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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibil-
ity for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of
the General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches,
compiles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank
B. Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stan-
dards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the se-
ries through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
which was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991,
established a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series.
Section 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy de-
cisions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes
of the series should include all records needed to provide comprehen-
sive documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editors are
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Rela-
tions series that presents in multiple volumes a comprehensive docu-
mentary record of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
administrations of Presidents Nixon and Ford. This specific volume
documents U.S. efforts to negotiate multilateral agreements with its
Western European allies and the Soviet Bloc that would allow for
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greater European security, 1969-1976. While this volume, aided by ex-
tracts from other volumes, footnotes, and editorial notes, can be read
on its own, Foreign Relations is an integrated series. Other volumes from
the subseries that can be consulted on this topic are Volumes XII-XVI,
all on the Soviet Union; Volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972;
Volume XLI, Western Europe and European Region, 1969-1972; and, to
a lesser extent, Volume E-15, Western and Eastern Europe.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

This volume focuses on the topic of European Security, a key foreign
policy concern for both the Nixon and Ford administrations. It is centered
around the basic questions the U.S. Government faced: how best to
achieve security and cooperation in Europe, and how to reduce both
NATO and Warsaw Pact forces in Europe. This volume has a broader
scope than most, and covers the entire span of both the Nixon and Ford
administrations, 1969-1976. While the general focus is European security,
the specific focus is on two overriding issues that faced the Nixon and
Ford administrations: 1) whether to hold a conference on European se-
curity attended by the United States and its NATO allies, and the Soviet
Union and its Warsaw Pact allies; and 2) whether the United States and
its European allies would negotiate an agreement with the Soviet Union
and its East European allies on mutual and balanced force reductions
(MBFR) in Europe. Both President Richard M. Nixon and Henry A.
Kissinger (Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, and af-
ter September 1973, Secretary of State) were skeptical that a conference
on European security would achieve very much—they believed that the
Europeans were overestimating its potential impact. There were also re-
lated issues, such as whether to combine the security conference with ne-
gotiations on force reductions. In addition, the question of negotiations
with the NATO allies looms large in the volume, which includes many
memoranda of conversation between U.S. officials and their NATO coun-
terparts. Kissinger carried on parallel negotiations with Soviet officials on
both a European Security conference and MBFR. After the Moscow Sum-
mit in May 1972, at which President Nixon and General Secretary Leonid
Brezhnev discussed mutual and balance force reductions and a confer-
ence on security in Europe (CES), the two leaders agreed to conferences
on both security and cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and MBFR.

The Soviet Union and the United States agreed to open the formal
CSCE talks on June 30, 1973, and to begin the MBFR talks one month
after the conclusion of the CSCE conference, which was expected to
end in September 1973. As the volume makes clear, this timetable was
impossible to follow.

The volume then focuses on the slow march to a formal CSCE con-
ference in Helsinki in July and August 1975, and the problems atten-
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dant with this process. The last chapter on MBFR picks up that issue
from July 1973, and carries the negotiations forward to the end of the
Ford administration, which left office without achieving success on mu-
tual and balanced force reduction in Europe.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically—with the exception
of the final tenth chapter—according to Washington time. Memoranda
of conversation are placed according to the date and time of the con-
versation, rather than the date a memorandum was drafted. Documents
chosen for printing are authoritative or signed copies, unless otherwise
noted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Re-
lations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor. The documents are reproduced as exactly as
possible, including marginalia or other notations, which are described
in the footnotes. Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted
conventions for the publication of historical documents within the lim-
itations of modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the ed-
itors for each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitaliza-
tion, and punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except
that obvious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes
and omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions:
a correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words or
phrases underlined in the source text are printed in italics. Abbrevia-
tions and contractions are preserved as found in the original text, and
a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of each volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that deals
with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classified af-
ter declassification review (in italic type). All ellipses are in the original
documents unless otherwise noted. The amount and, where possible, the
nature of the material not declassified has been noted by indicating the
number of lines or pages of text that were omitted. Entire documents
withheld for declassification purposes have been accounted for and are
listed with headings, source notes, and number of pages not declassified
in their chronological place. All brackets that appear in the original text
are so identified in footnotes. With the exception of Presidential record-
ings transcribed in the Office of the Historian by the editor(s) of the vol-
ume, all ellipses are in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the document’s
source, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.
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Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and elu-
cidate the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepa-
ration and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes, as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials
Preservation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 U.S.C. 2111 note), the National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the
Nixon Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the
PRMPA and implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Pres-
idential historical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public ac-
cess regulations require NARA to review for additional restrictions in
order to ensure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon
White House officials, since these officials were not given the oppor-
tunity to separate their personal materials from public papers. Thus,
the PRMPA and implementing public access regulations require NARA
formally to notify the Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House
staff members that the agency is scheduling for public release Nixon
White House historical materials. The Nixon Estate and former White
House staff members have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon his-
torical materials in which they were a participant or are mentioned.
Further, the PRMPA and implementing regulations require NARA to
segregate and return to the creator of files private and personal mate-
rials. All Foreign Relations volumes that include materials from NARA's
Nixon Presidential Materials Project are processed and released in ac-
cordance with the PRMPA.
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Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive Or-
der 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and other applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all in-
formation, subject only to the current requirements of national secu-
rity, as embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions
entailed concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional
bureaus in the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the
U.S. Government, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding
specific documents of those governments. The declassification review
of this volume, which began in 2005 and was completed in 2007, re-
sulted in the decision to withhold no documents in full, excise a para-
graph or more in 1 document, and make minor excisions of less than
a paragraph in 12 documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifi-
cation review process described above, that notwithstanding the num-
ber of denied and excised documents, the record presented in this vol-
ume presented here provides an accurate and comprehensive account
of U.S. foreign policy towards European security.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The 1991 Foreign Relations statute requires that the published
record in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to pro-
vide comprehensive documentation on major U.S. foreign policy deci-
sions and significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It also requires that
government agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Gov-
ernment engaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support
cooperate with the Department of State Historian by providing full and
complete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and ac-
tions and by providing copies of selected records. U.S. foreign policy
agencies and Departments—the Department of State, National Secu-
rity Council, Department of Defense, Central Intelligence Agency, De-
partment of the Treasury, the Nixon Presidential Materials at College
Park Maryland, and the Gerald Ford Presidential Library—have com-
plied fully with this law and provided complete access to their rele-
vant records. In addition, Henry Kissinger has approved access to his
private papers at the Library of Congress. These papers are a key source
for the Nixon-Ford subseries.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

The fact that both the European security conference (CSCE) and
balanced force reduction talks (MBFR) constituted multilateral negoti-
ations means that in addition to materials filed under these specific
topics in the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, many relevant doc-
uments can be found in files dealing with bilateral relations.

For the Nixon years, the most important materials on CSCE and
MBER are in the National Security Council (NSC) Files at the Nixon
Presidential Materials Project. For both CSCE and MBEFR, the follow-
ing sub-collections within the NSC Files were particularly useful:
Agency Files (ACDA, Department of Defense, MBFR and CSCE, NSC,
NATO, and Department of State); Subject Files (East-West Relations,
USSR Memcons, USSR, Soviet Affairs, NSSM’s and NSDM'’s, Backchan-
nel—Paris, Europe, USSR); the President’s Trip Files, especially those
related to visits to Europe and the USSR; Presidential Correspondence,
especially with the USSR but also with France, Germany, and UK; VIP
Visits (by Brezhnev and European leaders); Presidential/HAK Mem-
cons; and NSC Unfiled Material. In the sub-series, Country Files—
Europe, the collections on Europe, European Security Issues, Austria
(location of the MBFR talks in Vienna), Finland, France, Germany,
Switzerland (location of CSCE Phase II in Geneva), USSR, and United
Kingdom hold the most important bilateral documents related to CSCE

XI
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and MBFR. The Kissinger Office Files also contain a wealth of key mate-
rials, especially the Country Files on Europe (General and USSR) and
Kissinger’s Trip Files for visits to Europe and the Soviet Union. The NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files) provide some documentation on CSCE, but
much more on MBFR. In the NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Meeting
Files of the Verification Panel, the Senior Review Group, and the National
Security Council related to MBFR and CSCE are particularly relevant,
along with the original minutes of meetings of the three groups. Files on
individual NSSM'’s (83, 89, 92, 138, 164, 168), as well as files on individ-
ual NSDM’s (116, 134, 142, 153, 163) under Policy Papers (1969-1974) con-
tain key documentation on decision-making. The Henry A. Kissinger
Telephone Conversations and Presidential Tape Recordings at the Nixon
Presidential Materials Project provide key, first-hand data on decisions
regarding CSCE and MBEFR, although it is difficult to locate relevant ma-
terial. The same is true for the Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Con-
versations from his years as Secretary of State, available online from the
Department of State’s Electronic Reading Room.

A number of collections at the National Archives in Record Group
59, the General Records of the Department of State, hold key documents
on CSCE and MBEFR. The most important collections for such research
are the Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meetings,
1973-77, Entry 5177; the Records of Henry Kissinger, Entry 5403, espe-
cially the bilateral memoranda of conversation with European and So-
viet officials; and the Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry 5339,
which are the records of Helmut Sonnenfeldt, with key files on CSCE,
MBEFR, and bilateral meetings with European leaders. Less important,
but also containing relevant material, are the S/S Conference Files,
196672, Entry 5415, and the Rogers Office Files, Entry 5439. Despite the
title, Lot 80 D 188, Bureau of European Affairs, Office of NATO and At-
lantic Political Military Affairs, Records Relating to the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, contains mainly low-level materi-
als of little significance. The Central Files, 1967-69 and 1970-73, contain
much important material, along with minutiae about the negotiations
within NATO, between the U.S. and its Allies, and in Geneva and Vi-
enna on CSCE and MBFR. The most relevant subject-numeric designa-
tions for CSCE are DEF EUR, DEF 1 EUR, DEF 1 NATO, POL EUR, and
POL EUR E-EUR W. The most relevant subject-numeric designations for
MBEFR are DEF EUR, DEF 4 EUR, DEF 4 NATO, DEF 4 WARSAW PACT,
DEF 6 EUR, and DEF 6 NATO. The following subject-numeric designa-
tions include important materials on bilateral discussions on MBFR: POL
GER W-US, POL US-USSR, POL 1 US-USSR, and POL 7 USSR. The
State Archiving System, which constitutes the Central Files after 1973,
can be searched by keyword for documents relating to CSCE and MBER.

A valuable resource for both the Nixon and Ford years with re-
gard to CSCE and MBEFR are the Henry Kissinger Papers, held at the
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Manuscript Division in the Library of Congress. Particularly fruitful for
research on CSCE and MBFR are the files under the sub-headings: Mem-
oranda of Conversation, Chronological File (bilateral talks with Euro-
pean and Soviet leaders); Geopolitical Files (especially those relating to
the Soviet Union, France, Great Britain, and the Year of Europe); the
Presidential File, Memoranda of Conversation; and under Department
of State, Memoranda of Conversation with Lawrence S. Eagleburger.

For the Ford years, the records at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential
Library are invaluable. Many key materials on CSCE and MBFR can
be found in the files of the National Security Adviser. Particularly valu-
able on both CSCE and MBFR are the Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, especially the General Subject Files on the USSR (“D” File,
Dobrynin, and the Gromyko Files) and West Germany, Egon Bahr, Cor-
respondence. Also of value are the Memoranda of Conversation (bi-
lateral talks with European and Soviet officials); the NSC Meetings
Files; the Presidential Agency File (ACDA, Department of Defense, and
NATO); the President’s Trip Files (November 1974, Japan, Korea and
USSR; and July 9-12, 1975, Europe—the trip to the CSCE summit); Trip
Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger, 1974-76, especially
from Kissinger’s trips to Europe and the USSR; Presidential Trip Files
(Ford’s summit with Brezhnev in Vladivostok in November 1974 and
his subsequent trips to Europe); the Presidential Subject Files on CSCE
and MBEFR; the Kissinger Reports on USSR, China, and Middle East
Discussions, 1974-76, USSR Memcons and Reports; the Presidential
Country Files for Europe and Canada, 1974-77, especially the Country
Files on Europe (General), Germany, and the USSR; and Backchannel
Messages, Europe. The Convenience Files of the NSC Staff for Europe,
Canada, and Ocean Affairs, 1974-77, also contains valuable material
on CSCE and MBEFR, but it is somewhat duplicative. Relevant materi-
als in the Convenience Files can be found under the subheadings Gen-
eral Subject Files (CSCE, Europe, HAK European Trip, MBFR, NSSMs,
and NATO), the Ford Trips File (Vladivostok Summit, 1974; European
Trip: NATO, May-June 1975; and European Trip: CSCE); and Visits by
Foreign Leaders. On MBFR, the NSC Institutional Files (H-Files) and
the papers of the NSC Program Analysis Staff are particularly impor-
tant, especially the MBFR/Measures Agreement Subseries, the Verifi-
cation Panel Subseries, the Jan Lodal Convenience Files, and the Steve
Hadley MBFR Files. The Melvin Laird Papers at the Ford Library con-
tain relevant documentation on CSCE and especially MBFR for both
the Nixon and Ford Administrations.

Valuable for more-detailed study of MBFR is Record Group 330,
Records of the Department of Defense, at the National Archives in Suit-
land, Maryland. FRC 330-77-003, MBER Files, 1973-74, provides some
of the daily communication between DOD officials working on MBFR
and the U.S. delegation to the MBEFR talks in Vienna. The secret and top
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secret files of the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
and the Assistant Secretary of Defense from 1969 to 1976 provide useful
documentation in the form of bilateral memoranda of conversation be-
tween DOD officials, including the Secretary of Defense, and Ministers

of Defense of the NATO allies regarding MBFR and occasionally CSCE.

The secret and top secret files of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for

International Security Affairs also contain material relating to MBFR.

Unpublished Sources
Department of State
Central Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.
Lot Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.

Electronic Reading Room (http://foia.state.gov)
Transcripts of Telephone Conversations of Secretary of State Henry Kissinger

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
Record Group 59, Records of the Department of State
Central Files

ORG 7 S, visits of the Secretary of State

DEF EUR, defense of Europe

DEF 1 EUR, policy plans, readiness, defense of Europe

DEF 1 NATO, policy plans, readiness, defense of NATO

DEF 4 EUR, collective defense and alliances, Europe

DEF 4 NATO, collective defense and alliances, NATO

DEF 4 WARSAW PACT, collective defense and alliance, Warsaw Pact
DEF 6 EUR, armed forces, Europe

DEF 6 NATO, armed forces, NATO

NATO 3 BEL, NATO organization, headquarters

POL EUR, political

POL EUR E-EUR W, general policy. Eastern Europe-Western Europe
POL GER W-US, U.S.-German political relations

POL US-USSR, U.S.-Soviet

POL 1 US-USSR, U.S.-Soviet, general policy

POL 7 USSR, visits and meeting with Soviet officials

Central Foreign Policy Files, 19731976

Part of the on-line Access to Archive Databases (http://aad.archives.gov): Electronic

Telegrams, P-Reel Index, P-Reel microfilm
Lot Files

Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meetings, 1973-1977, Entry 5177
Minutes of Secretary of State Kissinger’s staff meetings

Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry 5339
Files of Helmut Sonnenfeldt, 1957-1977
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Records of Henry Kissinger, Entry 5403

Nodis memoranda of conversation of Secretary Kissinger and related documents,
September 1973-January 1977

S/S-Files, Lot 72 D 170

Briefing books, fact books, visit and conference books, press conferences, and
testimony of the Secretary and Under Secretary of State, 1969-1972

S/S Conference Files, 1966-1972, Entry 5415
Files of International Conferences

S/S-Files, Lot 80 D 307
Files of Walter J. Stossel, Deputy Secretary of State, 1968-1982

S/S-Files, Lot 83 D 305
National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMs), 1969-1977

Bureau of European Affairs, Office of NATO and Atlantic Political Military Affairs,
Records Relating to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, Lot 80 D 188

Rogers Office Files, Entry 5439
Official Files of Secretary of State William P. Rogers, 1969-1973

Nixon Presidential Materials Project, National Archives and Record
Administration, College Park, Maryland

National Security Council Files

Agency Files
ACDA, Department of Defense, MBFR and CSCE, NSC, NATO, Department of
State

Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files
Haig Telcons

Country Files—Europe
Berlin and European Security, Europe, European Security Issues, Austria,
Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, NAC Summit Brussels—
June 1974—The President; Netherlands, MBFR Background Book; Poland,
Romania, Switzerland, USSR, United Kingdom

Country Files—Europe—USSR
Map Room, Map Room—D, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Gromyko, US-Soviet Bilateral
Issues, Dr. Kissinger Moscow Trip, May 1973

Kissinger Office Files
Administrative and Staff Files; Europe, West

Kissinger Trip Files
HAK’s Secret Moscow Trip, April 1972; HAK European Trip, September 1972,
FRG Memcons, Brandt, Strauss; HAK Secret Paris Trip; HAK’s Germany,
Moscow, London, Paris Trip; HAK Moscow, London Trip; HAK Moscow Trip;
Secretary’s File, TOHAK/HAKTO; HAK Trip, Bonn, Moscow, London, Mar.
24-28, 1974

NSC Unfiled Material
NSC Secretariat, Richard M. Nixon Memoranda; NSC Unfiled Material, 1969—
1972; NSC Unfiled Material, 1973-74
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President’s Trip Files
Nixon’s European Trip (1969); Presidential European Trip, 1970; Azores Meeting
with Pompidou; Heath Visit, Dec. 1971; President’s Moscow Trip; MBFR/CSCE
Backup Book; President’s Issues Papers, USSR; Bilateral Agreements, US-USSR;
Dobrynin/Kissinger; Top Secret/Sensitive MBFR-CSCE Backup Book; For the
President’s Personal Briefcase, May 1972; The President’s Conversations in
Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran and Warsaw, May 1972

Presidential Correspondence
France, Germany, UK, USSR

Presidential/HAK Memcons

Subject Files
East-West Relations; President’s Annual Review of US Foreign Policy; USSR
Memcons; HAK/President Memos, 1969-71; NSSM’s and NSDM'’s; Soviet
Affairs; USSR; USSR Briefing Book, Apr. 1974, Foreign Minister Gromyko Visit;

Backchannel
Paris; Backchannel: Europe; Backchannel: USSR; Backchannel

VIP Visits
Brandt Visit, Dec. 1971, Key Biscayne; Brezhnev’s US Visit; Presidential Trip
(USSR and Europe, June 1974)

NSC Institutional Files (H-Files)

Meeting Files, Verification Panel Meetings
MBER, 9/1/70; MBFR, 4/23/71, MBFR, 6/11/71; MBFR, 9/21/71; MBEFR,
9/30/71; MBEFR, 11/19/71; MBFR, 3/15/73; MBFR, 3/29/73; MBFR, 7/11/73;
MBEFR Cancelled, 12-27-73; MBFR, 1/7/74; MBER, 3/14/74

National Security Council Meetings
NSC Meeting 1/28/70, Europe; NSC Meeting, NATO and MBFR, 11/19/70;
NSC Meeting, MBER, 6/17/71; NSC Meeting, CES/MBEFR (NATO Ministerial)
12/1/71; NSC Meeting, MBFR, 4/12/73

Senior Review Group Meetings
Review Group, NATO Policy, 3/24/69; Review Group, Issues of European
Security, 4/16/70; Senior Review Group, US Strategies and Forces for NATO,
8/31/70; Senior Review Group, European Security, 8/31/70; Senior Review
Group/VP Meeting, NATO Strategies and Forces; (NSSM 84-92) 10/28/70;
Senior Review Group, MBFR, 11/23/70; SRG Meeting, European Security Conf.,
MBER, 3/29/72; SRG Meeting, European Security Conference, 11/23/71; SRG
Meeting/Joint VP, MBFR/CSCE, 6/29/72; Verification P/SRG Meeting,
MBFR/CSCE, 9/20/72; VP /SRG Meeting, MBFR, 10/17/72

Defense Program Review Committee Meetings
DPRC Meeting, NSDM 95, Forces for NATO, 5-19-71; DPRC Meeting, NSDM
95, 5-24-71
Minutes of Meetings (1969-1974)
Verification Panel Minutes—Originals; NSC Minutes—Originals; SRG Minutes—
Originals

Study Memoranda (1969-1974)
NSSM 83, NSSM 89, NSSM 92, NSSM 138, NSSM 164, NSSM 168

Policy Papers (1969-1974)

National Security Decision Memoranda: NSDM 116, NSDM 134, NSDM 142, NSDM
153, NSDM 163
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Henry A. Kissinger Telephone Conversations

White House Central Files
President’s Daily Diary

White House Special Files
President’s Office File

Presidential Tape Recordings

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan

NSC Institutional Files (H-Files)
NSDM/NSSM Originals

National Security Adviser

NSC Meetings Files
Presidential Agency File, 1974-77
ACDA, Department of Defense, NATO
President’s Trip Files
November 1974, Japan, Korea, and USSR; July 9-12, 1975, Europe
Trip Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger, 1974-76

Europe, South Asia, and Middle East (10/20-11/9/74); Brussels (12/10-13/74)
London and Middle East, March 5-22, 1975; Europe and Middle East, May
18-23; Europe, May 26-June 3, 1975; Europe, July 9-12, 1975; Ottawa, October
14-15, 1975; Europe, December 10-17, 1975; Moscow, Brussels, Madrid, January
20-25, 1976

Trip Briefing Books and Cables for President Ford, 1974-76
Presidential Trip Files
November 1974; Vladivostok;
May 28-June 3, 1975: Europe;
July 26-August 4, 1975: Europe; CSCE; Helsinki
NSC Staff for Europe, Canada and Ocean Affairs, Convenience Files, 1974-77
General Subject File
CSCE; Europe, 1974-76; HAK European Trip; MBFR; NSSMS, 1974, 1976; NATO

Ford Trips File: Vladivostok Summit (1974), European Trip: NATO (May-June
1975), European Trip: CSCE, Visits by Foreign Leaders

Presidential Subject Files, 1974-77
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe; MBFR
Presidential Agency Files
Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada, 1974-77
Country Files: Europe—General, Belgium—-State Dept. Telegrams, Germany, USSR
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European Security,
1969-1976

“Bureaucratic Steamroller,” January 1969-
November 1970

1. Memorandum of Conversation®

Washington, April 4, 1969, 2:30-3:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

European Security Conference

PARTICIPANTS

Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador

Under Secretary Richardson

Morton Abramowitz, Special Assistant, U

Adolph Dubs, Acting Country Director, EUR/SOV

Ambassador Dobrynin said he was calling on the instructions of
his Government to draw the attention of the U.S. Government to the
Appeal on European Security issued by the Warsaw Pact countries at
Budapest on March 17.> The Warsaw Pact countries attach great im-
portance to a conference on European security. They believe that the

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 725,
Country Files, Europe, USSR-Memcon’s, Dobrynin/Richardson, April 1969. Confiden-
tial. Part I of II. Drafted by Dubs. The meeting was held in the Under Secretary’s office.
The day before, Dobrynin initially raised the issue of a European security conference in
a meeting with Kissinger at 3:30 p.m. Kissinger wrote in a memorandum to the Presi-
dent on April 3:

“Dobrynin began the conversation by saying that he had been instructed by the
highest level of the politburo to give me an advance indication of a note that was going
to be presented at the State Department tomorrow morning. This note in effect presents
the Budapest Declaration of the Warsaw Pact nations, and asks for a European Security
Conference. (I am sending you a separate memorandum on this.) Dobrynin asked me
for my views. I told him a European Security Conference which excluded the United
States would meet with strong opposition. Dobrynin said that Moscow has no intention
of prescribing the membership; if one of our allies proposed United States participation,
Moscow would agree. (This represents a major change in Soviet policy.)”

The full text of the memorandum is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII,
Document 32. For Kissinger’s memorandum to the President, see Document 2.

2 The Budapest Appeal of the Warsaw Pact to all European Countries is printed in
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 106-108.

1
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Appeal represents a serious attempt to facilitate security in Europe and
cooperation among European States in the economic, technological and
scientific fields. No conditions are being attached to the holding of such
a conference. The Soviet Union and its allies are prepared to discuss
any issues. The views of these countries about a security conference
are spelled out in the Appeal. This is not a propaganda exercise but a
serious approach to an important matter. It was visualized that a
preparatory committee should meet to discuss the time, place and
agenda for such a conference.

Ambassador Dobrynin said he knew that the question of U.S. par-
ticipation would arise. This would be a matter for the European coun-
tries to consider and to decide. If all European states believe that U.S.
participation is necessary or desirable, then the Soviet Union would
have no objection. Dobrynin indicated that the Appeal was being de-
livered to various governments by the Hungarian Government since
the Appeal originated at the Budapest meeting. Soviet ambassadors
were under instructions to present the Appeal to governments in West-
ern Europe.

Mr. Richardson commented that Ambassador Dobrynin had antic-
ipated several questions. He noted that the Soviet Union visualized that
the conference would be held without any preconditions. He couldn’t
help but note that the Appeal had stated that fundamental preconditions
for Europe’s security included such things as confirmation of existing
European borders, recognition of the existence of the GDR, etc. Ambas-
sador Dobrynin interjected that these were not preconditions and that
all countries could propose any questions which they thought relevant.
Participants could also make any statements they wished. All questions
raised could be considered by the preparatory group.

Mr. Richardson asked whether U.S. participation would take place
only if there were unanimous agreement among European states. Am-
bassador Dobrynin replied that he did not know whether there would
be voting or not on such issues. He had no authorization to speak for
European governments. In any event, there would be no objection from
the Soviet side to U.S. participation. Mr. Richardson asked about pos-
sible Canadian participation. Ambassador Dobrynin answered that he
was not sure whether this would be a main concern of the participants
or whether the Canadians themselves wished to take part in a security
conference. At this point he could only say that he frankly didn’t know
whether Canada would be included or excluded from such a meeting.

Mr. Richardson asked whether the Soviet Union was prepared to
consider arrangements for Europe other than those specified as pre-
requisites to European security in the Budapest Appeal. Specifically,
would the Soviets consider arrangements regarding the FRG and the
GDR other than those spelled out in the Appeal? Furthermore, would
the Soviets be willing to consider such questions as access to Berlin?
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Dobrynin noted again that any questions could be raised and that the
agenda would no doubt be broad-ranging. The main objectives would
be to work toward the security and tranquility of Europe. The Soviet
Union feels strongly that recognition of the present borders would be
a stabilizing factor. Great importance is attached to this point. He added
that at some point in the future, various issues could be discussed in
large forums while other matters could be discussed in smaller group-
ings. Dobrynin suggested that the US and the USSR might even have
some preliminary exchanges of views on issues that might be dis-
cussed. The Soviet Union recognizes that all objectives cannot be
achieved overnight. Perhaps the first security conference might be just
a beginning and a prelude to future meetings.

Mr. Richardson concluded by noting that the Appeal no doubt
would be discussed at the forthcoming NATO Ministerial meeting® and
that the Appeal would also be discussed between our Western allies
themselves. It was useful to have the Ambassador’s views on ques-
tions that were raised.

® Scheduled for April 10-11 in Washington.

2. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 4, 1969.

SUBJECT

Soviet Initiative for a European Security Conference

The Soviets and East Europeans are currently pushing, diplomat-
ically and through propaganda, an “appeal” adopted by the Warsaw
Pact countries in Budapest on March 17 which proposes an early con-
ference on European security. Ambassador Dobrynin today delivered
a copy to Elliot Richardson.” (You will recall that Prime Minister
Rumor” raised the subject with you on April 1.)

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 392, Sub-
ject Files, Soviet Affairs. Secret. Sent for information.

2 See Document 1.
3 Mariano Rumor, Prime Minister of Italy.
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The appeal has aroused interest in the West because it almost com-
pletely is devoid of the polemical attacks on the US and the Federal Re-
public which normally appear in Communist declarations of this sort.
There are no really significant new substantive proposals on how to
go about getting a European settlement in this document—its main
concrete proposition is that officials from interested European states
should meet to arrange a conference and its agenda. Its main theme is
that if the present status quo is recognized in Europe, especially by the
Federal Republic, there could then be extensive east-west cooperation on
economic and technical matters and military alliances could be abolished.

On the face of it, the appeal excludes the United States from par-
ticipation in the proposed conference. But in the past when this criti-
cism was levelled against their European security proposals, the Sovi-
ets have indicated that they are prepared to see a US role. They have
maintained this line privately in the present instance, too.

Soviet Objectives

There has been speculation about the reasons why this appeal
should have been issued at this time. The timing may be connected
with the impending NATO meeting: the Soviets may hope that the
trend toward better cohesion in NATO after Czechoslovakia and as a
result of your European visit can be halted or reversed by a concilia-
tory proposition from them. Beyond this tactical motivation, the Sovi-
ets may in fact be interested in restoring some of the east-west con-
tacts, including economic ones, that were disrupted by their invasion
of Czechoslovakia. Since the document makes a number of demands
on the FRG—including recognition of East Germany, the Oder-Neisse
Line* and the “special status” of West Berlin, as well as renunciation
of nuclear weapons—the Soviets may have wanted to lay the ground-
work for renewed political contacts with Bonn. The obverse side of that
coin is, as it always has been, an effort to isolate the Federal Republic
by picturing it as the main obstacle to a European settlement if it fails
to meet Communist demands.

Another motivation that may have played a role relates to Soviet
efforts to consolidate the Warsaw Pact: this is the first major document
in some time that all the East Europeans, including Romania, have been
willing to sign.

4 At the Potsdam Conference, the Heads of Government of the United States, United
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union agreed on August 1, 1945, that “pending the final deter-
mination of Poland’s western frontier, the former German territories” east of the Oder and
western Neisse Rivers would “be under the administration of the Polish State.” See Doc-
uments on Germany, 1944-1985, p. 63. Based on the decisions at Potsdam, Poland declared
that its border with Germany, the Oder-Neisse line, was permanent. In contrast, the United
States, concurring with the FRG, argued that the final delimitation of the Polish-German
border would have to await a German peace treaty.
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Our Attitude

Although I do not believe that in and of itself this “appeal” does
anything to advance the prospects of a European settlement, I believe
we should not give it a negative response. Rather, we might use it in
our effort to impress on the Soviets the need to talk concretely about
the issues that exist between us.

What we have said about the inutility and, indeed, dangers of
holding grandiose conferences at this stage should hold true in this
case also; but we need not rule out eventual meetings, after the neces-
sary spadework has been done to ensure that they get somewhere.

I do not believe that we should make an issue of our attendance
at such meetings. Anyone who is serious about making progress on
European problems knows that we must be a party; we should not
make the Soviets think that they are doing us a favor if they agree to
such an obvious fact of life.

I do believe that in the context of a constructive response we should
make clear that

(1) in our view a real settlement in Europe is incompatible with
gross intervention in the domestic affairs of other countries, and

(2) cannot be based on discrimination against Germany, since this
would undermine any settlement from the beginning.

All of this, of course, looks very far into the future. But I think it
would be desirable for us to be in a positive if cautious posture on this
range of issues. This, judging from discussions at NATO, is also the
position of our allies in Europe.

3. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 8, 1969.

SUBJECT

The Recent Warsaw Pact Proposal for a European Security Conference

It now appears that the so-called Budapest Appeal of March 17, in
which the Warsaw Pact countries proposed holding a conference on

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 256,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. IV. Secret. Sent for action.
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European security, is going to be an item of major interest at the NATO
Ministerial meeting.” Most of the allies feel that NATO should make a
positive response, although all of them would agree that an early con-
ference would be undesirable.

I believe that we could accept the principle of an eventual confer-
ence on European problems but that the actual convening of such a
meeting must await signs of progress on concrete European issues.
Without such progress, a conference would probably find the East
European countries closely aligned with a rigid Soviet position, while
the western participants would be competing with each other to find
ways to “break the deadlock.” The net result might well be frustration
and western disunity, both of which would tend to set back prospects
for an eventual resolution of European issues.

Consequently, our emphasis should be on the need for talks on
concrete issues and for consultations within NATO designed to de-
velop coherent western positions on such issues.?

Recommendation

If you approve of the above approach to the question of a Euro-
pean security conference, I would like to provide it to the Secretary of
State for his guidance in the forthcoming NATO Ministerial meeting.*

2 The NSC discussed the upcoming NATO meeting, including the U.S. stance on a
European security conference, at a meeting on April 8. According to Haig’s handwritten
notes from the meeting, Hillenbrand characterized the European security conference as
“a tactical ploy by Warsaw Pact—but also perhaps effort to improve.” Haig noted that
“HAK favors para. 2—issue is degree to which we accept Warsaw’s.” Nixon asked,
“Aren’t Italians pushing détente language?” Kissinger responded: “Problem w/security
conference is there are few items for agenda.” Nixon stated: “Our purpose is to help
with language—probably will never be a conference.” Hillenbrand suggested, “Italians
will probably push some economic or cultural multilateral conference as a first step—
we’ll listen. Para. 44 on force levels is also contentious—reductions—unilateral w/a
phased mutual [withdrawal] —unilateral is effort to tie down U.S. in State’s view. HAK
(according to Hillenbrand) favors other language. Kind of paper is easy w/only minor
contentions.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes 1969, Originals)

% On April 7, Rogers wrote the President that at the upcoming Washington NATO
Ministerial meeting “euphoria, as a complement to the prospect of East-West negotiations,
is threatening” and that the Warsaw Pact appeal for an ESC “is adversely affecting our
Allies” determination to maintain defense contributions.” Rogers recommended an allied
response that was “cautious and conditioned by a call for concrete evidence of sincerity.
The Allies also should stress, we believe, the need to maintain military strength as a pre-
condition to negotiation.” (Ibid., RG 59, S/S Conference Files, 1966-1972, Entry 3051B, Box
66, CF-354)

4 The President initialed his approval. In an April 9 memorandum, Kissinger in-
formed Rogers that “the President has considered our attitude toward the recent Warsaw
Pact proposal for a conference on European security. He asks that all concerned be guided
by the following:” At this point, Kissinger inserted verbatim the second and third para-
graphs of his memorandum to Nixon. (Ibid., Rogers Office Files, Entry No. 5439, Box 3,
Chronological Files, 1969-1973)



January 1969-November 1970 7

4, Memorandum of Conversation'!

Washington, July 4, 1969, 11:25 a.m.—12:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Rolf Pauls
Henry A. Kissinger
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
William A. K. Lake

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

European Security Conference

Ambassador Pauls said that in his view the decisive point is not
whether or not to hold a European Security Conference, but whether
diplomatic political approaches could be taken which would improve
the prospects for a meaningful conference. Mr. Kissinger stated that
the U.S. would not try to veto the holding of such a conference if
the Europeans desired it, but warned that he personally thought the
Germans could live to regret it since they would often be a minority of
one. He asked what specifically might be discussed at such a confer-
ence. Ambassador Pauls suggested mutual troop withdrawals. Mr.
Kissinger pointed out the difficulties involved in such withdrawals,
since U.S. troops must be withdrawn thousands of miles while the Russ-
ian troops would fall back only a few hundred. In addition, negotiat-
ing troop reductions simultaneously with SALT would be complicated.

If the German Foreign Office talks about troop withdrawals, Mr.
Kissinger continued, U.S. public opinion—and the U.S. Senate—will be
encouraged to call for them. Europeans should remember that when
they make proposals, we may accept them. Ambassador Pauls hur-
riedly said that he was not proposing mutual withdrawals but simply
thought that they could be discussed at a conference.

The Ambassador mentioned in passing the possibility of talking
about Berlin and the German problem in preparing for a conference.
He agreed, however, that as of now, a conference would make no sense.
Such a conference might make sense later if there were diplomatic
movement in the meantime. Mr. Kissinger said that he thought this
would be an interesting subject to discuss during the Chancellor’s visit;
we could consider what might come out of a conference.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 682, Coun-
try Files, Europe, Germany, Vol. III. Secret. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office.
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5. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, October 2, 1969.

SUBJECT

European Security and Forthcoming NATO Meetings—The Bureaucratic
Steamroller Pushes Irresistibly Forward

The Brussels machinery with heavy US prodding has been grind-
ing out huge quantities of paper on European Security issues. Based
on Ministerial decisions at Reykjavik the year before,” a vastly elabo-
rate study of mutual force cuts in Europe has also been proceeding.

With the Deputy Foreign Ministers’ meeting scheduled for No-
vember (Elliot Richardson is going from here) and the full Ministerial
the month after, State is now moving to take the lead in pushing into
the next phase of crystallizing issues and a public Western position fa-
voring an eventual conference.

For some reason, the view at State seems to be that we must
either take the lead (as we also did on the Berlin “probe”)® or end up
being isolated. I find it hard to believe that our diplomacy cannot be
skillful enough to operate in the middle ground between these extremes.

I have tried at various times to urge a little less activism and to
impress on State the Presidential interest in this whole range of effort.
But the flood-tide continues to roll.

In the attached Tabs, I have tried to give you a feel for what has
been happening and for what State is planning to do next. I urge you
to plow through these materials, at your earliest convenience.

Then I would strongly urge that we get together with Richardson
and Hillenbrand to go over this entire subject matter so that we can
decide on a US posture consistent with other things in play. Certainly,
you and Elliot should have a meeting of minds* before he goes off to

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 257,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VI. Secret. Sent for action.

2 The text of the communiqué of the June 25, 1968, North Atlantic Council Ministe-
rial meeting in Reykjavik, along with a Declaration on Mutual Force Reductions adopted
by the countries participating in the NATO Defense Program, are in the Department of
State Bulletin, July 15, 1968, pp. 75-78.

% Regarding the tripartite “sounding” on Berlin, see Foreign Relations, 19691976,
volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 21.

*In an October 10 memorandum, Sonnenfeldt recommended that Kissinger raise
with Richardson “your interest in the preparations for the NATO deputy foreign minis-
ters and foreign ministers meetings. You are particularly interested in the preparations
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the NATO Deputy Foreign Ministers and the immediately following
European Chiefs of Mission meeting early in November.

Recommendation

1. That you promptly look over the attached materials.

2. That your office set up an early meeting including Richardson,
Hillenbrand, plus one other State officer of their choosing, you and me.

Approve®

LCDR Howe set up meeting
Disapprove

Other

Tab A

EUROPEAN SECURITY ISSUES

State has initiated an exchange with Bob Ellsworth outlining a po-
sition it proposes to take in the forthcoming NATO meetings. (Sum-
mary and cables attached).®

The essence of the proposed position is that the Deputy Foreign
Ministers would recommend a large step forward on European Secu-
rity: we would endorse the idea of a Conference, and single out two
issues for further study and eventually for a formal proposal to the
USSR. The two issues are:

(1) Balanced force reductions in Central Europe, and
(2) a declaration of principles underlying European security.

By June 1970 the Ministers would approve a negotiating position.

Balanced force reduction is an old, old issue, which has been re-
worked by a study group. The result is a guidelines paper establishing
the basis for further study of negotiating positions (outline at Tab B).

There are several other items on the extensive list of European Se-
curity issues (Tab C). Though they are not very inspiring, they should
be given further consideration, especially if there is a disposition among
the Europeans to put them forward for possible negotiations.

dealing with East-West issues and a European Security Conference. Suggest an early brief-
ing and discussion session with Richardson and Hillenbrand.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 337, Subject Files, HAK/Richardson Meetings, May—
December 1969)

5 Kissinger initialed his approval on October 6. No record of Kissinger’s meeting
with Richardson has been found.

® For the summary, see Tab B below. The cables are not attached.
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It is worth recalling that the basic position stated in the April com-
muniqué was that a list should be compiled of issues that “lend them-
selves to fruitful and early resolution.”” It is difficult to see how bal-
anced force reductions would qualify as an issue for “early” resolution.

The declaration of principles also raises some problems. On the one
hand, it is relatively harmless and might serve to test the Soviet interest
in negotiating. On the other hand, it is not very meaningful, even if the
Soviets signed immediately. They would interpret it as a ratification of
their actions in Czechoslovakia. Or, they would attach their own “prin-
ciples”—recognition of existing boundaries, the two Germanys etc.

The European Security issues are complicated by efforts currently
launched: the three-power approach to the Soviets on Berlin, and the
Soviet-FRG bilateral on renunciation of force. Apparently both initiatives
would proceed. Since they were regarded as somewhat of a test of So-
viet attitudes, the results some months hence might not justify forward
movement on either balanced force reductions or a general declaration.

Finally, we will have to face possible French resistance to a bloc-
to-bloc approach on European Security, which our proposed position
implies if adopted by the Ministers.

Tactical Considerations

—Most Ministers will want the Alliance to stake out a forthcom-
ing approach on European Security;

—if we are the only hold-out, we could be isolated;

—we prefer to proceed with multilateral and bilateral discussion
with Eastern states to test the negotiating climate, to offer prospects of
reduced tensions, and to improve the atmosphere for a European Se-
curity Conference;

—we could: participate in negotiations on individual items drawn
from the agreed list; continue Berlin contacts; and examine economic,
scientific and technological cooperation in bilateral East-West contacts;

—encouraging this general approach should avoid intra-alliance
strains and maintain cohesion during an active period of East-West
diplomacy;

—West European opinion will welcome a more forthcoming atti-
tude, we will have solid tactical position, and if the Soviets refuse to
bargain they will bear the onus for failure to make progress.

7 The final NAC communiqué also stated “that any negotiations must be well pre-
pared in advance, and that all Governments whose participation would be necessary to
achieve a political settlement in Europe should take part,” and that “the Allies will also
pursue their efforts and studies in the field of disarmament and practical arms control,
including balanced force reductions and the initiatives already undertaken for the re-
nunciation of the use of force.” (Department of State Bulletin, April 28, 1969, pp. 354-356)
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December Ministerial Communiqué

The Ministers would:

a. Publicly endorse the principle of a well-prepared security con-
ference with US and Canadian participation.

b. Indicate belief that progress in negotiations on some concrete
issues can move East and West closer to an eventual conference.

c. Publicly indicate those specific areas which are being developed
for initial exploration with the East:

—Balanced force reductions; and
—joint declaration of principles underlying European Security.

Balanced Force Reductions

Presented as opening step toward future negotiation on funda-
mental questions, such as issues related to Germany /Berlin:

—Would have domestic political advantages;

—studies are sufficiently advanced for formulating one or two il-
lustrative proposals;

—Deputy Foreign Ministers in November would recommend
studies of, say, 10, 20, and 30 percent staged reductions.

Joint Declaration of Principles

—For exploratory purposes, a declaration might contain the fol-
lowing elements:

(a) non-intervention in internal affairs;

(b) abstention from the use of threat of force;

(c) respect for independence and territorial integrity;

(d) agreement to settle differences through peacefu{]means.

—The declaration would:

(a) test willingness of the Soviets to improve the East-West climate;

(b) help increase flexibility of East European states in their deal-
ings with West;

(c) put Soviets on defensive;

(d) appeal to Eastern and Western public opinion.

Other Issues

1. Germany-Berlin

—Depending on the state of the tripartite soundings already
launched, Ministers express continued support for improved intra-
German relations;

—should leave it to Germans to determine the rate of progress on
Germany and Berlin issues.

2. Confidence-Building Measures

—Not sufficiently important or tactically advantageous to warrant
inclusion in basic Western position.
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3. Economic, Technological and Cultural

—Best left to bilateral effort or other multilateral approaches and
not included as specific elements of NATO response.

Scenario

—September /October Political Advisors and disarmament experts
in NATO will shape East-West issue study to spotlight the proposals
outlined above;

—October 15 Permament Representatives receive final report and
begin to prepare package for Ministers;

—November 5-6 Foreign Ministers consider report and prepare
recommendations to take action on balanced force reductions and joint
declaration of principles;

—December Ministerial Meeting, adopt communiqué to

(a) “prepare a possible negotiating position on balanced force re-
ductions which the Ministers could consider at their next meeting in
June 1970 and might thereafter serve as a realistic basis for active ex-
ploration of means of achieving mutual and balanced force reductions;”

(b) “in their contacts with the Soviet Union and other countries
of Eastern Europe to examine the possibility of a joint declaration
of those principles which should form the foundation of a meaning-
ful and lasting security in Europe” (followed by list of principles, non-
intervention, etc.).

Tab B

GUIDELINES FOR BALANCED FORCE REDUCTION
(Draft Council Report Accepted ad referendum, September 25)

The main points in the guidelines are:

—to apply to indigenous and stationed forces in Central Europe,
Germany, Benelux, E. Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia;

—to exclude study of buffer or demilitarized zones;

—to include all conventional, nuclear and dual capable forces but
not naval forces;

—ground forces to be considered primary element;

—to measure reductions primarily in terms of manpower;

—to vary timing of reduction in relation to size of cut; e.g. a ten per-
cent reduction in one period, a 30 percent over several defined periods;

—personnel to be demobilized or placed in reserves, equipment
could be reused to bring units up to strength;

—minimum extent of reduction about 10 percent, maximum 30
percent;



January 1969-November 1970 13

—as a matter for negotiation there could be asymmetrical reduc-
tions i.e., trading nuclear forces for conventional, balancing different
types of conventional, etc.;

—need to be adequate verification, (further study needed).
Tab C

LIST OF EUROPEAN SECURITY ISSUES

Without trying to duplicate the entire list, the following gives the
flavor of the exercise.

There are three different categories of issues:
1. Issues which warrant consideration for early negotiation.

2. Issues which appear to require further examination prior to con-
sideration for further negotiation.

3. Issues already under negotiation.

Early in the proceedings, the Berlin-Germany issue was referred
to the Bonn group.

Some, but not all, of the items hashed over (some for the Nth time in re-
cent years) include:

Renunciation of the use of force

A code of good conduct (sic)

Military observation at maneuvers

Observation posts

Elimination of restrictions on Allied Military Missions

East-West study on techniques and methods of disarmament
inspection

Study of measures to prevent outbreak of a nuclear attack through
surprise or error

Mutual freeze of nuclear weapons

Nuclear-free zones

Cut-off of production of fissionable materials

Ban on biological and chemical warfare

Strengthening East-West cooperation (technological, health,
environment)

Expansion of tourism
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6. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, October 22, 1969.

SUBJECT

Your Meeting with Elliot Richardson, Thursday, October 23, 4:30 p.m.>—NATO
Issues

This meeting is for the purpose of getting you briefed on the state
of play on the issues associated with the European Security Conference
and of assuring that our policy is coherent and has Presidential approval.

Background

Last April you issued an instruction in the President’s name to the
effect that we could approve a European Security conference (ESC) in
principle but that we should concentrate on making progress on con-
crete issues (Tab A).?> The NATO Ministerial communiqué at that time
was in general conformity with this approach, although several Min-
isters wanted a more positive endorsement of the ESC (Tab B).*

In the period since then, NATO has been busy compiling a list of
issues for possible negotiation. These have been grouped under three
categories: (1) issues which warrant consideration for early negotia-
tion; (2) issues for further examination; and (3) issues already under
negotiation. The items on this list (Tab C) would be pursued by allies
in bilateral or multilateral negotiations with the East, with a full-scale
Conference occurring when concrete results on fundamental issues di-
viding East and West might be expected.

In preparation for the December ministerial meeting, State wants to
work up a draft communiqué which endorses an eventual Security Con-
ference and narrows down the subjects for negotiations with the East in
the period leading up to such a conference to (1) balanced force reduc-
tions and (2) a joint declaration on principles underlying European se-
curity. (Other negotiations, such as SALT, Berlin, non-use of force, would
be pursued in various forums by the allies concerned.) The two negoti-
ating items cited above would be given further study after the Decem-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 337, Sub-
ject Files, HAK /Richardson Meetings, May-December 1969. Secret. Sent for information.
Tabs A-E are attached but not printed.

2 No record of Kissinger’s meeting with Richardson has been found.
3 See footnote 4, Document 3.
4SGee footnote 7, Document 5.
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ber meeting so that they could then be formally offered as topics to the
East after the June 1970 ministerial meeting (Tabs D and E).

As you know, I have held up an instruction to Ellsworth pending
your review of these matters with Elliot Richardson.®

You may wish to take up the following issues:

1. European Security Conference. Why should we take the lead in
endorsing it, even in the presently contemplated cautious formula-
tion (“eventual . .. properly prepared ... including US and Canadian
participation.”)?

2. Balanced Force Reductions. There has been an extensive study un-
derway since the NATO Ministerial Meeting in Reykjavik in the spring
of 1968.

The last Administration took the view that a forthcoming position
on negotiations with the Soviets for mutual force cuts was needed to
meet Senator Mansfield’s pressure for unilateral cuts. It is still widely ar-
gued that if we are going to cut anyway, why not get something from
the Soviets in return. These propositions are open to question and in any
case they have never been put to the President. We are now beginning
a NSSM on alternate strategies and force postures in Europe. Until we
are well along in that we will have no criteria, comparable to those we
have for SALT, for evaluating possible arrangements with the Soviets.

Moreover, even under the best of circumstances it is hard to see
how this problem can qualify as one susceptible of early resolution.
There is indeed a question whether it is advisable to deal with military
questions in Europe without progress on political ones.

The question therefore is whether we should be in a position to promote
this as the first item for concrete negotiation with the East, as State’s in-
structions propose.

3. Declaration of Principles. The question is whether this qualifies
as a concrete issue and whether we should promote early negotiations
on it. A good deal of work has been done on possible language and

®Tab D is telegram 165553 to USNATO, September 30. For a summary, see Tab A,
Document 5.

® Hillenbrand reported to Richardson in an October 21 memorandum: “The NSC
Staff is unable to clear on our instructions to Ambassador Ellsworth with regard to Eu-
ropean security.” Hillenbrand stated: “The Staff contends that ‘a generally forthcoming
attitude’ is not consistent with the President’s policy on an ESC and that we should re-
vise the language to more fully indicate the President’s skepticism and say that ‘we plan
to impose no objection to an eventual ESC.”” With regard to the Department’s principal
suggestions, balanced force reductions and a Joint Declaration on Principles, Hillenbrand
reported that “the Staff feels that we should confine our efforts on BFR to ‘further stud-
ies” and merely reiterate language along the lines of the Reykjavik and Washington Com-
muniqués with regard to BFR.” (National Archives, RG 59, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 80 D 212,
NSSM 44, 4/19/69, US Positions for NATO Nuclear Planning Group)
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State favors inclusion of such elements as (1) non-intervention in in-
ternal affairs, including among members of an alliance, (2) abstention
from threat or use of force, (3) respect for the independence and terri-
torial integrity of states, and (4) agreement to settle differences through
peaceful means.

Offhand it would seem that if the Russians accept something like
this it will be branded as hollow from the outset since they would ob-
viously assert that what they did in Czechoslovakia was compatible
with it. If the Russians do not accept it, there will be endless wrangling
with no benefit to East-West relations.”

Perhaps the alliance should consider issuing such a statement uni-
laterally as the basis on which it conducts itself and invite adherence
by the East.

But as a negotiating issue this would hardly seem to be suited.®

7 In his October 21 memorandum, Hillenbrand wrote that “the NSC Staff appears
to feel that the White House believes that such declarations [Joint Declaration on Prin-
ciples] have little credibility. They recognize, however, that the ‘principles’ idea may have
support amongst the Europeans. Therefore, they feel that the current language in the
earlier instruction [telegram 165553 to USNATQ] is not clear as to whether or not the
Allies are to prepare a joint declaration for ‘negotiating” with the East or merely a doc-
ument to which the East could adhere if it so wished but which the Allies would use as
a basic guide in their day-to-day conduct of relations with the East. (This we can clar-
ify.) The problem, according to the Staff, is that they feel that the White House does not
believe that anything we did in this field would preclude the Soviets from pulling an-
other Czechoslovakia or regarding it in any way as impeding their freedom.”

8 Hillenbrand explained to Richardson in his October 21 memorandum: “While a
certain amount of tinkering with language is possible on these various issues, the fact
remains that we are far apart on substance. Where we feel that BFR and the Joint Dec-
laration are examples of ‘concrete issues which might lend themselves to fruitful nego-
tiation” and would, therefore, be something the Allies could, after proper preparation,
discuss with the East, the NSC Staff feels that the White House does not wish to move
beyond, regarding them as pofential concrete issues which require further detailed study.
In short, there is a fundamental difference of view.”

7. Editorial Note

In the wake of the National Security Council staff’s intervention
(see Document 6), the Department of State revised its draft instructions
to Ambassador Robert Ellsworth regarding a European security con-
ference. The Department cabled the revised instructions, cleared by
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger, in
telegram 181393 to USNATO on October 25, 1969. It contained in-
structions that were “supplementary” to telegram 165553, September
30 (for a summary of the telegram, see Tab A, Document 5). With regard
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to “US views of eventual ESC and how to get there,” the revised in-
structions read:

“A) We assume majority of Allies will wish to adopt in December
a more forthcoming attitude toward an eventual ESC than in April com-
muniqué. In that likely event, we would wish to avoid a negative pos-
ture, and thus would be willing to go along with a consensus favoring
mention in the communiqué of willingness to look toward an eventual
ESC. We would of course insist that any ESC be properly prepared,
and include US and Canadian participation from the outset.

“B) To further clarify our views, you also should indicate that we
share the concern expressed by some Allies at October 1 NAC meet-
ing that current NATO activity on East-West list may be creating pub-
lic impression that East-West issues exercise, based on para 5 of April
Ministerial communiqué, represents preparation for a European Secu-
rity conference. You should make clear that we do not see the current
issues exercise as directly related to preparations for an eventual ESC—
that ‘vision of the future’ so aptly phrased by UK PermRep Burrows—
or to write an agenda for such a conference. Rather, pending the time
when such a conference promises concrete results, we prefer that Al-
lies proceed with multilateral and bilateral discussions with the East-
ern states on specific issues that might (a) test the negotiating climate;
(b) offer the prospect of reducing tensions; and (c) contribute toward
improving the atmosphere for eventual ESC.”

