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L 
Followingfue meeting of Permanent Representatives on 12 February, 

Ambassador Halstead and l saw the Australian and New Zealand 
Ambassadors in Brussels on 16 February in order to explain to 

them the procedures for handling contacts on contingency 
planning in relation ta Poland, on lines agreed. l enclose 

a record of our meeting. 

l am sending copies of this letter and the enclosure ta 

our colleagues on the Council. 
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RECORD OF MEETING WITH AUSTRALIAN AND NEW ZEALAND AMBASSADORS 

The United Kingdom and Canadian Permanent Representatives, 

Ambassador Sir Clive Rose and Ambassador Halstead, met on 

Monday, February 16, with Australian Ambassador Fernandez 

and New Zealand Ambassador McArthur, at NATO Headquarters, 
to initiate contact on behalf of the North Atlantic Council 

in the framework of NATO contingency planning on Poland. In 

the interest of convenience, they met jointly. 

2. By way of introduction, the UK and Canadian Permanent 

Representatives made the following points: 

Ca) As distinct from bilateral diplomatie contacts in national 

capitals and without prejudice to the continuation of these, 

the present contact was being made on behalf of the 

North Atlantic Council and the information being communicated 
was authorised by the Council. 

Cb) These contacts with a restricted number of like-minded 

countries which had expressed interest were concerned 

specifically with the question of Poland and were not to be 
regarded as setting any precedent for other matters in the 

future • 

Cc) The matters under consideration were highly sensitive 
and it was of the utmost importance to ensure that secrecy 

was observed. 

Cd) The information we were authorised to transmit would be in 

oral form and no papers would be passed for the time 
being at least. 

Ce) It was very much hoped that this would be the beginning 

of a two-way dialogue in which NATO would be ffiaring 
information and views and would welcome receiving information 

and views in return, but there was no question of NATO 

sharing with other countries its responsibility for its 
own decisions. 
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.2. 

Cf) If Australia and New Zealand agreed, this first contact 
would be followed by other meetings when NATOls own 

contingency planning had reached a more advanced stage 

and the intention was to supplement the UK and Canada with 

a third country at that point. 

3. The UK and Canadian Permanent Representatives then outlined 

the NATO approach to the Rllish question along the lines of Part l 

of PO/80/133 of December 23, 1980. They explained that a broad 

range of possible post-intervention measures was now being 

examined in NATO capitals with a view to enabling the North 

Atlantic Council to draw up and refine a catalogue of measures 

for consideration by Foreign Ministers if they had to meet in 

emergency session. It was emphasised that this dialogue was 

not designed to prejudge the decisions which Governments or 

Ministers might take. 

4. Both the Australian and the New Zealand Ambassadors were 

grateful for this initiative which they clearly appreciated 

would facilitate the process of harmonising views among like
minded countries whose co-operation was desirable on this important 

matter. They both looked forward to pursuing these contacts when 

NATO was in a position to discuss contingency planning in more 

specifie terms. 

5. The Australian Ambassador made the following points: 

Ca) His participation in such contacts could not commit the 

Australian Government in advance to measures which NATO 

might decide to adopt; 

Cb) Australia had for some time stressed the need for a broadly 

agreed Western approach to the Polish question; and 

Cc) the Australian Government was especially interested in 

participating in whatever Ministerial consultations might 

be undertaken to arrive at decisions because Australia did 

not wish to be faced with a fait accompli. 
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6. The New Zealand Ambassador asked two questions. The 

first was to know which other countries were being contacted 

at this time. In reply it was stated that the other countries 
had not yet given their permission to having their names revealed. 

The New Zealand Ambassador was asked if he would agree to 

New Zealand being mentioned to the others and he said he would 

ask for instructions on that point. The Australian Ambassador 

saw no objection to Australia being mentioned. The second 

question asked by the New Zealand Ambassador was whether future 

contacts would be in Brussels or in national capitals. For 

their part, the New Zealand authorities at official level had 

thought that the passing of information might be done in 
Brussels but that consultations might be held in Wellington • 

It was explained that after careful consideration of the various 
factors, the North Atlantic Council decided that it would be 

best to pur sue these contacts in Brussels. 
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