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INTRODUCTION

Fifty years since the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) opened for 
signature, it remains the “cornerstone of the global non-proliferation regime” with an “essential 
role in the maintenance of international peace, security and stability.” Those words come from 
the NATO Summit Declaration of July 2018, and show that Allies remain strongly committed to the 
full implementation of the Treaty.

As we approach the NPT’s 2020 Review Conference, it is worth looking back at NATO’s role in the 
negotiation of the Treaty – a role that is relatively unknown. Of course, the topic of safeguards 
(Article III) was the focus of extensive discussions and negotiations in the North Atlantic Council 
and various committees – especially as it related to the respective roles of the European Atomic 
Energy Committee and the International Atomic Energy Agency. But closer to my personal interests 
were the discussions at NATO Headquarters on Articles I and II (on the prevention of transfer of 
nuclear weapons). 

Last year, I sought to illustrate the relationship between Articles I and II of the NPT and 
NATO’s nuclear sharing arrangements in a paper published by the Institut français des relations 
internationals in 2017.[1] While researching that paper, I came across a number of declassified 
documents from the archives of the United States, the United Nations, and NATO that were 
difficult to access. Together with more widely-available sources, they told a remarkable story 
about the negotiations of the Treaty and the close cooperation between the US and USSR in 
agreeing to text that would serve their interests and accommodate NATO’s arrangements. 

Subsequently, I have discovered additional still-classified documents in the NATO Archives that 
further enrich our understanding of how NATO contributed to the Treaty. These two volumes 
include a number of these documents – now declassified – as well as other key pieces from the 
archives of the United States, the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, and even the New 
York Times, to tell the story directly from the source documents. 

I hope these two volumes will help you – whether as a policy-maker, an academic, a researcher, 
or a casual reader – to understand better what went on in the closed meeting rooms in Brussels, 
Geneva, and New York that led to agreement on Articles I and II of the NPT. And while they 
are intended to illustrate and illuminate, there is still more to find – and it is not all online.  
I encourage you to continue seeking, to visit the libraries and archives – including NATO’s Archives 
here in Brussels – and get closer to the original sources. I found my journey as rewarding as my 
destination, and I hope you do too.

William Alberque 
Director, NATO’s Arms Control, Disarmament, and WMD Non-Proliferation Centre (ACDC)

Brussels, Belgium, 19 October 2018

[1]  	 William Alberque, “The NPT and the Origins of NATO’s Nuclear Sharing Arrangements,” Proliferation 
Papers, Ifri, February 2017.
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Article I

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes  not to transfer to 
any recipient whatsoever nuclear  weapons or other nuclear explosive devices 
or control  over such weapons or explosive devices directly,  or indirectly; and 
not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to 
manufacture  or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear  explosive 
devices, or control over such weapons or explosive devices.

Article II

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty  undertakes not to receive 
the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, 
or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear  explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any  assistance in the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
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1.	 UN Document: “The Irish Resolution,” UN General Assembly Resolution 1665(XVI), 4 Decem-
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Digital Archive
International History Declassified

digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org

November 20, 1964
Stenographic Protocol of the II Plenary Session of the
Central Committee of the Polish United Workers’ Party

(excerpts)

Citation:

“Stenographic Protocol of the II Plenary Session of the Central Committee of the Polish United

Workers’ Party (excerpts),” November 20, 1964, History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive,

Archiwum Akt Nowych, KC PZPR, sygn. PZPR 1265; obtained and translated by Douglas E. Selvage.

http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/112670

Summary:

Gomulka addresses the justification for Khrushchev's removal and describes some of the recent

foreign policy problems experienced as a result of Khrushchev's actions.

Original Language:

Polish

Contents:

English Translation
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[Gomulka begins the section of his address on Khrushchev's removal by reading down a list of

justifications, mainly domestic, offered by Soviet officials at the October CPSU plenum to justify

Khrushchev's removal, pp. 318-21.]

