG conclusions on Strategic Forces
(Discussion leader - Secretary McNamara)
(b) Some ABM considerations
{Discussion leader - Secretary McNamara)

2. Review of NPWG conclusions on Tactical Nuclear Forces
(Discussion leader - Secretary Healey)

DTy 3. A study of ADMs with special reference tc the Scuiii-
eastern Flank
(Discussion leader - Minister Tovaloglu)

L,  (time permitting) Arrangements with Hest Countries in
respect of Nuclear weapons
(Discussion leader -~ Minister Schroeder)

wr

SAT0 STCRET
RLERSE A
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2 NATQ SECRET
PO/67/171
Friday, 7th April
a.m. Item 4 ~ as above (as reguired)

5. (time permitting) Future Work Programme
6. (time permitting) Communiqué

p.m. As may be required to complete any unfinished items.

(Signed) Manlio BROSIO.
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PRESS RELEASE (67) 1 EMBARGO 3 3,00 p.m,
Paris, 28th March, 1967

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group, consisting of the Defense
Ministers of seven NATO countries, will meet at the Minister of Defense
level in Washington on April 6-7. lMinisters attending will be Paul
Hellyer, Canada; Gerhard Schroeder, Germany; Roberto Tremelloni, Italy;
Petrus de Jong, Metherlands; 4&hmet Topaloglu, Turkey; Denis Healey,
United Kingdom; and Robert S, McNamara, United States., WNATO Secretary
General Manlio Brosio will be chairman,

The Nuclear Planning Group 1s part of the permanent structure
established by the North Atlantic Council at the Ministerial meeting in
ris last December to advise the Council on nuclear poliecy, At that
me, the Council created a policy body called the Nuclear Defense Affairs
Committee, open to all NATO countries and, subordinate to it, the seven-
nation Nuclear Planning Group, which is responsible for handling the
detailed work, '

In the forthcoming meeting, the kinisters will consider various
aspects of strategic and tactical nuclear planning.

COMN'UNIGUE DE PRESSE (67) 1 EMBARGO_ & 15.00 heures
- Peris, le 28 mars 1967

Le Groupe des Plans nucléaires de 1’0T4N, qul est composé des
Hinistres de la Défense de sept pays de 1’Alliance, se réunira & Washington
les 6 et 7 avril au niveau ministériel. Les Ministres qui participeront
@aces travaux sont MM, Paul Hellyer (Canada), Gerhard Schroeder (Allemagne),
erto Tremelloni (Italie), Petrus de Jong fPays—Bas), Ahmet Topaloglu
(Turquie), Denis Healey (Royaume=Uni) et Robert S, McNamara (Btats-Unis).
I1 sera présidé par le Secrétaire Général de 1’0TAN, M, Manlio Brosio.

Le Groupe des Plans nucléaires est 1’un des organismes perma-
nents qui ont été créés en décembre dernier par le Conseil de 1l’Atlantique
Nord, réuni en session ministérielle & Paris, pour aider eelui-ci de
leurs avis en matiére de politigque nucléaire. Les organismes que le
Conseil a ainsi créés sont : un Comité des questions de défense nueléaire,
ouvert & tous les pays membres de 1’0TAN, chargé des problémes de politique
générale, et, subordonné i celul-ci, le Groupe des Plans nucléaires formé
de sept pays, qul traite les affaires en détail. - : .

A la réunion d’avril, les Hinistres examineront divers aapects
des plans nucléaires stratégiques et tactiques.
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CANADA

M, GHARLES S.A. RITCHIE, Permanent RepreSentatlve to the

North Atlantic Council

Born at Halifax in 1906 Mr. Ritchie studied successively
at the University of King's College in Halifax, at Oxford, Harvard
and the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques in Paris.

He joined the Department of External Affairs in 1934 and
was posted to Washington in 1936, and to London in 1939. He returned
to ‘Ottawa in 1945, and became Counsellor at the Canadian Embassy in
Paris in 1947.

. After being successively Assistant Under Secretary of State
for Extérnal- Affairs from 1950 to 1952, and Deputy Under Seoretary
from 1952 .t0 1954, Mr. Ritchie was app01nted Canadian Ambassador in
Bonn and Head of the Canadian Military Mission in Berlin, in May 1954.