With regard to the communiqué for the December NATO Minis-
terial meeting, the instructions read: “You might wish to state that we
are, of course, most interested in the views of our European Allies on
the question of referring to an ESC in the December Ministerial com-
muniqué. We also believe that communiqué should contain firm state-
ment about maintenance of Allied defense capability and cohesion.”

On the subject of balanced force reductions (BFR), the cable noted
that recent messages from the Mission to NATO suggested “that we
face problem of how best to moderate a possible rush towards BFR by
our Allies which would carry us farther than we want to go, without
at same time appearing obstructive and foot-dragging on steps to re-
duce East-West tension. We believe following position on BFR most ap-
propriate for these circumstances: (a) support moderate signal in De-
cember communiqué [. . .]; (b) support preparations, with participation
of NMAS, of illustrative negotiating proposals to be considered at June
Ministerial; (c) indicate that we will be better prepared to assess de-
sirability and timeliness of more active gesture toward the Pact at June
Ministerial when we will have had the opportunity to consider illus-
trative negotiating proposals.”

With regard to the preparation of a Joint Declaration of Principles
on European Security, the cable reads: “After giving further thought to
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Joint Declaration, we have concluded that scenario for preparation,
consideration and public presentation of Joint Declaration would en-
tail: (a) development by PermReps following December Ministerial
meeting of draft of Joint Declaration of Principles on European Secu-
rity [. . .]; (b) adoption and publication thereafter by NAC of Joint De-
claration of Principles guiding Allies in the conduct of their interna-
tional relations; and (c¢) NAC consideration of invitation to USSR and
its allies to publicly adhere to these principles.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 683, Country Files, Eu-
rope, Germany, Vol. IV)

8. Editorial Note

On October 28, 1969, West German Ambassador to the United States
Rolf Pauls met with President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger to discuss issues relating to defense and European security. In
preparation for the meeting, National Security Council staff member Hel-
mut Sonnenfeldt submitted a memorandum to Kissinger on October 27.
Sonnenfeldt wrote the following with regard to a European security
conference:

“Elliot Richardson has twice talked with Pauls along the lines of
the original State cable—before you talked with him and State changed
the message. Since in the past you have hit Pauls rather hard on this
subject, he may be confused or think there has been a major change in
our policy. You may want to say that

“—we remain skeptical about a conference but won't resist a
groundswell if the Europeans generate it;

“—we are prepared to continue studying the question of mutual
troop cuts in Europe but have made no decision on whether to pursue
this with the Soviets;

“—we are prepared to participate in drafting principles of East-
West relations at NATO; but the question of whether to seek to nego-
tiate this with the Soviets is not decided. In this connection, we will be
interested in how the Germans fare in their negotiations on renuncia-
tion of force.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 682, Country Files, Europe, Germany, Vol. III)

At the October 28 meeting, Pauls brought up both a European se-
curity conference and balanced force reductions in his discussion with
Kissinger. According to the memorandum of conversation, prepared by
Sonnenfeldt on October 28:

“[Pauls] then asked what we expected from the forthcoming
Deputy Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Brussels. Mr. Kissinger said that
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we would not take any initiatives in the European security field, but
if the Europeans wanted to move in that area, and in particular if they
were interested in a European Security Conference, we would go along.
Mr. Kissinger noted that items had been suggested for possible explora-
tion with the East and had been under discussion among the Allies.
But he stressed again that the US would not take the initiative and that
the whole subject was not a major point in the foreign policy of the
United States. The Ambassador pointed out that German issues were
central to the question of European security and should be explored
before proceeding to any conference. Moreover, Germany probably
should not be on the agenda of any large European conference. Mr.
Kissinger noted that the Germans had not made these views known
officially and that perhaps they should do so.

“The Ambassador finally raised the question of balanced force re-
ductions in Europe. Mr. Kissinger, noting that there had been discus-
sion of this subject in Brussels, said that we had begun to take a look
at this problem here and probably would be less pressing from now
on. Mr. Kissinger acknowledged that there was an argument that it
might be possible to meet pressures for unilateral force reductions by
proposing mutual cuts with the Russians. The Ambassador asserted
that ‘the worst mutual reduction is better than the best unilateral re-
duction.” Mr. Kissinger noted that this might not necessarily be the
case. What was needed was an agreed strategic concept among the
Allies.” (Ibid.)

9. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, October 29, 1969.

SUBJECT

State Again Pushes the “Groundswell” on European Security

Literally within a day of our getting State to tone down its basic
instruction to Ellsworth on European security® (so that we would be

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 257,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VI. Secret. Sent for information. A note on the first page reads:
“HAK has seen, Nov 20, 1969.”

2 See Document 7.
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responding to European support for a conference rather than taking an
initiative ourselves), Elliot Richardson signed out a message that again
puts us ahead of the pack. The reason for doing this was fear that as
the result of the impending Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers meeting
the other side will get the initiative on this subject. Ellsworth is now
instructed to suggest to Brosio a public affairs guideline in which the
principle of an eventual ESC would be said to be acceptable (Tab A).?

The point here is that while this may well be the case, why should
we be the ones to run to Brosio with the suggestion.

Moreover, as a matter of substance, why must we assume that we
cannot get at least as much “initiative” out of our eminently sensible
insistence on “negotiation of concrete issues,” as the East gets out of
their phony slogan for a European security conference. If our whole
diplomatic and public posture in the six months since the President’s
April directive* had been oriented around our preferred approach,
instead of being concerned with handling “groundswells”—which
we ourselves keep adding to—we would be in a far stronger position
today.

You told Pauls recently that “European security” is not a major el-
ement in our foreign policy at present.” You (and I) are alone in ex-
pressing this view. Unless the President himself says so—perhaps in
response to the State memo that you and Elliot agreed would be sent
over—we will never get this situation under control.

3 Attached but not printed at Tab A is telegram 182080 to USNATO, October 28,
which reads: “Objective at the Deputy Foreign Ministers Meeting or in council discus-
sion thereafter would be early agreement on public affairs ‘guidelines’ along following
lines: that the principle is acceptable of an eventual European security conference, prop-
erly prepared and with U.S. participation; that the problem of European security is com-
plicated and must be approached through dealing with concrete issues and not propa-
ganda measures; that the allies are examining such issues for consideration in December
to determine those on which progress might be made in bilateral and multilateral dis-
cussions with the Soviet Union and its allies.”

4 See Document 3 and footnote 4 thereto.
5 See Document 8.
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10. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon'

Washington, October 31, 1969.

SUBJECT
United States and Allied Approaches to the Current Issues of European Security

The problem of how the Alliance should respond to the appeal for
a European Security Conference issued by the Warsaw Pact at Budapest
last March will be the major item of business during the NATO Deputy
Foreign Ministers meeting in November and the Ministerial meeting
in December.

We must hold the Allies together in fashioning a coherent, con-
vincing and collective response to the Budapest appeal that will demon-
strate to public opinion Western willingness to negotiate in a con-
structive spirit the real issues of European security.

We believe, moreover, that we should aim to enter into a process
of negotiation with the Soviets from a solid tactical position. The Al-
liance should find it possible to make reasonable and attractive pro-
posals that would permit us to deal confidently with the Soviets if they
wish to negotiate. If the Soviets refuse to negotiate on this basis, there
is good reason to hope that Moscow could be made to bear most of the
public blame for the resulting impasse.

The Present European Security Equation

We do not believe that basic East-West differences—such as the
continuing division of Germany and the future of Berlin—are subject
to easy or early resolution, or that a European Security Conference is
likely to accomplish much in the period immediately ahead. Success-
ful negotiations on European security can only result from a lengthy
process, not from a single climactic event.

We also know that the ultimate Soviet aim in putting this proposal
in play with the West is to place a seal of legitimacy upon the division
of Germany and Europe, while we would hope for the opposite result
from any process of European security negotiations. Moreover, the

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 683,
Country Files, Europe, Germany, Vol. IV. Secret. On November 5, Sonnenfeldt forwarded
Rogers’s memorandum to Kissinger. In a covering memorandum he wrote that it “raises
again the major problem of holding State back from over-commitment to the idea of such
a conference simply in order to appear to respond positively to the Warsaw Pact over-
tures, so that we ‘demonstrate to public opinion” our willingness to negotiate European
security issues constructively with the Soviets.” (Ibid.)
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mere convening of a European Security Conference with East German
participation would, of itself, go far toward achieving this Soviet goal—
which means that West German views on the matter will merit partic-
ular attention.

Nonetheless, the fact remains that the Warsaw Pact’s European Se-
curity Conference proposal has a certain resonance in Western Euro-
pean public opinion. Last April, as you will recall, several Allied gov-
ernments urged that a direct and generally favorable response to the
Warsaw Pact proposal be included in the communiqué of the Wash-
ington Ministerial meeting. Their ardor was dampened largely—and
at the last minute—by a Tass release issued just before the meeting that
attacked NATO in typical Cold War language. The communiqué of the
Washington meeting thus avoided mention of a European Security
Conference and went no further than a commitment “to explore with
the Soviet Union and the other countries of Eastern Europe which con-
crete issues best lend themselves to fruitful negotiation and an early
resolution.” The Ministers instructed the Council in Permanent Session
to study the matter, and the result has been a full-dress substantive re-
view by the Allies of the issues on which East-West discussions might
be held. This List of Issues (a copy is enclosed)® will be the main sub-
stantive underpinning for the November and December meetings of
the Council at higher levels.

Since April, the Soviets and their Allies have given renewed signs
of interest in a European Security Conference, and we have reports that
the Warsaw Pact will meet to draw up a proposed “agenda” in the near
future. The November and December NATO meetings thus will have
to decide whether the Alliance should respond directly to this Warsaw
Pact proposal, and if so, how.

In making the essentially tactical judgment about the appropriate
US attitude toward the issue of a European Security Conference, we
begin with the assessment that the majority of our Allies will wish to
adopt a generally favorable posture toward such a conference.

In that likely event, it is also our belief that we should not take a
negative stance and oppose, in principle, an Allied statement that, at
the end of a long preparatory path, a European Security Conference
could be convened, with United States and Canadian participation
from the outset. Many West Europeans look upon European security
negotiations as their equivalent to SALT—as the vehicle by which West-
ern European governments can engage visibly in negotiations with the
East on issues relating to their security. Thus Western European pres-

2 Not attached. NATO Document C-M(69)46, “List of Issues for Possible Negotia-
tion with the East,” October 2, is ibid. It is summarized in Tab C to Document 5.
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sures for a European Security Conference may well grow as SALT gets
underway, and it would hardly be appropriate for us to appear to stand
in the way.

We also believe that the Alliance has no need to react in purely de-
fensive fashion to the Warsaw Pact’s European Security Conference
gambit. Rather it should put forward in December substantive pro-
posals that would meet Alliance interests if they could be negotiated
with the East, that appeal to Western public opinion, and that—where
possible—have divisive effects on the Warsaw Pact or put the Soviets
on the defensive. The probability that some proposals are non-negotiable
with the Soviets is thus not necessarily a bar to advancing them.

Issues for Possible Negotiation

The opinion amongst most NATO countries now is that an offer
to negotiate balanced force reductions in Central Europe with the East-
ern European countries should be one of the central elements in the
Allied position. We share their view of the balanced force reductions
approach because:

—The Alliance had publicly registered agreement in princinle to
balanced force reductions in June 1968 and again in April 1969.

—The preparatory studies are well-advanced and could be con-
verted fairly soon into proposals for consideration as possible negoti-
ating positions.

—Balanced force reductions proposal would be useful in the in-
ternal political debates of member countries, including the United
States, as an argument against unilateral force reductions.

—It would appeal to a Western public opinion anxious for tangi-
ble signs of progress toward disarmament. In the likely event that the
Soviets refuse to discuss this question seriously, we would presumably
be better }lnlaced to maintain the position that unilateral force reduc-
tions would be self-defeating.

While the German question remains, of course, central to the prob-
lem of European security, we did not think it appropriate in the pres-
ent political context for the United States to take the initiative on a mat-
ter of the most direct and immediate interest to the Federal Republic
and concerning which German diplomacy has itself been very active
in the last few years. The new German Government* also will un-
doubtedly have an active Eastern policy and consult with us about it.

Hence, for the purposes of the present exercise, on Germany and
Berlin, we would limit ourselves to an effort to build Allied support

3 See footnotes 2 and 7, Document 5.

* Parliamentary elections in West Germany on September 28 resulted in the for-
mation of a new coalition government with Willy Brandt of the Social Democratic Party
(SPD) as Chancellor and Walter Scheel of the Free Democratic Party (FDP) as Vice Chan-
cellor and Foreign Minister.
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for the tripartite efforts to ease pressures on Berlin and for the Eastern
policy initiatives which the Brandt government will be pursuing.

However, we feel balanced force reductions—a proposal long in
play—is not enough by itself for us to propose in November and De-
cember as the American suggestion for the collective Allied response
to the Warsaw Pact initiative.

Thus, we also believe that we should endorse a Joint Declaration
on the Principles of European Security as a proposal of tactical utility.
It could be advanced as a means of placing an additional restraint—
however slight—upon the Soviet Union’s use of force to discipline its
Allies. It could be designed to remind Western public opinion of the
past transgressions of the Soviet Union and to have divisive effects
within the Warsaw Pact. The declaration should encompass such prin-
ciples as non-intervention in internal affairs, including among mem-
bers of an Alliance, abstention from the use or threat of force; respect
for the independence and territorial integrity of states; and agreement
to settle differences by peaceful means—all points now extant in the
United Nations Charter but packaged in a declaration of applicability
to the European area.

You may recall that the British advanced an East-West Code of
Good Conduct proposal before the Czech crisis, but have left it dor-
mant since. The French also have suggested East-West agreement on
a Declaration of Non-Intervention that would be designed, implicitly
at least, to inhibit a repetition of the Czech affair. Foreign Minister
Schumann floated it in Moscow recently’ and—not surprisingly—
found the Soviets reticent. We have reports that the Warsaw Pact may
advance a Code of Good Conduct proposal of its own.

In summary, as we now see it, the total Western response in De-
cember to the Warsaw Pact initiative will comprise five main points:

1. Balanced force reductions—a renewed and stronger signal of
Allied willingness to negotiate.

2. Reference to a Joint Declaration on the Principles of European
Security.

3. Berlin-Germany—support for the tripartite probe® and the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany’s initiatives on inner-German relations.

4. Hortatory statements on enhanced East-West economic, techni-
cal and cultural exchanges, which some of the Allies—notably the Ital-
ians—will insist upon.

% Schumann visited Moscow October 9-14. The joint Franco-Soviet communiqué
envisioned a “properly prepared European conference” that “could constitute an effec-
tive means of developing co-operation between all the European States” and end “the
division of Europe into blocs.” (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1969-1970, p. 23864A)

© See footnote 3, Document 5.
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5. Statement of willingness to consider an eventual European Se-
curity Conference, provided it is properly prepared in advance and in-
cludes the United States and Canada from the outset.

State telegram number 181393 (enclosed) to USNATO,” which was
cleared by Dr. Kissinger, sets forth our preliminary guidance on the
foregoing points.

We believe this cautious but positive approach is consonant with
your policy toward Europe and plan to proceed along the above lines.

WPR

7 See Document 7.

11. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization'

Washington, November 20, 1969, 0016Z.

195006. USNATO deliver Eagleburger 0830 Thursday, November
20. FYI and Noforn (except as noted in para 4 below). Subj: Soviet Ap-
proach on European Security Conference. Memorandum below is un-
cleared and subject to revision upon review.

1. Ambassador Dobrynin asked for an appointment with Secre-
tary on November 18. They met at 9 a.m. on November 19. Dobrynin
then proceeded to summarize lengthy “informal oral statement,” text
of which he later handed to Secretary. Full text of statement follows:

“(1) Soviet Government proceeds from assumption that possibili-
ties for holding all-European conference are now increasing. During
time that passed since Bucharest Declaration by socialist countries, and
especially since Budapest Appeal, the intentions of countries which
sponsored proposals for all-European conference have become more
clearly understood by other European countries. A number of wrong
interpretations have been dropped which did not correspond to real

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 711,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. VI. Confidential; Immediate. Also sent to Moscow and
repeated to Bucharest, Budapest, Prague, Sofia, and Warsaw. Drafted by Thompson R.
Buchanan (EUR/SOV); approved by Dubs, McGuire, Herbert S. Okun (S), Springsteen,
and Melvyn Levitsky (S/S). Sonnenfeldt forwarded a copy of the telegram to Kissinger
with a covering memorandum on December 23. (Ibid.)
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position of socialist countries. Discussion of proposal for an all-European
conference has become businesslike and is being focused on its agenda,
possible results and body of participants. The well known initiative of
Finland played positive role in this respect. Thus the question of prepa-
ration and convocation of all-European conference will now arise on a
more practical plane.

Socialist countries which proposed all-European conference have
carefully analyzed existing points of view, considered the opinions ex-
pressed in course of bilateral contacts and have taken into account po-
sitions of interested states. In particular, they paid due attention to opin-
ions regarding the necessity of thorough preparation for all-European
conference, its possible participants and desirability to select for the
discussion at the all-European conference such questions which would
allow for a broad consensus in the present conditions in Europe, and
regarding which all possible participants in the all-European confer-
ence would have sufficient degree of confidence as to their productive
consideration at the conference itself.

Having taken into account all above mentioned points, countries-
signatories to Budapest Appeal found it useful and timely to come out
with new initiative to detail further steps for convening all-European
conference and to provide answers to questions, which arose in the
course of discussion with various countries of the proposal to convene
the conference.

(2) The Soviet Government is convinced that convening of all-
European conference in near future would serve interests of strength-
ening peace and security in Europe as well as interests of all European
and not only European states. It stands to reason that preparatory work
must be aimed at practical fulfillment of proposal for convening con-
ference instead of being used as pretext for its delay or for raising var-
ious preliminary conditions. In opinion of countries-participants in
Prague meeting, the all-European conference could take place in first
half of 1970.2

As for place of conference, the states-signatories of the Prague
statement hold the opinion that it could take place in Helsinki in view
of the role played by Government of Finland in this matter.

(3) Soviet Government fully shares view of states which believe
that all-European conference must end in success—all the more so that
it would be the first meeting of all European countries in the post-war
years.

20n October 30-31, the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Pact countries met in
Prague, where they adopted a declaration calling for an All-European Conference to be
held in Helsinki in the first half of 1970.
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In our opinion, two items suggested by Prague statement for in-
clusion in agenda of an all-European conference—'on the assurance of
European security and on the renunciation of use of force or threat of
its use in mutual relations among states in Europe’ and ‘on expansion
of trade, economic, scientific and technical ties on equal terms aimed
at developing political cooperation among European states’—can be-
come subjects on which broad agreement can be reached, given suffi-
cient good will of the parties. (Comment: Dobrynin handed the Secre-
tary the text of these draft documents.)

Discussion of first question mentioned above could, it is believed,
result in signing of final document that would proclaim principle of
renunciation of use of force or threat of its use in mutual relations
among states in Europe. Adoption of such document would acutally
mean proclamation of principle of renunciation of war in Europe
which is of special significance in view of fact that it is on the Euro-
pean continent that the two most powerful military-political group-
ings confront each other with their military forces concentrated there
in immediate proximity of each other. Establishment on regional ba-
sis of principle to renounce use of force or threat of its use is in keep-
ing with provisions of UN Charter and serves their further develop-
ment. Besides it should be borne in mind that not all of states
concerned—future participants in the all-European conference—are
members of the UN. It goes without saying that adoption of document
on non-use of force by all-European conference would by no means
affect commitments assumed by states-participants in all-European
conference through existing multilateral and bilateral treaties and
agreements.

Discussion of second question on agenda which could also result
in adoption of appropriate document, would allow movement forward
toward normalization of relations among European states, prepare
ground for consideration of concrete questions of trade, economic, sci-
entific and technical cooperation among all European states and for re-
moval of obstacles in the mentioned fields.

An accord achieved on both mentioned questions would con-
tribute to improvement of general political atmosphere in Europe and
to growth of trust, would secure principles of peaceful coexistence and
would pave way for future consideration of other problems of interest
to European states, the solution of which would contribute to strength-
ening of European security and development of broad cooperation
among all European states.

We would like to make clear, that at all-European conference, as
we see it, every state-participant will be given an opportunity to set
forth its viewpoint on questions regarding the situation in Europe and
means of strengthening peace and security on the European continent,
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as well as to give suggestions and considerations for development of
peaceful cooperation among European countries. In other words, we
have in mind that there will take place a free discussion at the con-
ference, and that decisions will be taken on the two proposed con-
crete questions at the conclusion of the conference. We would like to
emphasize the idea that working out agreed drafts of the possible
final documents in consultations even before convocation of an all-
European conference would guarantee the success of conference to a
considerable extent.

(4) As it follows from Prague statement, the Soviet Union and
other socialist countries are prepared to consider any other proposals
aimed at practical preparation for and ensuring the success of all-
European conference.

Sometimes an opinion is voiced to effect that questions advanced
by socialist countries are allegedly not of major scale and that cardinal
problems such as German problem should be introduced at all-
European conference. We do not agree with such statements at all. Sug-
gestions to effect that German problem or other problems be included
in the agenda—and such problems are understood by the West in a
specific way which is clearly unacceptable to the socialist countries—
would only serve to complicate if not downright torpedo convocation
or, at any rate, fruitful work of the conference. One cannot but take into
consideration also that as far as German problem goes there is special
responsibility of victorious powers in World War II who signed the
Potsdam agreement.’

Nor do we agree with attempts to raise the question of West Ber-
lin since this is a special question and it does not belong to the all-
European conference.

(5) Referring to questions which have been raised with me by U.S.
officials as to attitude of Soviet Union toward U.S. participation in
an all-European conference, we would like to make the following
clarification.

All-European conference is of a regional nature, open for partici-
pation by all interested European states, including, or course, the GDR
on an equal footing with the FRG and on equal terms with other par-
ticipants.* With this qualification as to the body of participants the So-
viet Government believes that the United States, if there is a wish on
her part, can also take part in all-European conference, since it bears

3 After this sentence, Sonnenfeldt wrote, “n.b., France did not sign.”

* Sonnenfeldt underlined “on an equal footing with the FRG and on equal terms
with other participants.” He placed quotation marks around “footing” and “terms” and
wrote in the margin, “quid pro quo.”
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definite responsibility ensuing from Potsdam and other Allied agree-
ments in force for peaceful settlement in Europe.” In setting forth our
position as to agenda for the conference we took into account previ-
ous contacts with U.S. representatives and, in particular, the view ex-
pressed here to the effect that acute questions, especially those within
the responsibility of the participants in the Potsdam conference, be con-
sidered outside of the framework of the all-European conference. The
items we propose to include in the agenda also correspond to sugges-
tions by the American side that such questions be taken up at the con-
ference which could productively be discussed and acted upon. We ex-
pect that further contacts will enable us together and for the benefit of
the cause (sic) to discuss problems related to preparation and holding
of an all-European conference.

(6) We would like to express hope that U.S. Government will give
its due attention to proposals advanced by states which signed Prague
statement, and to considerations of USSR Government on this score,
and on its part will make efforts toward preparation of convening and
successful holding of all-European conference. Soviet Government
would appreciate considerations and suggestions which U.S. Govern-
ment may think useful to express in this connection.”®

2. After Dobrynin finished his summary of oral statement, the
Secretary asked how long the Soviet Government would envisage du-
ration of proposed ESC.” Ambassador replied conference need not be
long at all if agreement can be reached on draft documents before-
hand through bilateral discussions. Obviously if conference were to
discuss substance of controversial issues it could last very long time.
It would be Soviet hope, however, that agreement could be reached
on draft documents prepared at Prague conference before ESC con-
venes. The USSR assumed, Dobrynin said, that NATO countries might
have two or three other issues which they would like to raise at ESC;
these could also be discussed through diplomatic channels ahead of
time.

3. Draft documents handed Secretary noted in para (3) above are
identical with texts transmitted in London’s 9176. (Text being repeated
to addressees who did not receive London Embtel.)

® Sonnenfeldt circled Potsdam, underlined “and other Allied agreements in force,”
and wrote a question mark in the margin.

¢ Sonnenfeldt underlined part of the previous sentence, beginning with “would.”
In the margin he wrote, “requests reply.”

7 Sonnenfeldt underlined “how long the Soviet Government would envisage du-
ration of proposed ESC” and wrote an exclamation point in the margin.
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4. For USNATO—at November 20 Polads discussion of Eastern
European follow-up to Prague declaration, you may inform Allies of
Dobrynin call on Secretary. You may also make oral summary of prin-
cipal points which Dobrynin made.

Rogers

12. National Security Study Memorandum 83'

Washington, November 21, 1969.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

SUBJECT

U.S. Approach to Current Issues of European Security

In connection with developments in the field of European secu-
rity, the President wishes to have a meeting of the National Security
Council early in the New Year. At that time he wishes to consider the
status of our own and NATO actions on this subject and the range of
options open to us in the light of East-West diplomatic exchanges and
of pertinent strategic issues. As a result of the identification and dis-
cussion of the major issues involved, the President will provide guid-
ance for further U.S. actions.

A paper providing the basis for this NSC meeting should be pre-
pared by the Interdepartmental Group for Europe and should be sub-
mitted for consideration by the NSC Review Group by January 15,
1970.2

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-166, NSSM 83, 3 of 4. Secret. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of Central Intelligence. Sonnenfeldt, who drafted
the NSSM, wrote in the covering memorandum to Haig: “At Henry’s request, I have re-
done the memorandum to Secretary Rogers on European Security issues as a NSSM.”
Sonnenfeldt noted Kissinger was “very anxious to have this go out foday.” Haig wrote
in the margin, “So am I!!” At the bottom of the covering memorandum, Kissinger wrote,
“Send out signed NSSM.”

2 The response to National Security Study Memorandum 83, January 26, 1970, is

scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe;
NATO, 1969-1972.
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In the interim, the President’s approach to the proposal for a Eu-
ropean Security Conference remains as stated in the directive of April
9, 1969.3 Pending the NSC meeting, the President wishes to have spe-
cific U.S. negotiating proposals in this area held in abeyance.*

Henry A. Kissinger

3 See footnote 4, Document 3.

“In a November 25 memorandum, Sonnenfeldt wrote to Kissinger: “NSSM 83
notwithstanding, Ambassador Ellsworth has now been furnished a ‘Declaration on Eu-
ropean Security’ by the Department of State (Tab A), which, inter alia, commits us to es-
tablishing criteria for mutual force reductions, the preparation of a model (it used to be
‘models’) for such reductions, and willingness to begin explorations at an early date with
the Eastern countries. State has not so far sent the basic papers relating to the NATO
Ministerial Meeting for which the Secretaries of State, Defense and Treasury are depart-
ing early next week.” Tab A to Sonnenfeldt’s memorandum was telegram 196793 to
USNATO, November 23. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 667, Country Files, Europe, Europe General)

13. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, December 3, 1969.

SUBJECT

Scope and Objectives of Secretary Rogers” European Trip

On November 29, a memorandum was received from the Secre-
tary of State setting forth the general scope and objectives of the visit
he begins early this week to Brussels, Bonn and Paris (Tab B).” The Sec-
retary, together with Secretaries Laird and Kennedy, will attend the
semi-annual NATO Ministeral meetings in Brussels and he will then
proceed to Germany and France for bilateral talks with the leaders of
those countries.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 258,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VII. Secret. Sent for action.

2Tab B, a memorandum from Rogers to the President, November 28, is not at-
tached. In it Rogers stated that on European security problems “we are proceeding

on the basis outlined in my October 31 memorandum to you [Document 10].” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967-69, NATO 3 BEL)
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1. As regards the NATO meetings, the Secretary plans

—to issue our undertaking for firm force commitments to NATO
through 1970 (this will involve certain reductions in forces, particularly
naval, committed to NATO, but not stationed in Europe, resulting from
our Defense budget cuts);

—to support a five-point response to recent Warsaw Pact initia-
tives on European security, as follows:

a. a new “signal” to the East, that NATO is prepared to consider
the possibility of balanced East-West force reductions in Europe;

b. a further probe by the US, UK and France of the Fossibﬂities
for improving the situation in Berlin and NATO support tor the Fed-
eral Republic’s Eastern policy;

c. reference to a possible Joint Declaration on the Principles Gov-
erning Relations between States (this would essentially be the Western
counter to the Brezhnev Doctrine?);

d. references to increased East-West cultural, technical and eco-
nomic exchanges; and

e. in response to majority sentiment in the Alliance, a reference to
the Warsaw Pact-proposed European Security conference but stipulating
that it be properly prepared, offers prospects of concrete progress and in-
cludes the US and Canada.

The Secretary states in his memorandum that he does not believe
he requires additional guidance for the NATO meetings but will seek
it if required.

2. With regard to his stop in Bonn, the Secretary plans

—to establish close working relations with the new German lead-

ership and to dispel German suspicions that we favor the CDU over
the SPD;

—to urge the Germans not to base their policy on the assumption
that US troop withdrawals are inevitable;

—to support German efforts to improve relations with the East
provided this does not impair Western security;

—to tell Brandt that he will be welcome in Washington whenever
a convenient time can be arranged.

3. In Paris, the Secretary plans

—to confer with our delegation to the Vietnam talks;

—establish personal contact with President Pompidou and assure
him of the importance you attach to his forthcoming visit; and

% Reference is to Soviet claims to a right to intervene in the internal affairs of Bloc
states. The Brezhnev Doctrine was originally set out by Soviet Communist Party
spokesman Sergei Kovalev in a September 26, 1968, Pravda article, “Sovereignty and In-
ternational Responsibility in Socialist Countries.” A translation is printed in Current Di-
gest of the Soviet Press, October 16, 1968.
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—to elicit Prime Minister Chaban-Delmas” views on French do-
mestic affairs.

I believe following the Secretary’s return, a review of the state of
play on European security by the NSC will be desirable so that you
will be able to consider the range of options open to us in the light of
sentiment in the Alliance (the French, for example, have reservations
about a NATO initiative on East-West force cuts), Warsaw Pact initia-
tives and our own interests. A study of pertinent issues will be pre-
pared through the NSC machinery for a possible NSC meeting before
the Wilson and Pompidou visits early next year.*

If you agree, I will send the attached acknowledgment of the Sec-
retary’s memorandum to the Acting Secretary of State (Tab A)°

Recommendation

That you approve my sending the attached memorandum to the
Acting Secretary of State (Tab A).°

* Wilson and Pompidou visited Washington January 27-28 and February 24-26, re-
spectively. Documentation on both visits is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

5 Not attached.

¢ Nixon initialed his approval on December 15. The word “changed” was written
in the margin, and “Acting Secretary” was struck out and replaced with “Secretary” since
Rogers returned from his European trip on December 8 and Richardson was no longer
Acting Secretary. Kissinger sent the revised memorandum to Rogers on December 16.
He wrote: “The President has noted your memorandum concerning the scope and ob-
jectives of your participation in the recently concluded NATO meetings and of your talks
in Bonn and Paris. A National Security Council review of the range of options open to
us on the issues involved is to be scheduled for early next year.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 258, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VII)

14. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, December 15, 1969.

SUBJECT

Secretary Rogers” European Trip

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 281, Agency
Files, Dept of State, Vol. V. Secret. Sent for action. A notation on the first page reads: “The
President has seen.” In a handwritten comment at the top of the memorandum, Kissinger
wrote on December 29, “I don’t have to get Pres. to approve notes to Rogers.”
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Secretary Rogers has sent you the attached memorandum sum-
marizing the accomplishments of his recent European trip (Tab B).?

The Secretary feels that the NATO meeting was useful in con-
taining the eagerness of some European leaders for the Warsaw
Pact-proposed European security conference by advancing a sound Al-
lied position on relations and negotiations with the East. The Secretary
also notes that ten allied countries agreed to increase their military ef-
forts while we assured the allies that we would maintain our troop lev-
els at essentially present levels through FY 1971.

With respect to his conversations with German leaders, both in
Brussels and in Bonn, the Secretary reports Brandt’s assurances that
the Germans would not be adventurous in their Eastern policy. The
Secretary expressed our support and stressed that recent reports of US
suspiciousness of German policy were incorrect. Chancellor Brandt in-
dicated a preference for April or May for his visit to Washington. (We
will pick up this matter again with the German Embassy here.)

In France, the Secretary found our relations improving although
differences remain especially on the Middle East and Vietnam. (A sep-
arate memorandum on the latter subject is being forwarded to you.)?

I agree with the Secretary that the NATO meeting put forward a
reasonable Western position on relations with the East. It is not yet
clear, however, whether the pressures for a European security confer-
ence have been contained for good. In addition, of course, the Alliance
is now committed to specific concrete negotiations with the East, par-
ticularly on Berlin and possible mutual East-West troop reductions. An
NSC meeting is being tentatively scheduled for mid-January to enable
you to review our NATO and European policy and to give guidance
for future policy, both short-term and longer-range. This will also help
to prepare for the visits of Prime Minister Wilson later in January and
of President Pompidou in late February.

If you agree, I will send the attached memorandum (Tab A) to the
Secretary of State, acknowledging his report to you.

% Tab B is attached but not printed. Rogers wrote in his memorandum to the Pres-
ident, December 8: “On the European Security Conference and East-West relations, we
achieved a realistic and cautious NATO stand which stressed the need for further ex-
plorations and better prospects for significant results before we agreed to go to a Con-
ference. We also obtained Alliance agreement on NATO initiatives vis-a-vis Eastern Eu-
rope, including preparation of a negotiating position for mutual and balanced force
reductions, support for initiatives on Germany and Berlin, and support for some moves
in economic, social and cultural fields. The Declaration accompanying the Communiqué
contains a strong reference to principles which should guide relations of States, stress-
ing non-intervention in the affairs of any state by any other state ‘whatever its social or
political system.” Euphoria for a conference for a conference’s sake was contained, and
the result is a sound Alliance position on this issue.”

3 Not found.
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Recommendation

That you approve the memorandum at Tab A to Secretary Rogers.*

* The draft memorandum from Kissinger to Rogers is attached but not printed.
Nixon crossed out the “Approve” and “Disapprove” options and wrote: “I covered orally
by phone—Set up N.5.C. meeting as planned—to cover NATO generally—with partic-
ular emphasis on Germany, Italy, France, Britain (in that order). Also—a look at Greece.”
Below the handwritten note is the date, “Dec 29, 1969.”

15. Editorial Note

President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger met
with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin for dinner on the evening
of December 22, 1969. In preparation for the meeting, Kissinger for-
warded a memorandum to President Richard Nixon for his approval
regarding the points that he proposed to make to Dobrynin that
evening. With regard to Europe and a European security conference,
Kissinger wrote:

“The Soviets are continuing their pressure for a European security
conference; they assert that the West Europeans are showing interest
in the proposal but that we are spearheading the effort to prevent the
conference. I will say that:

“—we have no interest in a conference at this time since we know
of no concrete European issue that could be resolved through a mass
conference; if the Europeans want to have a conference, we will not
stand in their way but we will reserve the decision as to whether we
have any interest in attending;

“—what we are interested in are substantive negotiations on the
concrete issues among the parties directly concerned;

“—we will watch with interest how the various negotiations on
which the Germans are now embarking with the Eastern countries are
going to progress, and we will watch whether the USSR is interested in
improving the Berlin situation so that it is not a source of constant crisis;

“—if some new forms of cultural, technical and economic cooper-
ation can be worked out between East and West in Europe we have no
objection; but the past has shown that such arrangements are highly
vulnerable to political tensions; so we hope no one will have the illu-
sion that they are doing something about security as long as crucial
political problems are unresolved.”
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Nixon initialed and approved Kissinger’s proposed talking points.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489,
President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1969, Pt. 1)

At their meeting that evening, Dobrynin brought up a European se-
curity conference. Kissinger wrote in his summary for the President that
Dobrynin charged that the United States “managed to convey the idea
that we are making everything conditional on something else. For ex-
ample, we were asking them to show their good intentions in Berlin be-
fore we agreed to a European security conference.” Kissinger continued:

“I told Dobrynin that we remained interested in good relations with
the Soviet Union. We were the two great powers, and we had to avoid
conflict; we should speak while we were still in a position to make de-
finitive decisions. At the same time, as the President had repeatedly
pointed out, we wanted to have concrete, detailed negotiations. Until he
told me just what he [Dobrynin] was aiming at, it was very hard for
me to comment on his points, since I did not know what he under-
stood by progress. For example, we had heard a great deal about the
European Security Conference, but I did not know just exactly what
the Soviet Union hoped to achieve there. Dobrynin said, ‘Well, why
don’t you ask us. We would be glad to tell you at any level.” I said,
‘Well, maybe we should ask you, but why don’t you tell me now.’
Dobrynin said, “We want existing frontiers recognized.” I said, ‘No one
is challenging the existing frontiers.” Dobrynin said that he had the im-
pression we were challenging the status quo in Germany. I told him
we were not challenging the status quo in Germany, but there was a
big difference between challenging it and giving juridical recognition
to East Germany.”

Later in the conversation, Dobrynin returned to the issue of a
European security conference. “One result of the distrust between Wash-
ington and Moscow, Dobrynin said, was that a number of other coun-
tries could attempt to maneuver between us. For example, the British
were always going to the Soviet Union and telling them that the United
States was preventing a European Security Conference, but the Soviet
Union knew the British game. The British thought they had to keep the
Soviet Union and the United States apart so that they could maneuver—
that if the United States and the Soviet Union were together, Britain was
nothing.” Kissinger responded that he “did not know to which state-
ments” Dobrynin was referring, but that the British and the United States
“were in rather close accord.” (Ibid.) For the full text of the December
24 memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet
Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 110.
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16. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, December 30, 1969, 11 a.m.

SUBJECT

Balanced Force Reductions in Europe

PARTICIPANTS

Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Acting Secretary Richardson

Mr. James F. Leonard, ACDA

Mr. Lewis W. Bowden, EUR/SOV

The Acting Secretary said he would like to mention one other mat-
ter. He said he assumed the Ambassador was aware of a reference in
the recent NATO declaration? to balanced forces reduction (BFR). We
think this subject offers the possibility of fruitful negotiation and that,
among other things, it would supplement our efforts in the strategic
arms field and make a real contribution to the reduction of tensions in
Europe.

Dobrynin asked whether we were linking the two matters in any
way and Mr. Richardson assured him we were not, but we did see one
action could be complementary to the other.

Dobrynin said that the Soviets had had nothing in the way of a
reply from us to their démarche of November 19 on European Secu-
rity> except the recent NATO declaration and communiqué. Mr.
Richardson observed that the military people in NATO are now work-
ing on possible packages of balanced forces reductions which are to be
considered in June by the Defense Ministers. The earliest time, there-
fore, that we could make a formal proposal to the Soviets on this sub-
ject would be after the June meeting.

Dobrynin queried as to why we had raised the matter now in the
absence of a concrete proposal. He agreed that in general the idea of
force reductions in Europe was a good one, pointing out that both the

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 711,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. VI. Secret; Exdis. Part II of V. Drafted by Bowden, con-
curred in by Leonard, and approved by Morton Abramowitz (U) on December 31. The
meeting was held in the Under Secretary’s office. At the top of the first page is a hand-
written notation, “Sonnenfeldt—FY1.”

2 The Declaration of the North Atlantic Council, approved by the Foreign, Defense,
and Finance Ministers of the NATO states at their Ministerial meeting in Brussels, De-
cember 4-5, 1969, is in North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO Final Communiqués,
1949-1974, pp. 229-232.

3 See Document 11.
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Soviets and the Poles have made proposals in this field for many years.
He said that if we would give them a concrete and reasonable proposal
they would give it the most serious consideration. The Acting Secre-
tary replied that we had raised the matter at this time to indicate to
the Soviets the great seriousness we attach to it and thought that they
might want to give some thought to what their approach would be be-
fore any formal proposals were made.

Dobrynin stated that the Soviets would be prepared to give us an
opinion on any specific proposals. They did not accept the raising of
BFR in the NATO declaration as a counter-proposal to their proposals
on a European Security Conference. The Ambassador indicated the So-
viets considered the mention of BFR at Brussels as essentially a prop-
aganda response to their moves on European Security, observing that
we are now apparently putting off an answer to their proposals until
after June.

Once again Mr. Richardson repeated that we were indeed serious
about this subject. As the Ambassador knew, the subject was very com-
plicated and the formulation of specific proposals was extremely dif-
ficult. Dobrynin said he had told Secretary Rogers how the Soviets felt
about European security and had asked for our comments. At the time
we had replied that the State Department would need to examine his
proposals before replying. Then came the NATO communiqué but the
Soviets had gotten no official reply from us on their European security
démarche. Dobrynin said he could not understand why we now raised
only one particular issue related to the European context, and he
thought the Ministry of Foreign Affairs would find it difficult to put
our approach up to the Soviet Government unless it were somehow
more closely related to the larger concept of European security.

The Acting Secretary said that he did not necessarily connect BFR
and a European Security Conference. Dobrynin quickly agreed, saying
that the Soviets were not anxious either to combine these two issues.
They had, however, got the impression from the NATO communiqué
that we were attempting to do exactly that.

Dobrynin said he found another aspect of this problem difficult to
understand. He pointed out that the Pentagon and others have an-
nounced US plans to keep our forces in Europe at their present strength
until 1971. If we had therefore already decided on our deployment what
would we negotiate about? Mr. Richardson acknowledged that Admin-
istration policy was to maintain US force levels in Europe but indicated
that plans can be changed through successful negotiation. The reduc-
tions must be on both sides, however, and it is obvious that if we both
pull troops out of Europe the Soviets have a shorter line of return than
we do. Our great problem is how to work out reasonable standards of
comparability. That is essentially what the negotiations would be about.
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Dobrynin repeated that if we come forth with serious proposals
they will give them the most serious consideration. He thought per-
haps we could reach an agreement privately about parallel actions, but
did not specify further.

Ambassador Leonard explained that studies were going forward
at the present time in ACDA on this problem and that it was very com-
plex. He assured Dobrynin that we had studied carefully previous So-
viet and Polish ideas on force reductions, but that a complete new re-
view was called for because so much time had passed since those
proposals. He also mentioned that the verification aspect of any troop
reduction agreement would pose many problems.

Dobrynin cautioned that one should not over-emphasize the dis-
tance factor in talking about withdrawal of forces from Central Europe
because dimensions are quite different now with our new transport
system from what they used to be. Ambassador Leonard acknowledged
that may be true but said that was only one factor, there being other
problems of comparability that arose at every step.

Dobrynin said finally that they would be waiting for our proposals
after the June meeting and that if we had any interim thoughts on this
subject he would send them on to Moscow and be prepared to discuss
them with us. He observed that heretofore this subject has been “mixed
up” with political matters when it should stand on its own merits.

17. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, January 8, 1970.

SUBJECT

US-Soviet Diplomacy on European Security

Our dealings with the USSR on European issues, at least in recent
years, are not strictly speaking analogous to our talks with them on the
Middle East or arms control questions. On these latter matters we have

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 667,
Country Files, Europe, European Security Issues (U.S. and Soviet Diplomacy). Secret;
Nodis. Sent for information. Sent under a covering memorandum from Haig to Kissinger
on January 9.
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had sustained negotiations either culminating in an agreed document
(arms control) or revolving around such a document (Middle East).
Since 1959, we have not really had this type of negotiation on Euro-
pean matters.

Rather there have been a series of long-range artillery duels via
public declarations (usually, though not exclusively, issued by our re-
spective alliance groupings), interspersed with occasional, random and
disjointed bilateral conversations at various levels.

We have, by and large, been scrupulous in not making ourselves
the Western negotiating agent on Europe; even if we had wanted it
otherwise, it is not now likely that our allies would let us. If, on the
other hand, we wanted to begin dealing with the Soviets on European
questions, without the blessing of the allies, the effect on NATO would
almost certainly be chaotic. In this connection, it is of interest that
Gromyko has now come forward with the suggestion to Ambassador
Beam that there should be bilateral US-Soviet talks on a European se-
curity conference.” Dobrynin’s strongly reiterated insistence on a di-
rect US reply to the Soviet démarche of November 19 is undoubtedly
also related to this.’

Diplomacy in this area has also been complicated by numerous
side-shows—not unnaturally, since the interests of a great number of
states, East and West, are involved. A review of US and Soviet ex-
changes therefore does not provide a complete picture—although it
does provide the essence. The present paper* does not attempt to in-
clude the mass of exchanges, public and private, among individual Eu-
ropean states, nor our own occasional exchanges, notably with the
Poles and Romanians who, while supporting Soviet and Warsaw Pact
positions, do so for reasons and with accents of their own.

It should also be noted that some US-Soviet negotiations, while os-
tensibly or mainly on matters other than regional European ones, have
profound impact on Europe. This was true of the test ban negotiations’

2In telegram 88 from Moscow, January 7, Beam reported: “According to Gromyko,
question of US and Canadian participation was ‘clear” and provided both German states
would also participate in conference. US Government on the other hand seems to be try-
ing to convince others that conference not a good idea, that agenda should be broader
and that questions such as balanced reduction of forces, which has been in dispute for
25 years, should be considered. Gromyko said that although his information comes from
reliable sources, he cannot say precisely that US is against conference, but if so, he would
like to know why. US says it advocates improvement of general relations and therefore
should take broad approach.” Beam stated that in concluding, Gromyko offered bilat-
eral consultations regarding “the conference, its agenda, etc., in order to ascertain the
real attitude of our government.” (Ibid.)

% See Document 16.
* Attached but not printed.

> Reference is to the negotiations that culminated in the Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963.
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in several different ways, profoundly true of the NPT negotiations and
will be even more true of SALT. We have not tried in the present pa-
per to analyze these interrelationships.

Finally, European security, broadly construed, includes economic
and technical matters, in addition to political and military ones. While
these have not recently figured in US-Soviet exchanges, they have
done so at various times in the past and they remain very prominent
in intra-European contacts on East-West issues. (Eastern Europe’s rela-
tionship to the European Communities is a problem complex of in-
creasing weight if and as the Communities develop and may in the mid-
dle run outweigh most if not all the other East-West issues in Europe.)
In any case, we do not get into this entire area in the present paper.

Basically, despite the huge volume of documents and the smaller,
though considerable volume of private talk, the fact is that European
issues have not been ripe for concrete negotiation between ourselves
and the Soviets. Even today, with the volume of private talk picking
up, the issues have been largely procedural: do we or do we not have
a conference; how should it be prepared, etc. (For the Soviets, admit-
tedly, this has substantive interest since the mere convening of a con-
ference is of advantage to them.)

The one real substantive subject, that of our and Soviet troops, has
not been talked about seriously since Khrushchev and LB] exchanged
pen-pal letters in 1964° (Note: this is not generally known), when we re-
jected the idea of mutual cuts. While Dobrynin has now responded to
Elliot Richardson’s prodding by indicating that the Soviets would give
serious consideration to a NATO proposal, it is far from clear that seri-
ous US-Soviet negotiations on this matter will (or should) be undertaken.

Other potential negotiating issues relate to Germany. You will re-
call that the President in his letter to Kosygin last April” offered bilat-
eral soundings on Berlin, and the Soviets have shown some interest.
But we are probably well out of the bilateral channel on this one since
(a) the subject hardly promises to be productive for us and (b) we
should do nothing to undermine allied cohesion on this subject.

In sum, when all is said and done, direct US-Soviet negotiations
on Europe which would in any sense be directed at changing the sta-
tus quo would at present be either (a) artificial and contrived, or (b)
not in our interest, or (c) not in the Soviet interest. At the same time,
while the status quo is not all that bad right now for us, at least when
compared to other status quos, it is not desirable, or feasible, to seek

© Khrushchev’s message is in Foreign Relations, 19641968, volume XIV, Soviet
Union, Document 36.

7 Dated March 26; see ibid., 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-
October 1970, Document 28.
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US-Soviet negotiations which would sanctify it. Of all the Western pow-
ers we should be the last one to underwrite Moscow’s free hand in
Eastern Europe (especially since we are in process of developing a spe-
cial relationship with Romania); and we certainly have no interest in
negotiating the disruption of the Western alliance with Moscow.

This would not rule out conversations with the Soviets to see what
if anything of substance they want to talk to us about on Europe; but
we should do so with the utmost caution and take meticulous care that
the Allies are kept informed.

This paper includes the following parts:®

Part I—A résumé of the issues that have figured in US-Soviet ex-
changes, public and private (Tab I)

Part II—A chronology of major statements by both sides (Tab II)

Part II—A comprehensive selection of documents (Tab I1I)°

8 All three tabs are attached but not printed.
? “Held in Washington” is handwritten in the margin.

18. Editorial Note

On January 19, 1970, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna-
tional Security Affairs G. Warren Nutter wrote in a memorandum to
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird: “There seems to be a decided dif-
ference of view between State and DoD with regard to BFR; most par-
ticularly in the speed and vigor with which it should be pressed by the
U.S. at this time.” Nutter, citing Acting Secretary of State Elliot Richard-
son’s meeting with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin (see Document 16)
as evidence, wrote: “During the course of that meeting Mr. Richardson
brought up the subject of BER and expressed his interpretations of U.S.
and NATO enthusiasms for early movement in that direction, imply-
ing NATO readiness to present concrete proposals after the May Min-
isterial.” After suggesting Laird read the memorandum of conversa-
tion, Nutter stated that Richardson’s interpretations “run counter to
our impressions of USG agreed policy, which we understand to be that
of moving cautiously toward BFR by stages, with active negotiations
only after careful evaluation of NATO studies now in process and im-
possible to complete by, or even soon after, the May Ministerial. We
consider this to be a sound approach, and that pressing for early ne-
gotiations is both unsound and dangerous.” (Ford Library, Laird Pa-
pers, Box 2, NATO, Vol. III)
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In a follow-up memorandum to Laird on January 30, Nutter wrote:
“In addition to Under Secretary Richardson’s approach to Ambassador
Dobrynin, two developments last week have further emphasized the
need for clarifying this issue with State. In a speech in Chicago, Mr.
Richardson stated that, ‘One of the most promising areas of potential
progress with the Eastern European nations lies, we believe, in reach-
ing agreement on mutual and balanced force reductions.” Ambassador
Ellsworth during his visit to the Pentagon revealed that he believes he
had been the ‘dynamo” on MBFR in NATO, a role which would appear
inconsistent with State-Defense agreed guidance on moderating any
rush toward MBFR.” (Attachment to letter from Laird to Rogers, Feb-
ruary §; ibid.) A memorandum of Ambassador Ellsworth’s January 20
conversation with Laird at the Pentagon, dated February 2, is in Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 NATO.

On February 8, Laird sent Secretary of State William Rogers a let-
ter drafted by Nutter: “With NATO now embarked on the develop-
ment of Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) models and
the question of further movement likely to loom large in the May min-
isterials, I think it would be useful to make sure that Defense and State
share a common understanding of our policy on the question.” Laird
suggested that U.S. policy, as stated in telegram 165553 to USNATO
(see Document 7), “called for a moderate signal on MBEFR in the De-
cember NATO communiqué” and that the ongoing U.S. examination
of MBFR had to be completed before assessing the “desirability and
timeliness of further movement on the issue.” Laird wrote: “I must say
that I am not convinced that we can complete this examination in time
to permit a considered decision to move ahead on MBFR at the May
Ministerial. I think that in keeping with the agreed policy sketched
above, our basic stance on MBFR is one of caution and reserve.” (Ford
Library, Laird Papers, Box 2, NATO, Vol. III)

On February 23, Acting Secretary of State Richardson replied in a
letter to Laird drafted by James Goodby of the Office of NATO and At-
lantic Political-Military Affairs: “After reading your letter of February 8
regarding mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe, I think I can
safely say that our two Departments are in general agreement on this
question. If there are any differences, I would judge that these lie in the
area of tactics rather than substance. Certainly the Department of State
has reached no conclusions with respect to the desirability of any spe-
cific MBFR arrangement.” Richardson continued: “We have made it clear
to all concerned that the United States has made no decisions on these
matters. I believe, therefore, that our future decisions have not been
prejudiced by our past actions, except for the effect produced by three
separate NATO declarations expressing an interest in MBFR. These dec-
larations have put the Alliance on record as at least predisposed in
favor of mutual and balanced force reductions, provided an acceptable
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arrangement can be devised and can be negotiated. This does not mean
that we are committed to negotiations or to advancing any proposals
for consideration by the USSR or anyone else. It does mean, in our
view, that we can take a positive attitude towards the principle of mu-
tual and balanced force reductions, while reserving judgment on the
desirability of any specific MBFR arrangement.” Richardson con-
cluded: “I understand that the NATO Military Authorities have started
the studies which we have asked them to undertake in this field. Nev-
ertheless, I also can well anticipate, as you suggest, that these studies
may not be as far advanced by May as I think we all would like. In
that case, I can assure you that the Department of State would not ex-
pect the Allies to move into an immediate negotiation on any specific
MBEFR model.” After offering to expand further on “any areas of dif-
ference or imprecision,” Richardson reminded Laird “that there also
will be NSC discussions on NSSM 83 and subsequent decisions by
the President that will further clarify the matter.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 NATO)

19. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, January 28, 1970.

MINUTES OF NSC MEETING ON EUROPE

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Vice President Agnew

Secretary of State Rogers

Secretary of Defense Laird

Attorney General Mitchell

General Lincoln, Director, OEP
Admiral Moorer, Acting Chairman, JCS

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-110, NSC Meeting Minutes, NSC Minutes, Originals, 1970. Secret. The
full text of the minutes of the meeting is scheduled for publication Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972. On January 27, Kissinger
discussed the meeting in a telephone conversation with Richardson: “We are having an
NSC meeting tomorrow with Wilson attending. We will talk about some European is-
sues, and I will begin with 5 or 10 minutes of outline of the issues. The President wanted
to call the Secretary [Rogers] now, but I know he can’t be reached. Could he talk about
the European Security Conference for 5-10 minutes? Do you think that can be done?”
Richardson replied, “I think so.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Henry
A. Kissinger Telephone Transcripts (Telcons), Box 4, Chronological File)
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Director of Central Intelligence Helms

Under Secretary of State Richardson
Assistant to the President Henry A. Kissinger
Ambassador Walter H. Annenberg

Prime Minister Harold Wilson

Foreign Secretary Michael Stewart
Ambassador John Freeman

William Watts, NSC Staff

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Staff

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

President: What about European security matters?