… The next censure dealt with his favoring his family, which expressed itself above all else of

course in his sending his son-in-law, Adzhubei, abroad for various matters. Sending him itself may

not be the most important thing, but the irresponsible way in which Adzhubei behaved abroad was

often simply disgraceful for the Soviet Union. We know a little bit about that, at least from his last

trip, to West Germany (representatives of our press informed us about the way he acted and his

statements). In a word, Cde. Khrushchev started to create around himself … the atmosphere of a

cult of personality. [pp. 324-25]

… We recognized that the change carried out in the leading positions [in the Soviet Union] is

completely justified, it was carried out in full accordance with the principle of inner-party

democracy, and we expressed our approval for the decisions of the Plenum of the CPSU CC,

considering that they were above all else their internal matters, and we could not meddle in these

matters, but we fully concur in the argumentation that the Soviet comrades put forward to us. At

the same time, we presented and told them as well what we ourselves have been thinking about his

[Khrushchev's] activities in those matters in which we are directly interested in some form, because

they dealt with us; this had to do above all else with effects in two areas: foreign policy and in the

area of our economic relations….

For the Soviet comrades, our positive stance was no surprise because they already knew about

the previously-cited contentious issues between the leadership of our party and Cde. Khrushchev

(or at least some of the issues). They had been informed by Cde. Khrushchev.

… As I already stated, these sometimes divergent views dealt with various aspects of foreign

policy, and they arose above all else from a lack of consultation with regard to questions about the

Soviet Union's foreign policy in relation to the FRG …, [a lack of] consultation with our party and

with our responsible state organs….

… It is clear that both Poland as a country and our party are not the main creative force for the

foreign policy of the socialist camp, and it is unthinkable that Poland would force something in this

regard or that we could conduct some sort of independent [samodzielna] foreign policy. It is also

unthinkable that even when we do have reservations to the policy of the Soviet Union, that we

would express them openly, that we would reveal some shades of difference in our stance,

because the enemy would immediately detect it and use it…. At the same time, every one of us

feels a responsibility that in certain matters in which our party, our government, our country, is

deeply and directly interested, and we demand, have the right to demand, and always will demand

that these matters be discussed with us and coordinated, and that, if I may say so, we also express

our stance…. [pp. 322-24]

Only in the last two years did certain nuances begin to arise, differences of greater or lesser

importance. They had to deal above all else with the question of German policy, but not only this.

As you know, comrades, not every initiative of the Soviet Union in the German question – with

regard to the solution of the German question, with regard to the peace treaty and West Berlin –

had been thought out to the end. We always believed that the Soviet Union had thought through its

initiatives well, that it had more trump cards in its hand, because it had all the weapons [nieci] of

policy in its hand and not us, but it turned out that it did not always look that way, that it was a little

bit of a [cavalry] charge – e.g., with regard to the issues of the peace treaty with Germany, we had

to be a little ashamed. Cde. Khrushchev set deadlines that were not well thought through; the West

stood firm, did not concede, and later he had to withdraw from these ultimative deadlines and

somehow explain. But this is not yet a question of differences. Only if a person looks very

insightfully and analytically at other moves does he perceive these failings.

If it has to do with the German question, Cde. Khrushchev voiced the concept of Rapallo. I will not
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explicate what this means here; essentially, the concept boiled down to the idea that the FRG did

not have in the long term any other way to go than to change sides and turn and to the Soviet

Union, reach an understanding with the Soviet Union, and then one could talk about some

resolution of the German problem. We were very skeptical about this matter; we believed that the

situation here is completely different. We spoke about these questions more than once, and Cde.

Khrushchev often got angry because we did not share his view of this concept.

In this regard, Adenauer conducted a special policy through [FRG Ambassador in Moscow Hans]

Kroll. Not only Adenauer in the end, but also other envoys of the FRG, simply deceived Cde.

Khrushchev; they discussed various possibilities, but with a completely different goal in mind. They

had the goal of negotiating concessions for the FRG from his side and the creation of some long-

term prospect for opening the door to Germany's unification. That's what it was mainly about for

them. And with regard to the possibility that they would loosen their relations with NATO, or leave

NATO to turn and join the Soviet Union, we absolutely did not see any grounds for this.

This already created in our discussions certain differences, especially given the sort of character

Cde. Khrushchev had – a very rude one; in general, this already did not create a good climate.

Very substantial matters arose between us in connection with the desire of the USA and the FRG

to create so-called NATO multilateral nuclear forces [MLF], which is currently the subject of broad

criticism. Cde. Khrushchev's view regarding NATO nuclear forces differed fundamentally enough

from our view. Namely, Cde. Khrushchev truly believed that the creation of even NATO nuclear

forces would not change the balance of forces between the socialist camp and the states of the

Atlantic bloc; that these multilateral nuclear forces in a certain sense might be helpful in preventing

the proliferation of nuclear weapons in such a form that the FRG or other NATO states would come

to possess their own national nuclear forces.