He was Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Canada
to the United Nations from 1958 to 1962, and then was Ambassador to
the United States. In July 1966 Mr. thchle became the Permanent
Representative. of Canada to the North Atlantic Council,

Though Paul Hellyer was Canada'’'s Defence Minister

in 1967, he was present only for the meeting of

6th April 1967. Mr. Ritchie served as Canada'’'s Deputy
Principal Delegate to the Washington NPG Meeting.
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FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Mr. GERHARD SCHRSDER, Minister of Defence

) Mr. Schroder, who was born at Saarbrucken on
11th September, 1910, studied law and political science
at the Universities of Kdnigsberg, Edinburgh, Berlin and
Bonn. He is a Doctor of Law.

After practising in Bonn and Berlin, he became
Assistant at the Paculty of Law of Bonn University. In
1945, he was appointed Chairman of the German Committee
on Electoral Law, under the Allied Control Commission and,
in 1947, he returned to the Bar, at Diusseldorf, also
becoming a member of several boards of Directors of
industrial firms. :

He was elected a Christian Democrat Union
Member of the Federal Parliament in 1949, and in 1852
was Deputy Leader of the CDU pariiamentary group in the
Bundestag.

Mr. Schroder became Minister of the Interior
in 1953, and Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs in 1961.

In December 1966, he was appointed Minister of
Defence. ‘
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ITATY

Mr. ROBERTO TREMELLONI, Minister of Defence

Mr. Tremelloni, who was born in Milan on
30th October, 1900, is a Doctor of Economics. He is at
present Professor of Industrial Economy at the Technical
University of Milan.

_ He has played an active r8le in the Socialist Party
since 1922, and was a member of the Constituent Assembly in
1946. Mr. Tremelloni was elected deputy for the constituency
of Milan in the Pirst, Third and Fourth ILegislatures.

In 1946 he was Under-Secretary of State for
Industry in the Second Cabinet of Mr. Gasperi, and later
became Minister of Industry in the Pourth Cabinet of
Mr. Gasperi in 1947. From 1948 to 1950 Mr. Tremelloni was
Minister attached to the Presidency of the "C.I.R." and
Minister of Economic Co-operation in the Fifth Cabinet of
Mr. Gasperi. He was appointed Minister of Finance in the
Cabinet of Mr. Fanfani from 1954 to 1955, and in 1962 he
became Minister of the Treasury in the Pourth Cabinet of
Mr. PFanfani.

After being Minister of Finance in the First and
Second Cabinets of Mr. Moro from 1963 to 1966, Mr. Tremelloni
became Minister of Defence in the Third Cabinet of Mr. Moro
in January 1966.
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NETHERTLANDS

LITUTENANT-GENERAL WILLEM DEN TOOM, Minister of Defence

Born at Rotterdam in July 1911, Lieutenant-General
den Toom attended the Royal Military Academy, and first served
in the 12th Infantry Regiment before being transferred to the
Air Force and then to the Ministry of Defence in 1937.

He served in the Air Force during the war and from 1942
to 1945 was a prisoner of war in Germany. After being on the Air
Force Staff from 1946 to 1948, he graduated from the Senior Staff
College in 1949 and became an adviser in the military cabinet of
the Minister of War. In 1950 he was appointed Chief of Operations
on the Air Staff,

In 1952 he was Chief of the Air Force Section of the
European Defence Community in Paris, and returned to The Hague in
1953 to become Vice Chief of the Air Staff. IFrom 1958 to 1960,
Lieutenant-General den Toom was head of the Netherlends Military
Liaison Mission to SHAPE and militery adviser to the Permanent
Representative of the Netherlands to the North Atlantic Council.

. In 1960 he was appointed Deputy Chief of the Air Staff
and was State-Secretary for Air from 1943 until April, 1965, when
he tock up his duties as Chairman of the NADGE (NATO Air
Defence Ground Znvironment) Policy Board.

