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ta 

t;1!o: 

From: 
c.c. :, 

Dr. BW3.1ing 
D.' Vincent 

I1r. ll:ockllday J /(\t~ 

19 Nay, 1961 

Subjeot: Meeting of Oub-Grcul? !'10. 3 on 18 l/-1E!Y. 1927. 

As you requested. l havo prepored a. sumo .ar'J report 

of the discussions of Dub-Group No. 3 yesterday. l have 

tr1ed ta eoncentrate on the more important pointa ra1sed, 

leavinŒ seide mincr draftine suesestions. 

You !àay wiah to atteeh n copy of the Greek 

sto.toI!1ent, t'Thon avciluble, baiora :rOI';ïHrdinc this ta the 

D. Vinoent. 
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Oub - Group III 

ttllTO CCNFIDENTIAL 

19 llay, 1967. 

Sub-Group III hald ~ts second meeting on Thursday, 
18 î~iay 1967. under the Ohairmanship ol l'Ir. Foy Kohler, to 
diseuse the rev1sad outllne for a study on future defence 
pollcy tabled by the U.S. Delegation. 

Oommente on the Introduotion 

2. The Chairman explained that the introduetory passage 
was intended ta SWD:' arise the main themes of thepaper and 
suggeated that substantiva diaeueslon of thcae paracraphe could 
only be undertaken once the paper as a whole had beau examined. 
Delegations agreed ta thls prooedure. Howevar, r1r. de Staercke 
asked that a oloar expos~t1on should be made st the beginning 
of the paper of the reaaons \'ihy 1 t was necessary to maintain a. 
multilo.teral alliance. He rocal.led the diaeu8310n in the 
Couneil on the prev10ua d~ of reporta that Wars&w Pact 
eountries were ta negoti~te a series of bi-lateral defenoe 
a~reements between thamselves. Thua the Oommun1st oountries 
m1ght soon be ~ a position or be1n~ able ta propose a s1mul­
taneous abolition ot NATO and the t'Jersaw Pact tlhile, at the 
sœme tics, ma1ntaining their own ~11tsry atrensth and cohesion. 
It was important for NATO to forestall any Buoh propaganda 
manoeuvre and te explain clen.rly the problema wh1ch requi.red a 
multilnteral solution and which cannat be resolved by bi-lateral 
pacte. 

~. +mle Fronoh Uepreeentat1ve, r·!r. Renard, dieagree4; be 
tbougb.t tbis was easentially a question of public relations. 
Further~ore, he pointed out that the views oxprosaed in the 
Oouncil on tho oub~ect had beon Unwmeé'i. 

4. tir. N1sio, referrin~ to the firet sentence of the 
introduotory passage, eaid that the objectives of NATO wera not 
only to keep the ponce and malntain the 1ndependanee of lts 
membero, but also ta oxpend the prinoiples of the trenty by 
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peaceful means. The German Representative commanted thnt the 
taak oE tbe ~ub-Group wae not ta de fine the overall objectivas 
of NATO, but to coneentrate on defence aspects. The Netherlands 
thought that the introduetor,y passage should torm part of the 
e;eneral report of the Speoial Group. The study or the [.;)ub-Group 
should èe devoted to developing a genernl ûetenoe policy for 
UATO in the future. 

Oommente on Part l 

5. Thare was general agreement that the paper should be 
made shorter if possible. Sir Bernard Burrows Bupported by 

Gerrnnny and the 140tnerlands vlarned aga1net dupl1cating the work 
ot other sub-groups, partloularly aa regards the topies covered 
by sections A. B and O. Caveral delegat10na thought theae 
sections could be either telescoped or summarised ~ore briet17_ 
Mr. Birgi, while not d~aagreeing wlth this judgement, pointed 
out that sone overlapping was ~evitable and even desirable. 
The Chalrm;:m sU€3aested. that the study ahould concentrate on 
the militar:r aspects of these question!!l (a.g. developmcnts in 
Bastarn Europe, chan{3es 1n the ~Jov1et trnion, etc.) t whereas 
other groups would tackle other ~ore politionl aspects. The 
question ta be aake6 in al1 cases onould be - how doea sach 
and auch a development affect our military posture? 