Rogers: The problem concerning disengagement as a policy is that
the USSR is seeking to create the impression that we have in fact opted
for alternative #3.> The fact is that we are going from alternative #1° to
alternative #2* at a sensible pace. We must reinforce this impression.

We are a strong supporter of the present Alliance—for example,
the President’s trip to Europe,” my stand at the NATO conference,® and
Elliot Richardson’s speech on the European security situation.”

We must encourage cohesion and give economic aid.

% Rogers was referring to the response to National Security Study Memoranda 60,
65,79, 83, and 84, January 26, which listed “three patterns of relationship (or systems or
models) which are sufficiently within the realm of the possible and have enough advo-
cates to be worth examining.” Alternative 3 reads: “Disengagement: a formal European
military and political settlement involving the disengagement of American and Soviet
forces from at least Central Europe.” Text of the response is scheduled for publication
in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

3 Alternative 1 in the response to NSSMs 60, 65, 79, 83, and 84 reads: “The present
structure: The continuation of, essentially, the present relationships, i.e., basically a bipo-
lar structure of power in which the USSR dominates Eastern Europe and the US is the
preponderant military and political power in Western Europe; Western Europe is loosely
organized economically and politically (although the Common Market has brought its
six members partly along the road to economic union) and heavily dependent on the US
militarily; Germany remains divided.”

4 Alternative 2 in the response to NSSMs 60, 65, 79, 83, and 84 reads in part: “En-
hanced Western Europe: a modified bipolar structure in which a more highly organized
Western Europe becomes a significant independent power complex still linked to the US
in a defense treaty and relying, ultimately, on a US nuclear guarantee, but which has an
increased defense capability of its own. Germany remains formally divided, but the West-
ern European complex consciously expands its trade and other relationships with the
smaller Eastern European countries, including the GDR. In this situation, even though
the East European countries would doubtless remain linked in defense arrangements
with the Soviet Union, they might become more independent in their domestic and for-
eign economic and social policies.”

> Nixon visited Europe February 23-March 2, 1969.

® See Document 14.

7 Reference is to Richardson’s speech of November 20, 1969, at a regional foreign
policy conference co-sponsored by the Department of State and the World Affairs Coun-
cil of Los Angeles. See Department of State Bulletin, December 22, 1969, pp. 584-588.
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We must also understand what the USSR is up to. We want to ne-
gotiate; we will not just be belligerent.

On SALT, we are convinced that they are interested in serious dis-
cussions. Concerning our own troop strength, we will maintain it at
present levels through 1971. In short, the foundationstone of our own
security is NATO.

Concerning the European Security Conference, the Soviets do
not give the intention of getting into serious discussions. First of all,
they don’t even talk to us; rather for 6 to 8 months they discussed as
to whether or not to invite us into the party. If they don’t talk to all
interested parties at the same time, the offer would not have been made
in good faith.

Beyond that, the Soviet approach does not deal with real security
questions. The issues they have raised—trade and renunciation of
forces—for example, have already been covered.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Wilson: I find this discussion fascinating as a form of governmental
process. Even the inclusion of a third option for “intellectual symme-
try” is most important.

And I agree that this third option is pretty well dead, although we
must quiet the critics from time to time. The trouble is that the main
danger to NATO is that it can be taken for granted. Czecholsovakia
jerked everybody up, but there is a continuing need for external vigi-
lance and more unity.

If we look at the Brezhnev Doctrine, it is interesting to note that
the USSR has never chosen a country in the NATO Alliance. Actually
Brezhnev has shown a high degree of military efficiency in imposing
colonial policies.

As far as the European Security Conference is concerned, it was
never really in doubt that the U.S. and Canada would be invited in.
The Soviets never meant to be exclusive on this.

The question is just who is taking who for a ride. The right way
to respond is not just to say no. But we must be properly prepared and
deal with meaningful issues. Perhaps we should show a bit of rigidity,
and crowd them a bit. It is my impression that Brandt is doing a bit of
this. He is getting away from the old metaphors and pushing Ulbricht
around. But he would never sacrifice security.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Stewart: [Omitted here are unrelated comments.] It is important to
remember that NATO is not just a defensive alliance. I am worried about
the opposition to the Alliance. “Is the damsel dead or only sleepeth?”
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We must try to avoid growth on that strand of opinion which attacks
NATO as a waste. NATO is not just an armed camp; its existence does,
in fact, relax tension and further relaxation may be attainable.

I would like to make four points:
(1) We must not underwrite the Brezhnev Doctrine.
(2) We must not just approve a limited agenda.

(3) We must present the Soviets with real questions on such things
as mutual force reductions and the German question, and

(4) We must not be too showy. We must get some relaxation.

Wilson: I think we must avoid any big buildup about a European
Security Conference—there would be too much hope for nothing.

Rogers: There is no problem here with public opinion. People are
amazed at how ready we are to negotiate. We do not want to have
some kind of big agreement in public on the agenda. But we do want
to show ourselves as forthcoming.

RN: How would some kind of standing committee work?®

Stewart: It would have to do some preparatory bilateral discus-
sion. Prime Minister Wilson is going to Moscow, and he may be able
to find out if the Soviets are serious. Trade questions can go to exist-
ing organizations. As far as mutual force reductions are concerned, the
neutrals are not interested. From time to time, certainly, we may want
to bring the ministers together.

Wilson: It would be a good idea to have a heavy dose of safe sub-
jects, such as cultural exchange and trade. We can compare notes on
these, and give the standing committee a context, not exclusively re-
lated to difficult questions.

RN: It would be a good idea to keep the pressure on them, but I
have one fundamental understanding concerning any conference. A
conference in and of itself helps them; a conference in and of itself does
not help us.

Look at Glassboro—there was just an appearance of détente and
euphoria.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

RN: The Soviets themselves have serious internal economic prob-
lems and problems with East Europe. East Europe will move increas-
ingly toward Western Europe.

8Ina speech to Parliament on December 9, 1969, Stewart proposed the idea of a
standing committee on East-West relations consisting of representatives from NATO and
the Warsaw Pact. It was an idea, he said, that “NATO should most carefully consider.”
See Documents on British Policy Overseas, Series III, Vol. 1, p. 199, fn. 8.
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Wilson: Don’t under-rate the effect of the top Soviet leaders with con-
tacts in the outside world. Soviet businessmen with whom we have con-
siderable contact are increasingly questioning the rigidity of the system.

RN: That'’s right; Kosygin is manager.

Wilson: There will be no Rapallo’ from Brandt; but the USSR is
looking for a new Rapallo.

The French approaches under DeGaulle were mischievous more
than fundamental.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

RN: Let me add one thing. I have great confidence in European
politicians. But as far as dealing with the managers in the Soviet Union
is concerned, I wouldn’t want to leave the impression that the future
of Europe should be left in the hands of the German, French and Ital-
ian businessmen.

Wilson: Yes, especially the Italians.

? Germany and the Soviet Union signed the Treaty of Rapallo in 1922, which opened
the way for economic cooperation and German rearmament on Soviet soil. The impli-
cation of “Rapallo” was a German-Soviet deal behind the West’s back.

20. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 25, 1970.

SUBJECT
NSSM-83,% European Security—May NATO Ministerial Meeting

Though the Review Group on this study is, unfortunately, several
weeks away, I thought you might want to familiarize yourself with this

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-166, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 83, 1 of 4. Secret. Sent
for action.

2 Document 12.
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study. The attached package includes an analytical summary (Tab A),
the study and its summary (Tab B), a box score done by State of the
various Western ideas that have been floating around (Tab C), plus a
copy of an earlier memo on German views which are becoming of spe-
cial importance (Tab D).?

As a basic examination of policy options, the paper itself suffers
from several defects. It does not present an in-depth discussion of the
broad concepts of European Security and how they might be achieved.
Nor does it take up the German and Berlin issues. It also does not go
into the problems of conducting a strategy review, on the one hand,
and conducting an active (or passive) European Security policy, on the
other.

Thus, the study is largely a tactical-procedural paper. Nevertheless,
the tactical issues have become quite important. This study is probably the
only way to get an NSC framework for and some Presidential control over the
decisions that will be made in NATO in May on a European conference and
a proposal on balanced force reductions. You will recall that Brosio men-
tioned to you how important it was for the other Allies to know the
US position well before May.*

As it now stands, the schedule does not permit an NSC before early
May. Thus, some policy will again be made by cables. Since Secretary
Rogers will be personally involved in the Rome meeting, an NSC meet-
ing would be the proper vehicle to involve the President. If it slips be-
yond the first week in May, I see no way to intervene in the dialogue
between Brussels and the Department, which by then will be fairly
frantic in any case.

One alternative might be to squeeze in a Review Group meeting
and send an agreed memo to the President concentrating on the ques-
tion of a conference and balanced force reductions, with some ex-
panded argumentation and background.

3 Tabs B-D are attached but not printed. Tab B is the draft response to NSSM 83,
prepared by the Interagency Working Group on Europe, on February 24; it apparently
updated the January 26 response (see footnote 2, Document 12).

4 A memorandum of a conversation between Kissinger and Brosio, March 20, reads
in part: “On East-West relations, Brosio noted the growing sentiment in favor of a con-
ference. He pointed out that the German position was crucial. Brandt seemed to feel that
he could facilitate his Eastern negotiations by supporting a conference, specifically one
that would take up force reductions.” According to the memorandum: “Brosio urged
that the US make known its position on an East-West conference well before the May
Ministerial meeting, rather than at the last minute. The other Allies would be influenced
by the position we took. Brosio noted the Belgian idea for exploratory East-West talks
and felt that this might be an acceptable fallback. He did not think that the British idea
of a commission was a good one.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 259, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VIII)
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Whatever you decide, it seems to me that these will be the issues
to lift out of the paper and present to the NSC or the President:

1. Do we still want to try to impose certain preconditions to any
multilateral conference:

—if so, on what issues should we insist on progress: Berlin, Bonn’s
negotiations?
—is there any action on our part called for?

2. Is it in our interest to allow balanced force reductions to become
the central negotiating issue, assuming the Soviets can be brought
around?

—if not, how do we defuse it without causing a great conflict with
the Allies?

—if we do want to move forward, is it for psychological reasons
(i.e., to provide excuses not to make unilateral cutsglor for serious pur-
poses; the difference would matter in developing a negotiating stance.

We will be in a somewhat better position after the military analy-
sis of balanced force reduction models by the Military Committee is
finished on April 20. But it seems likely that we will face a State-
Defense split with State wanting to move ahead for political reasons
and Defense rejecting any BFR proposals that might be negotiable. This
is another, and perhaps the most important reason for putting the is-
sues under Presidential aegis.

Recommendations:®

1. That you consider speeding up RG consideration of this paper.

2. That you consider requesting State to forward promptly a sup-
plementary paper on the issues to be resolved before the May NATO
Ministerial meeting.

Tab A7

NSSM 83—CURRENT ISSUES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY
(Analytical Summary)

Introduction

—There are as yet few hard indications the Soviets would agree to
proposals acceptably settling the central issues of European Security.

% Kissinger initialed his approval of both recommendations.

6 Jeanne Davis wrote in the margin next to Recommendation 2: “State Jim Carson,
EUR/IG uniformed, 3/31—JWD.”

7 Drafted by the NSC staff.
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—We and our Allies do not want to ratify the present bisection of
the continent or permanent Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe.

—Relations today are at an uncertain half way point.

—Negotiations for the near future are likely to center on discreet,
and well-defined subjects that are essentially peripheral to the basic
political and security problems of Europe.

Comment:

By setting the stage in this manner, the paper, as will be seen, is re-
duced to essentially tactical-procedural issues. There is an opportunity if
not a real need, to discuss at some length differing concepts of European
Security. The study states we have no interest in ratifying the “bisection”
of Europe. If so, then it would be worth exploring the supporting argu-
ments, including the German view that the only road to rapprochement
between East and West Europe is through acknowledgement of the “re-
alities.” After such exploration, conclusions could be drawn.

The statement that negotiations are likely to center on discreet and
well defined peripheral subjects has no supporting foundation. Is it be-
cause we do not want to take up more central issues (if so, why not),
or because they are being dealt with by the Germans, or because the
Soviets are resisting an expansion of an agenda, or, finally, because the
objective situation makes any other approach unfeasible?

These are the real issues of any European Security paper.
L. The Setting

A. Antecedents to Today’s Negotiating Situation.

B. Current Soviet/Eastern European Approaches to European
Security.

Comment: These are standard and present no great problems. At
the same time they are so superficial as to be of no value.

C. Current Western Approaches to European Security.
1. US Goals.

—A stable and peaceful situation effectively guaranteeing the in-
dependence and sovereignty of all European states, based on a mili-
tary equilibrium sufficient to ensure that this settlement is on terms
satisfactory to the US and its Allies;

—strengthened prosperous Western Europe;

—resolution of the German question;

—peaceful and constructive relations with the USSR and Eastern
Europe;

—diminution of Soviet control in Eastern Europe and gradual lib-
eralization of regimes.

Comment: If our prime goal is stability, then some of the other goals
are obviously in conflict: guaranteeing the “sovereignty” of all European
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states is not necessarily compatible with stability, nor is a resolution of
the German question. Diminution of Soviet control in Eastern Europe
and peaceful constructive relations with the USSR would be quite a
trick.

In short these goals (taken from the Summary paper used at the
NSC meeting with Wilson) are too vague to be of any particular mean-
ing for this study.

2. Tripartite and FRG Approaches to the Problems of Germany and
Berlin.

“The German question and the status of Berlin lies at the heart of Eu-
ropean security.”

Comment: This is the last you will read of Germany-Berlin issues.
They are not discussed any further in the paper. “This German policy (of
Brandt’s) contains few risks for the West and even the achievement of lim-
ited successes would be in our own interest. The danger of substantial
weakening of FRG ties with the West as it seeks to improve its rela-
tions with the East seems remote.”

Comment: These statements are open to serious challenge. If, as the
study acknowledges, German-Berlin issues are at the heart of Euro-
pean security, then one would assume that a discussion of possible op-
tions would be warranted—especially if limited success is in our in-
terest. If the Western position is to insist on progress on concrete issues,
there should be a discussion of what constitutes such progress: would
a Soviet-German agreement qualify? the settlement of the Oder-
Neisse?® If so, should we have a position other than watchful waiting?

The risks in Brandt’s policies are well known to you. Yet State
adamantly refuses to acknowledge any. You will recall that when we
prepared a paper on European issues, they criticized it for being “anti-
German.”’ Yet the same points are being made forcefully by the French.
In any case, relations between the two Germanys are changing, and
this should be a major consideration in any discussion of European
security.

3. Other Western and Neutral Initiatives.
4. NATO Initiative.

8 In February 1970, the FRG entered into negotiations with Poland on renunciation
of force with regard to the Oder-Neisse line.

® Reference is to a draft version of the response to NSSMs 60, 65, 79, 83, and 84,
which originally included a section on Bonn’s Ostpolitik. At a meeting of the NSC Re-
view Group on January 23, Hillenbrand criticized the draft, prepared by the NSC staff,
for being “loaded with anti-German assumptions.” At the end of the meeting, Kissinger
decided to drop Germany from the subjects to be discussed by the NSC on January 28.
For information on the paper and the Review Group meeting, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 49.
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Comment: A factual recitation. This would be the place for more
elaboration of European attitudes, which are frequently cited as one of
the motivating forces behind Allied interest in a conference of some
kind.

II. The Issues

This section summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of the
specific Options as related to issues to be considered at the May 1970
NATO Ministerial Meeting.

Comment: In other words, only the tactical or procedural issues are
covered. While these should be sorted out for the President before
the Ministerial Meeting there should also be organizing concepts for
discussion.

A. Basic US Approaches to Resolution of East-West Issues

Options:

1. Negotiate settlement directly with the USSR, not in consulta-
tion with our Allies.

Comment: It is difficult to treat this one seriously as written. If re-
formulated as an emphasis on US-Soviet stability, it might deserve more
serious consideration.

2. Conserve the present balance and territorial division, not seek-
ing a resolution, eventually agreeing to a new Locarno type treaty.'

—Conceding the status quo reduces friction, but would nourish a
tendency toward neutralism, encourage Warsaw Pact adventurism,
and reduce our security by reducing our influence in Europe.

Comment: One faintly suspects that the authors of the study do not
like this Option very much. Yet, it touches on a major subject: should
the status quo be accepted and formalized in some treaty or under-
standing, or otherwise institutionalized. There are some in Europe who
believe that this is now the only realistic approach. Moreover, the Lo-
carno idea should probably not be dismissed so airily.

Moreover, in the Berlin negotiations it would seem that we are
considering “conserving” the status quo; indeed, the Germans are pre-
pared to trade an acknowledgement of their ties to West Berlin for vir-
tual recognition of the incorporation of East Berlin into the GDR. Sim-
ilarly, for an improvement in humanitarian concerns, we presumably

10In the Treaty of Locarno of October 16, 1925, Germany, France, and Belgium rec-
ognized their mutual borders resulting from the Treaty of Versailles (1919), which had
ended World War I. Great Britain and Italy offered a security guarantee to the three
main signatories. Presumably, Sonnenfeldt is referring to this arrangement, rather than
the fact that the treaty left open the issue of Germany’s eastern borders with Poland and
Czechoslovakia.
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will not challenge the political status quo. This is not necessarily wrong,
but it points up that the Option cannot be readily thrown out, espe-
cially with specious arguments about increasing Warsaw Pact “adven-
turism.” One would suspect that the Warsaw Pact would be well sat-
istied and would hardly become more aggressive in the military sense.

3. Adopt a leading role in resolving issues looking toward a compre-
hensive plan (similar to the Herter Plan of 1959)"" with appropriate con-
sultations in NATO and among the four powers.

—Would strengthen NATO as an instrument of cooperation, put
pressures on the USSR to make progress to reduce East-West tension.

—Allies would view as premature, and negotiations on plan ac-
ceptable to the US would not succeed.

4. Continue pragmatic efforts along present lines to make bilateral and
multilateral progress on concrete issues where and when possible.

—Dealing individually and flexibly with issues allows them to be
used to probe Soviet intentions, advance our interests in Eastern
Europe, take advantage of openings for genuine if perhaps unspectac-
ular progress without necessarily linking negotiation or involving
euphoria.

—Thus far this approach has had limited appeal to European pub-
lic opinion.

Comment: Obviously this is the Option preferred by the study,
and its description and the supposed advantages are clearly slanted.
The main fault is that it has no real meaning; translated from NATO
communiqué-style language, this Option means to do very little and
leave it largely to the Germans, as things now stand.

B. Basic Approaches to a European Security Conference

We would favor a carefully prepared ESC which deals with mean-
ingful issues; benefits would depend on price Soviets willing to pay to
convene a conference and on the outcome in terms of real gains in re-
solving issues.

Comment: This too is baffling, since we are not proposing to con-
sider major “problems of security” nor do we seem very clear what the
price is that the Soviets are expected to pay.

Options:

1. Continue present policy, retaining ESC as long term objective.

! Popular name for the Western Peace Plan submitted to the Geneva Foreign Min-
isters Meeting on May 14, 1959. The plan, named after Secretary of State Christian Herter,
provided for the unification of Germany by stages, parallel to disarmament measures in
Central Europe. The Soviet Union rejected the proposal. For the text of the proposal, see
Documents on Germany, 1944-1985, pp. 624-629.
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2. Accept view that some progress in East-West negotiations and
inscription of one or more “concrete” security issues on the agenda rep-
resents a sufficient precondition for convening a meeting.

3. Agree to an early conference to discuss issues not central to Eu-
ropean security.

4. Indicate to our Allies that we do not object to early ESC, but
will not participate ourselves.

Comment: Support for Option 1 among the Allies is waning, and
their approach is now Option 2. No one is supporting Option 3 though
it has some attractive advantages in terms of adding something from
East Europeans. After insisting on our participation as a major condi-
tion, it would be difficult for us to back off now though this could com-
bine with Option 3, i.e., a conference on trade, exchanges, etc., limited
to Europeans.

The problem is that there is not much analysis to support a choice,
but merely whether to move ahead, stand still, or pedal backward.

C. Basic Approach to Negotiating Modalities other than a European
Security Conference

Options:
1. Standing Commission on East-West Relations (SCEWR) the UK
plan;'* composed of NATO, Warsaw Pact reps, and neutrals:

—would receive public support, provide private forum for con-
tinuing discussion;

—GDR participation creates difficulties; not enough progress on
issues to give meaningful work to such a commission.

2. Encourage greater use of Group of Ten;
—nobody really cares about this Group.

3. Continue present ad hoc utilization of various appropriate
forums;

—avoids an ESC and its risks;

—does not provide adequate psychological counter to the “public
appeal” of the Warsaw Pact proposal; gives impression NATO is drag-
ging its feet.

Comment: It does not seem that these are three separate Options;
one could adopt No. 3, and encompass the other two. The issue here
is whether we want to move toward some institutionalization, as the
British propose, or stay loose.

12 gee footnote 8, Document 19.
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D. Issues for Possible East-West Negotiations

The following have been identified by the Allies.
1. Mutual East-West Force Reductions Balanced in Scope and Timing

Decision on the future direction of MBFR should await the outcome of
the NATO studies currently underway.

Two generalizations are possible:
—BFR would be preferable to unilateral cuts;

—advantages and disadvantages would vary with the terms of an
agreement:

a. Asymmetrical reductions, larger cuts for Warsaw Pact would
be advantageous in ensuring security, but probably not negotiable.

b. Large, equal percentage cuts (30 percent) could reduce con-
frontation, %)ut NATO area probably could not be defended with forces
remaining.

c. Small cuts could make the military disadvantages less severe
and allow some savings in costs, but would be difficult to verify and
there would still be some military disadvantages.

Outline of Possible NATO Proposals
[lustrative basic elements:

—geographic area involved would be West Germany and Benelux,
GDR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia;

—all indigenous and stationed (foreign) forces involved;

—conventional, nuclear and dual capable forces involved;

—air reductions proportionately less than ground;

—agreed limitations as a first step, but conditional on a reduction
agreement;

—vertification needs to be adequate to detect breaches.

Background Note: The NATO Working Group has developed one
symmetrical model and four asymmetrical models, which have now
been submitted to the Military Committee; the MC will issue a report
to the Senior Polads on April 20, they, in turn, will provide political
comments, and prepare recommendations for the Ministers to consider
in late May in Rome.

Symmetrical model is 30 percent reduction of ground force and 10
percent air force in geographical area noted above.

Four asymmetrical models break down along the following lines:

—same area, all NATO reductions are 5, 8, 10 percent, Warsaw Pact
either 15, 30, 40 percent, or 10, 20, 30 with special emphasis on reduc-
tion in tanks; air force cuts of Warsaw Pact only 15 percent;

—area covered expanded to include Baltic, Byelorussian and
Carpathian military districts of USSR, NATO cuts the same, but Pact
reductions 10, 20, 30, or 10, 15, 20 with special emphasis on tanks; air
force cuts of 20 percent for Warsaw Pact in former case, or 15 percent
in latter.
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In sum, all asymmetrical models call for minimum five percent
NATO reductions against minimum 10-15 percent Warsaw Pact re-
ductions, plus Pact air force reduction only, with area covered varying.

—The central dilemma is that these asymmetrical models are prob-
ably non-negotiable, while symmetrical ones might jeopardize NATO
security.

In this light these are Options presented in the study:

1. Kill the MBFR project by studying it to death.

2. Attempt to develop a consensus to kill it.

3. Continue studies, analyses, etc., with objective of explorations
with USSR/Warsaw Pact after May meeting in order to provide a ba-
sis for assessment of desirability and timeliness of negotiations.

4. Press forward with study to decide in May on negotiating
proposals.

5. If NATO study aborts, consider other approaches to balanced
force reductions (i.e. mutual example, US-Soviet cuts only).

Comment: As you can see these are strictly tactical options. No dis-
cussion, evaluation of the concept, our interests, the positions of the
Allies, etc., relationship to other issues. There are no criteria for de-
ciding whether to press forward, slow down, kill, etc.

The fact is that we are fairly close to being committed to make
some concrete proposals to the USSR, as a result of conversations with
Dobrynin'® and the past record. The chances are, however, that the Mil-
itary Committee will only endorse those studies which confer major
advantage to us. This will not provide any basis for an exploration of
Soviet intentions.

In any case, as you know, this entire scheme creates problems. If
the Soviets turn around and move toward a BFR conference or nego-
tiations, we are probably in major trouble.

2. Lesser Disarmament and Confidence Building Measures

NATO has endorsed several for discussion: exchange of observers
at maneuvers, advance notification of military movements and ma-
neuvers, observation posts and joint study of methods of inspection.

The issue seems to be whether to develop negotiating proposals
together with or separate from balanced force reductions.

'3 See Document 16. Secretary Rogers also spoke briefly with Dobrynin about an
ESC during a conversation on January 30. Telegram 16128 to Moscow, February 3, con-
tains a record of the conversation. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL
US-USSR)
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Options:

1. Unilaterally frustrate a conclusion of NATO studies.

2. Keep work in phase with MBFR.

3. Independently work on BFR, press forward with studies on con-
fidence building measures.

Comment: It is difficult to know whether to press forward or back-
ward if there is no discussion of the merits of any of these issues in
some pattern. The pros and cons are in terms of whether we make BFR
more or less complicated.

3. Joint East-West Declaration of Principles

(This is not a very live issue at present.)

Options:

1. Not pursue it further.

2. Ask Eastern countries to subscribe to our principles without
negotiations.

3. Seek Allied agreement to negotiate with East on joint statement.

—Not pressing would please most of Allies, but would “deny
West” issues for possible negotiations.

—Unilateral declaration would provide evidence of Allied will-
ingness to seek East-West accords (sic), but East might respond by pro-
posing European security conference to discuss it.

—Negotiating joint statement would have same advantage, but
negotiations could create false impression of greater security.

Comment: The critique of this is self-evident.

4. Stimulating Trade and Other Cooperation

NATO is on record for freer movement of peoples, goods and
ideas. Central issue is how far to go in pressing trade issues in view of
tight controls over our exports.

A. US Bilateral

Options:

1. Maintain present permissive but not promotional attitude to-
ward trade with the East.

2. Stimulate contacts with the East to maximum extent feasible
within bounds of current legislation.

3. Attempt to obtain Congressional approval for further loosen-
ing of selective restrictions on trade.

Comment: All of this would seem out of place in this paper, which
is not the place to decide major trade policy.

B. Multilateral Efforts

Option: Stimulate enhanced East-West trade through ECE and
greater use of OECD and GATT.
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5. Environment

Option: To pursue actively East-West cooperation in environmen-
tal studies through ECE; through proposals put forward by OECD, and
eventually through NATO CCMS.

—Would provide opportunities for joint endeavor but could politi-
cize environmental issue.

21. National Security Study Memorandum 92"

Washington, April 13, 1970.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense
Director of Central Intelligence
Director, ACDA

SUBJECT

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Between NATO and the Warsaw Pact
(MBFR)

The President has directed that a comprehensive study be pre-
pared on the subject of mutual and balanced force reductions between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact.?

The study should develop the analysis and supporting evidence re-
lated to all the major issues. In particular, alternative approaches to the
problem should be examined, and an analysis made of such factors
as the extent of reductions, forces and equipment involved, timing, ge-
ographic areas covered, verification aspects, problem of negotiability,

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 259,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VIII. Secret. Copies were sent to the Attorney General and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

2 In an attached covering memorandum to the same addressees, April 14, Kissinger
wrote: “The President has requested the study called for in the enclosed NSSM in light
of his conversation with Chancellor Brandt.” Kissinger was apparently referring to a one-
on-one conversation between Nixon and Brandt on April 10, in which they discussed
MBEFR. No U.S. record of the conversation has been found. For a German record, see
Akten zur Auswirtigen Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, 1970, Vol. 1, pp. 591-595. For
discussion of European security and balanced force reductions arising from Brandt’s visit
to the United States April 10-11, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XL, Germany
and Berlin, 1969-1972, Documents 78 and 79.
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Allied viewpoints, potential cost savings for the US, and any other fac-
tors deemed pertinent. On the basis of the foregoing analysis various
Options should be developed to illustrate the differing concepts and vari-
ations for each Option. There should also be an assessment of the strate-
gic effect on NATO defense, as well as on Warsaw Pact capabilities.

The study should take into account the work already completed
or underway in NATO but should not be bound by it. The overall re-
sponsibility for the study is assigned to the Verification Panel estab-
lished for SALT; the Verification Panel Working Group will undertake
the basic work, in the same manner as the SALT studies.’

In view of the work proceeding in NATO, it is desirable that the
study be completed on July 15, 1970.

Henry A. Kissinger

®In a telephone conversation with Nixon on April 9 at 8:05 p.m., Kissinger men-
tioned that one of the topics Brandt was planning to raise during his visit was mutual
balanced force reductions. Nixon replied, “Handle like SALT with careful preparation.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Henry A. Kissinger Telephone Tran-
scripts (Telcons), Box 4, Chronological File)

22. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 18, 1970.

SUBJECT
Guidance for the May NATO Ministerial Meeting

In order to meet the needs of Ambassador Ellsworth in his con-
sultation with the Allies as we prepare for the NATO meeting in May,
State and Defense have agreed on some tentative guidance. It deals
with tactical and procedural handling of European security questions.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-043, SRG Meetings, Issues of European Security, 4/16/70. Secret. Sent
for action. Sonnenfeldt forwarded a draft of the memorandum to Kissinger on April 16.
(Tbid.)
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The main points are:

—to hold to the present position that any European Security Con-
ference must be carefully IE)repared and deal with concrete issues, based
on prior progress on such issues;

—on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions we would propose
to establish a NATO Commission to coordinate further explorations
with the Soviets;

—on non-security issues, such as trade, and cultural and techni-
cal exchanges, we would propose the establishment of a special Com-
mittee to study the issues and possibly hold some ad hoc conferences.

We discussed this approach in the Review Group meeting on April
16, and there was no opposition. We also agreed it would be worth-
while to hold an NSC meeting before the NATO session, to discuss
some of the more basic long-term issues relating to European security
questions.

If you approve I will ask that such a study be completed for early
NSC consideration.

Recommendations

1. That you authorize me to concur in the instruction to Brussels
as outlined above, with the proviso that substantive positions on the
question of balanced force reductions will be derived from the inter-
nal study authorized in NSSM 92.

2. That we prepare a more basic study of European security issues
for an early NSC meeting.’

2 The minutes of the SRG meeting, April 16, listed the following “summary of de-
cisions”: “1. To drop the discussion of mutual balanced force reductions from the IG pa-
per, without prejudice, pending completion of the study requested in NSSM 92; 2. To
keep the IG paper as a basic Review Group paper for the NATO Ministerial meeting and
to clear with the President the guidance telegram to Ambassador Ellsworth; 3. To pre-
pare a new paper for an NSC meeting in May, discussing the broader question of Euro-
pean security over a three-to-five year period, including Germany and Berlin, with a
view to: (a) getting Presidential guidance on a US program for the Ministerial Meeting;
and (b) getting a Presidential decision on our objectives over the long term.” (Ibid., Box
H-111, SRG Minutes, Originals) The paper by the Interagency Working Group for Eu-
rope, “NSSM 83: Current Issues of European Security,” February 24, is ibid., Box H-166,
National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 83, 1 of 4. An analytical summary of the
paper is Tab A, Document 20.

3 Nixon initialed his approval of both recommendations on April 21. The cable,
telegram 58023 to USNATO, April 18, is ibid., NSC Files, Box 259, Agency Files, NATO,
Vol. VIIL
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23. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 20, 1970.

SUBJECT

Ambassador Ellsworth’s Report on NATO Communiqué Debate—You Should
Talk to Elliot Richardson

The Ambassador has sent you a back channel message” reporting
on the status of the maneuvering in NATO over the communiqué for
the Rome Ministerial meeting. He covers the same ground as our sta-
tus report (Log #10237). (Tab A)?

On MBEFR, he reports we have agreed to the idea of a separate dec-
laration, based on a Canadian compromise, which would commit us
to further explorations (bilateral) but no commitment to actual negoti-
ations. While all the Allies want a strong signal, only the UK, Belgium
and the Scandinavians want to go much further.

On a European Security Conference, there is a much wider split.
The British-Belgium approach, supported by Scandinavians, would be
only one step short of agreeing to a conference, since it would involve
“multilateral exploratory talks.” If accepted, it would be almost im-
possible to avoid getting into substance in such explorations; the talks
would be viewed as preparatory talks, thus conceding a major point
to the Soviets, with nothing in return, and would in effect put great
pressures on the Germans to complete their bilaterals with the Soviets,
Poles and GDR, before the general questions involved were introduced
into a multilateral forum.

In short, what the UK wants out of the Rome meeting is a multi-
lateral European conference with no limitation on the number of par-
ticipants and they want it now. The UK also wants a broad and unde-
fined agenda.

The Ambassador reports that in the last few days many of the Al-
lies have really come to understand just how broad—and dangerous—
the total package is.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 259,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VIII Secret. Sent for action.

2 Attached but not printed. Ellsworth sent the backchannel message, 654 from Brus-
sels, to Kissinger and Sonnenfeldt on May 17.

® The memorandum from Hyland to Kissinger, May 13, is not attached. A copy is in
Library of Congress, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 290, Memoranda to the President.
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The French, of course, are opposed to MBFR because it presumes
a bloc-to-bloc approach and are unprepared to agree to multilateral ex-
ploratory talks.

The FRG is wavering. Schmidt wants something on MBFR.* The
Germans were aligned with the British at first. Now they have moved
back toward our position, mainly because they are concerned with the
impact of a call for multilateral exploratory talks on renunciation of
force might have on their Ostpolitik.

Our three objectives, Ellsworth believes, should be (1) to maintain
a position of strategic and political leadership within the Alliance;
(2) prevent our Allies from being pushed into folly by their own in-
ternal political problems; (3) gain some propaganda advantage to show
that NATO is not a stumbling block to sensible dialogue with the East.
He rates our chances of holding the line as better than 50-50.

Since this cable to you, Brosio has had a composite draft prepared
with alternative language, etc., and the British have circulated a non-
paper, explaining their ideas. It may be that the issues will finally go
to the Ministers without resolution. Though Ellsworth did not ask for
your intervention, and State has not touched base on this whole sorry
affair, the question is do you want to intervene? At a minimum, you may
want to take this up with Richardson, and indicate your opposition to the
British approach, and emphasize that the Canadian compromise which
we support is the furthest we can go. In addition you could stress that
we cannot buy any specific criteria on MBFR that would limit the sub-
stance of our position, which is under review in the Verification Panel
working group.’

Recommendation

That you take the question up with Elliot Richardson and indicate
your support for Ellsworth’s approach and your opposition to the
British-Belgian position.®

‘Ina May 8 covering memorandum to a letter from Schmidt, April 22, Sonnen-
feldt wrote to Kissinger, “He [Schmidt] has sent you a letter urging understanding for
the German position on Balanced Force Reductions.” Sonnenfeldt stated: “The main
points in their position are that NATO should formulate a ‘specific offer” of talks to the
Warsaw Pact, and that the NATO communiqué should list several criteria of mutual force
reductions.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 683, Coun-
try Files, Europe, Germany, Vol. V)

5See Document 21.

© At the bottom of the page, there is a handwritten notation by David R. Young of the
NSC staff, dated May 21: “HAK “discussed with Richardson; will go with Canadian.””
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24. Editorial Note

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial session from May
26 to 27,1970, in Rome. On May 28, Secretary of State Rogers reported
on the meeting to President Nixon in telegram Secto 28/2149 from
Madrid: “At the NATO Ministerial meeting concluded today, I think
we achieved a good deal, although there are signs of increasing Euro-
pean desire to move toward a security conference.” Rogers reported:
“Everybody went away with a good feeling about the meeting and the
results. The UK, Belgium, and the Scandinavians were pleased with
the tone of initiative on MBFR and European security. Germany, Italy,
the UK, and France, as well as Greece, Turkey, and Portugal, were sat-
isfied (though not necessarily for the same reasons) that in being pos-
itive no commitment was made to a European security conference. We
were able to avoid any early multilateral meetings that might lead to-
ward a conference.” Rogers then reviewed the sessions: “At the start
of the meeting Stewart (UK) pressed hard for immediate ‘multilateral’
contacts with Eastern Europe to explore the prospects for later multi-
lateral ‘negotiations.” Concerned that early ‘multilateral’ contacts
would quickly become converted to a preparatory meeting for a con-
ference, I urged we continue on a bilateral basis. We finally reached a
satisfactory consensus on language calling for bilateral contacts until
the next NATO meeting in December. We will then examine whether
there has been enough progress on Germany and Berlin to proceed to
‘multilateral exploratory’ contacts. Even with modest success in the
current talks on Germany and Berlin, or on SALT, however, I see in-
creased pressures at that time. Our European allies were also inter-
ested, as we were, in a positive approach to Eastern European mutual
and balanced force reductions. I think the declaration we agreed on
will demonstrate seriousness both to Eastern Europe and Western Eu-
rope while leaving open the specific negotiating positions we might
want to take.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 259, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VIII) The communiqué from
the Rome NATO Ministerial meeting, along with a declaration on Mu-
tual and Balanced Force Reductions, are in North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, NATO Final Communiqués, 19491974 pages 233-238.
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25. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (Ellsworth) to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Brussels, May 29, 1970, 1541Z.

713. 1 have little to add to the Secretary’s report to the President
on the Rome ministerial.> What we came out with was a communiqué
which has given the Alliance some propaganda mileage, without mov-
ing very much closer to an ESC.

The way the French and Germans played the meeting was inter-
esting. The French were active, and were almost indispensable in find-
ing a compromise position on multilateral explorations which all could
accept. The FRG, on the other hand, did its best to avoid taking a po-
sition on anything.

We can hardly say that France has decided to play a more active
role in NATO, but Schumann’s actions at Rome, coming on the heels
of a more cooperative French attitude here over the past few months,
may give us some reason to think this could be the case.

German silence was probably a short-term tactical device aimed
at maintaining domestic and international flexibility until it is clearer
how their Ostpolitik will go. But it is also possible that the FRG is feel-
ing its way toward a new relationship with the West—a relationship
which will be both less solid and less stolid.

The U.S. will face some tough decisions between now and the De-
cember NATO meeting. Our allies are almost certain to be pushing hard
for some formal system of multilateral negotiations with the Warsaw
Pact. The degree of pressure will to some degree depend on what we
decide to do about troop levels, how the Soviets respond to NATO'’s
MBER proposal, how Ostpolitik and the quadripartite negotiations on
Berlin progress, and SALT. But pressure there will be—particularly if
troop cuts look likely.

We will need to keep in mind the relationship between what
comes from SALT and the U.S. position in Europe. One impact of an
agreement would almost certainly be to encourage our European
allies toward a more active role in East-West negotiations. At the same

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 259,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. VIIL Secret; Eyes Only.

2 Sonnenfeldt underlined “Secretary’s report to the President on the Rome” and
wrote a question mark in the margin. For the Secretary’s report, see Document 24.
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time, the longer SALT continues the more we will be squeezed between
Soviet demands that we include forward based aircraft and exclude
MR/IRBMS, and West European demands to the contrary.

In any event, our problems in December will be sufficiently com-
plex, and the decisions taken at the December meeting sufficiently im-
portant to longer-term U.S. interests that the USG should begin now
to examine the range of issues that are likely to arise, the options open
to us, and the limits to which we would be prepared to go.

Warm regards.’

% A notation at the end of the message reads, “OBE per Sonnenfeldt.”

26. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, June 9, 1970.

SUBJECT
MBFR

PARTICIPANTS

Under Secretary Elliot L. Richardson
Ambassador Dobrynin

After preliminary remarks, I handed Dobrynin the MBFR guide-
lines.> He then asked me a serious of questions which I answered in
substance as follows: The NATO allies have no fixed views as to the
composition of the group of countries which should participate in

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL US-USSR. Secret;
Exdis. Drafted by Richardson on June 10. The conversation took place during lunch at
the Soviet Embassy. On June 16, Hillenbrand forwarded a copy to Ellsworth. In an at-
tached letter, Hillenbrand wrote: “Our telegraphic summary of that conversation was
somewhat abridged because—as you will see from the full memcon enclosed—the Un-
der Secretary’s remarks, while illustrative in nature, do break new ground and go some-
what beyond what has thus far been agreed among the Allies. I am not sure how you
would wish to handle those elements of the Richardson-Dobrynin exchange which we
left out of the telegraphic summary. The best course might be to wait and see whether
the Soviets play them back to the Allies. If they do, you could then confirm, if appro-
priate, that the ideas in question were put forward on an illustrative basis but not as the
formal position of the US government.” (Ibid., DEF 6 NATO)

2 See Document 28.
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MBEFR negotiations. I illustrated a possible grouping on our side as
comprising the countries having forces in Central Europe and includ-
ing the UK, France, FRG, US, plus, say, one country from each of the
NATO flanks, e.g., Norway and Italy. Two or more neutrals might per-
haps be included as observers. With respect to the forces and weapons
systems included, I said that this might depend in part on the defini-
tion of “strategic weapons” agreed to in SALT: if this definition were
ultimately to exclude forward-based aircraft, IR/MRBMs and SLCMs,
then the latter could be covered in the MBER talks. In any case, re-
ductions could optimally embrace a total combat slice from forward
ground troops back to supporting aircraft and tactical nuclear forces.
Alternatively, initial negotiations might focus on troop strength per se.
In response to my remark that the subject is, in many respects, at least
as complex as SALT, Dobrynin pointed out that, in the case of SALT,
we are dealing merely on a bilateral basis, whereas here much greater
additional complications would be introduced by the necessity for each
of us to get our allies” agreement.

Dobrynin asked how we could propose that there be no political
preconditions on MBFR when, as he understood it, we had been put-
ting preconditions on a possible Conference on European Security.
I explained that in the case of the CES we have wanted to assess progress
in the Quadripartite talks, the bilateral talks between the FRG and the
USSR, GDR and Poland, SALT, etc., in order to assure that the CES was
not held simply for propaganda effect but rested rather on a basis of
genuine progress toward détente. In the case of MBFR, however, we
consider the subject as one meriting negotiation on its own terms with-
out reference to progress or the lack of it in any other context.

To the question why we made a distinction between the “forum”
and the “participants,” I said that both words were used in order to
reflect our awareness of such possible alternatives as dealing with the
matter through a specially convened ad hoc body or, conceivably,
through a commission or subcommittee established at a CES. (I had
previously identified useful progress in exploratory talks on MBFR as
one of the things which, in some combination with the others men-
tioned above, could help to justify holding a CES.) In response to a
crack by Dobrynin that our military representatives must be pretty
lazy because they’ve had all the time since Reykjavik and still haven't
produced an MBFR model, I said that nothing would speed them
up so much as to have a full-dress conference set for next October 15.
Dobrynin said that this would be a little too soon even for the USSR.
In general, however, his questions were straightforwardly directed
toward eliciting information and in no sense reflected a negative
attitude.
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27. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, June 10, 1970, 7:30 p.m.—1 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Europe

We then turned to Europe. Dobrynin said that we were the chief ob-
stacle to the European Security Conference idea that they had put for-
ward. I said that they had never explained satisfactorily why it was nec-
essary to have a big conference simply to settle cultural and trade matters.
Dobrynin said that it was impossible to please the United States. When
they had proposed to Johnson to have a European Security Conference,
they had been accused of wanting to settle too much. In this Adminis-
tration, they were accused of trying to settle too little. He said we were
oscillating between being too specific and being too vague.

For example, he simply did not know what we meant by mutual
balanced force reductions and, frankly, he had the impression that we
didn’t know ourselves what we meant by the term. As an example of
how impossible it was to deal with us, he mentioned the luncheon con-
versation he had had with Elliot Richardson.” He said Richardson had
handed him a State Department working paper on mutual balanced
force reductions® and had asked him to comment on it. Dobrynin
replied it was very unusual for a foreign diplomat to comment on a
working paper of another foreign office. When he had called this to the
attention of Richardson, the latter replied that he needed Dobrynin’s
comments in order to bring the military around in our country. I told
Dobrynin that I would be ready to talk in concrete details about mu-
tual balanced force reductions later this summer, after we had worked
out our own thinking a little more fully.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1970, Part 2, Vol. I. Top Secret; Sensitive; Nodis.
The conversation took place on the Presidential yacht Sequoia. For the full text of the
memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January
1969-October 1970, Document 168.

2 See Document 26.

® The paper consisted of the text of the guidelines printed in full in Document 28.
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28. Editorial Note

In telegram 92834 to USNATO, June 13, 1970, the Department sum-
marized conversations with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on European
security and balanced force reductions in the wake of the NATO Min-
isterial meeting in Rome. On June 5, Dobrynin discussed the commu-
niqué from the meeting with Assistant Secretary of State for European
Affairs Martin Hillenbrand. Citing the communiqué, Dobrynin in-
quired about the Allies’ stated readiness to enter into multilateral con-
tacts. He asked “what the definition of ‘progress” would be. Hillen-
brand responded that this would obviously be a matter for NATO
FonMins to determine. They will meet again in Brussels in December,
by which time it might be possible to determine prospects for success
in the various ‘on-going talks.’

“3. On the MBER declaration, Dobrynin asked whether we saw this
as the subject of a separate conference or as CES agenda item. Hillen-
brand said that thrust of declaration was to treat MBFR as separate sub-
ject procedurally since it was regarded as riper for progress at this point.
However, forward movement on MBFR might be one of the criteria
which could influence NATO Ministers to decide time had come for the
multilateral exploratory talks mentioned in the communiqué itself.”

The telegram then summarized Dobrynin’s conversation with Un-
der Secretary of State Elliot Richardson on June 9; see Document 26.
The cable included the text of the U.S. guidelines or “illustrative points”
regarding MBFR that Richardson had handed to Dobrynin:

“A. The objective of mutual and balanced force reductions would
be to reduce the level of military confrontation in Central Europe while
maintaining the security interest of both sides.

“B. There should be no political preconditions to a mutual and
balanced force reductions discussion or agreement.

“C. Reductions would be reciprocal and in agreed quantities over
agreed periods of time with the fulfillment of one step as a precondi-
tion for the next.

“D. Reductions should include stationed and indigenous forces
and their weapons systems in the area concerned.

“E. Withdrawals on both sides would be a matter for negotiation
on the basis of specific proposals.

“F. Adequate and mutually acceptable verification of mutual and
balanced force reductions corresponding to the nature and extent of re-
ductions would be essential.

“Negotiation would take place in a forum and with participants
to be mutually agreed.” (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 2, NATO, Vol.
IV, June-August 1970, June)
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29. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs (Nutter) to Secretary of
Defense Laird'

Washington, June 23, 1970.

SUBJECT
Discussion on MBFR Between Elliot Richardson and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin

On 9 June Elliott Richardson lunched with Ambassador Dobrynin
and discussed MBFR among other matters (Memcon at Tab B).> Mr.
Richardson gave Dobrynin a paper on MBFR objectives and guidelines
(Tab C),> which differ significantly from those agreed to in the 28 May
NATO Ministerial Declaration on MBFR (Tab D).* He also made sub-
stantive remarks concerning the participants in MBFR negotiations, the
forces and weapons systems which might be included, and whether there
are preconditions to a Conference on European Security and MBFR. Fur-
thermore, he inferred that the definition of “strategic weapons” agreed
to in SALT might ultimately exclude forward-based aircraft, IR/ MRBMs
and SLCMs, and that these subjects might be covered in MBER talks.

Mr. Richardson’s presentation represents a significant departure
from agreed U.S. policy and could harm our position with respect to
our Allies and the Soviets on both MBER and SALT. This presentation
was not coordinated with DOD, and, despite our objections, the sub-
stance of the conversation was transmitted to USNATO and NATO cap-
itals without any restriction on disclosure of the contents to our Allies
(Tab E).°> (We did not have the full text of the memorandum of con-
versation when we argued with State against sending out the cable.)
Additionally, ACDA and State plan to transmit the substance of the
conversation to our Mission in Geneva for guidance or background.

Attached for your signature is a letter to Secretary Rogers (Tab A)®
registering the concern of DOD and suggesting that no useful purpose
would be served by continuing along the lines laid down by Mr.
Richardson.

G. Warren Nutter

1 Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 2, NATO, Vol. IV. Secret.

2 Document 26.

3 Attached but not printed. Document 28 contains a list of the guidelines.
4 See Document 24.

5 See Document 28.

6 Attached but not printed. Laird did not sign the letter. A note attached to the
memorandum reads: “As you’ll note, attached is OBE. ... Gen P’s [?] note states ‘Sec
Def covered verbally’ . .. Return to ISA.”
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30. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon'

Washington, June 28, 1970.

SUBJECT
Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers” Reply to NATO Ministerial Communiqué

The Hungarian Foreign Ministry handed to Embassy Budapest
June 26 four documents® that constitute an official response prepared
by Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers to the Communiqué of the May
26-27 NATO Ministerial Meeting.”

In summary, the Pact documents reinforce 1969 appeals for a Con-
ference on European Security (CES) and reiterate proposals for a CES
agenda covering (a) renunciation of the use of force, and (b) expansion
of East-West commercial, economic, scientific and technical relations.
Additionally, however, the response includes new aspects deriving in
part from the NATO Communiqué:

—an additional proposed agenda item would cover establishment
by CES of “an organ” to deal with questions of security and coopera-
tion in Europe;

—“reduction of foreign armed forces on the territories of Euro-
pean states” is indicated as an issue that “might” be taken up by “an
organ” to be established by CES, or “in any other form acceptable to
interested states.”

—cultural relations and environmental issues are indicated to be
appropriate for East-West discussion;

—the US and Canada are formally acknowledged, with the GDR,
as appropriate CES participants;

—Helsinki is said to have been agreed as the CES site.

L Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 4 Warsaw Pact. Se-
cret. Drafted by Streator. A notation at the top of the first page reads: “Signed by the
Secy on the plane travelling to San Francisco.”

2 The four documents have not been found. The Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw
Pact states met in Budapest June 21-22, and approved a memorandum regarding a Eu-
ropean security conference. For a summary of the relevant excerpts of the memorandum,
see Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1969-1970, p. 24075.

3 See Document 24.
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Initial Appraisal

While attempting to appear forthcoming and devoid of polemics,
the Pact response reflects little real advance toward Allied positions:

—the Pact rejects the NATO-agreed position that there must be
recorded progress on security issues before multilateral explorations
for a conference can be considered;

—Allied willingness to consider under certain conditions estab-
lishing a permanent East-West body as a means of embarking upon
multilateral negotiations is warped into a proposal for a permanent
body or bodies to be set up at CES;

—NATO proposals for Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions
(MBFR) are echoed for the first time on the Pact record, but there is no
assurance that the Pact would seriously pursue such discussions at or
after a CES on terms acceptable to the Allies;

—The Allied call for the free movement of people and ideas is
ignored;

—Pact proposals for economic and scientific-technical exchanges
are designed to commit NATO to steps now to free-up restraints on
exchanges.

Next Steps

We propose to consult in NATO with our Allies before respond-
ing to the Warsaw Pact proposals. In Allied consultations many may
prefer to defer further steps until NATO’s December Ministerial Meet-
ing. However, Belgium, Denmark, Norway, and probably to a lesser
extent the UK and the Netherlands, will likely favor an early and pos-
itive NATO reaction, particularly in the light of the indications the Pact
is prepared to broach at least the issues related to MBFR. Thus, we
likely will face increasing pressures for further movement toward a
preparatory conference for a CES earlier rather than later, regardless of
progress in other East-West discussions.

William P. Rogers*

* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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31. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, July 20, 1970, 10:30 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Mr. Henry A. Kissinger

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

European Security

Dobrynin then turned to the subject at hand. He read me a Note
Verbale which his government had asked him to transmit to us. The
text is as follows:

“In continuation of our exchange of views on the questions
touched upon at our meeting of June 10* I would like to say the fol-
lowing to be transmitted to President Nixon.

“The affirmations made in the course of the above meeting by Pres-
ident Nixon and, on his instructions, by you, Dr. Kissinger, concerning
the interest of the US in maintaining the territorial status quo in Eu-
rope and the absence of intentions on the part of the US to act counter
to this or in general to take any steps in the direction of aggravation
of the situation in Europe, have been noted in Moscow. Likewise noted
in Moscow was President Nixon's statement to the effect that the US
Government recognizes special interests of the Soviet Union in East-
ern Europe and has no intention to ignore or undermine them due to
the unrealistic nature of such a course. Those are, without doubt, real-
istic judgments.

“Likewise, the Soviet Union is convinced that recognition of the
realities that have come into being in Europe, constitute that necessary
foundation upon which a stable peace on the continent as well as in
the world at large can and must be built.

“An important step on the way to strengthening peace in Europe
would be speedy preparation and convocation of an all-European con-
ference on problems of security and cooperation in Europe as proposed
by the Soviet Union and other European Socialist countries.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1970, Pt. I, Vol. I. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.
The conversation took place in the White House Map Room. The full text of the mem-
orandum of conversation is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union,
January 1969-October 1970, Document 183.

2 Gee ibid., Document 168.
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“It should be emphasized that the Memorandum adopted by the
Governments of European Socialist countries in Budapest on June 22°
takes into account also the wishes of other possible participants in such
a conference expressed in the course of bilateral and multilateral con-
sultations. Taken into account, too, are the wishes expressed by the
American side both with regard to participation of the US in the all-
European conference and regarding questions to be discussed at the
conference or in connection with it.

“Taking into consideration, in particular, the wishes of the US Gov-
ernment the Soviet Government together with the other Governments
which adopted the said Memorandum, have come to the conclusion
that consideration of the question of reducing foreign armed forces on
the territory of European states would serve the interests of détente
and security in Europe.