Lieutenant-General den Toom became the Netherlands
Minister of Defence in April, 1967.
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TURKEY
Mr, AHMET TOPALOGLU, Minister of National Defence

Born in 1914 at Kadirli, in the province of Adana,
Mr., Topaloglu graduated from the PFaculty of Political Science.

Mr, Topaloglu, who is Deputy for Adana, was
Minister of the Interior in the first Coalition Government in
November 1961, and later Minister of Customs and Monopolies in
the fourth Coalition Government in February 1965.

He was appointed Minister of National Defence in the
Government of Mr. Suleyman Demirel in October 1965,
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UNITED KINGDOM

The Rt. Hon. DENIS HEALEY, M,B.E., M.P.,
Secretary ol State for Defence ’

Born in 1917, Mr. Healey was educated at oxford and
during World War II joilned the Army seeing active service i
North Africa and Ttaly. :

After the war he became Secretary of the
International Department at the Labour Party Headquarters,
Tlected to Parliament in 1952, he represented the United Kingdom
at the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe. He
became a member of the Parliamentary Committee of the
Parliamentary ILabour Party in 1959, and was successively
Tabour's spokesman in the House of Commons on foreign affairs,
the Commonwealth and Colonies and defence.

A former member of the Royal Institute of
International Affairs and of the Institute of Strategic Studies,
Nr. Healey was appointed, in October 196L, Secretary of State
for Defence in the Government of Mr. Harold Wilson.

N\
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Robert McNamara was named Secretary of Defense in 1961, shortly
after he had accepted the prestigious post of President of

the Ford Motor Company. McNamara built on his reputation as a
financial and managerial expert, and went on to become a top
national security and foreign policy advisor to both Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson. In his own words, McNamara described his
goal as Secretary of Defense, “to bring efficiency to a $40
billion enterprise beset by jealousies and political pressures
while maintaining American military superiority.”

Mr. McNamara spent his first few years in the Defense Department
attempting to reverse the reliance on nuclear deterrence that

had been established during the Eisenhower administration. He
advocated the development of a broader choice of deterrent
forces. In later years, as attention shifted to Vietnam, McNamara
found himself in the center of a quagmire that he had helped to
create. In 1968, he resigned as a result of dissatisfaction with
the deteriorating situation in Vietnam and became President of
the World Bank, a position he held until 1981. He later became an
outspoken advocate for controlling the spread of nuclear weapons.

1916 Born, San Francisco, California

1937 B.A., University of California, Berkeley

1939 M.B.A., Harvard University

1940 Assistant Professor of Business Administration,

Harvard University

1943 Army Air Forces, England

1946 Manager, Ford Motor Company planning and financial
offices

1949 Comptroller, Ford Motor Company

1953 Assistant General Manager, Ford Motor Company

1957 Vice President in charge of car and truck divisions,

Ford Motor Company
1960 President, Ford Motor Company
1961-1968 Secretary of Defense, Kennedy Administration
1968-1981 President, World Bank
2009 July 6, Died

Source

«Robert S. McNamara.» Encyclopedia of World Biography, 2nd ed. 17 Vols. Gale
Research, 1998.

Reproduced in Biography Resource Center. Farmington Hills, MI: The Gale Group,
2003.
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NUCLEAR PLaNNING GROUP

List of delegations to the Washington meeting,

bth - /th April 1967

Chairman and Secretary General

CANADA

The Hon. Paul Hellyer
H.E. Mr. C.8.A. Ritchie

Mr. H.B. Robinson
Air Vice Marshal F.w. Ball

Mr. P.A. Bissonnette
Colonel W.C. Leonard

Mr. J.G. Harris

Lt. Commander J.P. Whitby

GERMaNY

H.E. Dr. Gerhard Schrgder
H.E. Mr., Wilhelm Grewe

General Ulrich de Maisiere

Colonel Krauss

Mr. Manlio Brosio

Minister of National Defense

Permanent Representative to
WATO

Deputy Undersecretary of
State for External Affairs

Deputy Chief of Operations, P
Canadian Forces Headquarters

Department of External Affairs

Director, International Plans,
Canadizan Forces Headguarters

First Secretary, Canadian
Delegation to NATO

Directorate of International
Plans, Canadian Forces
Headquarters

Minister of Defense

Permanent Representative to
NATO

Inspector General, German
Armed Forces

Deputy Chief Operations
Division, MOD, Bonn

NATO UNCLASSIFIED
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GERMaNY (Contd)