Various other ideas were expressed about this: that the multilateral forces were an alliance

between the FRG and the USA, but that it would also bind the FRG that much more with the USA,

which is not completely bad for us because first, the USA would have a restraining impact upon

West Germany's various revanchist tendencies; at the same time, a French-West German alliance

could be even more dangerous for peace and eventually [lead] to Germany's turning to France for

atomic weapons. In fact, the whole argument boiled down to the idea that if the Germans were to

bind themselves more closely to France at the cost of relations with the USA – since they have a

notably larger economic position than France, a stronger economic position – then they would

begin to impose their views upon France and lead it down their road.

Many such conceptions can be worthy of discussion; it is possible to look differently at these

matters. Still, we had another view here, because the stated concepts would naturally lead to the

logical conclusion that we could silently agree to the creation of the multilateral nuclear forces.

These concepts led to such a conclusion. We were decidedly of another point of view in this

matter. We discussed the matter in the Politburo and even expressed our stance on this matter.

Nothing has changed in this regard in terms of the official policy of the Soviet Union; it is opposed,

as it was before, to the multilateral nuclear forces. It maintained and still maintains that the creation

of the multilateral forces constitutes a proliferation of nuclear weapons, to which we cannot agree,

and if it is necessary, we will have to take steps in response…. [pp. 337-39]

… We explained that we are not for the proliferation of these [i.e., nuclear] weapons, but at the

same time we expressed understanding in a speech for China's aspirations to become a nuclear

state. Such were the shades of difference in our stances in many cases. [p. 340]

… Cde. Khrushchev's recently planned trip to the FRG hit us particularly hard. I already spoke

about this, that in these matters we are directly interested, despite the fact that we have to speak

along party lines; that we wanted to know something, to consult; that we were not against a trip –

please, if you have to go, you can go – but we should know something about what it's about, what

the goal is to be, since we are also deeply interested. We received evasive replies; he did not want

to consult. Often, this started to anger us, since this is no favor, it is a duty; especially since later,



- 29 -

after Adzhubei's visit to the FRG, we found out from the newspapers that he [Khrushchev] was

intending to go. Up to the last moment we did not know: Is he going, or isn't he? Officially, he did

not tell us, a bad situation. And so it grew, and grew, and grew. Such various matters. The question

arises here: Why did he not want to speak, was it a lack of trust? No, it does not have to do here

with some lack of trust. If he's able to tell U Thant, he can tell us as well – right? Here it is some sort

of personal trait, a character trait… Several comrades know, even non-members of the Politburo

were witnesses to how he can react very angrily to even very innocent, often normal statements….

At Lansk this happened once, and it demonstrated the bad situation. [pp. 340-41]

… But this began most often to have an effect upon our economic relations. He began quite simply

to treat us worse. For us, our trade relations with the Soviet Union are no less important than our

political relations. For our economy, this is an extremely important matter. But we were shoved a

little bit into last place in relation to the other European people's democracies. The thought was, we

will give it to whomever, but we cannot give it to the Poles, despite valid agreements…. With regard

to grain, for example. I spoke here on one occasion about how we received a letter from Comrade

Khrushchev last year saying that we could not count on any deliveries of grain after the disaster of

the drought. This letter went to all the other parties, to the GDR, to Czechoslovakia, to Hungary, to

Bulgaria… It was personally very uncomfortable for me to discuss the grain topic, especially after

the drought. When we met with Cde. Khrushchev last year in Bialowiezy, he made accusations

against us: “We do not have grain because you took it from us. We had reserves, but we had to

give you the reserves, because you came to us and pleaded, and we scraped the reserves from

our warehouses for your sake”….

Well, it began anew this year. The harvest is better, so other countries were given grain, even

though a similar letter was written to everybody, but no grain was given to us…. Only after the

removal of Cde. Khurhshcev … the new leadership decided that they should nevertheless give the

Poles 400 thousand tons in accordance with the signed agreement. It is the same with regard to

cotton this year…. [pp. 342-43]

… We brought this up [Khrushchev's proposed trip to Bonn] with the Soviet comrades, the new

leadership, during our discussions, so that we would know also what their stance is with regard to

the German question. Because [West German Chancellor Ludwig] Erhard is stating in the German

press that the invitation for Khrushchev is also valid for Kosygin, we asked them: Exactly why did

he [Khrushchev] want to go, and would you go there?