“In our view, this question could be discussed in a body on ques-
tions of security and cooperation in Europe which is proposed to be
established at the all-European conference. At the same time we are
prepared to discuss this question also in another manner acceptable to
interested states, outside of the framework of the conference. Such an
approach opens wide possibilities in selecting appropriate methods of
discussing this question and takes into account the experience that has
already been accumulated in considering outstanding problems of such
kind, in particular between the USSR and the US.

“The questions of man’s environment, which the American side is
interested in, could be, in our opinion, discussed within item 2 of the
proposed agenda for the all-European conference.*

“We proceed from the assumption that in view of these clarifica-
tions the United States should have no reason for delaying further the
convocation of the all-European conference by way of presenting var-
ious preconditions. We hope that the US Government will adopt a more
constructive position and will thereby contribute to making the prepa-
ration of the all-European conference a more practical business.”

I asked what the phrase meant that in connection with a mutual
balanced force reduction, an approach “opens wide possibilities in se-
lecting appropriate methods of discussing this question” on a bilateral

% See Document 30.

4 The Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers proposed at their meeting in Prague October
30-31, 1969, the convening of a “pan-European conference” in Helsinki in the first half
of 1970. They proposed two agenda items: first, to “organize European security on the
basis of the renunciation of the use or threat of force in the relations between European
states,” and second, to “expand commercial, economic and scientific-technical relations
on a basis of equality of rights and in a spirit of political co-operation between European
countries.” See also Document 11.
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basis. He responded that the choice of appropriate forums could be de-
termined after we had agreed in principle. He said he recognized that
he owed me some answers to other questions, and they would be forth-
coming within the next few weeks. I told him, of course, that I had to
check my answer with the President, and I wanted to remind him that
I'had listed European Security as one of the three topics at our last con-
versation. I thought the tone of his note was constructive, and we
would try to handle our reply in a constructive manner. I would let
him know what the response would be.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

32. Minutes of a Combined Senior Review Group and
Verification Panel Meeting'

San Clemente, California, August 31, 1970, 11:08-11:40 a.m.

SUBJECT

US Strategies and Forces for NATO (NSSM 84)*
MBFR (NSSM 92)°

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger Attorney General John N. Mitchell
State ACDA
U. Alexis Johnson Vice Adm. John M. Lee
Martin Hillenbrand Thomas J. Hirschfeld
Leon Sloss Treasury
Defense Anthony Jurich

David Packard
Reginald Bartholomew
John Morse

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-111, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1970. Top Secret. Printed from a copy with
handwritten corrections, which have been incorporated into the text printed here. The
minutes are dated September 1, but according to Kissinger’s record of schedule, the meet-
ing took place on August 31. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Pa-
pers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1968-76) The full text of the minutes is scheduled for publi-
cation in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

2 NSSM 84 is scheduled for publication ibid.
3 Document 21.



76 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

CIA NSC Staff
Gen. Robert E. Cushman Helmet Sonnenfeldt
Bruce Clarke William Hyland
Jcs Wayne Smith

John Court

Adm. Thomas H. Moorer

Col. John Wickham Col. Richard T. Kennedy

Marshall Wright
Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than MBFR.]

NSSM 92

It was agreed that the Verification Panel Working Group should
develop and analyze specific “building blocks” with a view to dealing
with individual parts of the problem which might be put together in
various options packages. These topics should include:

... tanks,

... tactical aircraft,

... mobilization and reinforcement (including prepositioning of
supplies and equipment),

... tactical nuclear weapons, and

... manpower reductions.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than MBFR.]

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions—NSSM 92

Dr. Kissinger: We deeply appreciate what the departments and
working groups have done on these papers.* We recognize that the
deadlines have been very short and hope all will agree that the results
are worthwhile. The difficulty with the MBFR paper” was that it was
done in isolation and that some of the concerns were answered in
terms of the NSSM 84 study.® We could conclude that there should not

* Reference is to an ongoing series of studies on MBFR being prepared by an in-
teragency working group. On July 30, Kissinger met with the Verification Panel to dis-
cuss progress on the various papers. According to notes from the meeting, Kissinger
said: “Today, we will go over in [a] preliminary way [the] work done on NSSM 92 and
see if we can develop an analytic framework for BFR like for SALT. Idea is building
blocks, so we can move from option to option, as with SALT. BER [is] more complex.
[We are] not so far advanced in [our] thinking. The paper work has been done. The Work-
ing Group efforts are in two categories: 11 options [for balanced force reductions]—set
aside for time being until get some other considerations; [and a] series of studies on con-
ceptual problems.” (Ford Library, Records of the National Security Adviser, Program
Analysis, Box 6, Verification Panel Subseries)

® Reference to a 57-page evaluation report on MBFR, August 26, prepared by the
interagency working group on MBFR. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals,
1969-3/8/72)

6 See footnotes 2—4, Document 19.
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be any discussion of MBFR. It is necessary, however, in view of present
political pressures in many countries, and since SALT and Ostpolitik will
both have mutual balanced force reductions as their logical conclusions.
Also, it is better than unilateral force reductions. It is hard to have real-
istic schemes without knowing precisely how the military situation is be-
ing affected. We have not yet done the type of analysis we did in SALT,
in which we took various elements of an agreement and analyzed their
implications for our strategic situation. After that analysis had been com-
pleted, we put together various packages. In the case of MBER, we have
put together the packages before we have produced the building blocks
through careful analyses. As a result, we have a package in which some
say this and others say that. We cannot go to the President until we have
more carefully defined these positions and have narrowed these dis-
agreements to the smallest amount. We must have a more rigorous and
systematic analysis of the various components—tanks, reinforcement
problems, warning problems, etc.

Mr. Johnson: An important element is the political context in which
this takes place. If there is a reduction in tensions, MBFR assumes a
different aspect than in a Berlin crisis. If the political situation devel-
ops along positive lines in the next year or two, MBFR will be one
thing; if not, it will be another.

Adm. Moorer: Perhaps we should wait for other things to jell be-
fore proceeding with MBFR.

Mr. Johnson: We should not wait, but should do the work now to
enable us to move ahead on various assumptions.

Dr. Kissinger: We will need a position in time for the December
NATO Ministerial meeting. An arbitrary percentage cut is, of course,
easiest but we might use the MBFR exercise to assert intellectual lead-
ership and approach the NATO strategy problems in that way.

Mr. Packard: The problems do not relate only to the level of
forces—there are other factors. We could negotiate lower force levels,
could fix up certain things that need fixing, and have as good a con-
ventional capability as we have today.

Dr. Kissinger: In the SALT analysis we attempted to determine
what worried us most. In the present situation, tanks and reinforce-
ment capability worry us most. Could we undertake a separate study—
for example, if we limit tanks, how should we do it. We may find that
we wish to place some ceiling on tanks when we put a package to-
gether. So far we have not done enough homework to do this.

Mr. Packard: I agree the papers are awfully general.

Adm. Lee: We haven’t a sufficient basis for measurement. The op-
tions packages are too gross.

Dr. Kissinger: If our tactical air in Europe is highly vulnerable,
but if it can also be moved quickly, why is it necessary to keep tactical
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aircraft in Europe. If we pull a division out, it would have tremendous
political significance. If we pull an air wing out, we might sell it on
strategic grounds. A promise to put the air wing back, if necessary, has
credibility since it would be for the purpose of protecting our own
forces. Since the Europeans are most concerned about ground forces,
the withdrawal of an air wing with a promise to return it could be
placed in a different political context.

Adm. Lee: These are the kinds of things which should be analyzed
with a view to working out tradeoffs.

Adm. Moorer: This could be done, but it would be most impor-
tant to retain our bases even if we withdrew some aircraft.

Mr. Johnson: We would have to retain bases to make it credible.

Mr. Kissinger: We might want to have more bases in Europe. What
could we offer in a tradeoff? Is the high mobility of our aircraft over-
seas a trade for some things we want them to move out? We need some
indication of how we might package asymmetrical cuts. With regard
to manpower cuts, we have a good general analysis of the relative ad-
vantages and disadvantages of stationed forces and local forces. We
need the same kinds of numbers as in the NSSM 84 study. The U.S.
and USSR aside, are Western European NATO forces superior to War-
saw Pact forces? The political symbolism is a factor too. We will need
more systematic analysis along the lines of SALT, weapons system by
weapons system, under asymmetrical cuts. We need to see about trade-
offs. The Europeans cannot object to our doing our homework on what
is, in fact, their proposal. Without this analysis, we will be in danger
of being driven into one gimmick after another by the pressure of ne-
gotiations and will wind up in unilateral reductions. (To Wayne Smith)
Is it possible to get that sort of analysis?

Mr. Smith: Yes. We will get agreement on some basic numbers.

Mr. Packard: We should limit this to a few elements and not try
for this kind of analysis across the board.

Dr. Kissinger: Agreed. We should focus on tanks and tactical air.
The general proposals are there, and the agencies should work together
in the working groups to spell them out in more detail.

The reinforcement problem also requires more concrete analysis.
Prepositioning of supplies is an important consideration. Who would
suffer more from a limitation on the prepositioning of supplies? Do we
wish to require that supplies and equipment leave also when troops
are withdrawn?

Adm. Lee: It would be easier for them than for us.

Dr. Kissinger: Is this true? Can we come back at all in any mean-
ingful way without prepositioning supplies? Where are we relatively
if we move out without leaving supplies and equipment behind?
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Adm. Moorer: At a disadvantage. They would reinforce through
friendly territory while we would reinforce through hostile territory—
waters predominantly occupied by some 350 submarines.

Mr. Packard: We could reinforce for only a few days using C-5A’s
and would then have to go to sea deliveries.

Dr. Kissinger: On the assumption that prepositioning of equipment
is permitted, how real are manpower cuts?

Mr. Johnson: They would be important in symmetrical cuts.

Dr. Kissinger: I am more attracted to asymmetrical cuts.

Mr. Johnson: So am 1.

Gen. Cushman: They will be more difficult to negotiate.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree but, as in SALT, the Soviets may be ready to
listen to serious proposals.

Adm. Lee: The situation is more confusing than SALT.

Dr. Kissinger: At least we do not understand it as well.

Adm. Moorer: We understand it, but there is an infinite number
of variables.

Dr. Kissinger: We need to get an assessment of: (1) what the rein-
forcement problem is with regard to prepositioning of supplies and
equipment; and (2) how to get on top of the problem through verifi-
cation means. We should assume that we would get some warning.
Have we ever done anything with regard to mobilization in response
to Soviet moves—at the time of the Berlin crisis, for example?

Mr. Hillenbrand: Yes, we moved one battalion temporarily for
training purposes.

Dr. Kissinger: We did not move anything with the battalion, how-
ever.

Mr. Johnson: We may well be reluctant to take measures that might
increase tension.

Mr. Clark: We have had some success in determining the degree
of Soviet mobilization.

Dr. Kissinger: If the system is extremely sensitive to our reaction
to a detection of Soviet mobilization, then such reaction may magnify
tensions. However, the record of our reaction to mobilization isn’t very
good.

Adm. Lee: We can’t tell whether the mobilization of one division
makes that much difference.

Adm. Moorer: It is a symbol of intent, however.

Mr. Hillenbrand: We did build up at the time of the Berlin crisis.

Mr. Kissinger: That was in response to a political situation and was
not necessarily a reaction to Soviet mobilization.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: It also reflected a change in military doctrine.
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Dr. Kissinger: We need an analysis of the countermeasures that
would be required to react to whatever we pick up on Soviet mobi-
lization. In SALT the amount of the violation would be so large and it
would take so long, that we could react. If the violation were small,
however, and it would require a massive U.S. movement to offset it,
we should know it. If the tanks go out and then come back in, and we
learn about it, what do we do with the information. I believe this is the
direction in which the study should go. Does anyone else have any
ideas.

Mr. Johnson: I think this is a good approach.
All agreed.
(The meeting adjourned at 11:40 PDT)

33. Editorial Note

On August 31, 1970, after the morning meeting on NSSMs 84 and
92 (see Document 32), the Senior Review Group (SRG) met again in the
afternoon in San Clemente to discuss NSSM 83 on European security.
The meeting focused exclusively on Berlin and West German Ostpoli-
tik; there was no substantive discussion of a European security confer-
ence or mutual and balanced force reductions. For the minutes of the
meeting, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XL, Germany and
Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 111.

At the meeting the SRG discussed a paper prepared by the De-
partment of State, “A Longer Term Perspective on Key Issues of Euro-
pean Security,” which dealt mainly with Ostpolitik and Berlin. For
excerpts, see ibid., Document 110. The full text of the paper is in Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), SRG Meeting Files, Senior Review Group, 8-31-70, European
Security.
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34. Memorandum of Conversation'

Naples, September 30, 1970.

PRESENT WERE

The President

Secretary General Manlio Brosio
Dr. Kissinger

Ambassador Ellsworth

I. Brosio opened the conversation by stating that the Alliance’s
main problem at the moment is the problem of U.S. force levels. A uni-
lateral cut, other than in an MBFR context, would be disastrous. The
President interjected that he appreciated that and agreed with it.

Brosio went on to say that there were three points he would like
to make in connection with the question of US force levels:

a. First, he thought it was important to stress, politically and pub-
licly, the possibility of serious discussions on MBFR—quite apart from
any tie or link with the possible Conference on European Security—as
a way to hold force levels against unilateral cuts.

b. Second, Brosio felt that the AD-70? exercise, which he had in-
stituted in response to the President’s foreign policy report of last Feb-
ruary,®> would provide a rationale for the Europeans to maintain and

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 467, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Presidential European Trip, MemCons, September 27-October 5, 1970.
Secret; Nodis; Sensitive. In a backchannel message to Kissinger, September 19, Ellsworth
wrote: “For more than a year now, the Alliance has been in the throes of trying to de-
cide how to handle Warsaw Pact proposals for a CES. Throughout the debate we have
taken an extremely reserved position, arguing that the proposals, if accepted, would
strengthen the international position of the GDR and split the alliance.” Ellsworth noted
he had prevented an “unseemly rush to an early and unstructured conference, but pres-
sure from our more détente-minded allies (particularly the Scandinavians and Benelux)
has pushed NATO ever closer to agreement to begin ‘exploring’ the possibilities of a CES
with the East.” Ellsworth noted: “Brosio is personally opposed to a CES, and has done
what he can to slow things down.” (Ibid., Box 466, President’s Trip Files, Presidential
European Trip, Vol. I)

% The Defense Planning Committee of NATO commissioned a study in May 1970,
“Alliance Defense Problems for the 1970’s,” known as AD-70, to discuss the problems
the Alliance would face in the next decade, determine priorities for the Alliance, and
propose solutions.

3 On February 18, in his First Annual Report to the Congress on United States For-
eign Policy for the 1970’s, Nixon stated: “In choosing a strategy for our general purpose
forces for the 1970’s, we decided to continue our support for the present NATO strategy.
And the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense announced at the NATO Council
meeting in December that we would maintain current U.S. troop levels in Europe at least
through mid-1971. At the same time, we recognized that we must use this time to conduct
a thorough study of our strategy for the defense of Western Europe, including a full and
candid exchange of views with our allies.” See Public Papers: Nixon, 1970, p. 129.
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even possibly increase their military support and readiness for the Al-
liance strategy, which would also provide a modern rationalization for
keeping forces at an appropriate level of strength; and

c. Third, Brosio felt that the Europeans should be pushed, and
pushed hard, to do their best, not only in terms of picking up some of
the financial burden as far as US forces were concerned, but also and
primarily, to improve their own military efforts—and Brosio hoped this
would help the President keep U.S. forces strong in Europe.

II. In response, the President said that we would welcome
MBFR—that is what we have to say politically, especially in Europe.
With regard to a possible Conference on European Security, such a Con-
ference would not be useful for us, although we have to agree to hold
it. Pending the development of MBFR, however, there can be no re-
duction of NATO forces, the President added, because that would leave
us with nothing to bargain. Meanwhile, the Soviets keep increasing and
improving their strength in Europe, so we cannot cut. Any force re-
ductions in Europe must be mutual.

III. On burden sharing, the President said that we would welcome
budgetary sharing but of course it could not be put on a mercenary ba-
sis. Actually, it would be better for the Europeans to increase the readi-
ness of their own forces. In the final analysis there would have to be a
combination of effort from the Europeans, with primary emphasis on
increases in European military efforts—although, of course, as both he
and Brosio know, the Germans represent a special case for a variety of
reasons.

The President said that, as far as actual cost sharing is concerned,
the main significance of that would be political not military.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]
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35. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, undated.

European Security Conference

Current Situation

The Soviets have long proposed a conference designed to ratify
the status quo in Europe, including the permanent division of Germany
and Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe. Until recently, however, their
proposed agenda has avoided all concrete issues and dealt with such
matters as economic cooperation and renunciation of force.

We and the NATO allies have taken the view that a conference at
some point may have a role but that it is pointless and dangerous if it
is held and results in failure. NATO in Brussels with our participation
has been attempting to identify concrete issues that might be dealt with.
The problem is that the real issues between East and West in Europe
relate to Germany and these are being negotiated separately.” Lately,
the idea has gained ground that the question of mutual and balanced
force reductions (MBFR)®? might be a subject to be discussed and the
Soviets in their latest proposals suggested that a conference might set
up a commission which could negotiate the reduction or withdrawal
of foreign forces from Europe (an old Soviet staple). Our own studies
are still in process and it is proving extremely complex to come up with
options or packages that would be (1) realistic given Soviet geographic
proximity and our remoteness, (2) negotiable, and (3) leave NATO with
forces with which to conduct a rational strategy.*

(Note: The idea of a conference has also been advocated by Ro-
mania which believes that the mere existence of an ongoing negotiat-
ing forum would afford it additional protection against Soviet pressure
or attack; the Romanians also have the idea that somehow the con-
ference could be used to vitiate the Brezhnev Doctrine. Tito, as you re-
call, was rather cool to the idea [though Yugoslav diplomats have also

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, HAK Office
Files, Box 71, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Gromyko 1970. Secret; Nodis; Sensitive.
Kissinger sent the paper to the President as an attachment (Tab C) to an October 19 mem-
orandum preparing the President for his upcoming meeting with Gromyko.

% Nixon underlined the sentence, beginning with the words “the real issues.”
3 Nixon underlined “question of mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR).”
* Nixon underlined “extremely complex to come up with” and the three points.
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advocated it strongly]’ unless there was careful preparation and a very
concrete agenda.)

Gromyko may

—start by accusing us of dragging our feet;°

—note that the Soviets of course would have no objection” if we
and Canada participated;

—<claim that the very holding of a conference would improve the
atmosphere;®

—note that the Soviets have no objection to eventual talks about
mutual reductions in foreign forces.

You may wish to say that

—you have no objection in principle to a conference’ and we have
not made special efforts to prevent it;

—you do believe that conferences of this kind should not be held"’
for their own sake but deal with concrete issues and have some prom-
ise of success;

—simply to talk about more trade and exchanges seems unneces-
sary because other forums already exist for that;'?

—each of us should take a careful look at the question of mutual
force reductions and then determine whether some negotiating effort
is worthwhile."

(You may wish to refer to Tito’s comments to you.)

® Nixon visited Yugoslavia September 30-October 2. Tito apparently spoke with
Nixon about a European security conference on the night of September 30; no record of
this conversation has been found. For documentation on Nixon’s visit to Yugoslavia, see
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXIX, Eastern Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969—
1972, Documents 220-221. Brackets are in the original.

® Nixon underlined “accusing us of dragging our feet.”
7 Nixon underlined “Soviets of course would have no objection.”

8 Nixon underlined “the very holding of a conference would improve the atmos-
phere.”

? Nixon underlined “objection in principle to a conference.”
1% Nixon underlined “kind should not be held.”

1 Nixon underlined “but deal with concrete issues and have some promise of
success.”

12 Nixon underlined “seems” and “other forums already exist.”

13 Nixon underlined “mutual force” and “and then determine whether some ne-
gotiating effort is worthwhile.”
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36. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, October 22, 1970, 11 a.m.-1:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

UsS:

The President

William P. Rogers, Secretary of State

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
William D. Krimer, Interpreter, Department of State

USSR:

A. A. Gromyko, Soviet Foreign Minister

A. F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador

Viktor Sukhodrev, Interpreter, Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

European Security Conference

Mr. Gromyko inquired about the attitude of the United States Gov-
ernment toward the idea of convening a European Security Confer-
ence. He did not know whether the President had had the opportunity
of becoming acquainted with the Soviet proposal to call such a con-
ference. The substance of that proposal was to call a conference of all
European states, as well as Canada and the United States, in order to
see if there was a chance of improving the relations between various
states in Europe in the interests of a political détente. The United States
had said that it favored such a détente, and so had the Soviet Union.
On the other hand, he had the impression that the U.S. was somewhat
apprehensive in regard to the ESC. It should be clear that any decisions
adopted at such a conference would be joint decisions, taken in the in-
terests of all the states concerned. There was no question of trying to
impose a one-sided solution on any state during this conference. For
this reason, he believed the U.S. apprehensiveness was quite un-
founded. According to information he had received, the United States
seemed to be bringing its influence to bear on some other countries, to
discourage them from taking a positive attitude toward the ESC. He
wanted to emphasize that the Soviet Union had no intention of trying
to claim the major credit for calling such a conference, that it was the
position of the Soviet Government that a détente in Europe, which

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 490, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger 1970, Vol. 3. Top Secret; Sensitive. The conver-
sation took place in the Oval Office. The full text of the memorandum is scheduled
for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970-
October 1971.
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could result from the ESC, would benefit all interested parties and the
world as a whole.

The President wanted to tell Mr. Gromyko quite directly that in
our view the success of such a conference would depend primarily on
the United States and the Soviet Union. Mr. Gromyko’s impression that
we were trying to discourage the convening of the conference was in-
correct. We took the position that for the successful conduct of a con-
ference it would be necessary to sit down and explore an appropriate
agenda. By saying that the success would depend on our two coun-
tries primarily, he did not mean to speak of a condominium of the two
powers in Europe.

Secretary Rogers remarked that there was no point in having a con-
ference unless we could foresee what results would likely be achieved.
In this respect, our Berlin negotiations could serve as a good indicator. If
we could make progress on the question of Berlin, the prospects for a Eu-
ropean conference would improve. But, if no progress was achieved on
Berlin, what would be the purpose of holding another conference?

Secondly, we were not too sure that the Communiqué of the War-
saw Pact Powers” had indicated a willingness to discuss reduction of
military forces in Europe. Was the Soviet Union suggesting that this
question be included on the agenda of a European Conference? With
respect to reduction of forces, what did the Soviet Union mean by for-
eign troops? Did this include Russian troops in Eastern Europe? Mr.
Gromyko replied that in the Soviet view, it would be better not to con-
sider military questions at the European Conference. We could agree,
however, that if some kind of a body—perhaps even permanent—were
created at the European Conference, this body could discuss the ques-
tion of troops. The Soviet Union would be agreeable to such a proce-
dure. As for the term “foreign troops,” it had been meant to include
Soviet troops as well.

President Nixon remarked that a Soviet-American understanding
on primary issues, such as SALT and Berlin, would have a beneficial
influence upon any possible conference of European states.

Secretary Rogers said that if complex questions were to be ex-
cluded from discussion at a European Conference, it was difficult to
see what could be accomplished. In brief, if we could foresee the
achievement of positive results, we would be interested. If not, we
would have doubts about the usefulness of such a conference.

Mr. Gromyko said we could not ignore the fact that for 25 years
the Soviet Union had discussed disarmament questions in the United
Nations with the United States, and with other countries, without

2 See footnote 2, Document 30.
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being able to find any solutions. For this reason, the question of dis-
armament and force reduction was not perhaps quite suitable for dis-
cussion at an ESC. Should a body be created by that conference, how-
ever, he would have no objection to force reduction being discussed in
that body. The President said that in principle we were not opposed to
the conference. We would be in favor of it if preliminary discussions
showed that it would be helpful.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

37. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, November 19, 1970, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Nixon

William P. Rogers, Secretary of State

Melvin Laird, Secretary of Defense

George A. Lincoln, Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness

David M. Kennedy, Secretary of the Treasury

John N. Mitchell, Attorney General

Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence

George P. Shultz, Director, Office of Management and Budget

Amb. Robert F. Ellsworth, U.S. Permanent Representative to NATO

Gen. Andrew ]. Goodpaster, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe

David Packard, Deputy Secretary of Defense

John N. Irwin II, Under Secretary of State

Philip J. Farley, Acting Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
George S. Springsteen, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Dr. Edward David, Science Advisor to the President

Col. Richard T. Kennedy, NSC Staff

Dr. K. Wayne Smith, NSC Staff

Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Staff

SUBJECT
NSC Meeting: NATO & MBFR

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes, Originals 1970, 1 of 3. Top Secret. The meeting was
held in the Cabinet Room. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting lasted
from 10:09 a.m. to 12:12 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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[The meeting began with a briefing by Director Helms on the
NATO/Warsaw Pact military balance in Europe.]2

President Nixon: The assumption used to be that any war in the
NATO area would escalate automatically into general nuclear war. That
was the view in the old McNamara period.” Is there an estimate now
in the NATO area that there is less chance of escalation to nuclear war?

General Goodpaster: The estimates are much more qualified now.

President Nixon: I really don’t see why. It seems more likely that
they might use nuclear weapons now.

General Goodpaster: Our capability for assured destruction
against the Soviets is very high.

President Nixon: But what about the risks we would take if we do
that?

General Goodpaster: The Soviet attitude seems to be this. Since
the Cuban missile crisis, they have a much more sobered view of the
risks to them of a high-intensity provocation of the U.S. The same is
true in Europe; they have shown more inhibition than before. The Eu-
ropeans are convinced of this; they see the U.S. assured destruction
capability as inhibiting the Soviet use of their MRBM'’s or IRBM's
against Europe.

President Nixon: But Americans are more afraid than previously.

[Director Helms resumes his briefing with a discussion of MBFR.]

President Nixon: Are there any questions of Director Helms?

Director Lincoln: What is the view of the NATO countries on the
results of a nuclear exchange?

General Goodpaster: They haven’t any positive views. They are
sensitive to the location of our nuclear weapons in our forward
bases, particularly those countries where our forward-based Tac Air
are located.

Acting Director Farley: The Soviets are concerned in SALT about
our forward-based aircraft. They want to limit them in the agreement.

Secretary Laird: Only a few of them can reach the Soviet Union.
The F-111’s will increase the number, however.

Admiral Moorer: The Soviets don’t distinguish between tac-nucs
and strategic weapons if they are landing in the USSR.

President Nixon: Henry? Could you review the issues?

2 All brackets are in the original. Helms’s briefing was not found.

® Robert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense under Presidents Kennedy and John-
son, 1961-1968.
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Dr. Kissinger: I want to emphasize two basic points:

First, at the height of the period of American nuclear superiority,
the Europeans always asked us for a tangible guarantee of our com-
mitment. They wanted U.S. forces to be stationed in areas we consid-
ered vital. Thus even during the period of the massive retaliation doc-
trine, we had large American conventional forces in areas where a
nuclear thrust was most plausible. Thus, secondly, we were trying to
give our forces a military role and our allies wanted them to have a
political role—for them it was not so much a military role as a role in
eliminating the threat of general nuclear war.

The problem now is to work out what objectives we seek and can
achieve with these forces. We want to avoid any actions which would
lead our allies in the direction of neutralism but we also want to avoid a
situation in which our forces exist there but without any viable strategy.

Thus we did a comprehensive study* and we found the following:

—NATO is within reach of a capability to defend against large-
scale Soviet conventional attacks.

—They—the Soviets—have a faster capability for mobilization
than NATg.

—There is a serious supply imbalance.

—An important consié)eration is our intelligence capability and
our ability to make quick political decisions. If they get a two-week
jump, they have a big advantage.

—Whether NATO wants to close the gap is a question.

—There is also the fact that we know more about what goes on in
East Germany than in Western Russia, and that is a problem.

—If we can get warning and can react quickly, we can do reason-
ably well.

—The best-equipped of our forces are deployed in the Southern
NATO area, whereas this is not the likely major attack route. That is
also the location of our major supply backup.

—If the President wants the Alliance to have a substantial con-
ventional capability in Europe, it is within reach. The Allies can and
should move. If the gaps are not closed, then we should look at other
alternatives which would make the forces we have there relevant.

—We have large tactical nuclear weapons storage in Europe. How
would they be used? Would it help in defense? Would it be an irrevo-
cable move toward strategic war? We have improved our command
and control procedures. But the study we did could not develop a clear
picture of the use of tactical nuclear weapons.

—Against this background we looked at MBFR. Tactical nuclear
forces have an important bearing in this area.

* The 36-page report, “NSSM 92 Evaluation Report: Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions Between NATO and the Warsaw Pact,” October 16, is in National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-048, Senior Re-
view Group/VP Meeting, NATO Strategies and Forces (NSSM 84-92), 10/28/70.
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The tentative conclusions of the MBER study are the following:

—Symmetrical reductions favor the Warsaw Pact, unless they are
so small as to be purely symbolic.

—Ideally, reductions should favor the defense over the offense in
order to reduce the incentive for attack.

—Thus we should look at asymmetrical reductions. We are now
doing so, in order to develop trade-off packages. These analyses are
not yet sufficiently advanced to make recommendations.

The basic guidance needed is what strategy you wish to pursue.” If
we depend on our strategic nuclear forces, then the question of Ameri-
can forces in Europe is not so relevant. But if our forces are geared to an
intermediate objective, we need a doctrine for the use of theater nuclear
weapons. If we think the nuclear threat is diminishing or if we want our
forces on the continent for political reasons, we still need a strategy which
makes them militarily relevant if their continued deployment is to be
supported by the American people, the Congress and our allies. We need
then to make the improvements that we have discussed.

Our approach to MBFR is then cast in the light of our decisions.

Secretary Rogers: The word “balanced” in MBFR means they have
to be balanced. That is the key. Balanced does not mean symmetrical.
Secondly we must not negotiate under time pressure. It is clear that
the Soviets are not thinking about negotiations. It’s a convenient way
to delay a European Security Conference which we don’t want. And
we should not move to unilateral reductions. We have to decide
whether we want to reduce unilaterally—I am against it. Our policy of
keeping them there is sound. Our forces are essential to the security
arrangements in Europe and to the credibility of our policy. Unilateral
reductions would concern our allies and lead them to seek deals with
the USSR that would be harmful to our security.

We should not decide anything on MBFR now. We should con-
tinue to study it. But we should give a clear signal to our allies that we

® The study was discussed at a combined Senior Review Group and Verification
Panel meeting, October 28. The minutes of the meeting list the following summary of
decisions: “It was agreed to: 1. Get an estimate of what needs to be done to remedy the
supply situation so as to bring our NATO allies up to the level required to permit an in-
definite conventional war, how long it would take and how much it would cost; 2. Get
an analysis of the meaning of a 60-day supply concept for us and for our allies in terms
of number of forces, combat capability, cost, and the nature of the deterrent; 3. Study the
various ways of looking at the problems of use of nuclear weapons in Europe; 4. Get an
analysis of the ways in which the situation would be affected by a 10 percent symmet-
rical reduction, a 30 percent symmetrical reduction and asymmetrical reductions, in-
cluding the military costs and benefits, if any; 5. Get an analysis of the various elements
of an MBFR agreement, similar to the SALT analysis, and their verifiability.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-111, SRG
Minutes, Originals, 1970) The full text of the meeting minutes is scheduled for publica-
tion in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.
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intend to keep our forces there and will not unilaterally reduce them.
But we should make clear that they need to do more; that is important
for our Congressional attitudes.

Secretary Laird: The primary objective of our military strategy is
to give the President a choice other than between losing Western Eu-
rope and going to an all-out strategic exchange. Our strategy has to
give us more than a few days of conventional defense. We need a con-
ventional force which is a major deterrent—and that involves a tacti-
cal nuclear capability.

We have to depend more on our allies” contribution if we are go-
ing to have this posture. The allies don’t want to recognize this. Their
assumption is that the U.S. has a sufficient deterrent so that any con-
ventional attack means an inevitable strategic exchange. This idea has
permeated allied thinking. We must get the allies to see that things
have changed. They can afford it and so can we. Their GNP is a third
greater than the Pact’s; their manpower is equal to that of the Pact and
the USSR. We have to provide for sufficient forces to assure a conven-
tional deterrent.

I don’t think the paper faces up to the manpower, fiscal and po-
litical problems that we face in the United States. NATO problems are
fortunately handled by the right Congressional Committees; we have
these commitments before the Armed Services Committees which are
favorable to the Administration.

It is important to talk about capabilities, not specific numbers. We
should talk not about specific numbers of personnel or items of equip-
ment—we should talk about capabilities. The allies have the ball in
their court; they are for the first time discussing ways in which they
can share the burden and increase their own forces. They admit they
are not sharing the burden properly. Schmidt is discussing in the UK
now; Carrington will be here next week. They are pressing each other.
Our contribution has increased annually over the last ten years, and
this is not the case for most of the allies.

Ambassador Ellsworth: The trend of the thinking in the NAC min-
isters” meeting is this: There is increased awareness by the allies of the
changed nature of the strategic balance. There is increased awareness
of the need for a local conventional balance. The Allied study (AD-70)°
has got them thinking of the need for improved and increased efforts
in specific areas to make meaningful a viable conventional strategy.
The trend of their thinking, therefore, is toward a real conventional
defense strategy, and the defense ministries want to support this.

6 See footnote 2, Document 34.
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There must be follow-up both in NATO and in governments. We
need a shift of focus in the NATO organizations and in governments
toward conventional forces and the related budgets. This should be the
glamour side now, not the nuclear side.

Our presentation must be that US force levels are tied to our strat-
egy. I hope all of us will relate to the basic questions of our strategic ob-
jective and to the political facts, rather than to our own budget process.

President Nixon: Are you selling the Senators? [to Ambassador
Ellsworth]

Ambassador Ellsworth: I'm not sure they’ve been sold but I'm
making strong efforts.

Secretary Laird: There have been many statements by the Parlia-
mentarians. They unanimously favored financial assistance to ease the
US burden of keeping our forces there. Rivers” brought them along.
Vinson® has been pressing Armed Services on the grounds that because
the Germans are agreeing with the USSR, we should make substantial
reductions.

President Nixon: The key to what we do is what effect does it have
on Germany. Isn’t it possible that reductions could result in the oppo-
site reaction by the Germans? Some Europeans would think to move
toward the Russians because they are uneasy about more US reduc-
tions. Will we reassure them if we retain our forces, or will we shock
them into doing more by reducing ourselves?

Ambassador Ellsworth: I agree that reductions would push them
toward the Russians.

Secretary Rogers: I agree with Ellsworth.

General Goodpaster: Brandt will accelerate his policy if we reduce.
If the other party comes in, it would be unpredictable.

Secretary Rogers: Some in the German government would want
to move more toward the USSR, and a move on our part to reduce our
forces would play into their hands. If we stay firm we can keep Brandt
firm; otherwise we can’t.

Can we set up a group like the NPG for conventional forces?

Secretary Laird: It's being discussed by the DPC.

Secretary Rogers: Can we move faster?

Ambassador Ellsworth: We need to set up machinery to follow up
on the AD-70 study.

7 Representative L. Mendel Rivers (D-SC), Chairman of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

8 Former House Representative Carl Vinson (D-GA), former Chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee.
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Secretary Laird: We will do this at the next meeting.
Secretary Rogers: Unilateral reductions would be wrong.

Secretary Laird: The manpower problem has a serious effect on
our strategy. The FRG has a short-term draft and is moving in the di-
rection of a shorter term of service. This has a bad effect on readiness.

President Nixon: Andy, how do you see the problem?

General Goodpaster: Mr. President, the work we have done is sub-
stantial. It's ten years since we have had a real NATO policy. There is
promise now that the Europeans see they need to take on more of the
burden and improve their own forces. This has gotten to the political
levels now.

Much of the ammunition and POL is common. They know we have
stocks and they have planned to use them. We should press them to
increase their own stocks. Given our assumptions about the length of
a war, it would be unsound to make the decision not to provide unin-
terrupted support for our forces. Reserve stocks of Soviets remains a
major question. We don’t know what they have beyond 30 days even
though their facilities exist far beyond this. 60 days is not a finite limit.
You would ration to extend this on both sides in practice, but this means
the forces are less than fully effective.

We shouldn’t forget that there is a normal process of adjustment
of forces. New systems come in and make some forces redundant and
permit some reductions.

Let me say something about the strategy question we’ve been dis-
cussing and the role of nuclear weapons. Our strategy is more concrete
than just a doctrine of flexible response. It is based primarily on the
deterrent but it cannot be divorced from our actual defense capability.
It is a strong deterrent based on a limited defense capability, at medium
risk and medium cost. A full conventional defense capability would be
a low-risk /high-cost strategy. A high-risk /low-cost strategy would be
the tripwire approach.

A limited defense capability means the following: At present, we
have a high prospect of success against small-scale or limited attacks.
That is important.

Against a full-scale sustained attack, we have a limited capability
in time. We just can’t say how long we could hold exactly but we ex-
pect we could hold for a significant period but not indefinitely. But we
are not even certain of that. The crucial factors are not assessable—like
leadership, the direction of attack, etc.

What about the tactical nuclear option? We have a near full capa-
bility, probably superior to the Pact’s. But the outcomes are rather
murky; our requirements are based on the premise of destroying the en-
emy order of battle. Escalation is always possible but perhaps unlikely
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because of the strategic deterrent. Soviet officers have an acute sense of
the importance of protection of the homeland. Assured destruction is al-
ways the back-up which supports the other elements of the strategy.

We have some problems. One is redeployments. A change of
boundaries to the north would probably result in having fewer Bel-
gians forward. On tactical nuclear weapons, there are divisive prob-
lems here. The Europeans want to see nuclears used but on the Green
Belt theory, i.e., on territory that is not their own. On the question of
theater use of nuclear weapons, the first concept is selective use to meet
the local situation with the maximum possible constraint. Many of the
above aspects of this strategy would be the subject of debate if we
wanted to make them more explicit.

We need to hold firm.

The consensus seems to be that we must keep our conventional
forces in SACEUR. The fact that the Russians are looking both ways—
they have even more divisions on the Chinese border—adds validity
to this imperative.

Director Lincoln: We would have less of a danger of having to use
tactical nuclear weapons if our conventional force are stronger.

President Nixon: It is clear from the discussion that any strategy
without a credible deterrent would mean the Soviet domination of Eu-
rope. In the 1950s massive retaliation and the tripwire approach were
valid. When in the 1960s we accepted nuclear parity, it became no
longer credible that a conventional force attack would result in a tac-
tical or strategic nuclear attack—but at the same time it is not now cred-
ible that a conventional attack could be met with a purely conventional
response. Under these circumstances, if the deterrent is credible we
must have nuclear parity and also a significant conventional capabil-
ity in which we are an important part. If we are without that capabil-
ity, the Soviets could move.

This discussion must center on the effect on the Germans of what
we do. Their response will not necessarily be rational; probably it will
be emotional. They are a vigorous people, denied the use of their own
weapons, who will make a deal with whoever is Number One. If they
reach the conclusion that the U.S. is withdrawing, they will go into a
psychological frenzy.

It is not insignificant that the Russians always emphasize that they
think they are superior to the US in nuclear forces. They say this to get
France, the UK, Germany and Japan to have doubts about the credibility
of the US nuclear deterrent and also to show who is Number One.
We lose leverage as Number Two. We know the facts but we want to
emphasize them to those who don’t know them. So no one should con-
cede that the USSR is ahead. We should point out, as we do, that they
are moving ahead with S5-9s and nuclear subs—but we should stress
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that our overall strength is sufficient. Otherwise we are in a dangerous
position with the Japanese and the NATO allies, particularly the FRG.

We need to rethink our whole NATO strategy. We never will use
the tactical nuclears, but we let the USSR see them there. Without a
credible conventional force that can hold for 90 days or more, the Rus-
sians could be tempted.

General Goodpaster: This is why we should press on making im-
provements and not debate about reductions. Confidence and stand-
ing firm is the keynote. The note of readiness to act and to act affirm-
atively is important to our allies.

Mr. Packard: We can’t do this with lower budgets.

President Nixon: I know that.

[The meeting adjourned.]

38. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, November 20, 1970.

SUBJECT
MBEFR and the NATO Ministerial

The Current Commitment

At the Rome meeting in May we took a fairly large step forward
in issuing a separate statement on MBFR. This statement invited in-
terested states to hold exploratory talks on MBFR in Europe, with spe-
cial reference to the Central Region. Further, we agreed that in such
talks we would put forward the following considerations:

—MBER should be compatible with vital security interests, should
not operate to the disadvantage of either side.

—Reductions should be based on reciprocity, and a balance in
scope and timing.

—Reductions should include stationed and indigenous forces and their
weapons systems.

—There must be adequate verification and controls etc.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-049, SRG Meeting, MBFR, 11-23-70. Confidential. Sent for information.
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Following the “exploratory” bilateral talks, the Alliance would
then determine what further individual or joint exploration might be
useful. The overall exercise was directed toward “developing in detail
the criteria and objectives” for substantive negotiations to follow “at
an appropriate stage” and “in a forum to be determined.”?

The Pact Response and the Exploratory Talks

On June 24, the Warsaw Pact responded by finally picking up
MBER in the context of their proposal for a European Security Con-
ference.’ But they did so only by including on the Conference agenda
a discussion of the question of establishing an “organ to deal with ques-
tion of security and cooperation.” In this context, they proposed a dis-
cussion of “reduction of foreign armed forces in the territories of Eu-
ropean States,” but this item would be taken up by the organ proposed
to be established at the ESC.

After some preliminary sparring, the Soviets confirmed that “for-
eign” meant non-indigenous, rather than non-European (e.g., Ameri-
can, Canadian). But the Soviets in all the bilateral conversations have
continued to resist strongly MBER as a separate and distinct negotiat-
ing issue and forum.

It must be noted, however, that the Soviets, over the summer and
fall, have made some progress in softening up opposition to the Euro-
pean Conference, not only by this formal proposal on MBFR (which is
especially attractive to the British who dreamed up the permanent or-
gan) but also to the French, when Pompidou was in Moscow, to the
Germans in connection with the Moscow treaty negotiations, and most
recently when Gromyko was in Rome.* Moreover, the Soviets have
pressed hard for “preparatory” talks on CES, including the Finnish pro-
posal for an Ambassadorial tea party.”

2 See Document 24.
3 See footnote 2, Document 30.
4 Gromyko visited Rome November 10-12.

5In a November 18 memorandum, Sonnenfeldt summarized for Kissinger a con-
versation that he had held with Ralph Enckell, Finland’s Roving Ambassador on Euro-
pean Security: “He [Enckell] explained the latest Finnish idea, which is to hold a ‘gather-
ing’ of Ambassadors in Helsinki to talk about a conference. The theory is that this might
serve as a catalyst, and only in this way could one really know if there was any prospect
for a more formal meeting that might have a chance of success. He reports growing en-
thusiasm, except for British coolness, and, he implied, American skepticism. He stressed
that his effort was not at Soviet behest, and in fact, reported that the Finns during Kekko-
nen’s visit to Moscow had to warn the Soviets off of embracing the Finnish idea lest So-
viet endorsement turn it into a Warsaw Pact proposal. He said the Finns would soon send
formal notes with their proposal to all interested states.” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Box 673, Country Files, Europe, Finland, Vol. I)
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A related development that will be important at the Ministerial in
December, is the shift in the German position on both CES and MBFR.
The Germans now have formally informed us and NATO collectively
that they want to see progress not only in Berlin but on the inner Ger-
man modus vivendi as well before moving ahead with any multilateral
preparations for a European Conference. They have also said that while
there should be no strict preconditions for MBFR, they now want only
to continue bilateral contacts on MBFR, and should multilateral con-
tacts later seem to be worthwhile, to decide on the basis of the politi-
cal atmosphere prevailing at the time whether progress on the Berlin
talks, the inner German talks, and the SALT discussions revealed a gen-
uine preparedness by the East for negotiation.

This in effect, puts some major conditions on moving ahead on MBFR;
if this is your inclination, it is manna from heaven.

—There are some hookers, however.

—The Germans also want to endorse the specific idea of cuts in
stationed forces, provided the reductions are linked to reductions in
indigenous forces in a later phase.

—Most of the Allies are going to be favorable in this last proposi-
tion (indeed many want to go much further because they want to ap-
pear responsive to the Warsaw Pact).

The Issues

In light of the post-Rome developments we seem to face the fol-
lowing issues:

1. Do we want to maintain MBFR as an issue distinct and separate from
a European Security Conference?

—The overwhelming sentiment in NATO is to maintain the sepa-
ration; but we should recognize that sentiment for a European Con-
ference is gaining ground little by little, and if there is no MBFR be-
cause of Soviet resistance for another 6-12 months or because of our
lack of preparations, there could be a shift in favor of putting MBFR
squarelfi on the CES agenda and going to a conference on this condi-
tion only.

2. IF we maintain a separate MBFR, do we want to remain general in
our commitments and endorsements, or move to a more specific and defined
approach, such as emphasizing a negotiating position on stationed forces:

—This issue, of course, is related directly to the work we have
done in NSSM-92.°

—If we want to opt for a strictly dpolitical approach, we could have it
with no trouble in the Alliance; indeed if we do not want it one task
will be to stonewall against the easy political gesture.

6 See Document 21 and footnote 4, Document 32.
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—If we want to study further the corrective approaches, it follows
that we do not want to go beyond the commitments in the Rome
meeting.

—We must face up to the fact that in so stalling MBFR, we will
have to be willing to obligate ourselves to take the lead in NATO stud-
ies, and this means turning over to the NATO Working Group a ma-
jor input from what we have done so far (in a sanitized version) and
making another input later in the early spring before the May Minis-
terial. By then we will have to have a negotiating proposal.

3. Assuming we decide to remain general in our approach and to con-
tinue studies, do we, nevertheless, want to move from bilateral to multilateral
contacts:

—At first glance the answer would seem, clearly, no; moving to
multilateral “contacts” is close to beginning substantive negotiations
and we are not ready.

—On the other hand, willingness to move in this direction might
pacify many of the smaller NATO members and give them a role; it
might force the Soviets to respond, if that is really what we want.

—On balance it would seem imprudent to open the door to
multilaterals.

In sum, I assume your game plan would be along the lines that follow:

—MBER as a separate issue, mainly to counter pressures within
and outside the Alliance for the Grand Conference.

—A general commitment to continue with our studies, but no new
definition of principles or new specific MBFR proposals. The Germans
are now pressing for a “building block” approach in the internal NATO
studies, and we could join them in this approach as the opening wedge
to a corrective proposal. On the other hand, many of the smaller NATO
allies want to dump all asymmetrical studies, while the British have
put in a tentative paper on reduction of foreign (stationed) forces.

In short, the NATO model building exercise has all but collapsed as it
should have.

—On this basis, continuing bilateral explorations, but no multi-
laterals, perhaps considering the German formula which poses further
conditions to multilaterization.

The bureacratic problem is that State and ACDA will argue that
we must be forthcoming. They will say there is a rising tide for more
active movements, that we have been footdragging, that the Europeans
want a political approach, that we should also, since asymmeterical is
non-negotiable. All of this is justified by détente.

Frankly, I doubt that MBFR is all that urgent (that also seemed to
be the view at the NSC on November 19).” Most Europeans will be so

7 See Document 37.
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pleased and dazed by our NSSM-84 posture® that MBFR will recede
into the background for a time. I suspect that the real problem will
come when the Soviets, learning the outcome of our NSC deliberations,
will finally wake up to MBEFR and begin making their European Con-
ference a prime forum for MBFR.

8 NSSM 84, “U.S. Strategies and Forces for NATO,” November 21, 1969, is sched-
uled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO,
1969-1972.

39. Minutes of a Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, November 23, 1970, 3:40—4:15 p.m.

SUBJECT
Military [Mutual] Balanced Force Reductions

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger JCS
State Lt. Gen. Richard. Knowles
John N. Trwin Col. Robert E. Fiss
George Springsteen ACDA
Leon Sloss Philip J. Farley
Seymour Weiss David Linebaugh
Defense NSC Staff
David Packard Mr. Sonnenfeldt
G. Warren Nutter Dr. Smith
John H. Morse Mr. Hamilton
Philip A. Odeen Col. Kennedy
CIA Jeanne W. Davis

Richard Helms
Bruce C. Clarke

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-111, SRG Minutes, Originals 1970. Top Secret; Codeword. The meeting
was held in the White House Situation Room. In a memorandum for the record,
November 25, Nutter and Morse summarized the meeting. They concluded: “The meet-
ing was relatively short and seemed designed primarily to convey the message that we
should go very slow on MBFR, for the time being at least.” (Ford Library, Laird Papers,
Box 16, NATO, Vol. VI)
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SUMMARY OF DECISIONS

It was agreed:

1. to form a Working Group, with CIA chairing and representa-
tion from DIA, to analyze our ability to monitor an MBFR agreement
and whether and how our intelligence capabilities should be strength-
ened for this purpose; this group would compile our sources of infor-
mation, the kind of information we get and the kind we need;

2. to develop an illustrative plan, or the elements of a plan, for
asymmetrical cuts;

3. that, at the December NATO Ministerial Meeting, we would ap-
proach the question of MBFR informally on an exploratory basis, ex-
press our interest in the matter, stress the need for clarification but
avoid being too specific or taking any substantive position;

4. to examine the political procedures for mobilization in various
countries to determine how quickly our allies could be expected to act
on receipt of warning of mobilization by the other side.

Mr. Kissinger: This will be a brief meeting to review where we stand
on MBER and agree where we go from here. We have identified a num-
ber of approaches: 1) an approach that is basically political; 2) an arms
control approach which attempts to preserve or enhance our military
position through asymmetrical cuts. I have the impression from our
work on NSSM 84 and the NSC meeting that there is a general con-
sensus that symmetrical cuts of any significant size are not very desir-
able from the security point of view. The only symmetrical cuts that
would not be undesirable would be so small as to be symbolic, and even
these might run counter to attempts to improve our posture. This leaves
us with an attempt to develop an asymmetrical approach. Conceptu-
ally an asymmetrical approach represents a tough problem. Contrary
to the SALT exercise, we have developed no criteria for comparison—
we have no yard-sticks. Nor have we worked out questions of collateral
restraints, either symmetrical or asymmetrical. Our biggest problem is
related to the mobilization date. Ideally, we should develop constraints
designed to give maximum warning or to impede mobilization and re-
inforcement. We haven’t yet worked out what specific constraints would
be most effective. (to Mr. Helms) We haven’t had a systematic analysis
of how our intelligence capabilities could be strengthened to help us
monitor an agreement. This is a tough problem.

Mr. Helms: I agree that this should be done for MBER in the same
way as it was for SALT, but I don’t know how long it would take us.
We have only taken a swat at it in big chunks as I indicated in my NSC
briefing—we have determined that we can do this better than that with
current resources.

Mr. Kissinger: I have an NSC staff paper which discusses our in-
telligence capability in East Germany and in Western Russia. We seem
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to be fairly well off in East Germany, but very poorly off in Western
Russia.

Mr. Helms: I agree.

Mr. Kissinger: At what point could we relate the situation in West-
ern Russia to movements in East Germany, particularly if they restrict the
travel of foreigners so we do not have reports of troop trains moving, etc?

Mr. Helms: We did an exhaustive study of the intelligence aspects
of the move into Czechoslovakia. That would help some.

Mr. Kissinger: Did they restrict the travel of foreigners at that time?

Mr. Helms: I think not but I'm not sure.

Mr. Springsteen: They put some restrictions on in East Germany.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Wayne Smith) Let’s get a working panel to work
on this, chaired by CIA with DIA representation.

Mr. Packard: That’s a good idea. Also, we have some new capa-
bility which we are looking at as an independent matter.

Mr. Kissinger: [2 lines not declassified]

General Knowles: It gives us a general idea.

Mr. Kissinger: We need a compilation of all the sources of our in-
formation, what sort of information we get and what sort we need. For
example, I noticed a reference to the fact that if the Soviet forces were
returned to the Moscow and Kiev Military Districts this wouldn’t help
us. Why would it not help us somewhat to have Soviet forces moved
1000 miles back? Why would it be necessary for them to go beyond
the Urals? I can see the relationship of a move 1000 miles back by the
Soviets to a 3000 mile move by the U.S., but it should help some. (to
Wayne Smith) Let’s get this compilation.

Mr. Irwin: At least we would get an idea of the time span of our
uncoverage.

Mr. Helms: The idea of a task force is first class.

Dr. Smith: Has anyone done any work on the recent Warsaw Pact
exercises in this regard? We could learn something from it.

Mr. Packard: We have done some work but nothing very detailed.

Mr. Kissinger: We must try to be as concrete as possible. For ex-
ample, we speak of troops being disbanded. Do we mean that these
troops would go into reserve status; would their weapons be destroyed;
if not, where would their weapons be moved? We must know what we
are talking about. We can’t hold our allies together if we start down
this road on the basis of abstract discussions.

Mr. Packard: We can’t get this done before the NATO Ministerial
Meeting.

Mr. Irwin: No we can’t. There are two important considerations in
that connection: 1) the Secretary would like to go the Ministerial with



102 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

some flexibility in the sense of being able to take a positive position
but not indicating either a symmetrical or asymmetrical approach; he
would like to take the third position (in the State Department paper
on specific issues for the NATO Ministerial Meeting)”* in which he
would refer to the June Budapest Memorandum and indicate our will-
ingness to discuss reductions but not their kind or extent; and 2) he
would like to be able to exchange studies with our allies.

Mr. Kissinger: I think we should go further with our own studies
before we start exchanging them. In SALT we knew what we were talk-
ing about. It would not have been wise to exchange some of our pre-
liminary drafts.

Mr. Irwin: I agree. We can say we will exchange information with
our allies but give no indication as to the timing.

Mr. Packard: I think we could take a very informal approach in
the initial stages. We could exchange ideas but not get to specific pro-
posals. We need time to develop anything we could feel secure about.

