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l{th November. 1967 
a 3.3b p.m. 

Also present 1 Ambassador Cleveland 
Mr. J.W. Simms 

Opening the meeting, the Secretarx General suggested 

that the discussion mlght. proceed most protitably on the basls 

of questions put to hfm Py members ot the Panel. The tollowlng 

questions were then raiseda How to bring about a European 

e settlement, wha t the f'Unct10ns ot NATO should be prior to and 

e fol1owing su ch a sett1ement, and how NATO shou1d be retormed 

\ 

in order to enable ft to carry out lts functlons in this connection 

most etfectlvely. The Secretary General sald that in reply1ng 

to these questions, he would also desl w1th the question, what 

should NATO do, not only before and atter the settlement, but 

during the period when it was being worked out. He pointed out 

that the last security plan devlsed by the West tor Europe dated 

tram 19,9. Since there was no plan correspondlng to present 

clrcumstances, thera could be no plan for a NATO role. 

The Harmel exercise Vas an expresslon ot the need to 
_ ..... _ .4,. •• ".""·~ • 

devise an up-to-date plan and spell out the role NATO should 

tultll. However, that exercise could not be expected to go turther 

than agreeing that an up-to-date study ot Europe's secur1ty needs 

should be made within the Alliance and with the co-operation and 

responsibll1ty ot the Allles. It m1ght he possible for all members 

of the Alllance to reach such an agreement, or lt m1ght be that 

only fourteen or te'llTer would find themselves in a position to 

approve such a study. or course, the special responsibl1ities of 

France, Germany, Great Br1'~in and the United states should be 

respected, but 1t would be h1ghly desirable to lnstltutionallze and 

make permanent the role of the other Allles. The Soviets had the1r 
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plan for a European settlement. This was a mixture of tactics, 

propaganda and substance. As stated at Karlovy Var" and 

Bucharest, ft implied the complete deteat of the 1959 Western 

plan: the status quo would be maintalned with respect to 

frontlers; East Germany wou Id be glven international recognition; 

the NATO and \tJarsaw Pacts wou Id be dissolved; and a European 

Securlty Pact would take their place. 

Ambassador Cleveland said that he did not see a 

European settlement coming "inductively" .trom Germany and worki~ 

Its way out to embrace ether questions. Rather, he envisaged 

it as the product of a more general United States JUS SR détente. 

The Secretary General commented that such was the natural point 

ot view ot a world power. He agreed that Europe should conslder 

the connection between its own problems and other problems and 

was villing to concede t~~t somet1m~i~ making a problem more 

comprehensive, onemight find that morepossibilities of resolving 

the problem "lere offered. On the other band", the UnIted States 

Diustbecareful to do nothing te increase the fear in some 

tt European countries that European interests would be sacrificed as 

~ a consequence of the search .for a genera! détente. Ambassador 

Cleveland observed that the NATO consultative process provided an 

assurance that Europe would have a natural place st the table 

at whichnon-European matters were discussed. General de Gaulle 

reportedly had said that, once the Vietnam war was ended, the 

United states would make peace with the Sov:t'et Union without 

regard to Europe's w1shes. It was certainly true that the major 

lins of detente would be from the United states to the USSR, but 

it vas united States po1icy te carry on talks with the Soviets in 

such a way as to assure its NATO partners that Washington was 

listenlng to them and wI111ng te modlfy its views in aecordanee 

with thelrs. A member of the Papel asked whether the role ot 

the United states' allies in the decision-making process could be 
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augmented. The Secretary General expressed the v1ew that 1t 

m1ght.be possib1e to do so, but that the European role waS 

determ1ned to a large degree by lack of European unity and strength. 

A member of the Panel pointed but that most Americans were unaware 

of the primacy of United states' power in the world and needed 

-to be educated in th1s regard. He thought they also needed to 

be instructed regarding the necessity of sharing their power 

with their Allies. The Secretary General commented that this 

problem could be divided into two parts: on the American side, 

there was the necessity of using power in a moderate way and of 

sharing it; on the European side, there was the necessity of 

making a contribution that would justity the United States sharing 

its power. 

The question was raised as to the possibility that a 

European power centre might develop in the foreseeable future. 

In reply the Secretary General noted that there had been a great 

Many setbacks and disappointments in this regard. To a large 

extent, it was the responsibility of General de Gaulle that 

matters had not developed as had been foreseen at one time, but 

he (the Secretary Genera1) personally was convlnced that European 

unity was in the interest of both Europeans and Americans. More-

over, the importance oE such unit Y was underlined by Soviet 

abhorrence of it. He·had no doub+' that, wh1le the Soviets might 

possibly find a way to live with NATO, they would never accept a 

united Europe. In answer to a question as to the relative 

importance of European unit y and NATO, the Secretary General 

po1nted out that a united Europe was in no way inconsistant with 

the existence of NATO. A member of the Panel asked the Secretary 

General what institutional changes he thought should be made in 

the Alliance. In reply, the Secretary General sa1d that he d1d 

not put much store in the eff1cacy ot institutional changes. 

The North Atlantic Treaty was flexible 



D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E

• ., 

e 
e 

-4-

and adaptable. It was essentia11y a question o~ whether or not 

the Allies wished to use the tools at band. It might be 

desirable to effect some streamlining in the organizatlon, though 

the difficulties in this cor~ection were obvious. 