[Their reply:] ‘We do not know why he wanted to go to the FRG, we do not see any sense in it, and

we ourselves do not intend to go, and if we had the intention to go, we would consult with you.'

We do not want anything more, that's the normal way of putting the matter. [pp. 344-45]
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532 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1965

Saudi Arabian Amendments to the Nonaligned Draft 
Resolution on a World Disarmament Conference, 
November 19, 1965 1

1. Insert a new second operative paragraph to read as follows:
2. Invites the five major nuclear Powers to meet, formally or informally, within 

the next nine months at any place convenient to them in order to explore possible 
areas of agreement on world disarmament questions, as a prelude to convening a 
world disarmament conference;

2. Change the present operative paragraph 2 as follows:
3. Urges after due consultations among all States that a standing committee be 

established for the twofold purpose of (a) acting as a liaison between the said five 
nuclear Powers and lending its good offices to them when required; and (b) taking 
such steps as may be appropriate, in the event these Powers concur, for convening 
a world disarmament conference not later than 1967.

General Assembly Resolution 2028 (XX): Nonprolifera­
tion of Nuclear Weapons, November 19, 1965 2

The General Assembly,
Conscious of its responsibility under the Charter of the United Na­

tions for disarmament and the consolidation of peace,
M indful of its responsibility in accordance with Article 11, para­

graph 1, of the Charter, which stipulates that the General Assembly 
may consider the general principles of co-operation in the maintenance 
of international peace and security, including the principles governing 
disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and may make recom­
mendations with regard to such principles to the Members or to the 
Security Council or to both

Recalling its resolutions 1665 (XVI) of 4 December 19613 and 1908 
(XVlII) of'27 November 1963,4 

Recognizing the urgency and great importance of the question of 
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Noting with satisfaction the efforts of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic to achieve the

1 A/C.1/L.344, Nov. 19, 1965. The nonaligned draft resolution appears ante, 
pp. 526-527. The Saudi Arabian amendments were revised Nov. 22, 1965 (post, 
pp. 534-535).

2 A/RES/2028 (XX), Nov. 23, 1965. The resolution was sponsored by Brazil, 
Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, U.A.R. It was adopted by a 
vote of 93 to 0, with 5 abstentions (Cuba, France, Guinea, Pakistan, Romania).

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
4 Ibid, 196S, pp. 624-625.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 2028, NOVEMBER 19 533'

solution of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, as 
contained in their joint memorandum of 15 September 1965,1

Convinced that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would endanger 
the security of all States and make more difficult the achievement of' 
general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control,

Noting the declaration adopted by the Summit Conference of 
Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity 
at its first regular session, held at Cairo in July 1964,2 and the Declara­
tion entitled “Programme for Peace and International Co-operation” 
adopted by the Second Conference of Heads of State or Government 
of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Cairo in October 1964,8

Noting also the draft treaties to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons submitted by the United States of America4 and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics,6 respectively,

Noting further that a draft unilateral non-acquisition declaration has 
been submitted by Italy,6

Convinced that General Assembly resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 
November 1961 and 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963 aim at 
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Believing that it is imperative to exert further efforts, to, conclude a 
treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

1. Urges all States to take all steps necessary for the early con­
clusion of a treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons;

2. Calls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to give urgent consideration to the question of non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons and, to that end, to reconvene as 
early as possible with a view to negotiating an international treaty to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, based on the following 
main principles:

(a) The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit 
nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, 
nuclear weapons in any form; • r  /

(b) The treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual 
responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers;

(c) The treaty should be a step towards the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarma­
ment;

1 Ante, pp. 424-425.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, PP- 294-295.
3 Ibid., pp. 443 ff.
4 Ante, pp. 347-349.
5 Ante, pp. 443-446.
6 Ante, pp. 411-412.
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(d) There should be acceptable and workable provisions to ensure 
the effectiveness of the treaty;

(e) Nothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any 
group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the 
total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories;

3. Transmits the records of the First Committee relating to the 
discussion of the item entitled “Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons”, 
together with all other relevant documents, to the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee for its consideration;

4. Requests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to submit to the 
General Assembly at an early date a report on the results of its work 
•on a treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

W hite House Statement on Nuclear Warheads for 
NATO Allies, November 22, 1965 1

1. As has often been stated we have made nuclear warheads 
available to our NATO allies but custody of all such warheads re­
mains with the United States.