Mr. Irwin: I have some question as to whether we would be bet-
ter off with symmetrical or asymmetrical cuts depending on whether
asymmetrical cuts were negotiable.

Mr. Kissinger: Everything depends on what is negotiable.

Mr. Irwin: I am talking only about the elements of the packages.
We have no packages.

Mr. Kissinger: I haven’t seen any asymmetrical plan so I don't
know how we would do it. I think the agencies should come up with
an illustrative scheme or at least the various elements of a plan and see
how they might be put together. They would not be committed to any-
thing. Some studies indicate that a fixed percentage cut favors the of-
fense and those with more rapid mobilization capability. This, of
course, is the USSR. We have two problems: 1) symmetrical cuts of any
significance don’t appear too promising for us; and 2) cuts so small as
to be meaningless might inhibit real improvements that might be
within reach. I haven’t seen enough on asymmetrical cuts to make any
judgment.

2 The paper, “Outline of MBFR Issues,” forwarded to Kissinger by Eliot on No-
vember 23, stated: “There are four hypothetical alternative policies the US could adopt
with respect to treatment of MBFR in the NATO Communiqué: 1. Retreat from previous
Communiqué language which had put NATO on record as favoring MBER in principle;
2. Reaffirm previous NATO positions on MBFR without advancing beyond them; 3. Re-
fer to the June Budapest Memorandum and indicate Allied willingness to discuss re-
ductions in stationed forces as a first step in MBFR, to be followed by reductions in in-
digenous forces; 4. Put the Allies on record as favoring MBFR entailing, say, a small,
perhaps 10%, cut in stationed ground forces in a specified area.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 NATO)
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Mr. Irwin: If it should develop that asymmetrical cuts are non-
negotiable, we could be better off with straight percentage cuts.

Mr. Kissinger: We might be better off with no cuts in these
circumstances.

Mr. Irwin: There is some difference between no cuts and the po-
litical advantage of symmetrical cuts. State tends to feel that symmet-
rical cuts might be advantageous politically.

Mr. Kissinger: The Secretary denied State was thinking of sym-
metrical cuts.

Mr. Irwin: State is leaning toward that possibility.

Mr. Kissinger: We would have to define what our political posi-
tion is.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: The Secretary may have taken that line as a way

to defend against the European Security Conference idea. The Russians
say that MBFR has to come after ESC.

Mr. Kissinger: But that doesn’t mean we have to have symmetri-
cal cuts.

Mr. Farley: There is an important difference between preparations
for MBFR and for SALT. SALT was a bilateral exercise, and MBFR in-
volves our allies. NATO has been studying MBER for a year or more.
Some of these studies aren’t bad, but I think they need some input from
us to keep them more realistic. Some people say MBFR undercuts any
move to get force improvements.

Mr. Kissinger: I am only talking now of various proposals on
purely political grounds, saying we should weigh the political gains
against the political losses. On grounds of security, we must make sure
we know what we are talking about. I agree that it is much harder to
do militarily than was SALT.

Mr. Farley: If we wait until our studies are perfect we will be in
trouble with our NATO allies.

Mr. Irwin: I think we should proceed along the lines Mr. Packard
suggests. We could be responsive to any suggestion for discussion of
reductions, initially on an exploratory basis.

Mr. Packard: We could approach it informally without being too
specific. We could sound out our allies.

Mr. Kissinger: I have observed that all European leaders who have
visited us have been worried about Ostpolitik but no one was willing
to say so. I don’t want to get ourselves in a position where everyone
is worried about MBFR but no one will say so. Someone has to say
what he thinks. Let’s be sure we don’t lock ourselves in on something
we don’t understand. It’s all right to explore ideas, but there is a ten-
dency to create a degree of momentum which gets us locked in. Why
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could we not stick with the Rome position?® Why should we go be-
yond it?

Mr. Springsteen: A head of steam has been built up, primarily by
the Germans who floated a specific proposal in NATO which they said
had been cleared by their Federal Council. Basically it took our third
position (in the State Department paper) of responding to the Budapest
declaration. We would be willing to explore bilateral reduction of sta-
tioned forces, but the Germans say that such discussions would be
linked to subsequent reductions in indigenous forces. They had hoped
to hold off their proposal until they knew our views, but had decided
to surface it so it could be considered at the December Ministerial.

Mr. Kissinger: What would happen if we stuck with the Rome lan-
guage? Who else wants the German proposal. Do the French?

Mr. Springsteen: The French are ambivalent about it. They might
associate themselves with it if it were strictly bilateral. It is the smaller
countries, with the exception of the Netherlands, who support it. The
Germans are pushing this because they believe if we want to hold the
Rome position on ESC we should be prepared to give on MBFR.

Mr. Kissinger: Why?

Mr. Springsteen: To keep the allies in hand. We can expect in-
creased pressure at the Ministerial.

Mr. Kissinger: And we could keep them in hand by being forth-
coming on MBFR? I have a summary of attitudes of the NATO coun-
tries: two countries—France and Greece—are not interested in MBFR;
five countries—Belgium, Portugal, UK, Turkey, Netherlands—will stick
with the Rome position; three countries—Canada, Denmark, Ger-
many—welcome the third position—reference to the Budapest Memo-
randum and indicate willingness to discuss reductions in stationed
forces, followed by reductions in indigenous forces; and three coun-
tries—Iceland, Luxembourg, Italy—have no position. I don’t consider
that this is a steamroller to force us beyond the Rome position which
was, in itself, an advance.

Mr. Packard: We shouldn’t go much beyond the Rome position.
We can express interest, stress the need for clarification, avoid being
too specific too soon, and keep the issue open in a constructive way.

Mr. Weiss: Why can’t we let the Europeans take the lead in this?

Mr. Irwin: I agree. We can leave the issue open and see what hap-
pens. The Secretary doesn’t think this will become a real issue for a
long time.

% See Document 24.
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Mr. Packard: Let’s not make it an issue.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s be sure we don’t create a record that will let
the other side say we are committed to anything. We would live to re-
gret it if we should do it to keep a few countries happy.

Mr. Irwin: We have to be prepared, though. We may find more
pressure in the meeting for ESC or for some indication that we are not
rejecting the Budapest position.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: We could say the Budapest Memorandum is in
response to the Rome communiqué and that we need more clarifica-
tion of its meaning.

Mr. Kissinger: We need to develop some of these packages. Also,
we have always assumed that if we had one week’s warning of mobi-
lization by the other side we would know what to do. We shouldn’t
take this for granted, but should look at the political procedures for
mobilization in various countries and determine how quickly our al-
lies could be expected to act.

Mr. Irwin: I agree. The problem is not our intelligence indicators
but what happens after we have the information.

40. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Johnson to
President Nixon'

Washington, November 27, 1970.

SUBJECT

Positions to be Taken at December Ministerial Meetings

We were informed in NSDM 95 of November 25 that you wish to
review positions to be taken by the United States at the December 1970

L Source: National Archives, RG 59, Executive Secretariat, Conference Files: Lot 70
D 387, Box 522, Volume II, NATO Ministerial, Dec. 2—4. Secret.

2NSDM 95, “U.S. Strategy and Forces for NATO,” November 25, stated with re-
gard to MBFR: “The President also has decided that the United States should continue
to give general support to the concept of Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Eu-
rope. Further studies of MBFR, both within the U.S. Government and in NATO, will be
necessary to provide a realistic evaluation of approaches (particularly asymmetrical force
package approaches) to MBFR which would operate to maintain or enhance NATO'’s
military security relative to the Warsaw Pact. Until these studies have been completed
by the Verification Panel and reviewed by the President, the U.S. shall assume no com-
mitments as to specific elements of a formal MBFR proposals or agreement.” The full
text of NSDM 95 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.
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NATO Ministerial meetings with respect to US strategy and forces for
NATO, and mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR).

By separate memorandum (copy enclosed),” the Secretary has sent
to you for approval a personal message from you to the NATO Allies
for use during the forthcoming Ministerial meeting in stating the US
position on future US force levels in Europe and on the Alliance’s study
on defense problems for the 1970’s.

Concerning MBFR, the Secretary plans to take the following ap-
proach, looking toward further probes by the Allies of Soviet interest
in moving toward meaningful relaxation of tensions by again urging
the Warsaw Pact in the Ministerial Communiqué to join early East-West
exploration of possibilities for MBFR:

—note that the Warsaw Pact has finally responded to NATO MBFR
Proposals by saying they were prepared to discuss the reduction of
“foreign armed forces” on the territories of the European states, but
that they are insisting such talks come only after a CES.

—affirm US concern that CES would prove an unwieldy forum for
any eventual negotiations on MBFR, which is why we have preferred
to envisage discussions prior to CES in a more limited framework,
while not ruling out eventual broader discussions.

—all for rejection by the Allies of the idea of discussing MBFR
only after a European Security Conference and state that we should
again urge Pact members to agree to engage in exploratory MBFR talks
next year.

—if others favor this, concur that in the MBFR exploratory talks
NATO members should indicate a willingness for MBFR negotiations
initially to cover stationed forces, and later embrace indigenous forces.

U. Alexis Johnson

3 Attached but not printed.

* On November 30, Kissinger responded in a memorandum to Johnson: “The po-
sitions set forth in your memorandum of November 27 relating to MBFR and CES have
been reviewed in accordance with NSDM 95, and have been approved for use at the
Ministerial meeting.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box
260, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. IX)
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41. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to
President Nixon'

Washington, December 5, 1970.

SUBJECT
NATO Ministerial Meeting

The December 2-4 NATO Ministerial meetings® were character-
ized by a new degree of Allied unity, a realistic reading of East-West
détente possibilities, and a re-affirmation of the need to maintain and
improve Allied conventional defense capabilities.

There was universal appreciation for your statement affirming U.S.
intent to maintain forces in Europe at current levels in the absence of
reciprocal reductions and given a similar approach by our Allies.® The
decision by most European members of the Alliance on a long-term
burden-sharing program reflected a recognition by our European al-
lies of their responsibility to do more. Indeed, I sensed at the meeting
an enhanced degree of understanding with us, based at lea st in part
on Europe’s rising confidence in itself and in NATO’s prudent policies
of the past two years.

The meeting concluded with a strong communiqué which is com-
patible with our policies and objectives in the European area. For the
immediate future there is unanimity that the touchstone of future
progress toward détente is the Berlin negotiations.* Should these reach

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Conference Files, 1966-1972, Entry 3051B, Box
100, CF 482, Volume II, NATO Ministerial, Dec. 2—4. Confidential.

2 Held in Brussels.

® The Ministers of the North Atlantic Council stated in their final communiqué of
December 4: “The Council received a statement from President Nixon which pledged
that, given a similar approach by the other Allies, the United States would maintain and
improve its own forces in Europe and would not reduce them except in the context of
reciprocal East-West action. Ministers expressed their profound satisfaction at the reaf-
firmation of Alliance solidarity expressed in this statement.” See North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, NATO Final Communiqués, 1949-1974, p. 243.

* The final communiqué reads in part: “They affirmed the readiness of their govern-
ments as soon as the talks on Berlin have reached a satisfactory conclusion and in so far as
the other ongoing talks are proceeding favorably, to enter into multilateral contacts with all
interested governments to explore when it would be possible to convene a conference, or
a series of conferences, on security and cooperation in Europe. In this event, the Council
would give immediate attention to this question.”

107



108 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

a satisfactory agreement, there will be increased pressure to move to-
wards a European Security Conference.

On mutual and balanced force reductions we are agreed to con-
tinue to seek exchanges with Eastern Europe. The NATO proposal is
to discuss a balanced reduction of “stationed” forces as an integral pro-
gram including indigenous forces and to do so through bilateral “ex-
ploratory talks” now. (The Warsaw Pact had talked about “foreign”
forces, had not referred to any balance, and had sought to defer dis-
cussions until after a security conference.)’

Mediterranean security was discussed by both Foreign and De-
fense Ministers, and there was general recognition of the need to im-
prove NATO's presence there.

Many Ministers spoke highly of the Committee on Challenges of
Modern Society. It is now solidly launched, and its action on oil-spills
marks a tangible achievement widely praised in Europe.

The meeting also provided me opportunities to talk to the Greeks
and the Turks. I urged the former to impress on the Prime Minister the
need to move more quickly to return to constitutionalism. The Turk in-
dicated that his Prime Minister had postponed visiting Washington un-
til he secures legislation on controlling opium production.

My German, British and French colleagues joined me in a con-
structive discussion of Germany’s Eastern Policy and on Berlin. We all
affirmed that it was up to the Soviets to be forthcoming if agreement
on Berlin were to be achieved.

William P. Rogers

® In the communiqué, the NATO Ministers “reemphasized the importance” of “mu-
tual and balanced force reductions as a means of reducing tensions and lessening the
military confrontation in Europe.” They noted that the Warsaw Pact countries “did not
directly respond” to the Reykjavik (1968) and Rome (1970) Declarations of the NAC; in-
stead, the Eastern countries “mentioned the possibility of a discussion at some future
time of the question of reducing foreign armed forces on the territory of European states.”
The NATO Ministers “renewed their invitation to interested states to hold exploratory
talks on the basis of their Rome Declaration, and also indicated their readiness within
this framework to examine different possibilities in the field of force reductions in the
Central Region of Europe, including the possible mutual and balanced reduction of sta-
tioned forces, as part of an integral program for the reduction of both stationed and in-
digenous forces.”
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42. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, January 18, 1971.

SUBJECT
Soviet Reaction Against December NATO Meeting

As reported in the attached memorandum from Secretary Rogers
(Tab A),”> Ambassador Dobrynin handed us a Soviet aide-mémoire on
December 28, criticizing NATO, and especially the US, for impeding dé-
tente in Europe. Specifically, the Soviets are complaining about meas-
ures taken at the recent Ministerial meeting to strengthen NATO mili-
tarily. More important, they come down hard against NATO’s linking
progress toward a European security conference with a Berlin agreement,
and other ongoing East-West talks. In familiar fashion, the Soviets pre-
sent their anti-linkage position, terming insistence on “preconditions” as
“unsound method of conducting international affairs.” They contend
they are ready to proceed now, on both a bilateral and multilateral ba-
sis, with preparations for a European conference, citing again the Finnish
proposal for preliminary consultations in Helsinki. Finally, Moscow tries
to single out the US from other NATO allies and implies that, contrary
to the spirit of your recent conversation with Foreign Minister Gromyko,’
we are preventing progress on European security.

Undoubtedly meant to express general Soviet displeasure with
what they see as a US brake on Ostpolitik and pressure on them to be
forthcoming in SALT and in the Berlin negotiations, the Soviet paper
seems mainly directed at influencing the policies of our European al-
lies. As the Secretary observes, the Soviets want to establish a case
against us. During the past week, Soviet ambassadors have delivered
similar representation—either orally or in writing—in five other NATO
capitals. The North Atlantic Council has already taken note of the var-
ious Soviet approaches and will be coordinating allied responses. The
British have already replied in terms close to our own. We expect
our other allies will do likewise, adhering to the terms of the NATO
communiqué.

The Secretary gave an oral response to Dobrynin when he deliv-
ered the Soviet note, reaffirming our interest in a Berlin agreement and

!Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 714,
Country Files, USSR, Vol. XII. Confidential. Sent for information. A notation on the mem-
orandum reads: “The President has seen.”

2 Rogers’s January 5 memorandum is attached but not printed.
® See Document 36.
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arguing that the Soviets have not been very forthcoming in the nego-
tiations. He also took exception to the Soviet portrayal of our attitude
toward a European conference, and your interest in making progress
on European security.* In a subsequent talk with Dobrynin, Assistant
Secretary Hillenbrand also took a firm line.” State is planning to draft
a formal written reply to the Soviet démarche.

4“In telegram 211169 to Moscow, December 30, the Department summarized the
meeting between Rogers and Dobrynin on December 28: “Secretary took exception to
statement’s portrayal of U.S. attitude toward a CES. Secretary noted we and our allies
place great emphasis on satisfactory negotiation of talks on Berlin and progress in on-
going negotiations in evaluating prospects for productive East-West contacts. USG’s in-
terest in promoting European security found full expression in President’s special mes-
sage to NATO Council meeting. Among other things, President noted that there must
be reciprocal East-West action in measures taken to advance mutual security. Secretary
also emphasized our continued interest in mutual and balanced force reductions as a
means of lessening military confrontation in Europe.” (National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, Box 261, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. X, Part 3)

® In telegram 3105 to Moscow, January 8, the Department reported that Hillenbrand
told Dobrynin that the “decision taken at Brussels NATO ministerial meeting on East-
West relations was unanimous” and that “draft language setting forth linkage between
a possible CES and progress on Berlin and other ongoing negotiations was basically for-
mulated by two NATO countries known for their independent policies. U.S. accepted
proposed draft and did not participate in any arm-twisting exercise, literally or figura-
tively.” Dobrynin then “queried Hillenbrand on U.S. reaction to Finnish proposal call-
ing for multilateralization of contacts in Helsinki. Hillenbrand said that Finnish proposal
was only one variant of a formula for proceeding with multilateral contacts. When and
if time comes to proceed into this phase, Finnish formula may prove to be best avail-
able, but no decision has been taken on this matter as yet.” (Ibid.) Regarding the Finnish
proposal, see footnote 5, Document 38.

43. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 24, 1971.

SUBJECT

Memorandum from Secretary Rogers to the President Reporting USSR Démarche
on European Security

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 714,
Country Files, USSR, Vol. XII. Confidential. Sent for action.
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Secretary Rogers has sent the President a memorandum reporting
on Dobrynin’s oral statement of March 17 on a European Security
Conference.”

—The statement called for immediate preparatory steps: agree-
ment on an agenda and a date.’

—It argues strongly against linkage, and accuses us of blocking a
European conference.

The State memorandum notes that this is the most specific Soviet
proposal we have had for beginning preparations for the conference.
The aim is to keep the notion of a conference alive to demonstrate So-
viet initiative at the Party Congress, and to play on continuing Euro-
pean interest in a conference.

This current note, however, does not seem to be much more than
a pro forma exercise, which the Soviets are more or less obliged to en-
gage in as a follow up to the Warsaw Pact meeting of mid-February.”

If the Soviets were really interested in a conference, their most ef-
fective tactic would be to respond on MBFR, which would have a great
appeal in NATO. The fact that they have not even alluded to it since
last June,® suggests that despite their protestations they in fact accept
the Berlin linkage as the precondition to the conference. Indeed, they
may prefer to see Berlin settled and the German treaties on the way to
ratification in order to keep German issues entirely separate from an
atmospheric conference.

In any case, with the NATO Ministerial two months away, dis-
cussion in NATO of a conference is picking up again. I have just cleared

2 Attached to Rogers’s March 23 memorandum is an oral statement on a European
security conference that Dobrynin gave to Hillenbrand on March 17; both attached but
not printed.

® Rogers wrote in his attached memorandum to the President: “The Soviet state-
ment proposes movement forthwith to meetings leading to the convening of CES. The
Soviets claim that several matters are not disputed (relaxation of tension as the aim of
CES, Helsinki as the site, the attendance of all European states plus the US and Canada)
and could be agreed on immediately; then agreement on an agenda and on a date could
be negotiated. Or, they say, all of these questions could be decided simultaneously.”

4 Rogers wrote in his attached memorandum to the President: “On the polemical
side, the statement’s main thrust is against the West’s linkage of CES with an agreement
in the Berlin talks. All sorts of linkages are possible, the Soviets say—for example, rati-
fication of the FRG-Soviet and FRG-Polish Treaties would help the Berlin talks—but mak-
ing linkages merely hinders progress towards détente.” Rogers stated: “We find the
Soviet statement a logical but heavy-handed development of their argument for a Con-
ference and their attempt to portray the US as blocking movement in that direction.”

5 The Warsaw Pact’s Foreign Ministers met from February 18 to 19 in Bucharest. A
brief summary and analysis of the communiqué from their meeting is in telegram 30094
to USNATO, February 22, in National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 4
WARSAW PACT.

6 See Document 30.
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a long State instruction for Ellsworth’s use,” which gives him some-
thing to say on how we might go about the exploratory and prepara-
tory processes for a conference after there is a Berlin settlement. (As
you recall, Berlin was put up as a pre-condition for a conference at last
December’s Rome [Brussels] NATO Ministerial Meeting.) This is all
rather academic as of now but the allies all want to be busy and we
can only exercise control over the internal NATO studies by saying
something ourselves. At the Lisbon Ministerial in June the communiqué
will stand essentially on the same formula, even though some of the
smaller countries would like to dilute the pre-condition from “satisfac-
tory solution” to “progress.” Our paper outlines extended careful ex-
ploratory and preparatory phases, with enough flexibility to back away
should the project look distinctly to our disadvantage. I will send you
a copy of the State instruction as soon as we get a clean copy of it.

Recommendation

That you forward the attached memorandum to the President at
Tab A®

7 Telegram 49306 to USNATO, March 24. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 261, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. X)

8 Document 44.

44. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, March 29, 1971.

SUBJECT

New Soviet Pressures for a European Security Conference

While calling on the Under Secretary of State on another matter
recently, Ambassador Dobrynin presented an oral statement on the
need for further movement toward a European Security Conference
(Tab A).2

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 714,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XII. Confidential. Sent for information. A notation on
the memorandum reads: “The President has seen.”

2 Attached but not printed. See footnotes 3 and 4, Document 43.
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The main points were:

—sufficient agreement exists on such broad issues as the need to
relax tension in Europe that preparatory discussion for a conference
should begin immediately;

—an agenda and date could be negotiated, or all of these ques-
tions relating to preliminary steps and preparations could be agreed
simultaneously.

This is the most specific proposition from the Soviets for early talks
which would be clearly identified as preparatory to a general confer-
ence. Much of their presentation, however, is in the form of arguments
against NATO's current policy of linking any movement toward a con-
ference to a satisfactory conclusion of the Berlin negotiations. The So-
viets argue strongly against such pre-conditions, and accuse us of op-
posing a conference.

It seems that this is a rather routine Soviet effort to keep alive the
notion of a conference and keep some pressure on the Europeans (who
received similar notes) to reduce pre-conditions to a conference. In fact,
the Europeans are uneasy about sticking to the agreement that Berlin
must be settled first of all. Some now talk of “progress” on Berlin as a
sufficient prerequisite for a conference.

The next NATO Ministerial Meeting in June will have to deal with
some problems of the conference issues if Berlin is settled. We are en-
gaging the Allies in more discussion to point up the many problems
that have to be dealt with not only in terms of procedures, but also in
terms of substance. We will also discuss in the Senior Review Group
some of the issues that we foresee arising following a Berlin agreement.

45. National Security Study Memorandum 121"

Washington, April 13, 1971.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Study Memoranda, Nos. 104-206. Secret. Copies were sent
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of Central Intelligence.
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SUBJECT
June NATO Ministerial Meeting

The President wishes to have a meeting of the National Security
Council before the Lisbon NATO Ministerial meeting to review the ma-
jor issues that are to be considered. The President desires, in particu-
lar, to examine the status of work on East-West relations in progress
within the NATO framework, as well as developments in the area of
NATO defense since the last Ministerial meeting. U.S. strategy and
force guidance for NATO remain as set forth in NSDM 95.

In the preparation for the NSC meeting, a paper should be sub-
mitted setting forth (1) the major issues expected to arise at Lisbon,
and (2) problems requiring decision, including recommendations or
choices, where appropriate. The paper should discuss our objectives
and highlight any important Allied differences. It should also outline
the problems that will have to be dealt with after the Lisbon meeting.

The NSC IG/EUR, constituted appropriately in the discretion of
the Chairman, should submit the paper to the Assistant to the President
for preliminary consideration in the Senior Review Group by May 1.

Henry A. Kissinger

2 NSDM 95 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI,
Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

46. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 22, 1971.

SUBJECT
Verification Panel Meeting on MBFR: Tactical Issues

In your discussion at the Verification Panel meeting you should not
be diverted to the tactical issues of the relations of MBFR to CES and Berlin,

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-008, Verification Panel Meeting, MBFR, 4/23/71. Secret. Sent for infor-
mation.
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though State is actively interested in this issue. We will handle these
questions in the study of issues arising at the June NATO Meeting;
NSSM 1217 is scheduled for the SRG on May 13.

To clarify the state of play, the following is where we stand on
MBER and CES:

—Our position, previously supported in the Alliance, is that MBFR
is a separate issue, worthy of being pursued independently of a CES
and Berlin. This has been the Alliance position.

—However, there is growing feeling in the Alliance that MBFR
should also be included on CES agenda, in order to give a conference
some real substance. This is the German position, and they have gath-
ered near unanimous support in NATO.

—We have not fallen in with this position, though State feels that
we will probably have to at some point.’

—All of this, however, has so far not weakened NATO’s precon-
dition of a “Berlin settlement” prior to CES. (The definition of a “Berlin
settlement” may erode.)

—The danger may be that if Berlin is hopelessly deadlocked or
drags on, or is only marginally improved, the Soviets will use Alliance
interest in MBFR to overcome the Berlin precondition to a CES.* Re-
cent Soviet statements point in this direction.

2 Document 45.

®In a letter to Laird, April 12, Rogers wrote that at the Lisbon NATO Ministerial
meeting, June 34, “we should agree with the current FRG suggestion that the Allies pro-
pose that MBFR be included on any CES agenda. As you know, the Allies have main-
tained MBFR on a track separate but parallel to CES, in anticipation of the possibility
that MBFR might be discussed before a CES was convened. So far the Warsaw Pact has
not responded to our willingness to explore MBER. With a satisfactory resolution in the
Berlin talks we are likely to be under strong pressure to proceed to early multilateral
East-West exploratory talks, looking toward CES. At that time the two tracks of CES and
MBER will cross. We believe most Allies would wish to address MBER in general terms
at CES, looking toward negotiations later in a more suitable forum.” (Ford Library, Laird
Papers, Box 4, NATO, Vol. VII)

*On April 21, Laird replied to Rogers’s letter of April 12: “I have serious reserva-
tions about whether a United States proposal to link MBFR and CES in the manner sug-
gested is necessary to accomplish these ends. It is not clear to me that the CES and MBFR
tracks will inevitably cross with the conclusion of a Berlin agreement. It is conceivable
that we could discuss MBER before we reach agreement on Berlin. Even after a Berlin
agreement, it is still not clear that the tracks will cross, and I think it is desirable to work
to keep discussion of these issues in separate forums.” Laird suggested that “given the
Alliance position on the Berlin precondition to CES, it seems to me that a CES-MBFR
nexus could make it more difficult for us to resist pressures for undesirable concessions
on a Berlin agreement from those Allies favoring MBFR. If we did stand firm in such a
case, we would then be seen to be resisting progress on MBER as well as on CES.” (Ibid.)
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47. Editorial Note

On April 21, 1971, Wayne Smith of the National Security Council
staff wrote President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger:
“ A Verification Panel meeting on mutual and balanced force reductions
in Europe is scheduled for Friday, April 23, 1971, at 3:00 p.m. The meet-
ing will focus on two broad problems:

“—The desirability of choosing now a basic approach to MBER for
further development and, if so, either the ‘military’ approach spon-
sored by DOD or the ‘political” approach advanced by State;

“—The position on MBER to be taken by the U.S. in NATO and
the probable NATO consensus with the Warsaw Pact. The basic issue
here is whether or not the U.S. wants to go along with a ‘political” ap-
proach to MBFR (see below) and, if not, what steps need to be taken
to protect our options.”

Smith wrote that the new evaluation report on MBFR “represents
a substantial extension and refinement of our earlier work arising out
of the November 23 Verification Panel meeting.” He continued: “Given
these improvements in our analytical approach, I believe that this report rep-
resents a comprehensive and basically sound evaluation of the full spectrum
of possible MBBFR agreements including both the asymmetrical and mixed
package options that you found interesting. As you would suspect, how-
ever, there are some strong bureaucratic differences on the MBEFR ap-
proaches outlined and their evaluation.” He noted: “State/ACDA are
wholeheartedly committed to a ‘political’ approach involving small
symmetrical reductions designed for ease of negotiability. They prob-
ably will press at the meeting for a decision on an approach. DOD, par-
ticularly the JCS, are more interested in ‘military” approaches empha-
sizing assistance [asymmetrical?] or mixed reduction packages.” Smith
summarized: “Thus, there are very strong and well-established differ-
ences of views within the bureaucracy on MBFR that will, I believe, be
surfaced at the meeting. Given the strong momentum in NATO for pro-
ceeding with a ‘political” approach to MBFR, similar to that sponsored
by State, I think that there is a real danger that we will be locked into
an MBFR position in NATO that may not be consistent with the Pres-
ident’s wishes unless some action is taken. Your choices are:

“—To let State and our Allies proceed but be prepared to act force-
fully if and when action becomes necessary, i.e., after a Berlin agree-
ment or initiation of CES.

“—To attempt to exercise leadership over the NATO MBER effort
to maintain Alliance flexibility. Since our evaluation of the security
problems involved is better than the Alliance’s, its transmission to
NATO could reopen the issue along the substantive lines we support.
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“Clearly, the first alternative—continued State leadership—should
be avoided, and both Hal Sonnenfeldt and I feel it may be desirable to
g0 further than in the past in exercising active leadership over the NATO
MBER effort while preparing a more detailed formulation of 3-5 most rea-
sonable MBFR packages.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-008, Verification Panel
Meeting, MBFR, 4/23/71)

The minutes of the Verification Panel meeting, April 23, include
the following “summary of conclusions”:

“The Working Group would make a new analysis of the compar-
ative impact of reductions, assuming a lag [less than 1 line not declassi-
fied] in NATO mobilization;

“The Working Group will try to answer some of the questions
raised in this meeting in terms of some specific options: e.g., two types
of symmetrical reductions; two types of asymmetrical reductions, in-
cluding common ceilings; and one or two mixed packages. These op-
tions should include the collateral restraints that would be required to
overcome disadvantages to the NATO forces. They should also include
consideration of our nuclear weapons.

“The Working Group will prepare a sanitized version of the cur-
rent IG paper for transmission to the North Atlantic Council.” (Ibid.,
Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals, 1969-3/8/72) The
full text of the meeting minutes is scheduled for publication in Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.
The IG paper or evaluation report, “Mutual and Balanced Force Re-
ductions Between NATO and the Warsaw Pact,” April 12, was prepared
by the working group constituted after the November 23, 1970, Senior
Review Group meeting (see Document 39). A copy is in National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 482, President’s
Trip Files, MBFR/CSCE Backup Book, Part L.
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48. Minutes of a Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, May 14, 1971, 3:25-4:10 p.m.

SUBJECT
June NATO Ministerial Meeting

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger CIA
St Richard Helms

ate P Di Davi

U. Alexis Johnson eter Dixon Davis
George Springsteen ACDA
Ronald Spiers Philip Farley
Defense NSC Staff
Armistead I. Selden Col. R.T. Kennedy
Brig. Gen. Harrison Lobdell William Hyland
Lt. Col. Edward O’Connor Wilfred Kohl
jcs Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Vice Adm. J.P. Weinel John Court

Capt. R.A. Kamorowski Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

1. the IG for Europe will prepare a paper on what strategy we
want to follow with regard to a Conference on European Security, in-
cluding the question of permanent machinery;

2. the IG will do a paper on a negotiating scenario for MBFR;

3. an NSC meeting on the NATO issues will not be necessary; they
will be dealt with in a memorandum to the President.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-112, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Secret. The meeting was held in the
White House Situation Room. In a briefing memorandum of May 10, Sonnenfeldt
informed Kissinger: “The main issues are: (1) Can we continue to hold the position that a
‘satisfactory” Berlin settlement is the precondition to a Conference on European Secu-
rity? (2) Assuming our conditions are met, what are our objectives in a CES, or in any
other East-West negotiations such as MBFR. (3) What steps are needed now and after
the Lisbon meeting to move toward the kind of negotiations that would be most in our
interest. (4) In light of the preceding considerations how do we handle current tactical is-
sues, of which the main ones are (a) how specific a signal to give on MBFR negotiations,
(b) the linkage, if any, between negotiations on MBFR and multilateral exploratory talks
leading to CES; (c) whether to press the concept of establishing East-West machinery as
one result of a CES; and (d) how to handle issues on the current putative CES agenda.”
(Ibid., Box H-057, SRG Meeting on NSSM 121, NATO, 5/14/71)
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Mr. Kissinger: The principal purpose of this meeting is to go over
the issues which will come up at the NATO meeting and to decide
whether an NSC meeting is necessary.

Mr. Johnson: We have no differences on the issues.

Mr. Kissinger: I see no major issues. I originally thought we would
need an NSC meeting but it now appears we can handle it in a memo
to the President.

Mr. Helms: The issue is pretty thin for an NSC meeting.

Mr. Kissinger: We also have Brezhnev’s statement on MBFR.” Are
our allies reasonably content with our position that a satisfactory Berlin
agreement is a precondition for a Conference on European Security? Is
there any pressure to break the linkage, particularly since there has
been no obvious progress on Berlin?® When are they meeting next?

Mr. Springsteen: They are meeting in London Monday and Tuesday.*

Mr. Kissinger: And our position will be to maintain the linkage be-
tween Berlin and CES. Do we expect any challenge?

Mr. Springsteen: No. The only cloud on the horizon is the confu-
sion over what went on with regard to CES when Schumann went to
Moscow.” We do not have a full reading on his conversations, but we
do have two conflicting press versions—one saying he maintained the
linkage and another indicating that he did not. It’s probable that Schu-
mann said more to the press than he did to Gromyko. We think the
linkage will prevail, however.

Mr. Kissinger: There would be a problem if an agreement were
reached on Berlin and the eastern treaties should fail in the German
Parliament. Barzel® has told me he would vote against a treaty. What
about the other condition—that “other on-going talks” were proceed-
ing favorably. I'm not sure what that means.

Mr. Springsteen: Before the NATO Ministerial meeting last De-
cember the Germans said there could be no CES without a satisfactory
outcome on Berlin and in the inter-German talks. Harmel added “other

% See Document 49.

3 In his memorandum to Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt stated: “NATO’s position is that a
‘satisfactory conclusion” of the Berlin talks is a precondition to moving into multilateral ex-
ploratory talks on CES. All of the Allies are currently content with this linkage, but there is
some restiveness over the possibility of prolonged Berlin negotiations or failure.” Son-
nenfeldt added: “It would seem to be clearly in our interest to strengthen or at least hold
the line, since we gain some leverage in the Berlin talks from the apparent Soviet desire for
a CES.”

4 May 17-18.
5 Schumann visited Moscow on May 7.

6 Rainer Barzel, chairman of the opposition CDU/CSU faction in the West German
Parliament, the Bundestag.
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on-going talks” to the Berlin condition to head off a more specific con-
dition from the Germans. There is a split within NATO on this. Some
people want to get rid of the condition, or convert it to language on
the “general atmosphere.” We think there is some merit to keeping the
present wording, since removing or changing it could be interpreted
as a signal of some sort. We won't take the lead on this, though.

Mr. Johnson: Could they think it refers to SALT?

Mr. Springsteen: We have clearly indicated that it is not SALT.

Mr. Helms: Then it’s a mystery as to what it does refer to.

Mr. Kissinger: If it’s not SALT and if the internal German issue is
wrapped up, who else is negotiating?

Mr. Johnson: It has no meaning.

Mr. Kissinger: It may have some advantage in keeping the Rus-
sians on their toes. Am I correct in saying that we don’t know to what
it refers, but if someone proposes that we drop it, we won’t oppose it?

Gen. Lobdell: By leaving Berlin as the only precondition, are we
putting pressure on the quadripartite powers to bring Berlin to a
conclusion?

Mr. Kissinger: The biggest pressure on this comes from the Ger-
mans, not the allies. Would we apply this to the preliminary discus-
sions of the Ambassadors in Helsinki—that there would be no discus-
sion of CES before a Berlin agreement?

Mr. Springsteen: Yes.

Mr. Kissinger: Assuming Berlin is out of the way and we are mov-
ing toward a CES, do we know what we want to acc:omplish?7 There
are two issues: (reading from Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s memo)

—"the principles which should govern relations between states,
including renunciation of forces;

—the development of international relations with a view to con-
tributing to the freer movement of people, ideas and information and
to developing cooperation in the cultural, economic, technical and sci-
entific fields as well as in the field of human environment.”

7 Sonnenfeldt wrote in his May 10 memorandum: “There is widespread Allied ac-
ceptance of a ‘hortatory” CES that will be largely devoid of substance. If we wish to shift
to a more substantive concept and approach, we probably have to begin to do so at the
Lisbon meeting and continue hereafter. Otherwise, we will continue drifting to a Con-
ference that will yield high dividends to the Soviets and produce almost meaningless at-
mospherics for us. —The Allied attitude is that a conference is ‘inevitable,” depends only
on a Berlin settlement, would serve a useful purpose in domestic terms, would be use-
ful in reducing tensions, and consequently, the range of issues will necessarily be
narrow.”
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Since we won't go to a conference such as this to attack the Sovi-
ets, isn’t it a meaningless psychological exercise?® Won't it make it
harder to make progress in NATO?

Mr. Springsteen: There is a risk that it might create a state of eu-
phoria which would make holding the allies together that much more
difficult.

Mr. Kissinger: There are a number of things we could do. We could
make it a damage limiting operation; we could try for a series of con-
ferences on specific items; or we could take it more seriously and wrap
it up with MBFR, which is the only real issue.’

Mr. Johnson: The Soviet concept is that the Ministers get together,
say nice nothings and appoint sub-groups to do any work.

Mr. Springsteen: That’s the French position on procedure. The So-
viet desires are clear. They want a renunciation of force agreement,
recognition of the status quo in Europe, an opening wedge for in-
creasing economic and cultural contacts with the West, and creation of
a sense of euphoria for what divisive effect it can have.

Mr. Kissinger: I don’t see this as a major issue now, but we need
to know what strategy we want to pursue on CES. Let’s ask the IG to
do a paper taking another look at CES in the light of the Soviet Party
Congress.

8In his May 10 memorandum, Sonnenfeldt wrote to Kissinger regarding the two
potential issues at a CES: “As you can see this approach would probably be a disaster. Princi-
ples governing state relations can either be an affirmation of the political/territorial sta-
tus quo, or, as currently viewed in some NATO quarters, as means of belaboring the So-
viets for Czechoslovakia. Almost certainly the Allies will not go to a conference to assault
the Soviets, so we will end up with the slightly disguised non-aggression type declara-
tion. As for the other issues—economic, cultural, environment, freer movement—they
are only marginally related to European Security. We, of course, cannot oppose them; in-
deed, we are the leaders in promoting the ‘freer movement’ idea. But these questions
simply conceal the fact that there is no substance to a CES.”

° Sonnenfeldt listed three “broad choices” for CES in his May 10 memorandum.
The first choice, he wrote, was “A damage limiting operation: Largely proceeding on the
present path, recognizing the vapid content of a CES, and trying to avoid further meet-
ings or concessions to the Soviets. It may be that this is all that we can reasonably ex-
pect or hope for, given the European mood. An attempt to add more hard substance
could cause major problems, if interpreted in the Alliance as a US effort to block the ac-
tual conference.” He continued: “2. Alternatively, we could try to narrow any conference or
series of conferences to specific items such as cultural exchanges, or a conference solely on
economic relations, or a conference only to launch MBEFR, etc.” As a third option, he
wrote: “Finally, we could take the affair of the conference more seriously, and try to build into
the Allied preparations some more substance related to security.” Sonnenfeldt suggested that
“we could take the position that in any such conference it had to deal with the issues of
military security. This would mean linking the MBFR issue to CES, perhaps as the initial
order of business (more on this below). It would also mean that the declaration of ‘prin-
ciples,” etc., should include some concrete measures, perhaps in the field of constraints
on troop movements, maneuvers, observers—in this way using the declaration as part
of the move to MBFR.”
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Mr. Johnson: Okay.
Mr. Kissinger: How about MBFR?

Mr. Johnson: We will have to take account of the Brezhnev state-
ment. It will obviously be a subject of discussion at Lisbon. How do
we handle it? We should do some probing—send our Ambassador in
to find out what the statement means.

Mr. Springsteen: A possible scenario would be to discuss it with
the allies in Brussels, while we probe bilaterally with the Russians to
see what the statement means. Then we can develop a position that
the Ministers can agree on as to how to handle the issue in the post-
Lisbon period. The Russians are no more prepared than we are to
negotiate on MBFR. Whatever emerges from Lisbon, we should
probably intensify our efforts to find out what the Russians have in
mind.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Farley) Weren't we going to brief NATO on
MBFR?

Mr. Farley: The paper is being sanitized now for that purpose.

Mr. Kissinger: I think this is essential. We are light-years ahead of
the Europeans in our thinking on this. How quickly can we do this?

Mr. Court: In about two weeks.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s push our own discussions so when the Sovi-
ets start pressing we’ll be ready. Let’s get a paper on what strategy we
want to follow. Should that be done by the IG or by ACDA? Who
would handle the negotiations? Let’s ask the IG to do a paper on a
negotiating scenario. We can’t have all of Europe in the room. Who
will do the negotiating. Would we negotiate simultaneously with
SALT? What would the first meeting look like—would it be a meet-
ing of principals?

Mr. Farley: We might consider a phased approach. Brezhnev is out
ahead of us on this. He was much more pointed as to negotiations.

Mr. Kissinger: There would be no condition to an MBFR agreement?

Mr. Johnson: No.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: There might be a problem with the GDR.

Mr. Springsteen: That would not be unmanageable. NATO will
probably try to avoid the term “negotiations” and use “exploratory
discussions.”

Mr. Johnson: We have to get ourselves in position for this.

Mr. Kissinger: We need a position next week in connection with
the Mansfield resolution. We have to answer those Senators—tell them
we are ready to negotiate.

Mr. Helms: Damn right!!

Mr. Johnson: We can’t appear any less ready than the Soviets.
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Mr. Kissinger: How about the question of permanent East-West
machinery?'’

Mr. Johnson: We can make this part of the CES study.

Mr. Springsteen: The question has already come up. The British
proposed permanent machinery as a substitute for CES. The Russians
are talking in the context of CES. This could be one of the alternatives
we might consider.

Mr. Kissinger: On the defense issues, these won’t be coming up at
this NATO meeting, will they? Are we agreed that we don’t need an
NSC meeting? If so, we will produce a memorandum for the President.

Gen. Lobdell: Could we consider this matter of “on-going talks”
a little more?

Mr. Springsteen: That is not our phrase.

Mr. Kissinger: How can you give up something you can’t define?

Capt. Kamorowski: That’s the basis of many a love story.

Mr. Kissinger: What Department are you from?

Capt. Kamorowski: Department of Defense.

Mr. Johnson: That sounds like “make love, not war”!

19 Sonnenfeldt wrote in his May 10 memorandum the establishment of some
permanent machinery “is an idea worth some US consideration (State has been opposed)
to understand more thoroughly whether there is some advantage to it. Our main inter-
est might be in using some organ to inhibit Soviet actions in East Europe. Admittedly,
it would be a weak reed, but added to some arms control, collateral measures or MBFR,
it could add some substance to the atmospherics of European security. In short, should
the US link into it more thoroughly? If not, we can probably scuttle it either at Lisbon or later.
If we are interested, however, we could push it slightly at this meeting, and take it up inside our
government and NATO in the next six months.”
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49. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, May 15, 1971.

SUBJECT

Brezhnev on Mutual Troop Reductions in Europe: Help in our fight against
Mansfield Amendment,? but Problems Later

In a major speech in Soviet Georgia,> Brezhnev went out of his
way to emphasize Soviet readiness to begin negotiations over mutual
troop reductions in Europe. This is a logical follow up to his Party Con-
gress speech, which also mentioned mutual reductions of troops and
armaments in Central Europe, but without specifying the previous So-
viet condition that the issue had to be tied to the European Security
Conference.* Brezhnev’s more forthright offer also seems to bear out
my earlier speculation that after the Congress he would want to demon-
strate some tangible results of his “peace program.”

In noting speculation in the West about his Party Congress speech,
Brezhnev said that Western spokesmen were asking “whose armed
force—foreign or national—what armaments, nuclear or conventional,
are to be reduced.” He compared such speculation to a man who tries
to judge the flavor of wine by its appearance without imbibing it.

Brezhnev’s answer to this rather playful recitation was:

“you have to muster the resolve to try the proposals you are in-
terested in according to its taste. Translated into diplomatic language this
means—to start negotiations.”

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 715,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XIII. Secret. Sent for information. A notation on the
memorandum reads: “The President has seen.” Sonnenfeldt drafted the memorandum
and forwarded it to Kissinger under a covering memorandum of May 14. (Ibid., NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-057, SRG Meeting, NSSM 121, NATO, 5/14/71)

2 The Mansfield Resolution, drafted by Senator Michael Mansfield, called for a one-
half reduction in the United States military presence in Europe. The Senate defeated the
resolution 61-36 on May 19. (Kissinger, White House Years, p. 949) On November 23, the
Senate voted 39-54 to reject an Appropriations Committee provision that limited the
number of U.S. troops in Europe to 250,000 and called for the cessation of funds in ex-
cess of that limit by June 15, 1972. (Congress and the Nation, 1969-1972, Vol. I, pp. 214-215)

® Brezhnev delivered the speech on May 13 in Thbilisi. (Current Digest of the Soviet
Press, Vol. XXIII, No. 20 (June 15, 1971), p. 5)

#1In his speech on March 30, Brezhnev said: “We are for the dismantling of foreign
military bases. We stand for the reduction of armed forces and armaments in areas where
military confrontation is especially dangerous, above all in Central Europe.” (Ibid., Vol.
XXII, No. 12 (April 20, 1971), p. 13)
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While such a flat offer to negotiate is a windfall in terms of the de-
bate in this country over the Mansfield Amendment, Brezhnev’s main
target may well be the NATO meeting in Lisbon. One of the issues at
that meeting is how the Alliance should respond to Brezhnev’s previ-
ous remarks. This new speech will no doubt strengthen sentiment in Europe
for a positive move toward early negotiations for mutual reductions.

The major question is why, after considerable stalling on this is-
sue, the Soviets seem ready to negotiate.

—It may be that there are genuine economic pressures resulting
from the continuing buildup of Soviet forces in the Far East, which re-
cent intelligence indicates is continuing.

—It could also be related to Czechoslovakia, and a Soviet desire
to lower their profile there. In this regard the Soviet greetings to the
Czech Party Congress noted that the situation has been “normalized”;
such a claim could be a justification for some withdrawal of some So-
viet forces there. Brezhnev may try to trade in any such withdrawal
for Western cutbacks.

—The Soviets may be coming to see negotiations on force reduc-
tions as a way to get to their goal of a European Security Conference.
The West has made progress on Berlin a precondition for such a con-
ference but not for troop negotiations. Any such negotiations would
almost certainly have to involve the GDR, a major Soviet goal in the
European security conference proposal.

—TFinally, the Soviets may be convinced that this is a serious West-
ern offer, and see some advantage in exploiting the desire among all
Europeans for reductions in military spending. As we move into the
more intensive phase of improving the quality of NATO forces through
the plans worked out last year, the prospect of negotiations on troop
reductions with the Soviets could slow down or undermine the effort.”
This risk has always been inherent in the Alliance’s dual approach to
mutual force reductions, negotiations and improvement of forces.

In short, Brezhneuv’s offer “to start negotiations” can be turned to our
advantage in the next few days. At the same time, it means that we may
be entering the path of new negotiations, which our studies have shown
could be turned against the Alliance, if not handled properly and with
prudence.

® Nixon underlined this sentence and wrote in the margin, “Probably a major fac-
tor in his move.”
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50. Conversation Among President Nixon, the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger), Secretary
of Defense Laird, Acting Secretary of State Johnson, and the
Republican Congressional Leadership'

Washington, May 18, 1971, 8:02-9:02 a.m.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Nixon: So important to our negotiations on Mutual Force Reduc-
tions of course, which everybody’s been talking about.

Johnson: Yeah.

Nixon: So that’s another thing, which is down the road, the Euro-
pean Security Conference. Eventually there will be one. Eventually. We
don’t know when. Not in the immediate future, but we all assume that
something will happen.

Johnson: And, it’s all part of that. I think that’s—
Nixon: Yes.

Johnson: You all know about Brezhnev’s speech last Thursday.
Ambassador Beam went in to see Gromyko yesterday” and questioned
Gromyko about what was the meaning of that speech, and whether or
not the Soviets were serious in wanting to go, move ahead with nego-
tiations on Mutual Balanced Force Reductions that would involve not
just Soviet [unclear] troops but troops on both sides.

Nixon: The whole of Eastern Europe.
Johnson: The whole Eastern Europe.
Nixon: Right.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Con-
versation 58-1. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the portions of the
tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. Attending the meeting from
Congress were Robert Griffin (R-MI), Norris Cotton (R-NH), Peter Dominick (R-CO),
Gerald Ford (R-MI), Leslie Arends (R-IL), John Anderson (R-CA), Barber Conable
(R-NY), Richard Poff (R-VA), Bob Wilson (R-CA), John Rhodes (R-AZ), Robert Stafford
(R-VT), H. Allen Smith (R-CA), and Robert Dole (R-KS). Also attending were Peter Pe-
terson, Shultz, Ehrlichman, MacGregor, Timmons, Dent, Ziegler, Harlow, and LeBieu.
The conversation took place in the Cabinet Room.

2 See Document 49.

% Telegram 3243 from Moscow, May 17, contains an account of the discussion. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 715, Country Files, Europe,
USSR, Vol. XIII) For a summary of the discussion, see Document 54.
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Johnson: And Gromyko’s answer was affirmative, that they're pre-
pared to do so. And, they're prepared to do so outside of, the inter-
esting thing, outside of the conference on European security.*

Nixon: Hmm.

Johnson: They’re prepared to do so—

Nixon: Bilaterally?

Johnson: Bilaterally between NATO and Warsaw. Presumably they,
we didn’t get into specifics.

Nixon: I see.

Johnson: But he confirmed that they were looking to do so outside
of a conference on European security and before a conference on Eu-
ropean security. This is a very significant lift, I think. And—

Nixon: Before taking up the whole complex of issues—
Johnson: The whole complex of issues.
Nixon: Take this particular issue and they’ll sort it out.

Johnson: He seemed to indicate this. Like most public statements,
it’s, there’re ambiguities of course and, but this—

Nixon: —is quite normal with ours, too. [laughter]

Johnson: And, so we made the statement last night on this. Just to
summarize the facts. I didn’t see the New York Times this morning.
Chalmers Roberts at the Post has a bit of summary of this for those of
you who are interested.” The next step of course, we will be talking to
our, in the NATO Council on this during the course of this weekend.
And then Secretary Rogers and Secretary Laird will be taking this up
at the Lisbon meeting next month, in the early part of June. So, now
of all times, we've got the Soviets moving towards talking about a
mutual reduction. It’s, in our view, clearly not the time to do anything
unilaterally.

* Telegram 3243 from Moscow reported that Gromyko said “the question of force
reductions deserved serious attention. With respect to the Rome proposals [of NATO],
Moscow proceeded from the assumption that the West had once posed the question in
the context of a CES. While the USSR deemed it a positive fact that NATO had referred
favorably to a CES, Gromyko said they had expressed the view that discussion of this
question at a CES, at least at the first meeting, would complicate the situation and put
too heavy a burden on the conference. Therefore, the Soviets posed the question in terms
of the possible reduction of foreign forces in Europe. This is simpler way. It could be
done by a special body of the CES or in any other forum. If the Western powers agree
that the question should be examined outside a CES, this would be much simpler and
more productive.”

> Roberts reported that Gromyko in his meeting with Beam on May 17 “offered to
separate talks on cutting East-West military forces and armaments from the Kremlin’s
long-sought European security conference.” See “Soviets Offer to Separate Troop Talks,”
Washington Post, May 18, 1971, p. Al.
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

[Unknown participant]: Mr. President, what’s the significance of
the Brezhnev statement that seems incredible to me and, as I see it, he
made it and the timing was completely amazing.

Laird: Well, it was really a follow up of his March 30th statement
before the Party Congress.® He merely enlarged on that statement in
the Georgia speech. Because, that statement that he made on March
30th was really the first indication of a response to the NATO Coun-
cil’s statement of last December.

Johnson: We’ve been, for three years we have been pushing. We, our-
selves, the United States, and NATO have been trying to, been pushing
on the discussions of what we call MBFR—Mutual Balanced Force Re-
ductions. And this March 30 speech of Brezhnev was the first break-
through I'd say we’ve had. And this Georgia speech last Thursday was,
as Mel says, it was an enlargement on this. Now, why, don’t ask me why,
the Soviets do things. I understand that there’s some who are tending to
give us a little credit for that speech. We could take some—[laughter]

Nixon: Yeah.

Laird: All right. Well, I think—I think it'd be very helpful. I think
it may be helpful now but we have to be careful about what it means
too because it could be an effort to stampede us into this thing. And I
think we want to be very careful about how we interpret it. It may help
us campaign up at the Congress.

[Unknown participant]: Yes.

Laird: So we can look at it squarely on that basis.

Nixon: Well, it could be a, first burst of the idea. I know some-
thing, I mean, Mike [Mansfield] said that we pulled that just at the
right time. [laughter] We got influences some places but I'm afraid not
in that one at the moment. But, what I think is, what I think, I think
Mel is, with his usual, waiting to see what’s going on. To me, [unclear].
It isn’t just a, I don’t think Brezhnev’s speech was really directed to-
wards what’s going on in the Senate.

[Unknown participant]: No.

Nixon: They actually follow this and so forth. It’s like the, despite
Stu Symington’s, Bill Fulbright’s suggestion that it’s really the Con-
gress that brought all this about. He didn’t agree, but he didn’t seem
to totally [unclear] the situation. But nevertheless, what is also quite
right, see, Brezhnev’s speech moved in this direction. With the NATO
meeting coming up in a couple of weeks, it could well have been that
it was sort of directed toward that, if it was directed toward anything.