Colonel Schmoller-Haldy
Captain (GN) A, Zimmermann

Dr, Ulrich Echeske
Dr. Wilfried Hofmann

ITALY

The Hon. Roberto Tremelloni:
H.E. Mr. Adolfo Alessandrini:

General Giuseppe Aloia

Brigadier General Andrea Cucino:

Mr. Diego Simonetti

Brigadier General Lelio

Massarini

Mr. Girolamo Nisio

Colonel Giullo Gensini

Lt. Colonel Sandro Barbarich:
Gen. W. dew TooMm

H.E. M B J. S5—do—Fong

H.E. Mr. H.N. Boon

General H.P. Zielstra

Jonkheer J.A. de Ranitz

Dr. W.F. van Eckelen

Lt. Colonel M.G. Geschiere
It. Colonel J.M. ILammeree

NETHERLANDS

German Delegation to NATO

Operations Division, IMOD,
Bonn

Ministry for Foreign Affairs

Second Secretary, German
Delegation to NATO

Minister of Defense

Permanent Representative to
NATO

Chief of Defense General
Staff

Chief of Plans and Operations
Branch, Defense General Staff

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Italian Delegation to NaTO

Counsellor of Embassy, Italian
Delegation to NATO

Aide de camp to the Minister
of Defense

Aide de camp to the Chief of
Defense General Staff

Minister of Defense

Permanent Representative to
NaTO

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff

Director General of Political
Affairs, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

First Secretary, Netherlands
Delegation to NATO

Staff Officer, Joint Staff
Aide de camp

NATO UNCLASSIFIED
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TURKEY

H.E. Mr. Ahmet Topaloglu
H.E. Mr. M. Nuri Birgi

General Refik Tulga
Mr. Sukru Elekdag

Staff Colonel Ishan Atabay :

btaff Colonel Kemal Soyupak:

Mr. Seip Sungurtekin

Colonel Ali Unlutepe
Major Fahrettin Yontem

NATO UNCLASSIFIED
NPG(e)HN/1

Minister of National Defense

Permanent Representative to
NATO

Deputy Chief of Staff

Assistant Becretary General
for NATO Affairs, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs

Head of the Planning Pro-
gramming and Co-ordination
Group, MOD

Director of Plans Section,
Department of Operations,
Turkish General Staff

Pirst Secretary, Turkish
Delegation to NATO

Turkish General Staff

Ministry of Defense

UNITED KINGDOM

The Rt.Hon. Denis Healey
H.E. Sir Bernard Burrows
Admiral Sir N. Henderson
Mr. George Leitch

Colonel B.J. Palmer
Mr, T.C.G. James
Mr. Pat Nairne

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

Mr. A.W.G., LeHardy

Mr. David Thonas

UNITED STATES

The Hon. Robert S. lMcNamara:
The Hon. Harlan Clevcland

General Earle G. Wheeler

Mr. J.T. McNaughton
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Secretary of State for
Defense

Permanent Representative to
NATO

British Defense Staff,
Washington

Deputy Undersecretary of
Defense

Staff Officer
MOD Chief of Public Relations

Private Secretary to the
Secretary of State

United Kingdom Delegation
to NATO

Foreign Office

Secretary of Defense

Permanent Representative to
NATO

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff

Assistant Secretary of
Defense

NATO UNCLASSIFIED
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UNITED STATES (Contd)
M}L- ?)UCC\?/LLJR W’,/‘:ELE . De{ou., Ab@@lwt ’:)c;c,h,cl-:m OE—M'CV‘CQ-,
Mr. Bugene McAuliffe : Department of State
Dr, T.W. Stanley : Director, Force Planning

