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The Secretary General opened the substantive
discussion by saying that in the forthcoming meeting gr
the Rapporteurs at Ditehliy Park he believed the main
item will be how to continue with the Harmel Study and,

in particular, the French attitude. M, Couve de Murville
“had warned him that any antagonistic. attitude which might

become apparent in reports undertaken under the Harmel
Study, snd which would tend to isolate France, would force
the French to react. There are some allies who say that

- M, Couve de Murville' 8 warning should not be taken too

seriously; ethers are sf a different Opinian.

: , ‘The Secretary General continued by ssying that .
two questions must be kept in mind. First, what should ‘
the Rapporteure do with reS§ect te their wdrk* should there
ve four separate reports plus one eovering report? (
Secondly, ‘'what ought to be done between the meeting of

the Rapporteurs at Ditchley Park and the December Ministerial
Meeting? '

There is, of course, in the Alliance ‘a tendency
to promote better East/Viest relations, and this tendency
was chared by the French. The important question was?

- Should this tendency toward détente be connected with the
Alliance? In other words, will the Freneh refuse to eatablish

a connection /
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a connection between the process of détente snd the Alliance.
This queatien might eause real daifficulty. - '

The Seeretsry”eaneral himself thought 1t might be

" a good line to try to arrive at & minimum agreement on

détente with the French -~ to get the Prench to accept
this, leaving, however, the machinery to a later date.

Another situation arises if the French wbuld not accept

this minimum sgreement on détentéj - in that case, perhaps
the other Alljes should agree gn sueh a minimum report,stanng
Hha o i’—@m;muh St opinion <~sz7 Aok ’P—M"Za) P Shedy Spinm for v Por
¥r, Brandt then eu#lined the German view that

1t would not be wise te have a clash with the French in
conneection with the Harmel Study. We should avoid a
confrontation., He intended during h;a forthcoming'
consultation with M, Couve de Murville on Monday and Tuesday
of next week to consult also on the prdblems comnected

with the Harmel Study. :

The Germans believe that 1t would be worthwhqpe
to have the four Rapporteurs put together their conclusians.

"~ He thought the Secretary Genersl could snd would have to
find out what was scceptsble in this connection to the
‘Alliance including the‘French. In this way, of course,

we should soon arrive at the lowest common demominator.
At any rate, the four reports sh@uld e handea over as such
to the Governments to deal with. . . | |

“Mr, Brendt then ralsed the question of what should

' happen after the December Ministerial Meeting, - How could

we cooperate later on? - He referred iA this'connecticn-to
his remarks at Luxembourg, Mr, Brandt then asked the
Secretary General what he thought sbout the idea of en qge

endgd cogggttee or working group on Egst(Wegt relatiqns

‘to be formed by the three Powers with specisl responsibilities

far Germany, possibly with the inclusion of Italy snd Germany :

LB J
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. The Secretary General aid not specifically take a
position with regerd to this propossl, but he thought it
might be a geéd»idea to look at 1t.

Mr. Brandt then turned te the dilemma some countrles
found themseltea in, in particular the Scandinavians, who
wanted to give something to publie\opinion by way of content

" of the Harmel Study but wishsd, on the other hand, to a#oid

a claeh with the French.

At this point the oecrstary'aeqfral r?peated his

belief that the Frenchfzzé not, wigﬁfany eonn @ion between

the proeess of détente and the Alliance. At-any-pate,—fired

Mr., Brandt then evoked the possibility of a joint
report of the four Rapporteurs. Ambessador GPEWe at this
noint underlined that 1t would be prefereble to keep the
four reports separate in order to allow for more flexibility.
(espeelally in order to avcid an en b;oe reaection by'the
4Freneh) :

.~ Mr, Sahm said the best first stey would be to take
the four summaries . of each of the repcrts by the Eapporteurs
and put them together, The next atep would bﬁ to see how
much they may have in common. ’

The Secretary'aenerai agreed to have the four

' vreports and the four summaries, and what to do next would'be

up to the Speeial Group.  The Speeisl Group might present

. two reports, one for internal use to the Ministers and one

for publie use.}' These might be. prepared by the ‘Seceretary Genersl
or possibly by = Drafting Committee of the apecial Group.

- At sny rate, the Secretary Genersl would contact the

Delegations en this point,

LAt ;he end of the discussian, the}Secratary General
outlined the following steps: First, submission of the

four /
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four reports snd the four summaries by the Rapporteurss | _
second, immediastely thereafiter a meeting of the Cpecial Group
and discussion aﬁ the work of the Rapporteursj third, -

on the basis of the Special Group's discussions, either

he or a Drafting Committee should draft o report on these
discussions which should go to Ministers,

The Secretary General then aakad Mr. Brandt
speeifically what the latter meant by wishing to svoid a
clash with the French. Did this mesn no 1ntermediary
report in Deceﬁber to gair time?

xr. Sahm. raised the questien whether it would not .
be~better to draft a report waterededown 80 rar that ne
intermediary report would be necesaary. '

The Secretary'aaneral said that even 2 watered-
down report';giﬁ not ngééééﬁiéb}e because the press will
undoﬁbteély report on the differences between the original
reports and = wateredydown version.  Should we not be frank

and discuss ‘the differences openly?