2. President Johnson is, and as Vice President was, fully aware 
of specific arrangements made by the Department of Defense with 
our NATO allies.

3. As has often been stated, no nuclear warheads on U.S. weapons 
or held in U.S. custody fpr our NATO allies can be used without 
specific authorization of the President of the United States.

Revised Saudi Arabian Amendments to the Non- 
aligned Resolution on a World Disarmament Con­
ference, November 22, 1965 2

1. Insert a new second operative paragraph to read as follows:
2. Appeals to the major nuclear Powers to meet informally within the next nine 

months at any place convenient to them in order to explore possible areas of agree­
ment on world disarmament questions, as a prelude to convening a world disarma­
ment conference;

1 Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 13, 1965, p. 939. The statement was 
made by Presidential Press Secretary Moyers.

2 A/C.l/L.344/Rev. 1, Nov. 22, 1965. The original Saudi Arabian amendments 
appear ante, p. 532. For the nonaligned draft resolution, see ante, pp. 526-527. 
The Saudi Arabian amendments were not voted on.
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.-:. 
Idea of· MiXed-Manned Nu.clear Fleet ! I . . . . ' . 
Dies Quietly After S Years of De·ba.te: . . 

Specht.l to The New Yor� Times 

! WASHINGTON, Dec. 22-
'The n1ultilateral nuclear force 
(MLF), a dari�g diplomatic 
idea or' remarkable resilience 

! and \vorldwide fame, died quiet-
! ly last �ight at the age of 5. 

Although ailing for a year, 
the force had shown itself to !possess nine lives, at least, and 
its friends and champions were 

News 
Analysis 

hoping to the end I 
I 

for another re-
covery. Death fi­
nally came when 
a President of the l 
United States and 

a Chancellor of West Germany, 

representing the only Govern­
ments ever seriously interested 
in the venture, issued a com­
munique that did not even men- 1  
tion it. 

1¥tr. Johnson and Dr. Ludwig 
! Erhard buried it by ignoring ·it . 1. 

While it lived, however, vol­
umes were written about the 
idea. It \vas a rarity because it 
was a policy nursed to life by 

1 the State Department's policy I 

I planners. It \vas a novelty be-l 
cause it \Vas advocated by the 
1department \Vith uncommon 
zeal, first throug!l the Unitad I 
States Government and then in 
allied capitals. It \vas a celeb .. 
rity beeause it \vas deeply 
feared andi- vigorously de­
nounced in the Communist 
world. 

Conceived as a diplomatic 
necessity. the l\·1LF quickly gre\v 
into a military mamn1oth :a pro­

,posal to float a $5 billion fleet 
I of 25 surface ships bearing 200 · l Polaris missiles, to be jointly I 
[ financed by four or m ore West-1 
ern allies and n1anned by mixed j 
crews of multilingual officers! and men from the national 
navies of the co·o\vners. 

Under a system that \vas still 
tD be devised, the nuclear 
weapons 'Nere to be fired only 
upon order from the President 
of the United States and t\AlO 
or n1ore other participating 

1 commanders-in-chief. , 

P.urpose of the Plan 
The original purpose of the 

force \vas disarmingly simple . . 
The United States \vished to· 
preserve its virtual nuclear 
monopoly in the \Vest \\·hile de-

: vising son1e \vay of letting its t j European allies sh�re �in. t!le; 
; manage1nent operation. control,!' ·and diplomacy of the principal. 
\veapons of collective deferue. ; 

In Decen1ber, 1960, at the end j 
of the EisenhO\\·er Adn1inistra- j 
tion, the idea \vas forn1ally j 
placed before the North Atlantic, 
Treaty Organization. Joint fi­
nancing. it \vas said. \\·ould 
spread the burden and sense 
of ov:nershi p. Mixed-manning 
\vould prevent the \vithdra\val 
or unilateral use of the force . 
Putting it out to sea \\�auld 
spare every member the em­
barrassmen t and political pres­
sure that came \Vith nu_clear 
bases on land. 