Group, United States
Delegation to NATO

Mr. M. Newlin : First Secretary, United
States Delegation to NATO

Commander R.A, DuVall : United States Delegation
to NATO

Colonel A. Ives : Security Adviser, United

States Delegation to NATOQ

NATQO INTERNATIONAL STAFF

Mr. A.P. Hockaday : Acting Assistant Secretary
General for Economics and
Finance

Mr. J.W. Sinms
Mr. T.M. Moran

NATO UNCLASSIFIED
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PRESS RELEASE (67) L Washington. 7th April. 1967

NATO NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group, composed of Ministers of
Defense of seven FATO countrics, adjourned today after a two-day
conference in Washington, Attending the first meeting of the
Nuelear Planning Group were Paul Hellyer, Casnada; Gerhard Schroeder,
Germany; Roberto Tremelloni, Italy; Wvillem den Toom, Netherlands;
Ahmet Topaloglu, Turkey; Denis Healey, United Kingdom; and Robert
S. McNamara, United States. NATO Secretary General Manlio Brosio
was chairman.

The United States Secretary of Defense, Mr, Robert S,
Mcllamara, led a discussion of the stratiogic nuclear forces of the
Alliance and anti-ballistic missile defense., The Ministers reviewed
the changes which have occurred in the strategic nuclear threat
facing the Alliance since the meeting of the Muclear Planning Vorking
Group in February 41966, and the means and plans available to counter
that threat. They concluded that the size of existing strategic
nuclear forces and the plans for employing them are adegquate to the
need. They discussed the technical, strategic and financial aspects
of ballistic missile defense including both the Soviet deployuents
and the U.S5, R&D program, and agreed to keep this subject under review,
The Ministers also received a report from Secretary Mcamara on the
current status of discussions initicted by the U.S. with the Soviet
Government to explore ways of preveinting a further spiraling of the
arms race, The Ministers noted that the U.S, Government invends to
keep its allies fully advised as these discussions progress.

The United Kingdom Secretary of State for Defense, Mr. Denis
Healey, led a discussion of tactical nuclear forces, The Ministers
agreed that the number of tactical nuclear weapons available to the
Allied Commanders in Europe and the Atlantic are adequate but that
the appropriate distribution of types of weapons should be kept under
continuous review, They also agreed to initiate a number of specific
studies to help in clarifying important questions related to the use
of tactical nuclear weapons,

Mr, Ahmet Topaloglu, the Minister of Defense of Turkey, led

a discussion of atomic demolition munitions and considerations related
to the possible use of these weapons in the defense of the treaty
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area, The Ministers agrecd to conduct further studies on this
subject.

Dr. Gerhard Schroeder, Minister of Defense of the Federal
Republic of Gerinany, led a discussion on the role of host countries
in Allied arrangements for the planning and use of nuclear weapons,

The Ministers noted that the Nuclear Planning Group itself as
well as the Military Committee of the Alllance offer the opportunity
for national governments to exert a direct influence on nuclear
planning in the Alliance through their senior political and military
authorities, They will conduct further detailed studies on specific
aspects of this question and will continue their discussion at the
next Ministerinl meeting of the Nuclear Planning Group.

The Ministers set a work program for the future and agreed
to mcet again in fnkara in September 1967.

The Nuclear Flanning Group is part of the pcrmanent structure
established by the North Atlantic Council at its Ministerial Neeting
in Paris in VYecember 1966, At that time, the Council established the
Nuclear Defense Affairs Committee, open to all NATO countries, to
advise the Council on nuclear policy. At the same time the seven-
nation Nuclear Planning Group was created to handle the detailed work
of the Nuclear Defcnse Affairs Committee.
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PRESIDENT LYNDON B. JOHNSON
AND
THE NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP

During their first meeting on 7 April, 1967, the Nuclear Planning Group was welcomed to the
White House to meet with United States President Lyndon B. Johnson.

According to the White House Daily Diary, President Johnson met with the Nuclear Planning
Group at 12:06pm, posed for a group photograph with them in the Flower Garden of the
White House at 12:25pm, and then returned to the Oval Office at 12:30 in time for his Partial
Briefing of the Press, where he made a short statement.

Thanks to the U.S. National Archives and Records Administration and the Lyndon B. Johnson
Presidential Library, the documents referenced above are presented over the following pages.
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