© See footnote 4, Document 49.
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The idea being that we, that they fake it. We get the impression that,
well, if they’re going to do down, why don’t we.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Nixon: Now here with this one, I think that really they are trying
to upset, I do not, let me put, putting it all in its fairest context, I think
we could say, and I think Alex would agree, I think we could say that
the Soviet, at this time, very well may want, in previous years they
may have used: “Well, let’s reduce our forces and so forth,” for the pur-
pose simply of disintegrating in Europe the Alliance. But at the pres-
ent time, they may well want to reduce the burden that they have with
their danger to the West, because if they look, if they see from the East.
It may be that there are other reasons that they want to. They may also
have budget problems as we see, but they do have a problem with re-
gard to their flat economy over the past four or five years. But what-
ever the race, reason may be, all based on the track record, there has
never been an instance where the Soviet actually asked to either reduce
its force levels or reduce a weapons system or not go forward with a
weapons system, lacking a direct reciprocal deal. That’s really what it
gets down to. And so, in our case, here, I think we should take the
Brezhnev speech on face value. I think there may be, we don’t know
[unclear]. But he has come out and in his speech, to the Party Con-
gress, it [unclear] use the term “conciliatory.” At least was, well, it was
not conciliatory, if you read what it was really saying in terms of some
of the demands and so forth. It was one that was the least inflamma-
tory by far of any speech ever made by a Soviet leader, including even
Khrushchev’s speech on peaceful competition. Now, what does that
mean? What it may mean to us, and only time will tell, is that the So-
viet, for reasons that have nothing to do with their believing that we
in good faith want to do this or that, or that the Europeans no longer
threaten, or this or that. They aren’t worried about that. And they don't
think that we threaten. It may be that the Soviet, because of their in-
ternal problems on their economy, because of the problems they have
in Eastern Europe which are quite significant. We don’t know how
much. You remember the German riots” and so forth and so on, and
over a period of time. And because of their problems in the East
vis-a-vis the Chinese, they may look at their situation in the West and
say this is the time when we can, on a reciprocal basis, perhaps reduce
the level of tension here. Reduce the level of forces. Reduce the cost to
us. And, now, if for their reasons, they want to do that, and we want
to for our reasons, then we're in a very, it seems to me, strategic posi-
tion at this point. But we must not, we must not assume, I mean the

7 Nixon is apparently referring to the June 1953 uprising in East Germany.
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greatest danger would be to assume that the way to get that, to recip-
rocate, would be for us to prove our good faith by going first. The mo-
ment we do that, then forget it. That means it’s over.

Johnson: Yeah. We have no basis for negotiation.

Dole: Mr. President, in addition to the Mansfield Amendment
there’re about three or four substitutes floating around which may be
as harmful as the Mansfield Amendment. I've been out of town the last
few days but I read about it in the paper. [laughter] And—

Nixon: We weren't referring to you a moment ago. [laughter]

Dole: But, I understand that, I assume we’re opposed to any of the
substitutes. Is that right, Mel?

Laird: Absolutely.

Dole: [unclear] says we don't, if they don’t [unclear].

[Unknown participant]: Probably the one that may be the most dif-
ficult is the new Mathias Amendment as of yesterday which is cospon-
sored by [Jacob] Javits, [Hubert] Humphrey, and [unclear]. It just says
that, “The Congress renews its support for the North Atlantic Alliance,
reaffirms the policy of the United States with full partnership in de-
fense of Europe, and the President’s request to enter in the negotiations
within the NATO framework to achieve Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions in Europe between NATO and Warsaw Pact forces. The
President requests, in addition to regular consultations, to negotiate
within NATO on the reduction of U.S. forces while financial arrange-
ments, which remain in Europe, consist of a balance of payment situ-
ation in the United States. And then he’ll report to the Congress on
September 5, 1971, nearly six months hereafter, on the project’s suc-
cess.” That one of course is—

Nixon: [unclear].

[Unknown participant]: [unclear].

Laird: Well, that’s the Humphrey—

[Unknown participant]: This is a side Humphrey has.

[Unknown participant]: Humphrey may not put his name on it
much.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Nixon: As far as Europe is concerned, what we are doing there is
to, we already prevailed upon the Europeans to take a far greater re-
sponsibility in terms of their own defense. Upgrading their forces and
so forth, which is very important in terms of getting a good bargain-
ing position for the Mutual Balanced Force Reduction. Now let’s look
at the Soviet thing. The, it’s rather interesting to me that the Senate has
finally discovered that for the past two years, ever since we’ve been
in, we’ve been talking to the Soviets about this. We’ve been talking to
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them through State Department channels, through other channels and
so forth. We are ready. The Europeans certainly are going to be ready.
You can be sure that every possible effort is going to be made, one, in
conjunction with our NATO allies to get them to assume more of the
burden for their own defense. And second, every possible effort, hav-
ing done that with our NATO allies, is being made to, from that posi-
tion of strength, to develop the modalities of the possible negotiation
with the Soviet. And it will come. I'm convinced it’s going to come.
The question is, is it in the national interest to have on our part, on the
part of our government [unclear]. We won’t be keeping any of this se-
cret. We won’t. Nothing is secret when going to the NATO conference.
It all leaks out. Very little is secret when you talk with the Russians.
But on the other hand, is it really in our interest to come back every
six months to the Senate of the United States and to report that the So-
viet says nothing? You report about, when you talk to our NATO al-
lies and they fail to do this and they tell you what we’ve done. Is that
really in our interest? The way to do it? In other words, the real ques-
tion: Do you want it done or do you want to have it talked about?
Henry, you want to say about—

Kissinger: Actually, the Mathias Amendment asked us to do that
and in defense of MBER, to negotiate with the Europeans to reduce our
forces and then to report every six months about that. Anyone who has
worked with the Europeans knows that the most important way we
can get them to do more and maintain our relationship is to give them
some sense of stability. If they are told that it is the policy of the United
States to reduce its forces and to negotiate them in front of it and to re-
port back to the Congress every six months on unilateral reduction,
which is the second part of this, any possibility for a stable NATO pol-
icy is down the drain. And therefore, the difference between that and
Mansfield is really only the difference in numbers. It’s that they don’t
give a number. It's a [unclear] with apparently additional disadvan-
tages but there’s one, some turmoil because we're under the gun every
six months to report about unilateral reductions. What we have been
trying to do in this administration is to get away with talking with the
Europeans. When you were over there, you said, we don’t want these
forces there just for political and symbolic reasons. We want them to
make sense. We've got them to address the question of what makes
sense. We’ve got them to put more money into it. If now we have the
charter, not what makes sense but how can we reduce unilaterally, I
think that whole policy will be in severe jeopardy. That is the part of
the Mathias resolution that’s going to give us even more trouble than
the one of reporting every six months about the negotiations with the
Russians, which is also—

[unclear]
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

[Unknown participant]: Do you want to put yourself in the posi-
tion, Mr. President, if the Senate then adopts the Mathias substitute, of
having it be interpreted as a defeat for the administration? Seems to
me it could be a victory for the administration. And then, in confer-
ence taken out. Take out the report requirement.

Nixon: No they, it would be if it were, except for the interpreta-
tion I think we have to put on it in terms of the Mathias Amendment.
Apart from it, it'd be a victory for the administration, it would raise
havoc in our relations with the Europeans, and would be, in my opin-
ion, it would be seriously detrimental to our long range objective of
getting a mutual force reduction with the Russians. Now if that’s what
the Senate wants, let them [unclear] the Mathias Amendment. But it’s
cold turkey. As far as we’re concerned, we're against it. We have to be
against it. I can understand individual senators reaching different con-
clusions but we can’t. We can’t. But we could talk about this [unclear].
If you get down to the tactics of what is it that we, what is a victory
for the administration, I agree. Well, we got Mathias and that isn’t as
bad as Mansfield. But you look at Mathias and what it does in terms
of our overall bargaining position. Our bargaining position within
NATO. Our bargaining position vis-a-vis the Soviet. And however we
interpret it here, in the day-to-day battle of confidence and all the rest,
the Mathias Amendment would have a very detrimental effect in our
relations within NATO and also looking down the road in the bigger
game, the bigger game further down the road, the dealing with the So-
viet. I don’t know. What’s your—?

[Unknown participant]: Oh, I entirely agree Mr. President. Entirely
agree. Yes. Yes.
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51. Conversation Among President Nixon, Secretary of Defense
Laird, and the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 19, 1971, 2:10-2:56 p.m.

Laird: There are several things that I did want to bring up [un-
clear]. I'm going to be meeting, as I told Henry, on Saturday for the
Defense Planning Committee meeting—

Nixon: NATO.

Laird: —NATO, with all the Defense Ministers, and also the Nuclear
Planning Group.? And those will be going on for four days, two at each.
Two at Brussels and two in Germany. Saturday, I'm coming back to meet
with a group of cabinet administrators from all over Europe. But it’s a
personal sort of a thing. They're all former parliamentarians who were
friends over a long period of time. And we had a prayer group—

Nixon: —Where will that be?

Laird: And that will be in France. It’s going to be out in the coun-
try in France, it’s just a day meeting. People like Harmel and Helmut
Schmidt. And one of the subjects we're talking about is what we
can do in the field of curtailing violence, and there are other topics. It
doesn’t have anything to do—

Nixon: —Good. Excellent.

Laird: But it’s just a talk sort of a thing. So I'll be there one day,
and that will be next Saturday, and then I will be home next Saturday
night. But there are, this is a rather important time to be meeting with
all these people, with what’s been going on in the last week or so over
here. And I think we can give them certain assurances [unclear] a great
deal of turbulence as far as—

Nixon: —I think so.

Laird: —And they will want to go forward with discussions on
how you will proceed with the Mutual and Balanced Forced Reduction,

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Con-
versation 501-18. No classification marking. The conversation took place in the Oval Of-
fice. The editors transcribed the portions of the tape recording printed here specifically
for this volume.

2 The NATO Nuclear Planning Group met May 25-27 in Mittenwald, Germany. On
May 28, Sonnenfeldt summarized the main points that Laird made with Carrington,
Schmidt, and Brosio: “We are determined to maintain our NATO commitments, despite
the Mansfield amendment,” and “the US wanted to go slow on MBFR; our studies would
be available to NATO by late July after an NSC meeting in late June. We should explore
bilaterally for now; the Europeans should not be discouraged (Carrington and Schmidt)
by the atmospherics of détente; it was more important than ever to maintain a strong
Western position.” (Ibid., NSC Files, Box 227, Agency Files, Defense, Vol. XII)
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especially. And they want to take a position to recommend to the Coun-
cil meeting, which comes the next week. Make a recommendation. And
I think we can lead that to the point, take these models that they’re us-
ing and they’re in NATO and the fact that we have a better study go-
ing on here,® which we will share with them and we will be ready to
share with them, maybe by the first of July.

Kissinger: That’s really essential, Mr. President, because what
they’ve got is so superficial.

Laird: Right.

Kissinger: And also, our experience in SALT really shows that
when we do it on a well-prepared basis, we didn’t stampede into those
talks after a lot of pressure. And we’ve got a really first-class study. A
lot of it was done by Mel’s shop, which we’re now sanitizing. And it’s,
that would be the basis of the Alliance position, which we’d be a hell
of a lot better off than the superficial work they’ve done.

Nixon: Sure.

Laird: And that’s my point here, Henry, that I make to you, that I
want to stress the idea of not stampeding ahead on this thing, because
some of them really want a [unclear].

Nixon: Brezhnev is clever, clever. Kosygin [unclear] the other side
[unclear]. You go first, boys, the hell with their issues, it would be very
different. We can get some sort of agreement at some time with the So-
viet, Warsaw Pact, but only on the basis of, well, we both have our forces
and we intend to continue them until we get an agreement. You're not
going to do it by either side going first with some half-assed, either uni-
lateral action or some jackass statement. Either one, right? We’ve got to
control the game, in other words. That’s what it really gets down to.
The Soviet will control their game, that’s for sure.

Laird: Well, and I think it’s important not to get tied up in the con-
text of the European security conference. And I think that, Henry and
I have talked about that.

Nixon: What about that? I noticed that briefing paper this morn-
ing* we should, what do the Europeans want? Are they trying to tie it
up or separate it?

Laird: Some of them will want to tie it up with it. But I think that
we can—

Nixon: —What should we want?

® Reference is to the evaluation report, “Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Be-
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact,” April 12. For discussion of the evaluation report
and the decision to sanitize it for presentation to NATO, see Document 47.

* Reference is to Kissinger’s daily briefing memorandum for the President of May
19. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 33, President’s Daily
Briefs, May 17-31, 1971)
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Kissinger: Mr. President, it’s strongly in our interest not to tie it
up with the European security conference. The Soviets are eager to get
a BEuropean security conference, we can sell it to them separately. A Eu-
ropean security conference also is going to have the most vapid sort of
generalities, which will then be used to undercut the whole NATO ef-
fort. And it’s in our interest to get the Russians to negotiate something
concretely, like force reductions rather than trade and cultural things
and that sort of—

Nixon: —Good point.
Laird: It really is important—

Nixon: —In another word, you have in mind that the, what would
be the format of such negotiations we’re talking about? How would it,
how would it be done? How do we see the picture? You've got to have
a conference in order to negotiate.

Kissinger: Well, I think we ought to do it the way we did it on
SALT. We ought to express a general readiness, then we ought to find
a negotiating forum. I don’t think we’ll be ready to talk much before
fall. Then we also have—

Nixon: Do you agree, Mel?
Kissinger: Then we ought to have a—
Laird: —We won't be ready.

Nixon: The thing is, though, let’'s be sure that both Mel and
Bill° take that position with these people when they go to Europe,
because I think the Europeans, particularly after this announcement
tomorrow,’ they’re all going to say, “Well now, what the hell?” Let’s
get—

Kissinger: —Well, I'm not so sure, Mr. President.

5 Secretary of State Rogers.

5On May 20, Nixon announced an understanding between the United States and
the Soviet Union to work to conclude a strategic arms limitation agreement (SALT) by
the end of the year. For the text of Nixon’s remarks, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1971,
p- 648. Nixon expressed his concern again about the European reaction to the SALT an-
nouncement in the context of MBFR in a conversation later in the evening on May 19
with Kissinger, Scali, and Haldeman: Kissinger: “In the first press conference, I won't
use the word ‘linkage,” but I'll say, ‘The President has consistently taken the position that
success and progress in one negotiation is bound to improve prospects in other negoti-
ations. This is particularly true when the fields are so related as they are with Mutual
Force Reductions and SALT, both of which are in the arms control field. So if we can
make progress in that field, we think that this will create a good basis.”” Nixon: “What
does that do now, Henry, to NATO?” Nixon continued: “Does that shake the hell out of
them?” Kissinger: “What, the agreement? If you don’t make it sound as if a condominium
is starting between the Soviets and us.” Nixon: “Right.” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval Office, Conversation 501-29)



136 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

Nixon: They may panic.

Kissinger: I'm not so sure because the Europeans were for this force
reduction idea as a way of keeping our forces there, figuring that the
negotiations wouldn’t get anywhere. That’s why they, many of them
came around to it.

Nixon: Negotiation of what?
Kissinger: The Euro—
Laird: —The force reduction. They—

Nixon: —No, no. I am talking about after the announcement on
SALT tomorrow.

Kissinger: Oh.

Nixon: Now anything is possible with the Russians, get my
point?

Kissinger: The Russians, I don’t read the Gromyko thing as if
they’re ready to negotiate.

Nixon: The Kosygin?

Kissinger: The Gromyko-Beam conversation.”

Nixon: Well—

Kissinger: So, let, all they’re left at is let’s both review our positions.

Nixon: Well, Kosygin made some statement with—

Kissinger: —Well—

Nixon: —that asshole Trudeau.?

Kissinger: But my guess is if we meet in September and have the
first session the way we did it on SALT, on principle, and then—

Nixon: —Now when you say, “We’d be,” who’s “we”?
Kissinger: Well—
Nixon: The Europeans meet first for a private meeting?

Laird: Well I think there should be meetings between the U.S. and
the Russians first before you go to a Warsaw Pact-NATO meeting.

7 See Document 54.

8 Kosygin visited Canada October 17-26; at the end of his visit, he and Prime Min-
ister Trudeau issued a joint communiqué that Canada and the Soviet Union “declared
themselves in favor of a properly-prepared conference on security and cooperation in
Europe with the participation of all European states, Canada, and the United States.”
With regard to balanced force reductions, the statement reads: “Since the military con-
frontation in central Europe is particularly dangerous, it was agreed that early steps
should be taken to seek a general agreement on the mutual reduction of armed forces
and armaments in that area without detriment to the participating states.” (Keesing’s Con-
temporary Archives, 1971-1972, p. 24948-24949)



December 1970-December 1971 137

Nixon: I see.

Laird: That meeting will be to carry on the same kind of consul-
tations—

Kissinger: We need June to work out before, there’s a trip before.
Because we’ve got every ally there.

Laird: Yeah.

Kissinger: You're going to have the damnedest gap—

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: [unclear] is what do we do? What are you going to say?
Laird: Well, I'm going to say that we have this study going—

Nixon: I think you ought to say it, you and Bill, you both should
use the same line.

Laird: It's most important that we’ll share this study with them in
July.

Kissinger: In June. In July—yes.

Laird: Well, I'd like to put it out in July—

Kissinger: In July. July, no you're right.

Nixon: The more you can put off anything the better.

Laird: Yeah [unclear]. This study will be in July.

Nixon: Cause also, I think you need that much time.

Laird: Sure. Then we can lay that before them at that time, and
that’s the only thing that will take place, we’ll share any discussions
we have at this point. We can work out our [unclear] and our negoti-
ating position at that time. They’ve got to see the study. They’'ve got
to see the study. The problem is that they’re going to run into this thing.
They’re going to, some people will try to stampede at you in Lisbon.
If we can get the Defense Ministers to stand pat [unclear] just to stam-
pede [unclear] Lisbon.

Kissinger: I'll talk to Bill also.

Laird: I just felt—

Nixon: —When do you leave? When do you leave?

Laird: I'm going to leave Saturday. See, I don’t have much time.

Nixon: When does the, yeah.

Laird: And Bill will leave the day that I get back.

Nixon: Oh.

Laird: I'm not going to go to Lisbon. I don’t believe I should be
gone, see. | told Bill that I could not go to Lisbon because—

Nixon: When does Bill go? And I think we better get, I better talk
to Bill before—

Laird: This Sunday?
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Kissinger: A week from Sunday.

Nixon: Oh, yeah.

Kissinger: So we have the whole week next week.

Laird: We’ve got all next week, but he’s in Toronto [unclear].

Kissinger: But luckily, however, [unclear] Bill.

Laird: But I can see no reason for my going to Lisbon, because
that’s another weekend with all these [unclear].

Nixon: It seems to me you ought to go [unclear] talk to Bill as to
what you're constantly talking about, so that he’ll know. Next week,
we’ll be sure that we're all on the same wavelength. You feel that we
ought to wait till July, right?

Laird: Well, I'll talk to him before I go.

Nixon: Right. And the line you'll take is July is the, that you'll try
to keep the Europeans from going off or anything weird. [unclear] right,
and that’s the way to get a deal, too.

Laird: And I don’t think it should come down to, for sure, as to
the method of the kind of negotiations, whether it should be strictly
Warsaw-NATO context. We shouldn’t agree on that now.

Kissinger: We should decide that in June.

Laird: Right.

Nixon: Yeah, but if they raise the European security conference be-
tween [unclear] that should be recommended for everything.

Kissinger: And the Russians are not all that eager to link the two
for some—

Laird: They weren't for a while.

Kissinger: But now they are.

Laird: They’'ve backed away from it now.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters unrelated to the European
security conference or MBFR ]
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52. Memorandum From K. Wayne Smith and Helmut Sonnenfeldt
of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 21, 1971.

SUBJECT
U.S. Position on MBFR: Proposed NSDM

The events of the past two weeks undoubtedly have created the
expectation within the U.S. bureaucracy, the Congress and NATO that
we will now take a vigorous lead in moving the alliance into “Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions” in Europe. The Soviets (and Mans-
field) have put the ball squarely in our court.

The problem is that we have no agreement within the U.S. Gov-
ernment—much less with our allies—concerning either what kinds of
possible elements of a “MBFR” we are most interested in pursuing nor
the procedural approach to be taken leading up to or in negotiations.

The Substantive Problem

As you know, the variables—and the possible focus of an even-
tual MBFR—are far more numerous than the ones which we faced in
SALT. Among them are:

—The geographical areas for MBFR;

—The participants (e.g., all NATO, all Pact members, or selected
countries);

—The question of whether to reduce both “foreign” or “stationed”
forces or only one of them;

—The variety of force components, including ban on conventional
and nuclear forces, both manpower and equipment, and both active
and reserve or cadre units;

—How deep to cut, and the phasing of reductions;

—The formality of the agreement and its post reduction features.

In order to surface the substantive strategic arms control and ver-
ification issues, both we and NATO have concentrated our analysis on
fairly comprehensive MBFR approaches, involving detailed reduction
models which:

—Imply formal bloc to bloc agreements;

—Involve most or all of the nations with forces in the European
Central Region;

—Involve detailed verification.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 261,
NATO, Vol. X, Part 2. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for urgent action.
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However, it is also possible to envision (although not necessarily
desirable to negotiate) an MBFR which was limited to Soviet and U.S.
forces at least as the first step. This could be negotiated formally by
the two countries alone and reduced to paper, or could be achieved by
“mutual example” parallel steps. Of course, we would be obliged to
obtain the consent of our allies for such an approach.

The point is that we and our allies need to narrow the range of
variables considerably before we get into negotiations with the other
side. The progress report you requested on our MBFR preparations is
enclosed at Tab C.”

The Operational Problem

The most immediate operational problem which we face is that
State and Defense may be converging on a “game plan” for the NATO
Ministerials which would unduly restrict the President’s choices. At
Tab B is a draft of a Defense Department paper, prepared for Secre-
tary Laird, after seeing the President, which recommends that he:

—"Interject” MBER into the discussion at the Defense Planning
Council in Brussels on May 28 (it is now only on the agenda of the
NAC in Lisbon the following week); (This procedure would scrub the
French who are not in the DPC).

—Declare that the U.S. “would be agreeable to multilateral ex-
ploratory talks on MBER in the near future if the allies felt this was in
the best interests of NATO.”

Meanwhile, State is preparing an IG-EUR paper for the President
outlining several optional ways of handling MBFR at the Ministerial
and thereafter. Although the paper is not yet available, it apparently
will also stress early multilateralization of MBFR exploratory talks with the
Warsaw Pact.

There are two dangers inherent in this approach:

1. It focuses on procedures, ignoring substantive issues which
should be decided, before even exploratory talks are started. Some of
these issues may best be decided after further bilateral and/or multi-

2 In Tab C, an attached memorandum from Smith to Kissinger, May 21, Smith noted
that the agencies had “prepared a ‘sanitized’ version of our analysis and evaluation of
MBER approaches for presentation to the North Atlantic Council”; “further developed
the military analysis of MBER to include non-simultaneous mobilization scenarios”; and
“prepared a detailed formulation of six options embodying the symmetrical, asymmet-
rical and mixed package approaches to MBFR.” The JCS, Smith noted, was “balky” about
presenting the sanitized analysis to NATO and was engaging in “a stalling tactic.” “I
strongly urge,” Smith wrote, “that the available paper be sent to NATO when the time
comes, any JCS objections notwithstanding.”

% Tab B, an undated memorandum received on May 19 in the White House Situa-
tion Room, is attached but not printed.
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lateral talks with the Warsaw Pact but it is essential that the issues be sur-
faced and examined within the U.S. Government before an intensive round of
talks (bilateral or multilateral) is launched.

2. It involves substantive issues but does not face up to them. For
example, multilateral MBER talks would raise the problem of East Ger-
man participation. The effect would be to undermine our position in
the Berlin talks.

[There may be ways around this problem—e.g., a conference of
MBER “experts” or designation of one individual or nation, such as the
British, as the agent of the alliance. But the issue needs to be squarely
faced.]*

These issues should have been aired before the principals depart
for the NATO Ministerials. Unfortunately, the first available forum al-
ready on the NSC schedule is the DPRC meeting set for Tuesday, May
25. At that time, Secretary Laird will already be in Europe for the NPG
meeting which precedes the DPC. The only way to slow down this
process is either: (a) unilaterally issue a NSDM; or (b) wait for the State
paper and issue guidance. The latter, however, will probably leave the
field to Secretary Laird for the next week.

Given the extreme difficulties that may be unnecessarily created by these
agency activities and the real need to deal with the Brezhnev initiative and
protect our Congressional flank, we recommend that you issue a NSDM
stating the present U.S. position on MBFR and setting the stage for
Presidential consideration of the issues prior to any further commit-
ment by the agencies.

The NSDM at Tab A°® directs that:

—The U.S. supports accelerated substantive preparations within
NATO and will make a contribution (the sanitized NSSM-92).6

—We will encourage bilateral, but not multilateral contacts on
MBEFR; such contacts will deal with the modalities of negotiations but
not their substance.

—We will support, as the President indicated in his Foreign Pol-
icy Report, a first phase of MBFR devoted to an examination of prin-
ciples, rather than exchange of concrete proposals.

—The Agencies will complete for the Verification Panel a study of
options and related substantive issues by June 21.

—We prefer to separate MBFR from CES.

Recommendation
That you sign the NSDM at Tab A.

* Brackets are in the original.
5 Tab A as signed is Document 53.
¢ Document 21.
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53. National Security Decision Memorandum 108’

Washington, May 21, 1971.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defene

SUBJECT

Guidance on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

After studying the proposed “game plan” for MBFR submitted by
the Secretary of Defense,” the President has directed that the following
guidance will be used for dealing with issues related to Mutual and
Balanced Force Reductions.

We should urge the Allies to accelerate substantive preparations
with particular attention at this stage to the full range of possible ele-
ments of a Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction proposal or propos-
als. The United States will contribute to this work and will provide the
Allies shortly with the detailed results of our own analysis.

The United States is prepared to enter into formal negotiations
with the USSR or the Warsaw Pact only after comprehensive consul-
tations with the Allies and the development of an Allied consensus on
the major substantive issues and the procedures to be used in the ne-
gotiations. The Department of State will submit a scenario for this con-
sultative process by June 1.

We should clearly distinguish between (1) diplomatic explorations,
which can be pursued at this time; and (2) the first phase of formal
negotiations, which we will not begin until further preparations are
accomplished.

Our position concerning the content and purpose of diplomatic
explorations is that they should be concerned with a clearer identifi-
cation of Soviet objectives and positions, and the modalities for even-
tual formal negotiations. The Department of State will submit a pro-
posal for these exploratory talks by June 1.

Our position concerning the first phase of actual negotiations is
that they should concentrate, as in SALT, on examining broad issues

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMs), Nos. 97-144. Secret; Sensi-
tive. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

2 Summarized in Document 52, to which the paper is attached as Tab B.
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to discover whether a substantive foundation for concrete proposals
could be developed. In both respects, we will consult fully with the Al-
lies and ensure that all of them, including France, will participate in
the Alliance effort on MBFR.

The United States position is that the MBFR negotiations should
remain separated from negotiations and contacts, exploratory or oth-
erwise, related to a Conference on European Security. A precondition
to a Conference on European Security continues to be a satisfactory
outcome of the current Four Power negotiations on Berlin. On the other
aspects of a European Security Conference, current instructions issued
to USNATO by the Secretary of State remain in force.

In preparation for further Presidential consideration of the U.S. po-
sition on MBFR, the Verification Panel shall prepare an evaluation of
the substantive and procedural issues involved for consideration by
the National Security Council. Drawing upon earlier interagency
preparations, the paper should address the elements of MBFR which
could form the basis of any U.S. position in consultation with our al-
lies, giving the major alternatives and the pros and cons. The paper
should also propose plans for further consultations with our allies. This
paper should be completed and received by the Verification Panel no
later than June 15, 1971.

Henry A. Kissinger
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54. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, May 26, 1971.

SUBJECT

Gromyko-Beam Conversation on MBFR

Ambassador Beam’s conversations with Gromyko concerning
Brezhnev’s remarks on mutual force reductions,” confirms the appar-
ently complete reversal the Soviets have now made on the link between
a Conference on European Security and MBFR. Gromyko alluded to
their former position, linking the two issues, but continued that “if the
Western powers agree that the question (MBFR) should be examined
outside a CES, this would be much simpler and more productive.” Since
questions such as scale of reductions of foreign or national troops as
well as other questions arise, Gromyko said, “a non CES forum would
be better.”

Beyond this, however, nothing much was clarified. Gromyko was
given NATO’s broad criteria for MBFR. He was obviously prepared to
deal with them because he fixed on one point, the use of the term “bal-
anced” reductions. Apparently the Soviets suspect that balanced may
mean asymmetrical or unequal, and Gromyko noted that this concept
could prevent reductions. He said the Soviet view was that there should
be no “preconditions” set up for the very idea of discussion.

No particular urgency was conveyed by Gromyko. He suggested
both sides review each other’s position and should feel free to discuss
the question further, “between us,” i.e. bilaterally.

It may be that the reversal of the Soviet position is related to SALT.
The prospect of MBFR talks in Europe could be a justification for the

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 715, Coun-
try Files, USSR, Vol. XIII. Secret; Sensitive; Outside System. Sent for information. A nota-
tion on the first page reads: “The President has seen.” Sonnenfeldt drafted this memo-
randum and forwarded it to Kissinger on May 18 for his signature. In a covering
memorandum, Sonnenfeldt wrote: “As you requested, I have redone my memorandum
to you on this subject as a memorandum for the President. I have omitted the comments
on Secretary Rogers’ remarks.” In his original memorandum to Kissinger, May 17 (also at-
tached), Sonnenfeldt wrote that “our own position” on MBFR “is becoming highly con-
fused, since the Secretary of State on Sunday stated that we had always favored MBEFR as
part of CES (completely wrong), and if the Soviets now come around to that position we
would favor it (also wrong since we are maintaining the Berlin precondition).” For Rogers’s
comments to journalists on the National Broadcasting Company’s television and radio pro-
gram, “Meet the Press,” see Department of State Bulletin, June 7, 1971, pp. 734-736.

% As reported in telegram 3243 from Moscow, May 17; attached but not printed.
See also footnotes 4 and 5, Document 50.
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Soviets circumventing the forward-based systems issues in SALT, as
they may now be doing.

Also the Soviets may have felt that the inclination in NATO to ac-
cept the former Soviet position and add MBEFR into the CES (thereby
making it subject to the Berlin precondition of a satisfactory Berlin set-
tlement) conflicted with the kind of simple declaratory CES that the
Soviets want. Thus this move gives the Soviets good leverage for a sep-
arate MBFR negotiation whenever they are so disposed—with such a
negotiation inevitably upgrading the GDR. The Soviets appear to be
wising up to the fact that MBFR negotiations, whatever their concrete
outcome, could give them most of what they want out of a CES.

As a result of this publicized meeting between Beam and Gromyko
we are rapidly being cast in the role of the leading champions of MBFR,
though our major Allies (Paris, London and Bonn) are cooling to the
project and our own studies give ample reason for being skeptical on
the substance.

In short, after the Mansfield furor is over, we will have to decide
how specific an offer we and our Allies should make to start negotia-
tions. We must bear in mind that in light of the new Soviet position
Moscow can force early negotiations, and we have been put on notice
by Gromyko that intricate, asymmetrical approaches will certainly be
resisted.

55. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, June 1, 1971.

SUBJECT
Guidance for Lisbon Meeting and Follow-On Work on MBFR

State has sent two documents: (1) a memorandum from Secretary
Rogers to the President, laying out the Secretary’s position at the NATO
meeting (Tab B);? and (2) a telegram for clearance, giving instructions

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 261,
Agency Files, NATO, Vol. X, Part 2. Secret. Sent for action. Sonnenfeldt did not initial the
memorandum.

2 Tab B is attached but not printed.
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for follow-on work on MBEFR, also cleared by Secretary Rogers and by
Defense (Tab C).?

1. Secretary Rogers’ Position Paper

This follows fairly closely the guidance in NSDM 108,* and pre-
sents no major problems.

—On MBER it does state, however, that the Lisbon communiqué
should indicate (a) Allied intention to move as soon as practical to nego-
tiations, (b) Allied readiness to consult promptly with tﬁe Warsaw Pact
on substantive and procedural approaches to negotiations, and (c) to con-
vene NATO Deputy Foreign Ministers to review the “results of dis-
cussions” (this last point takes care of Secretary Laird’s problerns).5

—The Secretary’s talking points call for him to note that “early
and visible” movement towarcf) MBER will assist the US in maintain-
ing force levels.

—The “proposal” for prompt discussion, followed by Deputy For-
eign Ministers meeting, would retain NATO's initiative and leave time
for further consultation.

—Allies are urged to accelerate substantive preparations, to which
we will contribute.

(On other issues, CES, Berlin, the paper is orthodox and presents
no problems.)

This seems to move roughly in the direction indicated in NSDM
108, but emphasizes more the “promptness” of explorations on “sub-
stance.” Since there is no agreement on substance beyond the criteria
agreed in Rome last year, it is difficult to understand how these ex-
plorations will proceed. Some of these problems are taken care of, how-
ever, in the telegram (see below).

2. Further Guidance on Follow-On Work on MBFR

This instructs the NATO delegation to indicate the nature of the
follow-on work and our contributions.

3 Tab C is attached but not printed.
4 Document 53.

50n May 30, Laird wrote to Rogers about an earlier draft of the instructions at Tab
C: “A careful reading of the US proposed language on MBFR procedure which has been
circulated to our Allies for inclusion in the Lisbon Communiqué (State 092077) could in-
dicate that we expect the special meeting of the Deputy Foreign Ministers to determine
NATO's negotiating procedure at an early date. This proposed language would build up
expectation for the specifics of negotiations, such as the time, place and proposed
agenda.” Laird continued: “If we allow ourselves to be forced into announcing specific
negotiating parameters this early, I fear that we will find ourselves ill prepared and pre-
maturely committed to positions that could work to the disadvantage of the US and
NATO.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 NATO)
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(a) Guidelines for Exploratory Work

Allies can immediately intensify bilateral explorations on the basis
of the Rome declaration;® but, if desired by the Allies, the US will par-
ticipate in revision of the Rome criteria.

(b) Approach to Negotiations

The telegram supports the SALT approach to the first phase of ne-
gotiations: that is, exploration of “building blocks.” To this end the US
will support drafting by NATO of a building blocks paper, which could be
used in discussions with the Pact. The paper would be a vehicle for seek-
ing Pact agreement on such issues as alternative areas of reduction,
types of forces, relationship between stationed and indigenous, etc.

(c) Negotiating Fora
NATO should turn “as soon as possible” after Lisbon to an examina-

tion of possible fora for ultimate negotiations with the Pact. Allied views
are to be solicited in view of special problems for the Germans.

(d) Development of Substantive Positions

The US anticipates tabling in the next few weeks a further paper
drawing on US analysis of MBER. Later we will table papers to help
in developing an agreed NATO position.

Recommendation

In view of the time problem, and the need for the real work at Lis-
bon to proceed in the corridors before the meeting, you should:

1. Authorize clearance of the telegram (I will clear it by COB today
if you have no specific problems.) (Tab C)’

2. Sign the memo to State indicating that the paper submitted by
Secretary Rogers on his position has been approved (Tab A).® (I see no
virtue in sending this to the President since it is all tactics and agrees
with the previous guidance.)

6 See Document 41.

7 Kissinger initialed his approval, but added a handwritten notation: “but let’s take
out some of the more urgent language.”

8 Kissinger signed the attached undated memorandum, addressed to the Acting
Secretary of State, but its text was crossed out, and the memorandum was apparently
not sent. The text reads: “Secretary Rogers’ memorandum to the President of May 29,
1971, concerning the Lisbon Ministerial Meeting has been approved. With regard to
MBEFR, however, it should be made clear that negotiations are dependent on (1) the re-
sults of further bilateral explorations and (2) the completion of comprehensive substan-
tive preparations by the Alliance.”



148 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

56. Memorandum for the Record’

Washington, June 2, 1971.

SUBJECT

Ambassador Pauls-Mr. Kissinger Conversation

The Ambassador wanted to know what the President might ex-
pect Chancellor Brandt to tell him during their forthcoming meeting
on June 15, and vice versa. Mr. Kissinger said that problems connected
with NATO and the Mansfield amendment would presumably be high
on the agenda. [Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the
European security conference or MBFR.]

Next, Mr. Kissinger said East-West relations and Berlin would pre-
sumably figure in the conversation. He said that he could detect no
disagreement between the two governments but it was important to
synchronize approaches. MBFR would also figure under this heading.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Switching to MBFR, Pauls commented that there was a problem
of moving ahead on this subject without having made progress on
Berlin. Mr. Kissinger wondered whether the Soviets would accept a
percentage cut as balanced. In any event, we were still working on our
position although we would shortly have some of our analytical work
available for submission to the Allies.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Pauls asked about Soviet motives in regard to MBFR. Mr. Kissinger
conjectured that the Soviets might want to pull out some of their troops
in Czechoslovakia and trade them in for US troops in Germany. Be-
yond this, the Soviets have apparently recognized that they could not
have a separate détente with the Europeans alone. At the very least
such a policy was not a feasible one in terms of German domestic pol-
itics. In addition, the Soviets could not make progress on Berlin under
conditions of hostility with the United States. Additional factors in the
Soviets” motivations may be China, domestic Soviet considerations and
the hope of weakening Western cohesion. Pauls added that the Sovi-

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 685,
Country Files, Europe, Germany (Bonn), Vol. IX. Confidential. Sent for information.
Drafted on June 3 by Sonnenfeldt. A notation at the end of the memorandum indicates
that it went to Kissinger.
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ets may want to switch the discussion of FBS to the MBFR forum.
He also thought that economic considerations figured in the Soviet
motivation. [Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the Eu-
ropean security conference or MBFR.]

57. Editorial Note

In telegram 1859 from Lisbon, June 4, 1971, Secretary of State
Rogers reported to President Nixon on the outcome of the NATO Min-
isterial meeting in Lisbon, including the discussions on a European se-
curity conference and mutual and balanced force reductions. Rogers
wrote: “This was the most constructive and least contentious NATO
meeting I have yet attended. When we finished our work today, we
did so in complete agreement on the procedural steps NATO should
take towards force reduction talks and on the necessity of a satisfac-
tory conclusion of the Berlin negotiations before multilateral consulta-
tions on a European Security Conference are undertaken. I also had
several good bilateral talks. Your active leadership in defeating the
Mansfield amendment made a deep impression on our allies and con-
tributed to a sense of confidence in us which helped pull the Alliance
together in spite of diverse opinions on details of the force reduction
issue.”

Turning to the European security conference, Rogers wrote: “Based
on statements from Gromyko that the Soviet Union recognized in fact
that a European Security Conference could not precede a Berlin settle-
ment, Schumann tried at some length to alter the communiqué lan-
guage so that it no longer would clearly state that a satisfactory con-
clusion was a precondition. With the support of Scheel and Sir Alec I
insisted that the language must be as clear as last year, though its tone
could be more positive. Schumann finally conceded. The communiqué
expressed the hope that before our next meeting negotiations ‘will have
reached a successful conclusion” and that multilateral conversations in-
tended to lead to a conference on security and cooperation ‘may then
be undertaken.””

With regard to MBEFR, Rogers wrote: “Real opinion on MBFR
ranges from the French, who again refrained from participation; to the
British, who have some doubts that reductions can be brought about
without some security disadvantage; to the Germans, who favor the
idea but do not want it to get ahead of Berlin; to the Scandinavians,
Canada and Belgium, who want to push forward promptly, mainly for
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domestic public opinion reasons. But in the light of Brezhnev’s recent
remarks and of our own political battle over unilateral reductions
everyone agreed NATO needed to maintain the initiative. Our pro-
posals for (a) bilateral contacts to probe Soviet intentions more fully
over the next few months, accompanied by the preparation of NATO
negotiating position, (b) a deputy foreign minister or comparable level
meeting in the fall to assess results and to take necessary further deci-
sions hit just the right balance between prompt action and prudence.
Several other countries suggested that we might appoint a single rep-
resentative to consult for us now. I added this to our suggestion as a
step that might ensue from the deputy meeting. This produced full
agreement. The course of MBFR talks as now agreed will be:

“(a) Transmission of the communiqué to the Soviet Union and oth-
ers by Moro.

“(b) Bilateral explorations with the Soviet Union and preparation
of our negotiating views.

“(c) A deputy foreign minister or ‘high official” level meeting at
an early date (p e fall) to consult on ‘substantive and procedural ap-
proaches to MBFR !

“(d) Willingness to appoint ‘at the appropriate time,” a represen-
tative or representatives responsible to the Council for conducting fur-
ther exploratory talks, and a willingness eventually to work out the
time, place, arrangements and agenda for negotiations.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 284, Agency
Files, Department of State, Vol. XII)

Kissinger forwarded Rogers’s telegram to Nixon on June 10 as an
attachment to a summary memorandum. Kissinger wrote with regard to
a European security conference: “A satisfactory Berlin solution as a con-
dition to movement toward the Soviet-proposed European Security Con-
ference was maintained, despite French efforts to weaken the linkage.”
With regard to MBER, he wrote: “The outcome of the discussion struck
a balance between some forward movement toward negotiations and a
pace that will allow us to take soundings of the Soviets and complete in-
ternal NATO preparations. After exploratory contacts this summer,
NATO will convene in the early fall at a Deputy Foreign Ministers level
to review the bidding. As for actual negotiations the decision was left
open whether the Alliance might appoint a single representative.” (Ibid.)

During a meeting with Senator John Sherman Cooper (R-KY) in
the Oval Office on June 11, Nixon summarized the outcome of the
NATO meeting. Also present were President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs Kissinger and Counsel to the President on Congres-
sional Relations Clark MacGregor. Nixon, citing Rogers’s report on the
NATO meeting, said with regard to MBFR: “The Europeans want to
move just like we do here. They don’t want to move too fast. You see,
if we move too fast, and you ought to tell your colleagues down there,
and it may surprise you—I think it surprised Bill as a matter of fact—
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but it was very comforting to me. The Europeans realize that they have
an awful lot.” Nixon continued: “I can tell you that we’ve been work-
ing on the mutual balanced force reduction thing for over a year. As a
matter, we started 20 months ago as far as our own position is con-
cerned. We've been working with the Allies since that time. We're in
the position now to make movement. Now, this does not mean that
you're going to have something. Doesn’'t mean you're going to have
something two months from now, three months from now, five months
from now, six months from now. You will note that the Europeans,
however, not with regard to MBFR but with regard to the Security Con-
ference, everybody thought, ‘Well, the United States ought to be the
[unclear].” They conditioned it on Berlin.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval Office, Conversation
517-6) The editors transcribed the portions of the tape recording printed
here specifically for this volume.

58. Minutes of a Verification Panel Meeting'

Washington, June 11, 1971, 3:35—4:55 p.m.

SUBJECT
MBFR

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger OST
S Dr. Hubert Heffner

tate

Mr. John N. Irwin OMB
Mr. Raymond L. Garthoff Mr. James Schlesinger
Mr. Martin J. Hillenbrand NSC Staff
Defense Col. Richard Kennedy
Mr. Warren Nutter Mr. Wayne Smith
Mr. Robert Pranger Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Mr. Philip Odeen Mr. William G. Hyland
CIA Mr. John C. Court

Mr. Wilfrid L. Kohl

Mr. Bruce Clarke Mr. Mark Wandler

Mr. Carl Duckett

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals, 1969 through 3/8/72. Top
Secret; Sensitive.
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JCS
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer
Major Gen. Marvin C. Demler

Justice
Attorney General John Mitchell

ACDA
Ambassador Gerard Smith
Mr. David Linebaugh

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS

It was agreed that:

—Exploratory conversations on MBFR should be kept on a pro-
cedural level and should not get into substantive matters until the U.S.
and NATO Allies have formed a position.

—A reduction of indigenous troops only would be unacceptable
to the U.S. from political and intelligence points of view.

—A sanitized version of the Evaluation Report” will be given to
the North Atlantic Council, with the Department of Defense express-
ing its reservations in the covering letter.

—The State Department and ACDA should prepare a paper for
the upcoming NSC meeting on how the MBFR negotiations should be
conducted.

—The Working Group should provide an analysis of the effect of
including the three Western Military Districts of the Soviet Union in
the area of force reductions, if nuclear weapons are to be considered
in the reductions. The analysis should include discussion of forward-
based and nuclear delivery systems on the Allied side and IRBMs on
the Soviet side.

—The Working Group should prepare a sensitivity analysis of the
safety margin built into the present NATO situation. The analysis
should discuss the consequences of 10 and 30% symmetrical re-
ductions. It should also discuss asymmetrical reductions and mixed
packages.

—The Working Group should prepare an analysis of their [the?]
effect of on-site observers on verification.

—The Working Group should prepare an analysis of the reduc-
tions of indigenous forces. The analysis should specifically deal with
the equipment aspect.

—The President should be made aware of our desire to have the
Deputy Defense Ministers of NATO attend the Deputy Foreign Minis-
ter meeting this Fall.

2 Gee footnote 4, Document 65.
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—ACDA should review the force reduction work it did in 1957,°
with the thought that this experience might be relevant to the current
issue.

[Omitted here is the Verification Panel’s discussion of MBFR.]

3 For documentation relating to U.S. disarmament policy in 1957, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1955-1957, volume XX, Regulation of Armaments and Atomic Energy.

59. Conversation Between President Nixon and West German
Chancellor Brandt

Washington, June 15, 1971, 11:02 a.m.—12:34 p.m.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

Nixon: We’ve had the Mansfield Amendment since we talked to
you. Beat that.

Brandt: Yes.

Nixon: We've got the restraining permit. I'd like to get your, your
report on, your reactions to that, to the whole business of, you know,
the MBER [unclear] economic point.

Brandt: Yes, yes. Well, Mr. President, again as far as the Lisbon
meeting” was concerned, I think it was of great importance that we
could agree on how to handle the MBFR. This meeting of the deputy
ministers in September will be held. The [unclear], which you men-
tioned, might be asked to find out what the Russians really think.
There’s one thing I would like to mention in that connection. Secretary
Laird said that the United States will table their paper on MBFR in the
NATO Council talks at the end of July. If it were possible before it is

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Recording of Conversation between Richard Nixon and Willy Brandt, Oval Office, Con-
versation 520-6. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the portions of the
tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. Also present for the conversa-
tion were Kissinger and Bahr. For portions of the conversation dealing specifically with
Germany, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972,
Document 254.

2 See Document 57.
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tabled formally, to have some kind of consultation with some of the
main partners in Europe, this might help, because otherwise things
might get rather, you know how things are, if they—

Nixon: What is the, what is the procedure?

Kissinger: Well, the formal procedure is that we table it in Brus-
sels. But if the Chancellor wanted to send somebody over here for some
informal discussions, we could certainly do that.

Brandt: This would, I would appreciate that.

Kissinger: It wouldn’t have to be announced, would it?
Brandt: No. No.

Nixon: It would be in private.

Brandt: Of course.

Nixon: Let’s set that up then. A private discussion—
Brandt: Yes.

Nixon: Where we could do it, so we could keep it under the hat.
But we would like to be helpful, to do that before we [unclear].

Kissinger: [unclear]

Brandt: Especially, Mr. President, since some of these things, like
I said, these middle range missiles thing, which has [unclear] would
come in under the new cover of MBFR. Especially interested so that
we could have private discussion for expert service.

Nixon: All right.

Kissinger: Egon® could be in touch with me through our channel.
Nixon: All right. All right. Fine.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters unrelated to MBFR.]

Nixon: With regard to the problem of, we mentioned in passing,
the problem of [unclear], we have to recognize, as I said earlier, that
there is a growing disenchantment in this country with more expen-
ditures [unclear]. There is a feeling that other parts of the world should
pay more of the burden. Now, we fought this Mansfield Amendment
out and won only because we gave assurances, one, that we would
do our best to get others to, you know, bear their fair share of the bur-
den; and second, that, of course, we did, we were working on MBFR,
but it had to be done in an orderly way, and a neutral way. However,
it has to be recognized that to the extent that you can [unclear] reas-
sure leaders and opinion makers, Senators, etc., etc., reassure them of
the [unclear] without getting into the specifics of offset and all the rest,
that’s a matter to be negotiated. The main thing is the spirit. The main

s Egon Bahr.
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thing is the extreme criticism of those who believe that we in this
government are not doing enough [unclear]. On MBFR, it seems to me
there that this must be, and I emphasize again, I take into account this
[unclear] we will have some private consultation, the process must be
orderly.

Brandt: Yes.

Nixon: It must be orderly. And we must not rush in with some
half-baked scheme that [unclear] the whole texture of the alliance.
That’s really what we have in mind, [unclear] what we face here. How
do you feel about MBFR? What is your procedure?

Brandt: [unclear] Plainly, we need that period of bilateral explo-
rations, and we have to make here a decision together if and when it
should move into the period of multilateral talks. I think we both agree
that this could not be for a longer time a thing between the United
States and the Soviet Union [unclear] it will be in practice. It must be
[unclear].

Nixon: Right.

Brandt: Which does not necessarily mean that everyone has to be
engaged.

Nixon: Yeah.

Brandt: [unclear] the greater negotiate on behalf of the lesser
[unclear].

Kissinger: It almost has to be done that way.

Brandt: Yes.

Kissinger: Because we couldn’t have all 15.

Nixon: Oh, no way. No way. And well, actually those with the
biggest stakes have to have the biggest voices. Now we can talk all we
want about the United Nations. That’s why it’s ridiculous to suggest
that the General Assembly, where a country of 25,000 has the same vote
and the same voice as a country of 200 or 400 million. It’s interesting,
it’s a nice debating society, but it isn’t going to work in terms of [un-
clear]. No nation of power is going to submit its interests to the deci-
sion of that.

Kissinger: I think it’s safe to tell the Chancellor that we’ve worked
out various schemes in these negotiations that work, but not one of
them is purely bilateral US-Soviet.

Nixon: No, sir.

Kissinger: The big problem is that if everybody negotiates it’s go-
ing to be a disaster.

Brandt: Yeah.

Kissinger: We'll have to find a group that can make contributions
and still have a good negotiation. We will have some suggestions when
[unclear].
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Brandt: For us, of course, it’s very important also, what should be
the territory or territories, which will be covered by the MBFR negoti-
ation, and two, how should one start? I saw the other day that the Sec-
retary of State had made a remark that we’d be starting with the sym-
bolic, which is so badly needed. And this man* was in Moscow last
year, negotiated our treaty’ he raised the question of MBFR with
Gromyko. And his first reaction was that they had not made enough
progress. And [unclear] made the remark that he could believe that one
could agree upon some symbolic [unclear].

Nixon: [unclear]

Brandt: When I discussed this with Helmut Schmidt, my Minister
of Defense, who has worked on the problem, he said this would not
be so bad because it would be something which would occur [unclear]
while still apart from more serious discussions.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters unrelated to MBFR.]

4Egon Bahr.

® The Treaty between the Federal Republic of Germany and the Soviet Union, signed
at Moscow on August 12, 1970, is in Documents on Germany, 1944-1985, pp. 1105-1106.

60. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, June 16, 1971.

SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on Mutual Force Reductions in Europe (MBFR)

A NSC meeting on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Eu-
rope is scheduled for 3:30 pm, June 17, 1971.

The issues for discussion are:

—What substantive position should the United States take on the
basic framework of an MBFR? We need to resolve such questions as

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-031, NSC Meeting Folders, NSC Meeting on MBFR, 6/17/71. Top Se-
cret. The memorandum was drafted by K. Wayne Smith of the NSC staff and forwarded
to Kissinger on June 15.
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the area for reductions, the size of reductions, whether to reduce “sta-
tioned” forces only (mainly U.S. and Soviet) or both “indigenous” and
“stationed” forces, and the related verification questions.

—How should the United States proceed in coming months to ex-
plore and eventually negotiate with the Soviet Union on MBFR? A re-
lated question for consultations with our allies to develop an alliance
consensus on the substance and procedure of negotiations?

The Verification Panel has reviewed the substantive work per-
formed over the past year and agrees that we are now ready to estab-
lish the basic framework of a U.S. position on MBFR.?

The Substantive U.S. Position

The principal issues to be resolved involve:

—The geographic area to serve as a base for reductions. While we
should not rule out wider areas, the principal area for MBFR is Cen-
tral Europe. Our work indicates that either the NATO Guidelines or
Rapacki areas® should be used initially for consultations.

—The size of reductions. All symmetrical reductions of ground
forces slightly enhance NATO’s position before mobilization, and thus
reduce the Pact’s capability to launch a successful attack if they do not
have time to mobilize. However, MBFR degrades NATO's relative po-
sition following a short period of mobilization. Thus, the risk of a Pact
attack after a fast, full mobilization may be somewhat larger after
MBER.

—The nationality of forces to be reduced. In the past, we have sup-
ported the inclusion of both stationed and indigenous forces in a re-
duction program. However, the reduction of stationed forces would
probably be to NATO'’s military advantage as well as presenting fewer
problems of negotiation and verification than reduction of indigenous
forces. On the other hand, our allies, particularly the FRG, might be
unwilling to accept this position since they want to reduce their forces
for domestic reasons.

—The verification provisions to be included. We cannot verify reductions
of less than 10 percent in stationed forces or reductions taken in units of less
than regimental size even in East Germany. The issue is whether we want
to consider reductions which cannot be verified by national means and,
if so, what provisions for on-site inspection we wish to make.

2 See Document 58.

3 The “Rapacki Plan” refers to the 1957 proposal of the Polish Foreign Minister,
Adam Rapacki, to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Europe embracing Poland,
East Germany, West Germany, and Czechoslovakia.
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In general, the agencies seem to be converging on a U.S. approach to-
ward MBFR involving fairly substantial (say 20 percent) reduction in the sta-
tioned and indigenous ground forces of the NATO Guidelines Area with heav-
ier weight given, if possible, to stationed forces. Nevertheless, there are
significant differences among the agencies that should be discussed at
the NSC meeting.