\Vashington also liked the 

id�a because it hoped, through ! 
the force, to keep the. French; 
from building their O\vn nuclear· 
force and eventually to per­
suade the British to surrender 
theirs . .. �nd by slowly strangling1 
these two national forces, it! 

:was thought, no German Gov-' 
:ernment W9Uld .ever be tempted . 
to acquil:e�its:own. , 
. President- ·Ke�n�dy liked the i 

td�a1 too, less·. fQr its militaryi 
mer1ts � than . as a .talking point 
by whtch. to revitalize the alii· 
ance and . to .. dampen the sus- ! 
picions that. the ·:United States� 
might not in every · case risk· 
its own· destruction for the de-' 
fense of Europe. 

In a tense debate with Vice 
Adm. Hyman G. Rickover, Mr. 
Kennedy was finally persuaded 
not to invite foreign cre\vs 
aboard American nuclear sub­
marines, \Vhereupon the Presi­
dent got the Navy to discover ! 
that a surface fleet \l/ould ac-

1 tually be better than an under-. \Vater force. 1 The planning . limped along,) 
ho\vever, until in 1962 thel 
British nuclear air force \\ras l 
suddenly threatened \vith obso- 1 
Iescence by the Pentagon's can-: 
cellation of the promised air-to­

ground Skybolt missile. In re-· 
turn for . An1erican help in 
building their O\\"n nuclear navy, 
the British \Vere pressed to con-� 
cede the desirability of an al-; 
.lied navy. 
i Gertnans \Vere Enthusiastic 
I 1 The n1ixed-n1anned force got 
ian even bigger boost early in· 
1January. 1963, \Vhen Britain 
I \Vas locked out of the Cornn1on [Market by a France that simul-. 
i taneously signed a treaty of co-· 
ioperation \Vith \Vest Germany.� 
!This set off fears that 
:and Bonn might no\v secretly 
l cooperate on atomic \veapons 
;and \Vashington responded \Vith 
Ia vigorous campaign to \VOo the 
:Gennans to its side instead. 
-MLF becante the bait and the 
.Germans bit. 

They bit so hard-offering to, 
go 50-50 \Vith the United States 
in paying for 80 per cent of the 
proposed fleet-that many of 
the other allies and all the Conl­
munist nations dre\v· back in 
alarn1 �Ianv becan1e convinced! that it \vouid be onlv the first! 

� I 
step tO\\·ard 'Vest German con-1 
trol of nuclear \Veapons. None ! 

I 
of the protests to the contrary: 
sufficed. 

The . ad\·ocatcs of a un ited · 
Europe. such as Jean Jfonnet. ; 
sa \V vet another benefit in the! 
nuclear fleet: its eventual trans·: 
formation into a European force.� 
But the very thought of eventu- i 
ally abolishing the An1erican j 
veto aroused even greater fear. I 
The Russians denounced the i 
plan as inconsistent not only I 
\Vith East-West anns control 
n1easures but also \\�ith' co-; 
existence itself and, \Vith some' 
effect. threatened unspecified! 
countermeasures. l 

V/hen the Gern1ans began to 

talk last yeat;t of "going it l 
,alone" · \Vith :t�e. United . States 

1\vhile .the .:·;,Bi;itish grew ·ever. 
:more · VQciferons in opposition, 
iPresiderit Johnson finally drevJ 
jn the reins . on the force's 
; backers here and proposed a 
�delay that \v-as nearly fatal. He t 
1\vould not press a project of! 
unity ·to the · point \vhere it� 
caused only division and acri-! 
mony. ! 

N O\V the opponents rallied 
their forces among the guardi­
ans qf atomic secrecy on Capito] 
Hill, the unimpressed milit_ary 1 
men at the Pentagon and the! 
advocates of arms con�rol and !

1
· 

East-West harn1ony every-
1 where� : 

. ' • · I 

The State Department held on! 
doggedly for fear of creating a! 
new crisis in West ·Germany, 
where poll ticians two months 
ago \vere still calling MLF the , 

be.st available answer to their 
, quest for nuclear.- '4equality." 

Finally, howeveP, even lnany I 
Geif11ans gave up. They insisted t I tha�t the conditions . that had 

I spawned the idea for a raixed· 
manned force still had to be. 

t I f faced someho\vt but they let Dr.: 
I Erhard enter the vVhite House I , and dutifully sign the certificate · j of 

___ 
_ _ 

. ; 
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