Mr, Brandt here asked the4question whether it was -

_the intentian to publish the four repcrts or at 1east to

publish parta of them.

Mr. Sahm. pointed out that the reports had not been
written with the aim of publication and would, in his opinion,

have to be changed if publication was envisagea.

The Secretary General saw the advanoage in

j | pu‘blishing the four reports. wH\ NS neksary corndwﬂs \,..\—\m.h mu,
lor. m&d&. k\‘ Ko WM; ﬁm&d\i%

Mr. Brandt thought that publicaticn woum ‘be helpful ‘

with regard to our public.

Mr. Sahm again pointed eut that publicatian will

‘ ~make usas-anpear more clearly the difference in the four
" reports and the final result adopted by Ministers.
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Mr, Brandt countered that public opinion was not

.something which one needed to plaaee but which could exercise

a certain amount of pressure which might be helpful.

The Secretary General observed that some Governments
were more sensitive to public opinion than others, and in
this connection he suggested that Mr. Brandt might discuss
with M, Couve de Murville the peint on which the French were
sensitive.{ He repeated agein what M, Couve de Murville had

told him (the~8eeretary Genersgl) that if the repprts were
‘used to corner the French, the French Government would react. He

Bad tald M, Couye de Murv&lle that there was no question of
such an intention. 'The very ract that -the Belgian Foreign
Minister had launched the proposal wes a guarasntee ageinst such
an attitude. M. Couve de Murville did not then insist and
continued by saying that NATO was a military Alliance; the
less it did, the better it was. The French attitude was to
reduce the Alliance to a minimum - not making it a body for
the coordination of estern détente policy.

Mr. Brandt then'asked whether in December 1966 there
had been a Frencn reservatien vith regard to the Harmel
Resolutien.

v Ambassador Grewe pointed cut that the ReSOIutian ‘
was so badly worded and so vaguely drafted that there was no
reasen for such a French mave. :

Ccntinuing, ML. Brandt asked.agaxn what. the
Secretary General thought of the orkzng Group on masﬁ/West

-relations. The Secretary General repeated that he thought
it would be a good idea but wanted to. know what the French

*thought of it. In his opinion, such a Working Group would -

- imply keeping the East/West relations under Alliance supervision.

Mr. Sahm pointed,cut in.this’connectinn,the possible’
precedent contained in Mr. Kohler's proposel to institute a
permgnent Disarmament Committee in the Allience.

¢ e
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Ambasaader Grewe pointed out that something was

_needed to satisfy public opinion especially in the Scandinavian

ecuntries snd the United Kingdom. Thls, of course, was

connected with détente and perhsps we might make use of some

woréing from former NATO communiquaﬁ acceptable to all., The
aifficulty started when we ‘turned to the guestion of machinery.
He suggested that we divide substance from procedure. Let

us stick to the substance of détente postponing any proposals

on (aétente) machinery. One might salso enviesge a eonttnuation
of the Harmel Study beycnd December 196?. This might be -
particularly aceceptable to the United Kingdom and the

‘seandinavian countries if one could present it a8 gsome sort
- of aontingency planning. ~ )

- The Secretary General then said he saw three stagest
First, the peliéyvef détgnte; second, the connecﬁion.betweén
détente and the Allience; third, the adoption of machinery.
in his mind, the second stége'was the diffiéult one, After:
agreement . on the general desirability of the détente policy,'

,everyune may ge his own way uhen it cemes to the second stage.

Mr, Sahm made thg pelnt that tbe'French may accept
anything which left them to/less committed than the Fourteen
wanted themselves to be in this connection. In his view,
"the greatesgt danger was that of giving President de Gaulle
the pcasxbility of using the Harmel Study as a pretext to
leave the Alliance.

A mhe Secretary General thee said thet our publie
opinion expected -some role of EATG~in the political field,

~Here, Mr. Brandt pcinted out that Germany also had a particular‘ -

problem: | 1t would be. of the greatest importance, not for the
German man in the street but for- 1nf0rmed ‘public opinion, that
the Rast/Veat discussions should go on within the framework

- of the Alliance‘ - This was, to them, an importent point.

LI R 2
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_ :n the final summing up by the Secretary General,
the following steps were acceptea by all present: Firat,

four 1ndependent repcrta plus summaries;  second, 8 Special

Group meeting prepared by the Secretary General through
contacts-with Belegatiens; third, a Special Group report
drafted by the Secretary General or a Drafting Committee,
attempting as much_censensus a8 possible, by December.
Her@,,the question arose a8 to whether such a report should
be called sn "interim" report., The Germans thought it might
not be wise to use the word "interim", Let it be a report
to-!inistera. ’ |

~The 83¢retary'aenera1, &8 8 concluﬁing dbserVation,
said he was worried sbout the possible effects of the repcrtsﬂ’
on the unity of lVestern Europe, but this was a very large
subject which he would prefer to leave to snother meeting

of all participents when they would have more time to go
‘1ntc the matter. ' :

Ja/mh o
9.10.67.