Oommenta on Fart II 

6. The French ~epresentat1ve thought that section B (the 
contribution of liA20 defenee pollcy t'a European unit y) \10.8 "hore 
sujetH • The promotion of Europenn unit Y wco not one of the 
objectives ot the Alliance and should not be dealt with in the 
paper. Be aereed that B (3) (politieal advantages and limitations 
ot an integrated m111tnry oommnnd structure) ahould be developed, 
but not in connection with h~opean unity. Gimilarly, it wae 
not oae of the objectives of the Allianoe ta contribute to 
Atlantic co-oporation, (fMl!ec..t. section 0) although thora oould 
be some discussion of the effects of NATO defence policy on 
Atlantio co-operation. The Netherlands Representative agreed 
tha't UATO defenca polley could only malta a mnall contx-ibution 
to Europeon unit Y and Atlantic co-operation. 
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7. The Canad1an .Representative expressed doubta about 
seotion H, partieularly the referenoes to a NATO rôle in 
international peaae-keeplng. Ue thought it would be dangerous 
if' the impression got abroad that NATO vas c~'nsideri.ne ri vslling 
the United Nations in this field. He sugcested that the title 
ot the section misht be changed to fJ!lATO as li Regional Defenoe 
Organisation under Artiole 51 of the U.N. Oharter". The 
reterenee to a NATO rôle in international peaoe-keep1ng should 
be auppressed aSt.'ell a.s the last phrase in parae;raph 2. This 
did not mean that the rapporteurs should not have complete 
frûedom ta explore these quaotiono in the atudy, but he would 
prafer the main headine9 ta be 1e90 speoifie. The French 
.cl<apreaentative agreed. 5:'ho German Hepresentative aUPported 
by the Netherlands sUtigeated that another aspeot te be considered 
undor tbie head1n6 ahould be the affect of developmonts 1n the 
third tlorld on NATO defene. poliey. Some deIegatloDS were 
eoncerned lest thio seotion overlup w1th the work of Sub-Group IV, 
but it 't'130 finall,. acr.?od ·that the militar;v aspects of th1a 
problem ~ere within the compotence of the Group. 

8. The Greek iiopresentat1ve announced that he would be 
cl~Qulàt1ng the text Qfa otatem0nt~ He thouGht that the study 
should draw, to a lar~e extent. on the mater1al contained in the 
DPC·' s document on poli tic&! Guidanoe to the Mi11 tary Author1 ties 
ae vlell aa on the Haptreciationtf of the M111ta.ry Comm1ttee. 
Referring to 1-1r. de' Staereke's commenta on the move in the 
l,la.raaw Pact towards bi-luteraI dei"once treatles, he wondered 
whether the ~ieat too, while f'i.rI31y ma.1nto.1ning tM.TO, ehould not 
also cnv1sa~e a series oE bi-lntersl detence pacts. This miffiht 
malte i t less 8.dvantnŒeoua for the Commun!sts ta coll for the 
abèlit10n of NA~O. ~r. de Staercke conmented thnt thls would 
1mply 225 separate defenca pacto whiah was hardly a simplification. 
The Frenoh Representative pointed out that it wus the Communists, 
not I:IATO, who altfa,7s propoaed the equation, ~va.raaw l?aet ... NAifO; 
it was the Oommuniste who nlw&ys referred ta 1969 ae Q date st 
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whleh the Alliance might be terminated. \/e ahould not fall 
lnto this trap. He oould not approve the Greek ~epresentative's 
v1ews in b1-1ateral paets. 

9. There \'IDS a1so disoussion on the emphasis given in 
the paper to d1sarmament and the relation between de!enee 
poli01es and d1sarmament. The lietherlands thought the paper 
ooncentrated rnther too much on tbis aspect. The U.K. and 
Danien and Norweg1an Delegations expla1ned thelr v1ews on the 
relat10nsblp between d1sarmement or arma control and detenee. 

Comente on Part IV 

10. Alter soma delegut10ns nad. made SU6~estions ooncerning 
drafting points on l'art III. it wa.l:1 agreed that the oonolusions 
cou1d not prof1tably be diaoussed st this stage since the 
oubstanoe of the paper 1tGelf was not yet known. The Group 
then d1scussed the dra!t statua report to the Chairman of the 
Special Grou,p whicnhad been circulated by the Cha.irman. It 
\vo.s f1na11y agrccd. thc.t the Chairm.o.n vlould dec1do on the fora 
of the report to oe oade uftar mootin6 ~ith the Chairman of the 
Gpeolal Group and alter learn1nŒ the prooedure to be followed by 

other rapporteurs. crhe major! l1y of the Group wns in t'avoU%" of 
attaohinz a ravi,sad outllna of the etudy to the statua rt1port. 

11. The Cha1rmnn su~gested thut the Group m1ght moet nt 
the beg1nninc; Qf Ootober, possibl:y in \iashingt;on, to ùiocuss the 
~irst dratt ot a report. If, alter seeing tho rovioad outline. 
delega.tiona tllought that D. free discu.ssion would be useful bafora 
tho draft report WQ~ produced. he would see whethar this eou1d be 
arranged. 