Operational Issues

We are now approaching our own internal evaluation of MBFR
with a sound two-phased approach:

—First, consideration of the basic framework of possible MBFR agree-
ments. This corresponds to the “building block” stage we went through
for SALT.

—Second, development of a range of specific options within this basic
framework. Based on past guidance, detailed MBFR options have now
been formulated and are being assessed. They will be revised on the
basis of your decisions on our basic position for MBER.

In principle, our approach toward consultations with our NATO
allies and eventual negotiations with the Warsaw Pact should be de-
signed to follow the same general approach as our internal prepara-
tions. This would involve:

—In NATO, an immediate effort this summer to focus on sub-
stantive discussions with our allies to determine the basic elements to
be considered as part of MBFR. With a large infusion of U.S. substan-
tive help, this process could hopefully lead to an allied consensus on
an MBEFR framework by late summer. At the moment, we are light years
ahead of our allies.

—With the Soviets, we should continuously explore their under-
standing about what MBFR involves. Neither we nor our allies should,
however, get very deep into substantive exploration with the Pact un-
til a NATO position has emerged. The problem is how to hold back on
substantive discussions without appearing to be less than serious about
MBEFR.

The Conduct of the Meeting

The purpose of the meeting is to discuss:

—The issues involved in formulating a basic substantive frame-
work for the U.S. position on MBFR.

—The substantive and procedural issues that will arise in consul-
tation with our allies and negotiations with the Soviet Union.

Mr. Helms has prepared a brief on the Soviet proposals and
the present comparative force postures of the Warsaw Pact and NATO.

I am prepared then to present the principal issues and alternatives
involved in the substantive U.S. position on MBFR.
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Your Red Book Contains
—Talking points;*
—A summary of the issues and alternatives.

Attachment®

The President’s Summary

Since Brezhnev’s speech last month, the prospects for negotiations
on mutual force reductions (MBFR) in Central Europe have become
more serious.

The Diplomatic Background

The Soviets were finally responding to repeated NATO offers to
discuss MBFR. The NATO Rome Declaration of May 1970 (joined by
all Alliance members except France) invited “all interested parties” to
join in exploratory talks on MBFR of stationed and indigenous forces
and their weapon systems in the European Central Region. This posi-
tion was repeated in December, 1970. The Lisbon (June, 1971) com-
muniqué replied to the Soviets by stating NATO’s intention “to move
as soon as may be practical to negotiations.” An early meeting of NATO
Deputy Foreign Ministers to consult on substantive and procedural ap-
proaches to MBFR was agreed.

Last week, the Soviets were critical of NATO's stalling while ex-
pressing a readiness to discuss reductions of both “foreign” and “na-
tional” armed forces in Europe to possibly include a limitation on naval
deployments.

The Issues

In preparing to explore and clarify the Soviet position, and pre-
pare for eventual negotiation, the United States and its NATO Allies
now must begin active consultations to develop a common negotiat-
ing framework. The issues which must be decided at this time are:

—The substantive position which the United States should take in
the forthcoming consultations with NATO.

—The operational procedure we and our Allies should follow in
exploratory talks and eventual negotiation with the Soviet Union and
its Warsaw Pact allies.

* Attached but not printed.
5 No classification marking.



160 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

A. The Geographic Area of Reductions

MBER is most clearly related to NATO and Warsaw Pact armed
forces in Central Europe. This has been acknowledged by both NATO
and the Soviet Union. However, reducing forces in this area might be
unappealing to other Allies, such as Norway, Denmark, Turkey, Greece,
Portugal and possibly Italy:

—Nevertheless, the Central Region is the main area of confrontation
between the ground forces and tactical air forces of both sides and, if
MBER is to be a serious arms control measure, it must focus there. This
area contains large numbers of both stationed and indigenous forces—
over one million men on each side, depending on the precise region
specified.

—In the NATO flank regions, MBFR would involve mainly in-
digenous forces (including Soviet), and could greatly complicate the
problems of negotiating and verifying an agreement. This is particu-
larly true for U.S. naval forces in the Mediterranean and their nuclear
delivery systems.

Within Central Europe, the choice of an area depends in part on the
type and nationality of forces to be reduced or limited, and in part
on the comprehensiveness of an agreement, including its verification
provisions.

1. The first question is the choice of a specific area for reduction within
Central Europe. The main alternatives are:

(a) For MBFR involving either stationed forces or stationed and
indigenous forces in Central Europe only, the “Rapacki Plan Area” is
the most advantageous to NATO of the areas which exclude Soviet territory.
The Rapacki Plan Area covers the two Germanies, Poland and Czecho-
slovakia. It includes all Soviet forces in Europe stationed beyond
Soviet borders except for Soviet troops in Hungary. It also includes
all NATO stationed forces except 1-2,000 men in Belgium and the
Netherlands.

(b) There may be pressures within NATO or from the Soviets for
inclusion of some additional NATO territory. The “NATO Guidelines
Area,” favored in some NATO studies, adds the territory of Belgium,
the Netherlands and Luxembourg (Benelux). There is a rough balance
of ground forces manpower in this area (Warsaw Pact 818,000 men;
NATO 744,000 men).

For reductions of stationed forces only, the Guidelines Area produces
military effects similar to the Rapacki Area. However, for reductions of
both stationed and indigenous forces, the Guidelines Area is less advan-
tageous to NATO.

(Including portions of France or the United Kingdom would
be highly disadvantageous to NATO without restrictions on Soviet
territory.)
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(c) Limiting reductions to East and West Germany only would be dis-
advantageous to NATO in view of the Soviet forces in Czechoslovakia and in
Poland though the stationed forces in the Germanies are roughly in bal-
ance in this area and our initial offer to reduce stationed forces only
might focus on this area.

(d) Whereas the two Germanies offer the narrowest base for re-
ductions, the most comprehensive base would be the NATO Guidelines
area plus the European portions of the Soviet Union itself. If reduced Soviet
forces are simply redeployed to the Western sectors of the Soviet Union,
they could return far more quickly, and in greater numbers, than U.S.
forces redeployed to the United States. Thus, MBFR in which redeployed
Soviet forces are not disbanded or transferred beyond easy reinforcing distance
(e.g., East of the Urals) could be relatively disadvantageous to NATO in terms
of the military balance following a short period of mobilization. On military
grounds, therefore, it would be desirable for an MBFR agreement to
cover forces inside the Soviet Union itself.

However, the Soviets may be unwilling to agree to limitations or reduc-
tions of Soviet ground forces in part or all of the Soviet Union without com-
pensating restrictions on the territory of France, the United Kingdom and
probably the United States. In addition, existing national collection means
are inadequate for verification of ground force limitations or reductions
in the Soviet Union. To achieve any on-site inspection—let alone a sys-
tem adequate to detect a rapid Soviet build-up opposite Central Eu-
rope in the early stages of mobilization—could pose severe negotiat-
ing difficulties. For these reasons, limitation and reduction of Soviet ground
forces in the Soviet Union should only be considered for inclusion in com-
prehensive MBBFR options, particularly those entailing very substantial re-
ductions in NATO’s forces. It might be possible, however, to include
USSR territory if U.S. forces withdrawn from Europe were demobi-
lized, along with the Soviet forces.

2. The next choice is the size of force reductions to be considered.

For a given geographical area, a range in the size of reduction could
be postulated, such as

—A freeze of forces at present levels. While a reasonable first step
in an agreement, a freeze would not satisfy unilateral pressures by Con-
gress for reduction.

—A mutual reduction at a minimum level. Our verification studies
indicate that this should be at least 10%.

—A mutual reduction of a greater size. Our studies of mobiliza-
tion and reinforcement indicate that 30% may be a dangerous cut
unless the Pact mobilization and reinforcement disadvantage can be
overcome through restrictions on Soviet ground forces with the USSR
or substantial improvements in the mobilization base of our Allies.
[We have found that the Pact’s advantage in mobilization and
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reinforcement during the first month of mobilization is increased in
proportion to the size of the reduction in stationed forces (U.S., Cana-
dian, Belgian or Dutch) unless reduced Pact forces are disbanded and their
equipment destroyed.]®

—A common ceiling at a given level, or other asymmetrical reductions
in which the Pact reduces more than NATO. Our studies indicate this ap-
proach is advantageous only when NATO's reductions are minimal (less
than 10%) and when the ceiling is based on active tank forces (which
would require a major restructuring of Soviet forces in Central Europe).

In sum,

—No MBER improves the military situation for NATO if the Pact is
able to mobilize reduced forces and reinforce the Center Region. On
the other hand, it is very important to note that most MBER agreements con-
sidered do improve NATO's relative capabilities prior to reinforcement by ei-
ther side. This could be an important advantage in a crisis leading to a
sudden attack by the Pact in which they had not reinforced.

—After a 10% MBEFR restricted to the NATO Guidelines Area,
NATO is 4-6% worse off at M+21 days compared to the present, in
terms of the ratio of opposing forces.

—After 30% MBFR restricted to the NATO Guidelines Area at
M+21 NATO is 10-17% worse off.

These figures show adverse trends, but do not tell us whether
NATO will still retain an initial conventional defense capability after
MBEFR of 10% or 30%. While we believe that NATO'’s conventional op-
tion would not be lost with small mutual reductions, we are still work-
ing on a precise answer to this question.

Clearly, at this stage we should consider large reductions on the order of
30% in connection with comprehensive agreements which restrict the Soviet
reinforcement capability or compensate NATO in some tangible way (e.g., un-
equal tank reductions). Smaller reductions might be considered with few,
if any, restrictions on Soviet reinforcement.

3. The choice of the nationality and type of forces for reduction.

Military forces in Europe are either “indigenous” to the country
where they are garrisoned, or they are “stationed” beyond their
national borders. In Central Europe, on the NATO side, the principal
stationed force include Belgian, British, Canadian, Dutch, French,
and U.S. forces in West Germany. On the Warsaw Pact side, Soviet
forces are stationed in East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland and
Hungary.

© All brackets are in the original.
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MBEFR could include either stationed forces only, or both stationed and
indigenous forces. [To reduce indigenous forces only would be illogical
and politically unacceptable to the United States.]

—Important qualitative differences aside, it makes little difference
in the resulting force ratios whether reductions are taken in stationed
forces only or in both stationed and indigenous forces.

—However, stationed force redeployments are verifiable by national
means, while verification of indigenous force reductions may require enhanced
on-site inspections in Central Europe. (A minimum degree of on-site in-
spection in East Germany is allowed by the Potsdam agreement.) Elim-
ination of indigenous force equipment poses a particularly thorny ver-
ification problem.

Thus, the most advantageous form of an MBFR agreement would appear
to be one limited to or heavily weighted toward redeployment of stationed
forces in Central Europe though political considerations may dictate that in-
digenous forces also be included. In addition, it would be to NATO’s ad-
vantage to:

—Seek reduction of both conventional and nuclear Pact capabili-
ties in exchange for NATO dual-capable weapon systems.

—Reduce only equipment in active units, since NATO, unlike the
Pact, has substantial war reserves of combat equipment, such as tanks,
in Central Europe.

However, both these approaches involve very complex problems
that need further study.

4. Verification and warning.

The immediate issue is whether to consider agreements that can-
not be verified by unilateral U.S. means, and if so, the degree of on-
site inspection we would insist upon, if any. It is generally agreed that
some on-site inspection will be required to verify that reductions are
being carried out. The question is the degree of verification we will re-
quire in the post reduction phase.

—We cannot verify the reduction of ground force units of less than
regimental size (3-5,000 men) anywhere in Central Europe.

—Outside East Germany we would have difficulty verifying the
reduction of even division size forces with any reliability unless NATO
military attachés and military liaison personnel were increased in num-
bers and restrictions on their movements were cancelled.

—However, improved technical collection systems may increase
the frequency and detail of our coverage of Central Europe, enhancing
our verification capability, although we would probably not be able to de-
tect changes in individual unit strengths and equipment levels unless these
were larger than 10%.

Given these limitations on the verifiability of either unit or manning re-
ductions at the 10% level, we have to consider whether or not we are willing
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to consider reductions of this size. This problem is particularly significant
because our Allies, at this point, all favor a NATO position that would
call for reductions of this unverifiable size. If MBER is to be a serious
arms control effort, it must involve reductions that are large enough to
be verifiable even in the initial stage.

Options for Negotiation
Within the foregoing framework, we could consider a range of options

of increasing comprehensiveness for discussion with our allies and exploratory
talks with the Soviet Union.

(a) A limited option involving an immediate 15% reduction of sta-
tioned ground and air forces in Central Europe, with national means
of verification. This could reduce U.S. force levels by 25,000-30,000
men.

(b) A more comprehensive option involving both a further 10% re-
duction of stationed forces and a 10-20% reduction of indigenous
forces. This agreement should include on-site inspection in Central Eu-
rope, other constraining measures such as restrictions on the size of
maneuvers, and limitations on theater nuclear forces.

(c) Finally, we could propose a comprehensive option involving
deeper cuts in stationed and indigenous forces or stationed forces
only, provided redeployed Soviet and U.S. forces were disbanded, their
equipment was destroyed and on-site inspection was adequate. (Ac-
cepting such constraints on U.S. forces in the United States would
not necessarily be disadvantageous. Meanwhile, proposing the option
could help constrain further congressional pairing of the defense
establishment.)”

7 Two tables, “Total and National Indigenous Ground Forces Presently on Active
Duty in Various Geographical Areas Considered for MBFR” and “The Warsaw Pact/
NATO Force Balance,” are attached but not printed.
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61. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the Soviet Union'

Washington, June 17, 1971, 1647Z.

107924. Subj: Secretary-Dobrynin Conversation, June 16: MBFR.?

1. Secretary called in Dobrynin June 16 to sound out Soviet posi-
tion regarding force reductions in Europe. After pointing out that
NATO is prepared to have negotiations as soon as practical, he posed
series of specific questions:

(A) In what time frame do Soviets place MBFR negotiations?

(B) Do Soviets agree that MBFR negotiations can be conducted
without connection with CES?

(C) Do Soviets agree that both stationed and indigenous forces
will be included in negotiations?

(D) Are Soviets prepared to discuss not only numbers of person-
nel but also weapons systems?

2. Dobrynin replied (A) Soviet Government wishes to negotiate
force reductions as soon as possible;

(B) In regard to CES, Soviets are prepared to discuss force reduc-
tion either in committee established by CES, or in entirely separate fo-
rum, without convening CES in advance;

(C) Soviet Government prepared to discuss both stationed and in-
digenous forces; and

(D) He assumed that negotiations would cover both personnel
and weapons systems, but has no specific instructions on this point.

3. Dobrynin professed to believe that NATO Lisbon Communiqué
linked negotiations on force reduction with Berlin settlement, and said
that his government would consider that an unacceptable precondition.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-224, National Security Decision Memorada, NSDM 116. Secret; Exdis.
Drafted by Matlock and approved by Davies. Repeated to the U.S. Mission to NATO,
Ottawa, Athens, Ankara, and all European diplomatic posts. Sonnenfeldt forwarded a
copy to Kissinger on June 18 with an attached summary. (Ibid.)

2In a conversation in the Oval Office with Nixon, Haig, and Ziegler on the after-
noon of June 14, Rogers announced his intention to see Dobrynin to discuss MBFR: “We
told, with NATO we said we're going to consult with them bilaterally. And [Jonathan]
Dean is not back there so I thought I'd get Dobrynin in and talk to him about it, and see
what he has in mind. I think I'll have to say that we're, just what I said before we went
to NATO, and that is, ‘Obviously we’re in such negotiations. We’ve been in since 1968.”
And as, we've so indicated. And now they’re finally indicating that they’re interested.
Fine, we'll talk to them about it. See what they have in mind.” (Ibid., White House Tapes,
Oval Office, Conversation 519-7) The editors transcribed the portions of the tape record-
ing printed here specifically for this volume.
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Secretary replied that our position is that CES should not be convened
until after Berlin settlement reached, but that MBFR negotiations are not
linked to Berlin settlement. Dobrynin also expressed concern that hold-
ing up negotiations for exploratory talks and meeting of NATO Deputy
Foreign Ministers could delay negotiations until 1972. Secretary assured
him that this is not the case and that if exploratory talks satisfactory, ne-
gotiations might be possible as early as October or November.

4. Discussion turned to the Rome principles, with Dobrynin ob-
serving that Soviets had taken cautious approach because they not sure
of definition of some of terms used. He asked specifically about the mean-
ing of “balanced” force reduction. Secretary explained that “balanced”
reduction simply recognizes the fact that symmetrical reduction could in
many instances be disadvantageous to one side or the other. The term is
not meant to be deceptive, but merely to signal that reductions must be
scaled and timed so as not to operate to the military disadvantage of
either side. In any case, Secretary stressed, Rome principles should not
be considered preconditions to negotiation, but rather indication of an
approach which we consider most likely to be fruitful. We would wel-
come Soviet counter-proposals. Dobrynin observed that Soviets could not
accept Rome principles without further definition, but have no objection
to their being presented for discussion in negotiations.

5. After Dobrynin asked why a person could not be appointed to
begin serious talks, Secretary asked whether Soviets had in mind one
person negotiating for each side. Dobrynin said that he would have to
refer this question to his government, and requested suggestions from
us. Secretary said that one possibility would be for each side (i.e. NATO
and Warsaw Pact) to appoint a representative or a small group to con-
duct preliminary talks. Dobrynin asked when such a representative or
representatives could be named and Secretary replied that it would be
easier to do so following the meeting of the NATO Deputy Foreign
Ministers, but that it possible to do so sooner. Dobrynin also inquired
whether representatives could come from U.S. and USSR. Secretary
said we open minded about identity of representatives: U.S. and So-
viet nationals could presumably participate in team of representatives
if so designated. Important point is that negotiations be on behalf of
Alliance and not bilateral between U.S. and Soviets. Dobrynin also
asked whether we preferred one representative or a small group. Sec-
retary said that we have some preference for single representative from
each side, whereupon Dobrynin observed that NATO, with SecGen and
Secretariat, is in better position to appoint representative than Warsaw
Pact. Secretary stressed again that appointment of representatives is
merely idea, and that we would welcome Soviet suggestions on the
subject.

6. Dobrynin was unable to provide any details regarding Soviet
thoughts on how force reduction would operate. He also was unable
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to confirm that Soviet Government prepared accept principle of nego-
tiations between Warsaw Pact and NATO. He indicated, however, that
he expected prompt reply from Soviet Government and appeared ea-
ger to pursue subject further in near future.

Rogers

62. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, June 17, 1971, 2:30 p.m.

SUBJECT
MBFR

PARTICIPANTS

German

Egon Bahr—State Secretary, Chancellor’s Office

Guenther van Well—Assistant Secretary, Foreign Office

American

Henry A. Kissinger—Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmuth Sonnenfeldt—Senior Member, National Security Council

James S. Sutterlin—Director, Office of German Affairs

State Secretary Bahr opened the conversation by telling Mr.
Kissinger that he had discussed MBFR with Assistant Secretary Hil-
lenbrand the day before. He was sure that a memorandum on that con-
versation would be circulated.” To recapitulate, the Federal Republic
was of the opinion that any balanced force reduction must include in-
digenous as well as stationed forces.

Mr. Kissinger asked why the Federal Government held this view.
Bahr replied that if balanced force reductions are carried out between
East and West a balance must also be maintained among the forces in

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL GER W-US. Secret;
Exdis. Drafted by Sutterlin. Part I of III. The conversation took place in Kissinger’s of-
fice. For Part II of the conversation on Berlin negotiations, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 257. For Part III of the conver-
sation on Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Eastern
Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969-1972, volume XXIX, Document 56.

2 Telegram 109971 to Bonn, June 19, contains a summary of Hillenbrand’s conver-
sation with Bahr. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL GER W-US)
Earlier, Rogers discussed MBFR with Brandt and Bahr. (Memorandum of conversation,
June 15; ibid., POL 7 GER W)
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the Western side. Aside from the United States and possibly Canada,
the Federal Republic’s allies would not like to see the Bundeswehr left
in a position after the withdrawal of some U.S. forces where its size
would be out of proportion to other European forces.

Mr. Kissinger said that no conclusions have been reached on this
question yet in Washington. He could understand the argument which
Bahr had advanced. He noted, however, that there were also the fol-
lowing arguments in favor of reductions only in stationed forces. First,
the verification problem for indigenous forces would be monumental.
Secondly, it is the Soviet forces in the central European area which are
best equipped for offensive action. Therefore, it is by reducing Soviet
forces that one reduces the offensive capacity of the Communist side.
Thirdly—and this, Mr. Kissinger noted, might not be so attractive to
the German side—it would be attractive domestically if the size of the
U.S. deployment in Europe could be reduced while the force strength
of our European allies remained unchanged, since this would signify
some equalization of the defense burden. Mr. Kissinger noted that there
would be a meeting of the NSC at 3:30 p.m. to consider all of these
questions.® Decisions would not be made at the meeting, but conclu-
sions would be reached for presentation to the President.

Bahr said that he could understand the domestic American inter-
est in concentrating reductions on stationed forces. In this German and
U.S. interests might diverge a bit. Perhaps one could bridge this over
through the timing of the various stages in a troop reduction plan. If
one began with only a small first step which would really by symbolic
in nature, then the U.S. domestic argument would be persuasive.

Bahr said he could also see the point concerning the offensive ca-
pacity of Soviet forces. Here, of course, the question arose as to which
territory would be included in a plan. From the German point of view
it was desirable that the reductions not be limited solely to the terri-
tory of the FRG and the GDR. Mr. Kissinger replied that various op-
tions were included in the NSC study, one of which was such a re-
stricted territorial approach. He considered this most unlikely,
however, indeed unthinkable. Bahr then made the point that even a
small first step could, by its nature, strongly influence the character of
further stages in a mutual reduction plan. For this reason it would be
unfortunate if the plan began on the basis of too small an area. Mr.
Kissinger agreed and said again that he did not think it likely that any
plan would be limited to German territory. He added that, as the Pres-
ident had emphasized the previous day to the Chancellor,* the United
States will not move unilaterally on any of these points.

8 See Document 63.
4See Document 59.
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Bahr felt that the Soviets would probably argue for the inclusion
of indigenous forces since the Bundeswehr is considerably larger than
the East German Army. He added that for home consumption in the
Federal Republic it would be good if the Bundeswehr could be reduced.
All of the Western Europeans would be inclined to say if the U.S. is re-
ducing its burden why shouldn’t they do likewise? Mr. Kissinger ac-
knowledged that such a reaction would be natural but pointed out that
from the American point of view we would consider this the kind of
more equitable sharing of the defense burden which has long been de-
sirable. Bahr thought that nonetheless this reaction should be expected.

Bahr digressed at this point to state that he had found in con-
versing with Senator Mansfield that only two arguments had any im-
pact. First, U.S. forces in Europe could not be replaced by European
forces because of their nuclear capacity. Secondly, the U.S. is a super
power and therefore simply cannot run away:.

Returning to MBFR, Bahr commented that we must be careful lest
a kind of euphoria arise precisely at a time when, because of the re-
ductions, the security situation may actually deteriorate somewhat. Mr.
Kissinger agreed that this was a valid point which could be even more
relevant if the size of the reductions were substantial. The studies which
we have made, he said, show that a relatively small reduction would
not affect the Western defense capacity adversely. Beyond ten percent,
however, reductions would have a progressively more negative effect
on our defense capacity. If 30 percent reductions were carried out our
defense situation would be substantially inferior until M-Day + 60, a
time which Mr. Kissinger doubted we would ever reach. Bahr said that
German experts had come to the same conclusion. Their studies
showed, however, that if the figure went above 40 percent the situa-
tion might reverse itself somewhat in favor of the Western side. Mr.
Kissinger pointed out that the defensive forces must cover the whole
area of their responsibility while offensive forces can concentrate their
strength in a selected area.
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63. Notes of a National Security Council Meeting’

Washington, June 17, 1971, 3:37-5:12 p.m.

RN [Richard Nixon]: Subj. today old but timely. Have been dis.
tangentially with Brandt.> Purpose is to get position understood on ba-
sis of interagency group work. Not agree on position to take but see
how we should move in conversations within alliance + with SU.
Should know where we want to come out.

Helms: Briefing.® BR [balanced reductions] prog. has both milit.
and polit. implications.

Forces: 52 Sov divs. 29 EE [Eastern Europe]. (Text from CIA.)

Verification: Tasks: (1) assessment of forces before red. (2) reduc-
tion. (3) reduction adhered to... Problems; limitations. Collection
means.

Soviet position. Get initiative. Avoid concessions in Berlin stalemate.
Increase NATO strains; underscore temporary nature of U.S. presence
and permanency Sov. Enhance GDR.

Military advantage. Bulk of forces for def. ag. NATO; hence, if
NATO reduces, so can Sovs. Redeploy to China; economic strains.

Put NATO on defensive with simple proposals, say 30% cut.
But will keep options open till they see what happens. May just
manipulate.

NATO reactions.

(1) Mansfield caught them off balance.

(2) Want initiative.

(3) But cautious; Germany worried about Berlin; also worried
might become bilateral like SALT.

(4) Pleased by Lisbon formula.

(5) France still cautious and did not join in Lisbon communiqué.

(6) Awaiting further U.S. work.

Rogers: Briefing reflects views of individuals but not of Fonmins.
Scheel quite willing to have negots as long as not in ESC.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-110, NSC Meeting Minutes, Originals, 1971 through 6/20/74. No clas-
sification marking. The notes were handwritten by Wayne Smith. According to the Pres-
ident’s Daily Diary, the following attended the meeting: the President, Rogers, Laird,
Connally, Lincoln, Mitchell, Packard, Helms, Moorer, Gerard Smith, Farley, Irwin, Hil-
lenbrand, Kissinger, Wayne Smith, and Sonnenfeldt. The time of the meeting is also from
the President’s Daily Diary. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)

2 See Document 59.

% The notes for Helms’s briefing are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-031, NSC Meeting, MBFR, 6/17/71.
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Schumann had little to say. Wanted to be helpful to us. U.S. had
done more than it should. The others should do more; but not oppo-
sition to us. Pompidou pointed this out. Meeting generally most suc-
cessful. Canadians proposed immediate negs. But we wanted to wait.
We left everything flexible, including on timing. Emissary “when ap-
propriate.” We have positive communiqué but very flexible + can wait
as long as we want. Brandt satisfied.

RN: What is effect of reductions of Sov forces on EG [East Ger-
mans], Poles, Czechs, Hungarians; realize talking about 10%-20%. To
what extent do present forces maintain regimes in power?

RH [Richard Helms]: All want Sovs [illegible] down occupation
forces. Question about reliability of EE. But would want [illegible] own
forces down to get Sovs down. Accept, except in GDR. Situation here

very foggy.
RN: Sov forces drain on GDR economy?

RH: Yes.

HAK: Sev. mtgs of VP [Verification Panel] to lay out positions prior
to Allied decisions + our own.

Following issues: p. 2 talking pts.*

(1) Size. (p. 3 TP’s [talking points]).”

Table passed out. Explains figures (Tab A).® My M+60 effects erased
because of replenishments.

M-Day: more favorable for NATO; decrease chance of surprise
attack.

No MBER improves NATO sit. after mobilization. Page 4 of TP’s.”

pp- 5-6.
On asymmetry: Shouldn’t encumber negotiations since no effect.

* Kissinger’s talking points for the meeting, drafted by Wayne Smith and forwarded
to Kissinger on June 15, are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC In-
stitutional Files (H-Files), Box H-031, NSC Meeting on MBFR, 6/17/71.

5 Kissinger’s talking points discussed possible sizes for an MBFR reduction: a
freeze, a common ceiling, a small mutual reduction of about 10 percent, or a large mu-
tual reduction of about 30 percent. Page 3 reads in part: “At this point, while it is neither
necessary nor desirable to determine the size reduction we should aim for, it is useful to consider
the effects on the military balance of each size reduction and determine the range of reductions
we should actively consider in the future.”

® Reference is to a chart attached to Kissinger’s talking points: “The Warsaw Pact/
NATO Force Balance: Illustrative MBER of Stationed and Indigenous Forces in the NATO
Guidelines Area.”

7 Kissinger’s talking points reads in part: “Following full mobilization and reinforce-
ment by both sides, it is clear that MBFR has little or no effect on the conventional balance
since all the withdrawn forces on each side can be returned.”
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Tentative conclusion: Between 10-30% (see p. 6).2
(2) Geographic Area. Table handed out. Tab B.

p 6, Talking points.

p- g'w

p- 8.

If area too wide, verification very poor + Sovs would ask for UK,
France + perhaps parts of U.S.

If cuts exceed 30%, should include Sov. territ + we should
have inspection dec. of reinforcement. Two Germany’s alone politically
unacceptable.

(3) Nationality + Type (p. 9)
Reduction of indigenous forces extremely complex.
Concentrate on stationed forces.

Pro:

(1) reduce Sov forces.
(2) meet Cong. press.
(3) improve proportionate share of allies.

WR [William Rogers]: NATO ministers did not feel indigenous
forces necess., but want to talk about so won’t be left out.

Con:

(1) First step of U.S. withdrawal (the best of circumstances).
(2) Enhance German weight.

RN: How many US in Europe?

ML [Melvin Laird]: 304,000.

RN: Sov?

Adm. Moorer: 370,000.

RN: We talking about Sov-Amer. reductions?

HAK: In our interest: our Germans better than their Poles + Czechs.

8 Page 6 of Kissinger’s talking points reads in part: “For this reason, I would suggest
that we consider an overall symmetrical reduction of 30% the outer limit for NATO until we
have a better grasp of ways in which the mobilization/reinforcement disadvantage can be over-
come. Conversely, we must bear in mind the effect on our support in Congress if we appeared to
be stalling reductions or considering only marginal reductions, such as 10% or less.”

o Kissinger’s talking points contained a second table, “Total National and Indige-
nous Ground Forces Presently on Active Duty in Various Geographic Regions Consid-
ered for MBFR.”

19 Kissinger’s talking points discussed the various advantages and disadvantages
of carrying out MBEFR reductions in the NATO guidelines area, the Rapacki Plan area,
East and West Germany, or the NATO guidelines area plus the three western military
districts of the Soviet Union.
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RN: Recalls Polish troops, honor guard in 1959," cheering at RN.
Wouldn't rely on Poles.

WR: 30-90,000 US.

RN: We may talk about NATO, WP, but we mean US-SU. Reduc-
tion of Sov forces much greater blow to Sovs. Indigenous forces unre-
liable. They must know this; hence negots will be tough.

WR: Only France would be against bec. of fear of Germany.
RN: That'’s too bad.

HAK: Could do stationed first; indigenous later; or different mag-
nitudes. But primary principle is that cut in stationed forces is in our interest.

4. Verification (p. 12, T.P)."?

Smith has pointed out Sov’s have been less rigid re inspection in
Europe.

Study of verif. has driven us to recommend cuts of at least 10%;
less not monitorable + turn into unilateral cuts.

Defers discussion of models.

Trying to get answers to composition of various cuts (see p. 15).
Preparations with Allies (see pp. 15-16)."

RN: Deputy For Ministers in Sept?

WR: Or October.

RN: We stay where we are as far as talking to Sovs concerned. Quiet in
Public.

WR: No problem. Saw Dob. yesterday.'* He wanted to get into
substance. WR talked about procedure. Forum, participants, etc. He said
he would get answers.

1 Regarding Nixon’s 1959 visit to Poland as Vice President, see Foreign Relations,
1958-1960, volume X, Part 2, Eastern Europe Region; Poland; Greece; Turkey; Yugoslavia,
pp- 190-225.

12 The discussion of verification in Kissinger’s talking points reads in part as fol-
lows: “The issue here is whether we want to consider agreements that cannot be verified by uni-
lateral U.S. means, and if so, the degree of on-site inspection we would insist upon, if any.” The
points continued: “We cannot verify manpower reductions by national means unless the re-
ductions are taken in identifiable units, with their equipment.”

13 Pages 15-16 of Kissinger’s talking points reads in part: “We have organized our
ongoing work in the Verification Panel so that we will be prepared for intensive con-
sultations with our allies on the substance of an MBFR position or positions which can
form the basis for the initial stage of negotiations with the Soviet Union. We will send
a ‘sanitized’ version of a thorough evaluation of MBFR approaches to NATO before the
end of the month for presentation to the North Atlantic Council. By July 1, we should
give our allies our position on the elements which form the basic framework of our
MBER position, with detailed rationales drawn from the Evaluation Report and other
previous work submitted to NATO.” The points continued: “In the coming weeks, we
will review the ongoing interagency work on MBFR options in the light of decisions
which emerge from this meeting, and speed up the assessment of options.”

4 See Document 61.
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ML: Problem with Allies. Found with Def Mins. they don’t know
what to do with Def. Planning. They face budget cuts. Should discuss
proposals with military + Def Ministers since it won't mean reduction
for them in contrib to defense of Europe. Never had to hold hands, so
much before. Russians shot rug out from under them.

RN: Only involves US-Sov. They won't be able to cut.

Irwin: Would involve UK + France, if phrased as “stationed.”

RN: 10% not much.

HAK: French would only withdraw across Rhine.

WR: Didn'’t find what M.L. found. Fonmins very encouraged.

Moorer: Found Brits + Germans discouraged. AD-70" being dis-
couraged by MBFR. Real problem of losing momentum.

WR: Fonmins said they had to keep up improvements.

Moorer: Fouquet said Europeans would not improve.

ML: Have to keep pressure on Europeans. Bring Goodpaster in to
make sure he keeps pressure.

WR: Fonmins feel that MBFR will prevent US from making uni-
lateral cuts, especially if successful.

RN: Excellent preparations. Sovs not prepared (as WR said).

ML: Brits have done good work.

[Gerard] Smith: (1) Need better focus on main purpose:

(a) Some say improve NATO position

(b) Some say détente
(c) Some think just ag. Mansfield.

Need clarity.

(2) Relationship betw. European focus cuts + overall force cuts.
Soviets would just redeploy, we would demobilize. Case for resuming
1964 US-Sov dialogue on mutual cuts.

(3) Should not go too far in saying we can do with unilateral ver-
ification. Should have a good deal of o-s [onsite] inspection. Sovs have
made proposals on this since 1957.

ML: Sovs might throw in other issues: aircraft, navies. We need to
do additional work.

HAK: FBS may be drawn in. Nuclear issue.

13 See footnote 2, Document 34. The NATO Ministerial meeting in Brussels in De-
cember 1970 approved an annex to the main communiqué on AD-70; it noted that ten
of the European members of NATO had agreed to adopt a European Defense Improve-
ment Program (EDIP), providing for additional European outlays for NATO’s defense.
EDIP became an ongoing topic of discussion within NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, NATO Final Communiqués, 1949-1974, pp. 249-252.
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ML: The longer talks last, the worse we are off. Bargaining chip
gets lost.

HAK: If nuclear MBFR, we may need different geographic area
bec. Sov threat is in W SU.

WR: Should start with simple, conventional cuts.

Lincoln: People will say we will cut 10-30% anyway even if we
say MBFR. Hard to hold line if negots last; long time, as Sov negot his-
tory shows.

RN: Very useful exercise. We have to press forward; despite vic-
tory over Mansfield, support in country declining. We have to give
American people hope.

[Omitted here is discussion of leaks of classified material to the
press.]

64. Editorial Note

United States Embassies in Europe reported on the reaction of the
European allies to Secretary Rogers’s conversation with Soviet Am-
bassador Dobrynin on June 16, 1971, with regard to MBFR (see Docu-
ment 61). On June 21, the United States Mission to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization reported the reaction of the NATO Political Ad-
visers to the conversation: “Canadian rep requested (and was given)
assurance that Rogers—-Dobrynin exchange was bilateral sounding only
and that Secretary Rogers was not speaking for the alliance.” The re-
port continued: “Dutch also asked whether we felt US-Soviet exchanges
on MBFR were developing into the principal bilateral channel on the
subject, to the exclusion of the other NATO allies. We replied that
we did not consider this the case, that US and Soviets were simply
discussing matters in context of normal bilateral soundings which
other allies were presumably also undertaking.” (Telegram 2640 from
USNATO, June 21; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 261, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. X)

On June 24, the Embassy in London reported on the British reac-
tion to Rogers’s conversation: “British officials have uniformly ex-
pressed concern that NATO may be drifting too rapidly and without
adequate preparation into MBFR negotiations. They are perplexed by
lack of U.S. contribution to NATO studies and papers. They are con-
cerned about U.S. intentions in light of Rogers—Dobrynin conversation
of 16 June and reports of U.S. interest in ‘small” but symmetrical force
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reductions via MBFR. British believe that serious damage to NATO'’s
security can only be prevented by a slower pace, a clearer under-
standing of our objectives, and agreement prior to negotiations both
among allies and with other side on basic principles.” (Telegram 5892
from London, June 24; ibid., Box 728, Country Files, Europe, United
Kingdom, Vol. VI)

On June 28, the Embassy in Bonn reported: “Senior FRG officials
continue highly concerned about the possibility of U.S. bilateral nego-
tiations with the USSR on aspects of MBFR. FRG DefMin Schmidt has
made a strong appeal to the Ambassador to avoid all bilateralism. FRG
Disarmament Commissioner Roth is also concerned by this possibility,
particularly in light of what he considers to be strong internal pres-
sures in the U.S. to achieve quick initial results on MBFR.” (Telegram
7900 from Bonn, June 28; ibid, Box 685, Country Files, Europe, Ger-
many, Vol. VIII)

On July 8, the Embassy in Bonn reported on the French and Ger-
man reaction to United States interest in MBFR as expressed at a
Franco-German summit meeting:

“A responsible Foreign Office disarmament official has informed
us in the strictest confidence concerning the MBFR—defense aspects of
the Franco-German summit consultations July 5-6 in Bonn. Reading
from a memorandum covering the conversations on MBFR, our source
said that French President Pompidou, Defense Minister Debre and For-
eign Minister Schumann had told Chancellor Brandt, Defense Minis-
ter Schmidt and Foreign Minister Scheel that the USG had “definitively
decided’ to reduce American troop levels in Europe. The French said
that this was a profound change in US policy since the December 1970
NATO Ministerial, that the Soviet Union was aware of this decision
and would use it to reinforce tendencies toward neutralism in small
European countries and in the Central European area likely to be af-
fected by such US troop reductions. France was gravely concerned, and
thought such troop reductions, whether unilateral or under the um-
brella of an MBFR agreement, would lead inevitably, whatever the US
intention, to American political disengagement in Europe.” (Telegram
8368 from Bonn, July 8; ibid.)
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65. National Security Decision Memorandum 116'

Washington, June 28, 1971.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Attorney General

The Director, Central Intelligence Agency

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

SUBJECT
The U.S. Policy on Mutual Force Reductions in Europe (MBFR)

Following the June 17 NSC meeting” the President has decided
that U.S. explorations with the Soviet Union and consultations with
our Allies in NATO on the subject of mutual force reductions shall be
based on the following approach.

In general, the U.S. objective is to develop a consensus within the
NATO Alliance governing the substantive elements of its position on
mutual reductions of forces in Europe. Regarding specific elements, the
Verification Panel will prepare a formulation and assessment of alter-
native options for MBFR for consideration by the National Security
Council based on the following policy:

—Reductions should cover both stationed and indigenous forces,
either simultaneously or in succeeding phases. The primary U.S. ob-
jective, however, is to maximize the reduction of Soviet forces, and, for
this reason, proportionately large Soviet and American (or stationed
force) reductions should be emphasized rather than balanced stationed

and indigenous reductions. A reduction of indigenous forces only
should be excluded.

—Another important U.S. objective in reductions should be to es-
tablish constraints on the reintroduction of stationed (Soviet) forces or
equipment into the zone of reductions. Such constraints should be cor-
respondingly comprehensive, possibly to include Soviet territory, as
the size of reductions is increased. On the other hand, it is not essen-
tial that the area for reductions include the territory of the USSR.

—The area of reductions should not be confined to the Germanies
alone; it is preferable that the area include Czechoslovakia and Poland,
especially insofar as Soviet ground forces are concerned. While not de-

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDMs), Nos. 97-144. Top Secret.

2 See Document 63.
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sirable, the inclusion of the Benelux countries is acceptable. The inclu-
sion of other NATO countries could be considered with an appropri-
ate expansion of the area for Warsaw Pact reductions.

—A full range of symmetrical and asymmetrical reductions should
be considered based on various degrees of severity, the requirements
for adequate verification and their effects upon the conventional
balance.

In developing a consensus within the NATO Alliance on this pol-
icy, the U.S. shall prepare for future transmission to the NAC:

—The “sanitized” April 12 Evaluation Report® with an appropriate
covering memorandum indicating that its conclusions are still tenta-
tive. This study should be completed no later than July 2, 1971.*

—A revised version of the June 1971 Elements of MBFR study,” mod-
ified to indicate the decisions in this memorandum. This study should
be completed by July 6, 1971.

—A range of specific MBFR options and a thorough assessment of
their implications. These options should range from limited symmet-
rical reductions to more comprehensive reductions possibly involving
a wider area and a variety of reductions as well as verification provi-
sions and collateral constraints. This study should be completed by Au-
gust 1, 1971.

These preparations for consultations should be made by the agen-
cies responsible under the overall direction of the Verification Panel.
Prior to the development and consideration by the President of spe-
cific mutual force reduction options, it is understood that the substance
of our consultations with our NATO allies shall not go beyond exist-
ing Presidential guidance. In no instance will reductions figures be dis-
cussed with our allies. Regarding the procedure, forum, and timing of
exploratory or preparatory talks with the Warsaw Pact, the U.S. should
give full weight to the views of the allies.

Henry A. Kissinger

8 See Document 47.

4 Telegram 130817 to USNATO, July 20, instructed the Mission “to circulate the san-
itized version of the April 12 MBFR evaluation report, entitled ‘MBFR—Some Assump-
tions, Models, and Implications” in the NAC and other NATO fora you deem advisable
at the earliest appropriate time following receipt. The paper should be covered by an
appropriate memorandum indicating that its conclusions are still tentative.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 261, Agency Files, NATO, Vol. X)
On July 12, Wayne Smith reported in a memorandum to Kissinger that transmission of
the sanitized report had been delayed owing to objections from Goodpaster. Smith’s
memorandum is scheduled for publication in see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

5 Not found.
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66. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State'

Moscow, July 28, 1971, 1635Z.

5366. Subject: Gromyko on force reductions. Ref: State 135527.%

1. Summary: Gromyko indicated July 28 that Soviets are prepared
to discuss force reductions in all of Europe and not just central Europe.
He opposed discussion on bloc to bloc basis, noting this position shared
by certain other governments. He stated that first order of business was
clear statement by governments concerned as to whether or not they
accept Soviet proposal for discussions. He emphasized that Soviets do
not consider that USG has made such response, since US statements
on subject have been hedged with reservations. End summary.

2. During general survey with me July 28 (sep’cel)3 Gromyko
briefly referred to question of force reductions in Europe (he corrected
his interpreter who had used term central Europe and said he did not
just have central Europe in mind). He noted that there had been dis-
cussions on this subject before and he hoped there would soon be op-
portunity for further discussions, including bilateral ones. He claimed
to see substantial possibilities for the future in this area.

3. Ireturned to subject later, noting I wanted to be sure both sides
understood where we stand now in discussion this question. Secretary
had raised certain questions with Dobrynin in their conversation June
16* and Dobrynin had said he would endeavor get replies. Subsequent
informal discussions between Korniyenko and Klossen® were useful
but naturally did not lead to specific replies since this is complex ques-
tion and both sides need time for study. I said our present under-
standing is that Dobrynin will reply to Secretary in due course. For our
part, we are willing to continue and expedite preparations for sub-
stantive discussions. I asked whether Gromyko viewed present situa-
tion as we do.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL US-USSR. Secret.

% Telegram 135527 to Moscow, July 27, provided Beam instructions on MBFR for
his meeting with Gromyko. It stated that “you may wish to reiterate our interest in mov-
ing forward as rapidly as is feasible on this complex question involving so many gov-
ernments. As reflected in the Lisbon communiqué, the question of MBFR will be the sub-
ject of intensive discussion for the next few months within NATO.” (Ibid., Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 715, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XIV)

3 Telegram 5367 from Moscow, July 28. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL
US-USSR)

4 See Document 61.

5 Telegram 4351 from Moscow, June 23, reported on the conversation. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 EUR)
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4. In reply, Gromyko said he was acquainted with the Secretary’s
talk with Dobrynin in June. In this connection he wished to emphasize
that Soviet Government is against approaching problem on bloc to bloc
basis. This view is shared by other governments. Although on first
glance this appeared to be procedural or organizational question, in re-
ality it was political one. Secretary had referred to meeting of NATO
and Warsaw Pact representatives. Some countries would give a failing
grade to this approach. Matters did not need to be complicated by be-
ing put in this form. Problem already very complex, and he did not ex-
clude need for further bilateral exchanges. He hoped this would not
be last time we discussed problem on bilateral basis.

5. Gromyko repeatedly emphasized that the Soviets want a clear
answer from potential participants in force reduction discussions as to
whether or not they accept the Soviet proposal. He claimed the posi-
tion of USG and other governments was not clear on this point. The
USG had made a statement but it had been hedged with various reser-
vations. From Soviet standpoint, it was not clear whether positive el-
ements in US statement or the reservations were the main thing. USG
should clarify its position, either publicly or in written form. He said
Soviets are still in process considering various other questions related
to this subject, but these could be introduced at later stage after Sovi-
ets learn how many and which countries accept Soviet proposal.

6. I noted in response that force reduction concept was not new.
It had been advanced several years before. In terms Soviets had pro-
posed it, we obviously accepted it as topic for negotiation and as a de-
sirable agreed goal, but procedural issues were now one of main prob-
lems. Soviets had made one proposal, which we were considering
together with NATO colleagues. We would welcome Soviet ideas as to
where we go from here and how we should push forward with ex-
changes. In meantime, I said that Washington was under the impres-
sion that Dobrynin would be giving a fuller response to the Secretary’s
questions.

7. Gromyko would not go beyond saying that Soviets would think
about questions posed by Secretary and might return to them in the
future. In response my observation that there might be meeting of
NATO deputy foreign ministers in several weeks during which force
reduction question would be considered, Gromyko said (half-seriously
by his own admission) that he did not understand how such wise men
as NATO ministers could meet without reaching decision on force re-
duction discussions devoid of any reservations.

8. Department pass as desired.

Beam
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67. Editorial Note

On August 3, 1971, Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National Security
Council staff sent President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger a briefing memorandum for the latter’s upcoming meeting
with French Ambassador Charles Lucet later that same day. Sonnen-
feldt wrote:

“During his other pre-departure calls, Lucet has been stressing
MBFR. He has indicated that France does not wish to reduce its own
forces, is in favor of ‘global’ rather than regional disarmament, and is
against the concept of a NATO ‘explorer” such as Brosio which infers
bloc to bloc negotiations opposed by the French.

“You may wish to indicate that

“—we are willing to consider other approaches than just a single
explorer, since we would welcome French participation if there are re-
sulting negotiations;

“—we recognize the security risks involved in MBFR, and for that
reason we have urged NATO to continue to study the issues, such as
those raised in the US paper recently submitted to the Council;

“—finally, we feel ourselves under no particular time pressure for
MBFR.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 678, Country Files, Europe, France, Vol. VIII)

At the meeting on August 3, Lucet raised the subject of MBFR with
Kissinger. According to a memorandum prepared by Sonnenfeldt:

“Lucet then turned to MBFR and recited long standing French rea-
sons for opposing it. He stressed that France cannot be committed by
NATO decisions. Dr. Kissinger referred to the US domestic situation.
He noted that we were somewhat better off in this regard at the mo-
ment and MBFR was not the most burning issue with us. As long as
the domestic situation remains relatively quiet, we have time to move
deliberately on MBFR. Lucet said that the French would not partici-
pate in the NATO Deputy Foreign Ministers” meeting, although they
might send an observer. Dr. Kissinger said we would not protest and
this would not become an issue between our two Presidents.” (Mem-
orandum for the Record, August 4; ibid.)
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68. Editorial Note

West German Chancellor Willy Brandt visited the Soviet Union
for two days of talks with Soviet General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev
September 17-18, 1971. Among the topics they discussed were a Eu-
ropean security conference and mutual force reductions. On Septem-
ber 20, the State Secretary in the Chancellor’s Office, Egon Bahr, pro-
vided Ambassador to Germany Kenneth Rush with an account of the
talks. Rush summarized Bahr’s comments in telegram 11676 from Bonn
the same day: “Brezhnev indicated that he was interested in MBFR ne-
gotiations but not sure of what criteria should be applied to force re-
ductions. He said the Soviet Government was studying the subject seri-
ously and was willing to negotiate on all aspects of it. At no point did
he mention the word ‘balanced,” but did on several occasions state that
reductions should be ‘of the same quality.” He mentioned reductions of
troops but not of military equipment. Both Brandt and Brezhnev agreed
that neither side should profit from a MBFR agreement at the expense
of the other. They agreed that MBFR negotiations should not be a topic
reserved solely to the great powers, should not solely involve stationed
forces, but should cover all forces in the area of application of an agree-
ment and should not cover Germany alone, but a broader area. It was
agreed that the MBEFR topic could be broached in the framework of a
Conference on European Security, but should not be a substitute for the
latter. Brezhnev should [said] he realized that the parties in the CES
would not be identical as those involved in the MBFR and that MBFR
negotiations would probably take longer than a successful CES would
take. Bahr said Brandt was pleased that the joint FRG-Soviet commu-
niqué explicitly mentioned participation in a CES by the United States
and Canada; he believed it was the first explicit mention in a formal So-
viet communiqué of this point. Brezhnev urged Brandt to take the same
positive attitude towards the CES as the French Government. Brandt re-
sponded that his position on this topic was closer to that of the United
States. There should be cautious progress and full advance preparation.
Brezhnev said the CES project should be pushed vigorously after De-
cember, thus indicating clearly his expectation that the inner-German
talks would be concluded by mid-December prior to the NATO minis-
terial meeting.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 686, Country Files, Europe, Germany (Bonn), Vol. X)

The same day, September 20, Chancellor Brandt sent his own sum-
mary of his meeting with Brezhnev in a letter to President Nixon. He
discussed his conversations with Brezhnev on European security and
MBER: “The discussion with Secretary General Brezhnev left me with
the impression that he is anxious to emphasize his interest in further
détente in Europe. This is expressed in Soviet readiness to discuss com-
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plicated questions such as troop reductions and that in concrete terms
and with the qualification that they must not lead to disadvantages for
any of the parties concerned. The Soviet side obviously has not yet de-
veloped a perfect concept, not even for the criteria to be followed. This
could put our alliance into a favorable position to influence Soviet
thinking. I attach particular importance to the conference to be held on
this issue in the framework of NATO in early October. At least Mr.
Brezhnev has commented in a positive sense on our view that a troop
reduction should include also national forces, that it should not be lim-
ited to the territory of the two states in Germany, and that it should be
balanced. According to my impression the Soviet Union continues to
attach great importance to convening a conference on security and co-
operation in Europe; it has realized that the actual questions of secu-
rity cannot be left aside, and it is also aware that careful preparations
are necessary. My host was interested to learn whether the Federal Re-
public would raise special objections during the preparation of such a
conference. I have, of course, based my answer on what has been agreed
in the Alliance.” Brandt continued: “You will be interested, dear Mr.
President, that Mr. Brezhnev addressed himself on several occasions to
the American policy, and that in a different sense than he did a year
ago. Certainly, at that time he also underlined that he did not wish to
drive a wedge between us and our allies, especially our principal ally.
This time, however, he expressed, at least by his words, his interest in
the best possible relations, especially with the United States. He men-
tioned this both in discussing MBFR and in general.” For the full text
of the letter, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XL, Germany and
Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 330.

National Security Council staff member Sonnenfeldt forwarded
Brandt’s letter to President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger the same day. In a covering memorandum, Sonnenfeldt char-
acterized the letter as “a highly euphoric and, I feel, a misleading ac-
count.” Sonnenfeldt explained: “I have done a brief memorandum to the
President, gisting Brandt’s main points, which include favorable Brezh-
nev references to the US and to the President. I have not tried to critique
the Soviet visit for the President, but from our point of view it is pretty
bad. Brandt clearly accepted the Soviet scenario of a CES (the commu-
niqué says ‘accelerate preparations’) before MBFR. And on MBER he en-
listed Brezhnev’s support for the position the Germans are pressing for
in NATO—definite inclusion of national, i.e., German forces, an area not
limited to Germany, and some vague acknowledgment that reductions
should be of the ‘same quality’ or without disadvantage to either side.
In his press conference, Brandt refers to equality of reductions—a phrase
that will haunt us. All of this merely confirms that Brandt has mortgaged
his policies to Brezhnev and in each succeeding phase he will have to
pay an installment.” In the margin of the memorandum, Kissinger wrote



184 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXIX

back to Sonnenfeldt with regard to Brandt’s Soviet visit: “You should
critique it—along these lines soonest.” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Box 686, Country Files, Germany (Bonn),
Vol. X)

On September 28, Kissinger forwarded to the President the trans-
lation of Brandt’s letter. In a covering memorandum, drafted by Son-
nenfeldt, Kissinger wrote: “Chancellor Brandt spent some 16 hours in
conversation with Brezhnev during their recent meeting.” He then
characterized the problem: “Brandt’s report of his conversations bor-
ders on the euphoric. In fact, however, on most of the issues—mutual
force reductions (MBFR) and a European security conference (CES)—
Brandt seems to have largely gone along with Soviet views. In response
to Brezhnev’s pressure for an early CES, [less than 1 line not declassified]
Brandt agreed that there should be a preliminary conference (which is
a Soviet view). He told Brezhnev that this was in accord with a dis-
cussion he had had with you on this subject. On MBFR prospects
Brandt seems to have implied that MBFR could await the convocation
of a CES. This contrasts with the US position that the issue of force
level reduction is independent of a CES and should proceed as soon
as possible without regard to the possibilities for convening a CES.
Brandt also seems to have secured Brezhnev’s support for the position
the Germans have been pressing within NATO that national forces
(German) should be reduced in addition to stationed (US) forces, and
that the area of reductions should be wider than both Germanies.” For
the full text of the memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol-
ume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972, Document 331.

69. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 20, 1971.

SUBJECT
MBER and CES

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-009, Verification Panel Meetings, Verification Panel Meet-
ing MBFR 9/21/71. Confidential. Sent for information.
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In addition to the MBER issues in Wayne Smith’s briefing book for
the Tuesday’s Verification Panel,”> you may wish to take up the rela-
tionship of MBFR to CES.

The State Department paper® recommends that our position

—stress that Berlin agreement be completed before beginning mul-
tilateral CES discussion (no problem);

—indicate that eventual CES would include some reference to
MBEFR (ambiguous; a new departure);

—support “vigorous Allied pursuit of studies currently in progress
looking toward common negotiating positions and possible forms of
agreement” (i.e., not the issues, but the procedure).

The NAC study on MBFR* also includes some language on linkage:

—that MBFR negotiations, if they start before (CES) should be held
in such a way as to allow the possibility of incorporation in the gen-
eral framework of CES.

—If CES takes place first, the Alliance should support MBER as an
agenda item.

As you can see, this is more of linkage than we have ever estab-
lished in any White House guidance. Heretofore, our position has been
that MBFR should be separate from CES and should clearly come first—
on the grounds that MBFR dealt with a real security concern, while
CES would be most likely to deal in atmospherics.

The Soviets naturally have maintained the linkage, though more
ambiguously in recent months. In the follow up to Brezhnev’s Thilisi
speech,” which seemed to separate MBFR and CES, Gromyko con-
firmed to Beam that it should be taken up separately.” More recently,
however, especially in the wake of the Berlin agreement, the Soviets
are back tracking.

—Kosygin pushed for CES with Harold Wilson mentioning the
start of active preparations after the first of the year.

—Brezhnev also mentioned as his timetable a “vigorous” effort af-
ter December. The Brandt-Brezhnev communiqué states that “the
situation now shaping Europe facilitates the convocation of the all-
European Conference. The Soviet and the Federal Republic intend to
hold consultations shortly with each other, with their allies and with
other European states in order to accelerate the holding of the conference.””

2 Memorandum from Smith to Kissinger, September 21. (Ibid.)

3 Memorandum from Acting Secretary Irwin to Kissinger, September 17. (Ibid.)
* Not found.

5 See Document 49.

¢ See Document 66.

7 See Document 68.
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—Moreover, according to Bahr’s briefing Brandt and Brezhnev
agreed that the MBFR topic could be broached in the framework of a
conference on European security, but should not be a substitute for the
latter.

—Finally, the UK in NATO suggests that a “procedural” linkage
be established between CES and MBFR. Their motive, however, is their
concern over MBFR and the possibility of postponing it or submerg-
ing it in CES. In addition, if Wilson now pushes a CES, the Conserva-
tives will have to show themselves more active.

—The French, of course, support CES.

In sum, we need to sort out the linkage problem, especially if we in-
tend to oppose drawing the two problems together. If we do not, the
current drift is such that the Soviets will be in a position to have their
own program: a CES first, then a MBFR under the aegis of the CES.

70. Minutes of a Verification Panel Meeting'

Washington, September 21, 1971, 3:08—4:04 p.m.

SUBJECT
MBFR
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger ACDA
State Philip J. Fa~rley
John N. Irwin Thomas Hirschfeld
Martin J. Hillenbrand OST
Ronald L. Spiers Dr. Edward David
Ralph J. McGuire
OMB
Defense Kenneth Dam
David Packard .
G. Warren Nutter Justice
John Mitchell

Lawrence S. Eagleburger
Clayton E. McManaway

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes Originals, 1969-3/8/72. Top Secret. The
meeting took place in the White House Situation Room. Davis forwarded the minutes to
Kissinger, Smith, Sonnenfeldt, and Kennedy on October 2 under a covering memoran-
dum. A notation on the covering memorandum dated November 6 reads, “HAK has
seen.”
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JCS NSC Staff
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer Dr. Smith
Maj. Gen. Willis Crittenberger Mr. Hyland
CIA Adm. Welander
Richard Helms Mr. Court

Mr. Hackett

Bruce Clarke
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

—A preferred U.S. position cannot be ready in time for the Deputy
Foreign Ministers Meeting in early October, but we must present some-
thing at that meeting. We require a clear elaboration of the options open
to us and a specific statement of the mandate the Explorer is to be
given. The Working Group will prepare a paper along these lines.

—The U.S. proposal must be reasonable, realistic, attainable and
must represent a serious effort.

—The Allies cannot be permitted to use MBFR reductions as a ra-
tionale for further cuts of their national forces or defense budgets.

—The Rapacki Plan Area is our first choice of area, but we could
accept either the NATO Guidelines Area plus Hungary or the NATO
Guidelines Area alone as fallback choices.

—The Explorer should not present alternatives to the Russians.
His visit is intended merely to feel them out and ascertain their think-
ing on MBFR.

—The Explorer should visit Moscow first, report back to the NATO
Foreign Ministers and then go to Eastern Europe only if his Moscow
visit showed signs of promise. There appears to be no compelling rea-
son for the Explorer to visit neutral nations and this should not be
encouraged.

—Another meeting of the Verification Panel will be held on Sep-
tember 30 to discuss the options to be presented to the Explorer.

Dr. Kissinger: We seem to have three matters to review today in
preparation for Jack Irwin’s trip to the Deputy Foreign Ministers Meet-
ing at which MBFR approaches to the Soviets will be discussed. The
three issues are: (a) the substance of the Alliance position on MBFR that
will later be provided as guidance for the MBFR Explorer, (b) the ap-
proach Jack is to take at the Deputy Foreign Ministers Meeting and
(c) the future actions we should take within the U.S. Government to
insure that we and the Alliance are fully prepared to deal with what-
ever develops.

2 The NATO Council appointed Brosio as NATO’s “explorer” for talks with the So-
viet Union and Warsaw Pact states on MBFR.
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The NATO guidelines appear to be pretty unexceptionable. There
is no disagreement within the Alliance that reductions are to be mu-
tual and balanced, that they are to be substantial, that they are to be
adequately verified and concerned with a specified area and specified
type of forces. There is no agreement on what the area is to consist of,
what types of forces and what numbers or percentages of them are to
be reduced and the relative weight to be given stationed and indige-
nous forces. I have a personal problem with the idea of an explorer.
The Communists are not bashful about letting us know what they think.
However, it’s a good way to get the ball rolling. Is there anything we
don’t know about this?

Mr. Irwin: Well, an important factor in these discussions is the do-
mestic situation in this country. We have real pressures in the Congress
and in the country for a reduction of forces in Europe, and since we
won't be sitting down with the Soviets for some time, this NATO ap-
proach provides an important interim step which may help to lessen
some of our domestic political pressures. We get something out of it,
and it’s a good idea even if we can’t get much.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree that we should do it, but, as an aside, I'm
not in favor of getting into discussions with the Soviets to try to pla-
cate Congress. You can win a two week respite from Congressional crit-
icism and end up paying the Soviets for years. When the Communists
have a position they will let you know it; they hit you over the head
with a baseball bat.

Mr. Packard: I agree we’re probably not likely to turn up anything.
We should have a position, though. We should know what we want
before getting out on a limb.

Mr. Irwin: That’s right. We have the problem, though, that our
NATO Allies think we haven’t been sufficiently forthcoming. They are
skeptical that we may see this as a means of unilateral withdrawal and
we should be able to present a proposal as soon as possible that will
allay some of their fears.

Mr. Packard: We shouldn’t get too far out in front.

Adm. Moorer: It’s just too early for us to come up with decisions
on some of these questions. We need more time to consider all the ram-
ifications and all the possibilities before deciding on the exact area and
the exact items to be reduced and on the problem of verification.

Dr. Kissinger: The U.S. role is complicated. On the one hand, our
Allies think we’re not being candid. On the other, if we press too hard,
they may feel we are trying to get out of Europe and are willing to pay
any price to do so. They are already suspicious of our financial activ-
ities, which they consider a subterfuge to get our troops out. Is anyone
from Treasury here?

Mrs. Davis: No one from Treasury is at the meeting.
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Mr. Irwin: We should be prepared to discuss alternative options
with our allies and to be flexible in our discussions with them.

Mr. Hillenbrand: The NATO countries have been suspicious of
our intentions all along. We promised last July to have elements and
options papers for their consideration prior to the Deputy Foreign
Ministers Meeting, but we have not been able to get them ready in
time.

Dr. Kissinger: Why not? (to Wayne Smith) Aren’t you working on
these papers?

Mr. Smith: We are working on an options paper and I expect to
have it ready soon.

Dr. Kissinger: In a couple of weeks?

Mr. Smith: I hope so, but it hasn’t been gamed in DOD and I sus-
pect it’s weeks away.

Mr. Irwin: Whether or not we have it for the meeting, what I say
must be agreed and accurate and we must be willing to live up to it.

Dr. Kissinger: So we have one basic choice to make: do we pre-
sent them at this meeting with a preferred US position, or would it be
better to go one more round, keeping our options open. We might
be better off to complete our paper, review it in this group, and then
give it to them—even if it hasn’t been completely gamed.

Mr. Packard: Maybe not before the Deputy Foreign Ministers’
meeting but before the December Ministerial.

Dr. Kissinger: Could we have another meeting of this group be-
fore the Deputy Foreign Ministers meeting to review options so we can
give them some idea of our thinking, and then give them a detailed
paper about three weeks after the meeting?

Mr. Smith: I'd be reluctant to promise the paper before mid-
November.

Mr. Packard: I don’t think we should put anything out until we
are on more solid ground. We might give them an idea of the range of
things we are considering.

Dr. Kissinger: I think they are entitled to be told about the options.
It will make them very insecure to say we're studying things but won't
tell them what we are studying.

Mr. Nutter: They know what we have been thinking about; we
have had consultations with them for some time on these questions.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Ambassador (Robert) Ellsworth promised the
NATO Allies a paper by July which would contain (a) the elements of
an agreement and (b) the specific MBFR options open to us with their
implications. We have not delivered to date and it looks as though there
will be further delays.
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Mr. Smith: We gave them an elements paper last April.?

Mr. Nutter: And we discussed it with them at the end of August.

Dr. Kissinger: I think it’s premature to give them our position, but
we have to arm Jack (Irwin) with something more than just the com-
ment that we are thinking about the problem. We should be able to
give our Allies at least a little clue of what we have been considering
and where our explorations have led us, and then follow up with a
more complete paper on our position in November.

Mr. Packard: These questions of area and items are very involved.
There are some 632 permutations of the ten positions listed in the draft
paper. We have to check them out carefully.

Dr. Kissinger: But dammit, we need something that can be un-
derstood by more than just six systems analysts.

Mr. Irwin: Our position must be reasonable and realistic. It is im-
portant that we present a position that will convince our Congress and
the people that we are making a serious effort. I asked about a model
the other day and was told our options envisaged cutting 8,000 Pact
tanks and 300 NATO tanks.

Adm. Moorer: That’s the common ceiling option. It’s a good place
to start.

Mr. Irwin: We can make a good case for the common ceiling, but
the numbers are unrealistic even to the Congress.

Adm. Moorer: It just highlights how much more they have than
we do.

Mr. Packard: But we don’t want to start with what we want to end
with.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree that we must be serious.

Mr. Packard: I don’t think we are ready to set out a specific posi-
tion as the preferred U.S. position. We have to study the complexities
of the proposed reductions more carefully.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Irwin) Are you willing to go in without a pre-
ferred position?

Mr. Irwin: Yes, if I can say what we are studying.

Mr. Packard: We can work out a range of things.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Irwin) Can we have another session before your
departure to go over the options to be discussed with the Allies. If ours
is absurd or unrealistic . . .

Mr. Irwin: Unattainable.

3 See Document 47.
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Dr. Kissinger: Or unattainable, we can drop it. As I understand it
the consensus of this group is not to come down on one preferred po-
sition but to put before our Allies the content of our thinking and give
them an opportunity to participate in the elaboration of that thinking,
within a time schedule. Is that fair?

Mr. Hillenbrand: Our allies are looking for leadership.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Irwin) When are you leaving?

Mr. Irwin: A week from Sunday.

Dr. Kissinger: We'll have another meeting next Thursday.

Now I would like to discuss some of the specific points under con-
sideration. On the question of reduction of stationed versus indigenous
forces, as I understand it State views a ratio of two stationed to one in-
digenous as desirable.

Mr. Irwin: The Allies will insist on indigenous cuts, but I think
there should be as wide disparity as possible between those and the
cuts in stationed forces. I would rather see U.S. and Soviet forces cut
than those of the other countries. It would help our balance of pay-
ments and get Soviet troops out of Eastern Europe.

Dr. Kissinger: This makes sense for two reasons, first the most ef-
fective Pact forces are the Soviet forces, and second, it pulls the teeth
of the burden-sharing argument.

Mr. Irwin: We will probably have to agree to a 10% reduction in
indigenous forces but we would try to hold down anything over 10%
as much as possible.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Irwin) But you are not going to discuss specific
percentages except in terms of options. These are preliminary discus-
sions and we can get into specifics later. The Allies must understand
two things: 1) we're not using MBEFR as a way to bug out of Europe;
and 2) they can help us by letting us use MBER to show our critics that
they are willing to assume a slightly larger burden with slightly in-
creased defense budgets.

Mr. Irwin: That’s exactly right.

Dr. Kissinger: They have to understand that a percentage cut can-
not be used as a rationale for further cuts in their national forces or
budgets. They can’t keep playing domestic politics in their countries
with NATO force reductions. Our Congress will start cutting our forces.

Mr. Packard: They also have to put a little more emphasis on force
improvements. We have to convince them that force improvements
would be helpful in this regard.

Mr. Irwin: We should make them maintain the force improvements
they’ve already agreed to.

Mr. Packard: It's not necessary to be quite that restrictive.
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Dr. Kissinger: The President has approved the conclusions of the
DPRC meeting last August.* We are going to issue a directive which
will state that force improvements will be a high priority objective, and
that they have been made more necessary by the MBFR discussions.

Adm. Moorer: I'm not sure all of NATO will be included in the
10% cut. We have substantial NATO forces in Turkey, which will be
outside the scope of the cut.

Dr. Kissinger: They would be excluded anyway.

Mr. Irwin: We plan to concentrate on Central Europe, although we
will not exclude other areas or non-ground forces.

Dr. Kissinger: Without tying it to a particular percentage, we
should make a strong point that force improvement packages will be
given great weight. Some disparity between cuts in indigenous and
stationed forces is essential, and it would seem best to do it on sub-
stantive grounds. Would this be a good occasion?

Mr. Irwin: Yes.

Adm. Moorer: We should do as little as possible that might en-
courage our allies to cut their forces. They will still use improvements
as an argument to cut the size of their forces; they do it every time.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree; by logic, they should increase their forces.
To use the US cut or force improvements as an excuse to cut their own
forces is insanity. It is their defense we are talking about.

Mr. Irwin: I agree, but we’re locked in. Our allies feel strongly that
if we cut our forces, they have to cut theirs for internal political reasons.

Adm. Moorer: Most of them cut their forces six or seven years ago.

Dr. Kissinger: I've seen an intelligence report recently which said
that the Germans are planning more cuts.

Adm. Moorer: The Germans are having manpower problems.

Dr. Kissinger: The next question is that of area. It does not have to
be settled now, but I would say that the NATO Guidelines plus Hun-
gary would be the best area from our point of view. It contains the largest
number of Soviets forces, therefore would mean the largest cut if it were
on a percentage basis. Do the Europeans have any views on this?

Mr. Irwin: My preference would be the Rapacki Plan Area (East
and West Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia). We could then drop
back to the NATO Guidelines (East and West Germany, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Benelux) plus Hungary, or NATO Guidelines without
Belgium. The Belgian position is that we should either add Hungary
or drop Belgium.

4 The minutes of the Defense Program Review Committee’s meeting of August 4
are scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western Eu-
rope; NATO, 1969-1972.
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Dr. Kissinger: Do we have a position on this question? Do we have
to take one?

Mr. Irwin: It would be helpful to take a position. If we go to the
NATO Guidelines, it would be better to add Hungary.

Mr. Packard: Your position is fine.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Brosio wants as much specific guidance as he can
get—he will be pleading for specificity on various points. We can trot
out the two possible positions.

Adm. Moorer: There’s another—including three districts in the So-
viet Union.

Mr. Hillenbrand: NATO isn’t thinking in that area now. Why not
take a position in favor of the Rapacki Plan area, but indicate we could
accept the NATO Guidelines area?

Dr. Kissinger: Why do we like the Rapacki Area?

Mr. Hillenbrand: Mainly because it includes Eastern European
countries and only one Western European country.

Dr. Kissinger: This is all assuming symmetrical reductions. We
mustn’t give the impression that we are limiting our thinking to sym-
metrical reductions.

Mr. Packard: What about some collateral restraints.

Mr. Irwin: If you include nuclear devices, you would have to add
part of the Western USSR.

Adm. Moorer: We can’t go one by one; they are all interrelated.
We could give Brosio several “for instances” for the Russians, and have
the Russians give him some “for instances.”

Dr. Kissinger: The trouble with that is that they will pick the wrong
one as they did in SALT.

Adm. Moorer: Why not give them one we don’t want.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Brosio won’t buy an obvious fake.

Dr. Kissinger: When is Brosio starting his tour—in November? The
Soviet leaders will all be travelling until then.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Soon after the meeting of the Deputy Foreign
Ministers (October 5-6).

Attorney General: Does he want to start negotiations then?

Mr. Hillenbrand: He wants to get an idea of how the Soviets react
to the Allied alternatives.

Dr. Kissinger: If you give the Soviets the alternatives, they will pick
the wrong one and we may not be able to deliver.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Having the Explorer in motion will be a good
counter-thrust to a new Mansfield proposal in the fall. If it's a phony
operation that falls flat, we won’t have much to argue with.
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Dr. Kissinger: Our experience indicates that when you do some-
thing to make your life easier in the Senate for four weeks, you pay for
it later. You're better off to take the Senate on head on.

Mr. Irwin: I think what Marty (Hillenbrand) is saying is that
whatever we do should be seen as being on a serious and rational
basis.

Dr. Kissinger: We haven’t done our homework on the options. On
what basis could Brosio talk options? Why not have him talk princi-
ples for negotiation? The Soviets used to like that.

Mr. Packard: Brosio doesn’t have to have specifics in his pocket.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Brosio can’t make the trip if we give him only
the original guidelines and tell him to try to re-sell them.

Dr. Kissinger: What should he have? Could we have a “for in-
stance” as to what he should talk about?

Mr. Hillenbrand: We have ten or so points still at issue. He could
talk about as many as we can settle before he goes.

Dr. Kissinger: Such as the area to be considered?
Mr. Hillenbrand: That’s right.

Dr. Kissinger: He had better tell them what we want rather than
ask them what they want.

Mr. Hillenbrand: To the extent we know what we want.
Dr. Kissinger: If we don’t know what we want, why ask them?

Mr. Hillenbrand: The purpose of the Explorer is not to freeze po-
sitions but to get an idea of their thinking. He would report back to
the December Ministerial meeting on the outcome of his discussions.

Dr. Kissinger: What if the outcome of his discussions proves to be
unacceptable?

Mr. Hillenbrand: NATO could reject them. Brandt has already ex-
plored Soviet thinking. If we don’t do it through Brosio, the countries
will start to do it bilaterally.

Dr. Kissinger: They’ll do it anyhow. If we can get agreement within
the Alliance on the area, I have no objection to his raising it. If the Al-
lies disagree and we ask the Russians for a proposal, we are inviting
them to play one country off against another. Brosio’s explorations
should start only where the Allies agree. Why make the Russians a par-
ticipant in our internal debates?

Mr. Irwin: He can talk principles or a specific area.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we decide at our meeting next week which
countries we want to include in our position? If we can live with any
area, | don’t mind his putting forth options.

Mr. Packard: We should have some flexibility to permit our allies
to participate in the decision.
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Dr. Kissinger: Yes. Do I understand correctly that we prefer the Ra-
packi Plan Area but can live with any of the three possibilities we have
discussed?

Mr. Irwin: I think some people may prefer the NATO Guidelines
area, or NATO plus Hungary. Tom (Moorer), what are your reasons for
wanting to include the Western USSR. Could you give us your ration-
alization for that next week?

Adm. Moorer: If you can get more Soviet forces out of the Pact
countries, they will have a better chance to attain greater independ-
ence. Also, the further eastward we can get Soviet forces to move, the
better off we are. They want us to move 3,000 miles.

Dr. Kissinger: How about the relative weight to give to cuts in sta-
tioned vs. indigenous forces. What Brosio is to explore should emerge
as the concensus from the Deputy Foreign Ministers.

Mr. Irwin: We start from the proposition that any reduction is not
helpful to the military situation. We are primarily responding to polit-
ical pressures.

Dr. Kissinger: For the next meeting, I think we need a clearer elab-
oration of the options and the issues on which we are prepared to arm
the Explorer with a mandate or range of mandates we would be will-
ing to accept.

Mr. Farley: Before we let Brosio talk about stationed and indige-
nous forces, it might be good to know how he feels about the issue.

Dr. Kissinger: The secret dream of the Europeans is to reverse the
proportion.

Mr. Farley: We are giving him pretty thin stuff to go on.

Dr. Kissinger: Is Brosio going to a lot of capitals or just to Moscow?

Mr. Irwin: We need our own ideas on this. Possibly just to Moscow;
possibly to the countries where there would be reductions; possibly
plus the flank countries; possibly plus some neutrals.

Dr. Kissinger: What neutrals? Like Yugoslavia?

Mr. Irwin: Sweden has been mentioned.

Dr. Kissinger: Why do we give a damn what Sweden thinks about
MBFR? Why are we interested in whether the Swedes reduce their
forces? Why go there? They’re not very friendly to us anyway. I'm wor-
ried that we are going to run around and generate so much activity it
will be counter-productive. What can the neutrals contribute—Sweden,
Switzerland, Yugoslavia?

Mr. Irwin: I don’t see the purpose of going to the neutrals.

Attorney General: We should remember the old adage that you
shouldn’t ask for advice unless you are willing to take it.

Dr. Kissinger: Brosio may have some views, and the negotiator
may become the determining force.
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Attorney General: The best way to avoid that is to give Brosio as
clear instructions as possible.

Dr. Kissinger: He should first consult the Allies at the DFM meet-
ing; then go to the countries on the other side.

Mr. Irwin: If the Soviets wish to, they might designate one person
to meet with Brosio for a bilateral discussion.

Dr. Kissinger: We should consider whether we want to validate
the Brezhnev doctrine that the Soviets can speak for all of Eastern
Europe.

Mr. Irwin: It would be better for Brosio to go to all the countries.

Mr. Nutter: Including East Germany?

Mr. Irwin: He would have to.

Mr. Hillenbrand: We can live with that if he goes to Moscow first.
Then he can come back to the Council and receive his instructions on
approaches to the other countries. If the Moscow visit is a bust, there’s
no point in going anywhere else.

Dr. Kissinger: We can live with that.

Mr. Nutter: We have been talking as though Brosio is to be the Ex-
plorer. He doesn’t have to be the Explorer, we are just assuming that.
We want an Explorer who will follow instructions; if Brosio won't, we
should get someone else.

Mr. Hillenbrand: Brosio is an excellent choice, he knows the situ-
ation thoroughly.

Dr. Kissinger: We should try to settle these issues at our meeting
next week. Can we have an input from State and Defense on what we
should consider for decision at the next meeting and what we can hold
in suspense. We will meet on Thursday morning, September 30.

Attorney General: We should have a paper on guidelines for
Brosio.

Mr. Irwin: We will. No Explorer wants to be used as a ploy. Bro-
sio will do anything we ask if it is reasonably based.

Dr. Kissinger: His attitude is very constructive. He’s not eager to
give anything away. He’s a good friend of ours—we couldn’t get a bet-
ter man.



December 1970-December 1971 197

71. Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 29, 1971.

SUBJECT

President Nixon’s Meeting with USSR Foreign Minister Gromyko on
September 29, 1971 from 3:00 p.m. to 4:40 p.m. in the Oval Office of the White
House (List of participants is attached)*

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

European Security Conference

On the subject of the situation in Europe, Mr. Gromyko said that
he could speak a great deal and at great length. Above all he wanted
to emphasize the utmost importance his government attached to the
situation in Europe. The Soviet Union wanted conditions there to im-
prove rather than deteriorate and wanted tensions reduced rather than
increased. He believed that the agreement on Berlin signed recently
created better conditions for such improvement.® He stressed the need
to convene an all-European conference on security. He recalled that last
year when he and the President had exchanged views on this subject,
the President’s attitude had not been negative; however, he also re-
called that the President and some other people had taken the point of
view that progress on the West Berlin problem was what was needed
as a first step. In this connection he had taken note of Secretary Rogers’
remarks the other day that more favorable conditions had now ap-
peared for convening an all-European security conference.* He hoped
that the Government of the United States would now take a more def-
inite stand in favor of this conference, and just as he had done last year,
he would like to emphasize again that in calling for such an all-Euro-
pean conference the Soviet Union was not looking for any unilateral
advantage. His government believes that a conference of that type

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 492, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1971, Vol. 7, Pt. 1. Secret; Nodis. The full text of
this memorandum is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970-October 1971.

% Attached but not printed. The participants included Nixon, Rogers, Kissinger, and
William Krimer (interpreter) from the U.S. side and Gromyko, Dobrynin, and Sukho-
drev (interpreter) from the Soviet side.

3 See Document 68.

* Telegram 2877 from USUN, September 25, contains a record of Rogers’s conver-
sation with Gromyko on September 24. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73,
POL US-USSR)
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would be useful for all European countries as well as for the United
States and Canada as prospective participants in this conference. He
was saying this because the President, also, had repeatedly said that
he advocated a relaxation of tensions throughout the world in general
and in Europe in particular. He would like to hear the President’s views
on this score.

The President said that the Foreign Minister had been correct in
indicating that now that we had made progress on the Berlin problem,
we could look more favorably upon consideration of other European
questions on which we might make some progress. He believed that
once the Berlin situation had been completely resolved, and he un-
derstood that there were still some actions that needed to be taken for
that purpose, then exploration of a conference could proceed. He felt
that on this subject it would be very important for the two major pow-
ers to have preliminary discussions before conferring with our respec-
tive friends in NATO and in the Warsaw Pact. By this he did not mean
that we would not consult with our friends, but for the two powers to
participate in a conference without knowing how we would come out
of it would not be realistic. He believed that after the Berlin matter had
been settled completely we should on a very confidential basis discuss
between us what such a conference would mean and what we expected
to come out of it. Of course, neither one of us should act without con-
sulting and agreeing with our friends, but if we were simply to pro-
ceed to hold a big conference, it might turn out to be something like a
United Nations gathering.

Secretary Rogers said that Mr. Gromyko had the other day sug-
gested convening a preliminary meeting for the purpose of planning
a conference on European security. The Secretary had replied that such
a preliminary meeting was likely itself to take on the character of a
conference. If we were to do any preliminary preparatory work, it
would have to be done on a private basis between our two countries.
As the President had said, we needed to have some idea of the possi-
ble outcome of such a conference.

Mr. Gromyko inquired whether he had understood correctly that
what the President had in mind were bilateral consultations on a bloc
basis between NATO and the Warsaw Pact powers. The Soviet Union
was ready to enter upon consultations of some aspects of this confer-
ence, its preparation and its possible outcome. He asked whether upon
his return to Moscow he could report to his government that the U.S.
Government was, in principle, in favor of convening a European con-
ference. If so, the Soviet Union would be ready to proceed to discuss
the questions of procedures, agenda, place and time, and this could be
done without any further delay. He had in mind that preliminary con-
sultations would be held for these purposes in the immediate future
and that the conference would be convened next year. He asked
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whether he could report this as being the President’s view when he re-
turned to Moscow or whether the President would care to clarify the
U.S. position further.

The President said that he would prefer for the Foreign Minister
to report the following: The United States would be willing to discuss
the setting up of a European security conference provided that our dis-
cussions would indicate that such a conference would serve a useful
purpose which we would proceed to implement. When he had spoken
of bilateral consultations, he was not referring to anything formal—he
had had in mind some private conversations between our two coun-
tries that would answer some questions in our mind and some in the
mind of the Soviet side. He believed Mr. Gromyko could report to
Moscow that now that we had moved on Berlin, we should begin some
preliminary discussions of this matter with the purpose of holding a
conference that both sides would agree would serve a useful purpose.
He was certain that neither side wanted to hold a conference just for
the sake of the conference itself.

Secretary Rogers remarked that the discussions between the two
Germanies were not as yet complete. The President noted that he had
intended to qualify his remarks by saying “When the Berlin thing was
wrapped up.” Secretary Rogers expressed the hope that the German
negotiations would proceed without difficulty.

Mr. Gromyko said that, in principle, he believed that the fewer
conditions were set for convening the conference, the better. It was his
feeling that if everything was lumped into one knot, this would com-
plicate matters and lead us astray. Was he correct in understanding
that the President had said that the United States would be ready to
proceed to preliminary consultations without publicity and in the near
future?

The President believed that in terms of preliminary private talks
that was something we could do. However, he believed it important
that in no circumstances any indication be given of a fait accompli. He
did not want to create the impression that today, at this meeting, we
had decided that such a conference would be convened. We should
rather confine ourselves to saying that discussions could take place
that would lead to a conference. As Secretary Rogers had said, getting
the rest of the German question out of the way was most important
before anything surfaced. It was this surfacing problem that was
predominant. Mr. Gromyko inquired again whether the U.S. would
be ready for a private exchange of views in the near future. The
President said that would not concern him. After all, we had already
had some private exchanges on this subject. He would emphasize that
we were not trying to pressure the Soviet Union in regard to the Ger-
man treaty. We did have a problem while the German talks were in
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progress, but if preliminary talks were kept strictly private, this might
be possible.”

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

% On the evening of September 30, Gromyko followed up on his discussion with
Nixon on European security in a conversation with Kissinger at the Soviet Embassy. A
memorandum of their conversation reads in part: “Gromyko then turned to European
security and said the Soviet Union was prepared for preliminary exchanges. He was a
little puzzled by the fact that the President had told him the day before, when they were
alone, that I would handle the discussions, while Rogers had told him at lunch that he
would handle the preliminary discussions. I said that the best way to conduct it would
be to have technical matters handled between Dobrynin and Rogers and major sub-
stantive issues between Dobrynin and me. But it was essential for these divisions to be
carried through without an attempt at playing them off. Gromyko said, ‘Exactly our
view.”” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 492, President’s Trip Files,
Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1971, Vol. 7, Pt. 1) The full text of the memorandum of conversa-
tion is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIII, Soviet
Union, October 1970-October 1971.

72.  Draft Minutes of a Verification Panel Meeting'

Washington, September 30, 1971, 2:55-3:55 p.m.

Dr. Kissinger: I think we should go through the issues before us
both for the Deputy Foreign Ministers Meeting and to develop guid-
ance for the Explorer.

Mr. Irwin: Before we get into specific issues, I'd like to express a
few thoughts. We have been partly motivated in talking about sym-
metrical reductions by two needs.

Dr. Kissinger: Who is “we”? The State Department?

Mr. Irwin: That’s right. We—the State Department—see first the
matter of Congressional pressure and the need for some forward move-
ment to withstand the next Mansfield attack. We have been inclined to
make a domestic political judgment on this question. Now we may be
wrong in that estimate, and if so, it may not be necessary to move so
quickly. If our estimate of the importance of heading off Mansfield is
wrong, that would put a different cast on the situation. The second

! Ford Library, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Meeting Minutes (Originals), Ver-
ification Panel, 1971-75. No classification marking. Drafted by Commander Jonathan T.
Howe, USN, of the NSC staff. Handwritten corrections have been incorporated into the
text printed here.
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need, we believe, is to show our NATO allies some leadership from
our side. If we don’t do so, the NATO countries will drag their feet.
The British are not enthusiastic about MBFR, nor are the French. The
tempo of the scenario will come from our efforts. No, I don’t say that
we must present a preferred position. But if we do go in with a pre-
ferred position, the pace will be up to us. If we want to move slower,
we can go in with options. I see no problem in just going to the meet-
ing and speaking to the issues before us, but I would like some guid-
ance on the overall tenor I am to take. Without getting into specifics,
what are our general views on the basic points?

Dr. Kissinger: When Gromyko met with the President yesterday,”
I don’t recall that he mentioned MBER at all. I don’t think the Russians
will be pushing MBFR hard, if at all. When I saw (Manlio) Brosio the
other day,” he told me that he did not feel that he needed a preferred
position or that we needed one, but that he wanted some general guid-
ance. Of course, you all have equal access to Brosio and you may have
more to add to that. We are not under enormous pressure from Brosio.
He doesn’t need a preferred U.S. position to validate our claim to lead-
ership. I think the best way to lead NATO is to tell them what we think
is right. They will have their own ideas, but we should tell them what
we think and then ought to go as fast as our analysis permits.

Mr. Irwin: I agree with your interpretation of Brosio’s views. He
does not feel that he needs a decision on the options, only on the spe-
cific issues that are outlined in the issues paper.* It comes down to the
question of where we want to go. Perhaps this comes back to a read-
ing of the motivation of Congress, that we need a reduction of forces
in Europe. If that pressure is not too great, perhaps we don’t have to
move so fast.

Dr. Kissinger: My instinct is that the President has pretty well de-
cided to do what he thinks is right and will do things as fast as he can.
If Congress wants to take the responsibility for going faster, fine. Mans-
field won't be satisfied by a 10% reduction.

Mr. Nutter: We have known all along that we were going to face
one thing after another from Mansfield, but Secretary Laird feels
that we can fight Mansfield on this issue and are in a good position to
beat it.

Dr. Kissinger: Why don’t we give NATO more of our studies and
let them know what we are thinking?

2 See Document 71.
3 No memorandum of Kissinger’s conversation with Brosio has been found.
4 Not found.
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Mr. Irwin: We are way behind on the studies; we don’t have them
to give to our allies.

Dr. Kissinger: Well, we have some information; can we give them
an interim report? Why can’t we let them know as much as this
panel knows? If it leaks to the Russians, it will take them years to un-
derstand it.

Mr. Irwin: My third point is a desire to clarify what we consider
negotiable from our point of view. Some of the asymmetrical ideas that
have been considered are not necessarily negative. Why don’t we dis-
cuss the specifics of some of these points?

Dr. Kissinger: We should be able to present some kind of paper to
our allies. They will get nervous if we don’t give them anything.

Mr. Irwin: Well, we are held up because we haven’t been able to
give them the papers we hoped to have ready. Shall we consider a sym-
metrical reduction of 10% as a starting point?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t detect a consensus. People talk about 10%
only because it is an easy figure to fasten on. We really don’t know
what is in our best interests and we won't know until the studies are
complete. We did the same thing on SALT. We all sat in this room and
agreed on NCA and I still don’t understand the rationale that led us
to that decision.

Mr. Nutter: We asked Brosio if the Europeans were really itching
to have a preferred position and he indicated that they were not.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Corr) Weren’t we going to have a paper com-
pleted in October?

Mr. Corr: We did hope to have a paper ready by mid-October, but
I think we will need another two weeks. We should have something
by early November.

Dr. Kissinger: Then what is it the allies want now?

Mr. Eagleburger: They would like a finished paper.

Mr. Irwin: I would like to have a list of everything we promised
them with our best estimate of when each paper will be ready. Can I
have that before I leave?

Mr. Eagleburger: Fine.

Dr. Kissinger: They want us to lead, whatever that means in their
own minds, and at the same time they are concerned that we are mov-
ing toward unilateral disarmament in Europe. Can’t we reassure them
that we are not going to withdraw unilaterally?

Mr. Irwin: I'm not at all sure that they really want us to “lead.”

Mr. Springsteen: We have to demonstrate some initiative. If we
don’t lead, no one will. The Europeans are not going to take the ini-
tiative themselves.
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Dr. Kissinger: That’s the problem.

Mr. Irwin: Brosio told me he thought that all of the allies would
agree to the reduction of stationed forces while retaining their indige-
nous forces.

Mr. Eagleburger: That's not exactly the way he stated it to us. Bro-
sio told us the Europeans would want to reduce stationed forces first
but that they would not rule out the subsequent reduction of indige-
nous forces.

Mr. Springsteen: Yes, that’s the way we understood it. (Helmut)
Schmidt told us recently that he would like to cut some of his own
forces.

Dr. Kissinger: I am sure that Schmidt would like to cut his own
forces. Germany is not noted for its foresight in such matters.

Mr. Irwin: We should avoid that if we can.

Dr. Kissinger: We should stop fooling around and tell the Euro-
peans that the force improvement package is as important as any cuts
we can arrange through MBFR.

Mr. Nutter: It would be terribly naive if the Germans were to cut
their national forces, using MBFR reductions as an excuse.

Dr. Kissinger: It would not be the first time the Germans have
taken shortsighted actions.

Mr. Irwin: We should move ahead with our studies as rapidly as
possible and show our good faith to our allies. We ought to demon-
strate to them that we are not backing away from MBFR. Now I know
that there is one voice in State that disagrees with this position. Sy
(Weiss) feels that any cut at all would be damaging to us—(to Weiss)
would you like to explain your views?

Mr. Weiss: Well, in the first place, we have been talking about re-
ductions of 20%, not 10%, and 20% would resound like a bombshell in
Europe. It would be hard for us to justify a reduction of that level on
either political or military grounds. If we don’t press an emphasis on
stationed troops, the Europeans could buy a slow approach to MBFR.

Gen. Westmoreland: I share that view.

Dr. Kissinger: 1 have six points here that we should consider.
1. the geographic area of reductions, 2. the type of forces to be cut,
3. nationality of forces, stationed versus indigenous, 4. the type of re-
duction, symmetrical or asymmetrical, 5. verification, with or without
inspection, and 6. phasing, a sequential approach such as that favored
by the Germans, or not.

Now on the geographic area, I understand that State prefers the
Rapacki plan area while the Joint Chiefs of Staff prefer the NATO guide-
lines area. Is that right?
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Gen. Westmoreland: That’s right, we prefer the guidelines area as
a starting position.

Dr. Kissinger: State would prefer the addition of Hungary to the
guidelines area.

Mr. Irwin: I have no strong preference for the Rapacki area but I
think the Germans would not agree to it and that it may not be a ne-
gotiable position for us to adopt.

Dr. Kissinger: Can’t we agree among ourselves on what is intel-
lectually best from our point of view, regardless of whether or not it is
negotiable? Let’s leave the question of negotiability aside for the mo-
ment. Why is the guidelines area preferable to the Rapacki plan area?

Mr. Irwin: I think what is negotiable is very important.

Dr. Kissinger: Exactly what does the guidelines area include?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: The two Germanys, Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Benelux. It is the Rapacki area plus Benelux.

Mr. Nutter: The Rapacki area provides a better ratio of their forces
to ours, but if you ask for too much they (the Russians) may lose in-
terest right at the beginning of the discussions.

Dr. Kissinger: I am surprised that the JCS did not ask for the Ra-
packi area and the three western provinces of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Irwin: The Explorer is not to go into specifics such as these.

Dr. Kissinger: Why do the Belgians want Hungary included?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: I don’t know that the Belgians are pressing for it.
It is just that the inclusion of Hungary would balance the numbers of
forces. It would be a better trade-off.

Dr. Kissinger: Is there a consensus that we can live with either the
guidelines and Hungary or with just the guidelines?

Mr. Irwin: We can live with any of them.

Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t this a good position for us to be in? We think
the Rapacki plan provides the best ratio, but we can live with any of
them. I don’t think Brosio would go to the Russians and talk about the
three western provinces of the USSR. What do the Europeans think?

Mr. Weiss: The Netherlands favors the Rapacki area, all the others
favor the guidelines.

Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t it better for us to take the position that we con-
sider best? Then if the allies protest we can go to the guidelines. I don’t
understand what the Germans get out of the guidelines that would
make them prefer it to the Rapacki area.

Mr. Nutter: They don’t want to be the only Western country to have
reductions take place on their soil. Our reading is that several countries
favor the Rapacki area, including Canada, Italy, the Netherlands and Por-
tugal, in addition to us. Benelux and the British favor the guidelines.
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Mr. Irwin: If we go outside the guidelines area, we may open the
door to other countries being added.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Well, if Brosio tosses out Italy as a talking point
and the Russians say O.K. to Italy, he doesn’t have to agree to it.

Dr. Kissinger: Now on the type of forces, as I understand it the
question is whether naval forces are to be included.

Mr. Irwin: I don’t think the navy represents much of a problem.
The big question is nuclear. As I understand our positions, there is not
much difference between State and Defense on this point. We (State)
would like to go to the meeting and say that nuclear items are not ex-
cluded from consideration. The Department of Defense would be more
negative and say nothing at all about them, but then what do you say
if the question is raised?

Dr. Kissinger: If we want to keep open the possibility of asym-
metrical reductions, we must keep open a number of options that we
have not seriously considered. Tactical nukes for example. [1% lines not
declassified] so if the possibility of including them in an asymmetrical
reduction arises, we should be prepared to keep it open.

Mr. Nutter: [1% lines not declassified]

Dr. Kissinger: We should tell the allies that we don’t rule out other
options.

Mr. Irwin: I would rather say that they would not necessarily be
excluded.

Dr. Kissinger: I am not interested in the semantics, say it any way
you wish.

Gen. Westmoreland: If nuclear weapons are discussed, I consider
it essential that we also discuss the western districts of the USSR.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, if we get into tactical nukes we should discuss
the western districts of Russia. Didn’t we have an SRG meeting that
considered nuclear reductions?’

Mr. Corr: Yes, the question was discussed at an SRG meeting.

Dr. Kissinger: What happened to that study?

Mr. Corr: It’s one of the options in our paper.

Mr. Weiss: If we get into tactical nukes we have to differentiate be-
tween weapons in the theater and those which may be brought in with
outside units.

Mr. Irwin: I'm sorry, but I have to go up to Congress in a few min-
utes to talk about my trip.

5 Not further identified.
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Dr. Kissinger: We’ll move along. On the question of the size and
type of reductions to be considered, we are not going to be specific and
must inform the Europeans that we are not negotiating under pressure
from Senator Mansfield. We don’t need a specific position. We have
seen enough changes of Russian positions to know that they are flex-
ible. Now what about phasing?

Mr. Irwin: I think we want to begin in a phased manner.

Mr. Nutter: We are studying this point but are not ready to dis-
cuss it yet.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we agree that we are not to exclude inspection?
Do we all agree that inspection by national means is acceptable?

Gen. Cushman: We should try to get on-site inspection.

Mr. Irwin: I agree it is somthing we should try to get.

Gen. Cushman: It may be extremely hard to verify force reduc-
tions by national means. I would urge a major effort to get on-site
inspection.

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s discuss a possible link between MBFR and CES.
We will be issuing a NSSM shortly for a study of CES. The President is
very uneager to get involved in discussions about a European security
agreement until we have carefully studied the whole question and know
where we are going. He does not want MBFR and CES linked. He is con-
cerned about the disproportion between Soviet eagerness to push a
European security agreement and what they talk about wanting to get
out of it. There must be something else they want and until we have a
clearer idea what it is, the President wants to avoid it. (to Mr. Irwin) The
President has already presented his thoughts on this to the Secretary (of
State). Gromyko raised this yesterday at his meeting with the President
and the President said he wanted to keep CES and MBFR separate.

Mr. Irwin: OSD wants to keep them on separate tracks, but for
how long, forever?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t know about forever, but we want to keep
them separate for now. I don't care if it is for all time or not, so long
as they are not linked now.

Mr. Irwin: So if CES is raised I should pass?

Dr. Kissinger: It is better to keep aloof on this matter. For one thing,
the German treaties have to be concluded before we can get into this.

Mr. Springsteen: Are we to avoid multi-lateral discussions on this
subject too?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: At least until the Berlin agreement.

Dr. Kissinger: Gromyko was so interested in CES that we want a
NSSM on it. Multi-lateral talks are not necessarily excluded but the
President does not want to push forward on a European Security Treaty.
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(to Mr. Sonnenfeldt) We ought to get moving on that NSSM. (to Mr.
Irwin) Jack, we want to have our options paper ready for the ministe-
rial meeting, when is it to be held?

Mr. Springsteen: It will be in Brussels on December 8, 9 and 10.
What about the elements paper, when can we expect it?

Mr. Eagleburger: That’s already done. You have the elements paper.®

Dr. Kissinger: We need something on the nuclear options as well
as a paper to cover general questions. We should have an NSC meet-
ing on it before December.

Gen. Westmoreland: If we take a reduction as small as 10% it will
be disadvantageous to us. That would, in effect, wipe out our reserves.
The Warsaw Pact countries can move their reserves on line in 16 days,
with a 10% reduction it will take us 60 to 90 days, and will hurt our
position. I would like to see us get a fixed numerical reduction and
avoid the percentages.

Dr. Kissinger: There is no dispute that any reduction will reduce
our military effectiveness, but I agree that we don’t necessarily have
to go along with a percentage reduction.

Mr. Irwin: Well, this is something we can explore. A firm position
isn’t necessary at this point.

6 See Document 47 and footnote 4, Document 65.

73. National Security Decision Memorandum 134!

Washington, October 2, 1971.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

SUBJECT

Policy Guidance on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMs), Nos. 97-144. Top Secret.
Copies were sent to the Attorney General, the Director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, and the Secretary of the Treasury.
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The President has reviewed the results of the Verification Panel
meeting of September 30, 1971,> and the memoranda prepared by the
Under Secretary of State® and the Secretary of Defense.* He wishes the
following guidance to be followed at the meeting of the Deputy For-
eign Ministers in Brussels and in all other consultations and discus-
sions with our NATO on the subject of Mutual and Balanced Force Re-
ductions (MBFR).

1. General Approach to MBFR

We seriously seek to achieve a more stable military balance in Eu-
rope at lower levels of forces. Therefore, the U.S. endorses the Alliance’s
exploration with the Warsaw Pact of the framework for possible mu-
tual force limitations and reductions. In this regard it is critical that our
Allies understand that further improvements in NATO's conventional
forces are integral to successful MBFR negotiations as well as the U.S.
commitment to maintain its forces in Europe.

The U.S. has not yet arrived at a preferred approach to mutual re-
ductions. For this reason, our approach shall be to hold open for con-
sideration alternative approaches ranging from limited symmetrical re-
ductions to more elaborate verification provisions and collateral
constraints. Our objective shall be for an Alliance consensus on nego-
tiations to arise out of a careful and systematic consideration of the full
range of possible approaches to MBFR.

2. The U.S. Position for Explorations

The U.S. position on the specific framework for explorations shall
be as follows:

—ALt this time, the United States has the following order of pref-
erence with respect to the area of reductions: (1) the Rapacki Area,
(2) the NATO Guidelines Area plus Hungary, and (3) the NATO Guide-
lines Area. These preferences are without prejudice to possible force
reductions or limitations that may involve other areas.

—The United States favors initial emphasis on the reduction of So-
viet and American (or stationed forces) in size and timing. Indigenous
force reductions should, however, not be excluded from reduction.

—The United States would prefer not to exclude particular types
of forces from consideration, though it recognizes that as long as the
focus is on the Center Region, naval forces should not be considered.

2 See Document 72.

% Scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XLI, Western
Europe; NATO, 1969-1972.

4 Laird’s memorandum to Kissinger, September 29, is in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-009, Verification
Panel Meeting MBFR 9/30/71.
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—We are unable at this time to indicate preferences on the size
and type of reductions; the broad categories of options being consid-
ered within the U.S. government, however, may be described to our
Allies to illustrate the direction and scope of our current preparations.
It should be made clear, however, that our considerations shall not be
limited to these options nor should they be interpreted as representing
the preferred U.S. approach to MBFR.

—At this time, we cannot exclude the need for inspection, since
this decision would depend on the type and size of reductions.

—We should indicate to our Allies our interest in a more thorough
evaluation of the German phased approach to MBFR, and our dispo-
sition to consider this general concept favorably.

On the issue of the relationship of mutual force reductions to a Eu-
ropean Security Conference, U.S. officials should indicate that we be-
lieve these two issues should not be linked at this time, especially in
any exploratory discussion of MBFR with Warsaw Pact countries.
Moreover, we cannot agree to any preliminary or exploratory multi-
lateral talks on a European Conference, at least until the Berlin agree-
ments come into force and until we have gained a better understand-
ing of what a Conference might achieve in terms of U.S. interests.

3. Further Preparations

In preparation for further consultations, it will be necessary to ac-
celerate our formulation of specific MBFR options and a thorough as-
sessment of their implications. In particular,

—The formulation of a full range of specific options shall be com-
pleted by October 8, 1971. In this regard, it will be necessary to con-
sider again the design of appropriate asymmetrical and/or mixed pack-
age options.

—The assessments of the military implications of these nuclear
and conventional options shall be completed by October 15, 1971. In
regard to nuclear options, a special effort will have to be made to as-
sess a variety of nuclear doctrines, the forces required in Europe, and
the MBER options consistent with them.

—The general assessments of collateral constraints and the verifi-
cation measures required as well as their application to specific options
should be completed by October 22, 1971.

These preparations shall be carried out by the agencies responsi-
ble under the overall direction of the Verification Panel. Following their
completion, an overall assessment of the options shall be completed by
early November prior to its consideration by the President in a NSC
meeting in preparation for the December Ministerial meetings in
NATO.

Henry A. Kissinger
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74. National Security Study Memorandum 138’

Washington, October 2, 1971.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

SUBJECT

European Security Conference

The President has directed that an interagency study be prepared
to examine all the issues related to a Conference on European Security.
Taking account of studies submitted to NATO as well as known Soviet
proposals, the study should discuss differing concepts of such a con-
ference and what US objectives might be under alternative concepts.

The study should address such specific issues as

—uvarious methods for preparing a conference;

—possible agenda items, including possible US initiatives;

—the possible modalities of a conference;

—possible outcomes of a conference and follow-up actions to it
(e.g., the question of “permanent machinery”).

In discussing the issues associated with a conference, the study
should not be limited to matters already agreed within NATO in its
preparations to date.

The study should include consideration of the views of our NATO
allies and of other European states and it should discuss the probable
aims of the USSR and of other Warsaw Pact members.

The study should examine how the US posture toward a confer-
ence might be affected by developments in such related areas as the
Berlin agreement, the status of the Soviet-German treaty, MBFR and
SALT.

The study should be prepared by the Interdepartmental Group for
Europe and be submitted for consideration by the NSC Senior Review
Group by November 1, 1971.

Henry A. Kissinger

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs), Nos. 104-206. Secret. Initialed
by Haig. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director
of Central Intelligence.
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75. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig)'

Washington, October 21, 1971.

SUBJECT

Secretary Laird’s Memorandum to the President on MBFR, CES (Tab B)2
(Urgent: he is leaving this weekend.)

Secretary Laird has expressed his fear that MBFR may become sub-
sumed in a CES, as many Europeans prefer. If so, he believes the en-
tire MBER project will become wholly unmanageable. Therefore he asks
the President to approve his intended statement to the NATO Nuclear
Planning Group next week, that “under present and foreseeable cir-
cumstances the US will not agree to negotiate MBFR at a CES.”

This memorandum presents some problems. It is an obvious ef-
fort to freeze positions, without reference to State, even though the
President has publicly given Secretary Rogers the mandate for CES con-
sultations. Moreover, it ignores the fact that we have asked for a NSSM
on CES;’ including the very issue of linkage between MBFR and
CES. Finally, it advocates a rigid position, which, in fact, we may want
to change in light of the summit and whatever comes out of private
discussions.

Therefore, I have prepared a memorandum from Mr. Kissinger* to
Secretary Laird approving his proposed position, but asking him not
to make any statement that would preclude some MBFR-CES linkage
if that should become unavoidable.

(Frankly, I am inclined to think that by putting MBFR into a CES
context we might, if we want to, be able to postpone a negotiation that
is going to be extremely difficult and dangerous, and I will send Mr.
Kissinger a memo on this issue.)

Recommendation

That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab A.°

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 17,
Chronological File. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for urgent action.

2 Laird’s October 19 memorandum to the President is attached but not printed.
3 Document 73.
* Sonnenfeldt wrote in by hand the phrase, “or you.”

> Attached but not printed. Haig did not sign the draft memorandum to the Pres-
ident, but checked the approval line and wrote, “Done—Defense told to send copy of
summary to State.”
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(Note: Laird’s memo did not go to Rogers. State people will be on
Laird’s delegation and they may see our response. Hence you should
get Laird to send a copy of his memo to Rogers and also send our re-
sponse to the latter.)®

© On October 22, Haig sent Laird a memorandum, copied to Rogers: “The Presi-
dent has reviewed your memorandum on these subjects, and the position you propose
to take at the Nuclear Planning Group meeting. He approves the points you intend to
make, but wishes that you not make any statements that would deny us the option of
having some linkage between MBFR and a European Conference, should this be un-
avoidable or desirable later. These issues will be considered further in connection with
the NSC study requested in NSSM 138.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box CL 17, Chronological File)

76. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, undated.

NSSM 1382
A CONFERENCE ON EUROPEAN SECURITY
(ANALYTICAL SUMMARY)

I. Assumptions, Objectives: CES Perspective

Following is a capsule summary of the present state of play:

—We and the Allies have a commitment to begin multilateral phase
of preparations for a Conference “as soon as feasible” after completion
of the Berlin agreements (all phases);

—Acceleration of Berlin talks makes CES a live issue; decisions at
this NATO session and in the next 2-3 months will determine the di-
rection of Allied policy.

—Almost all West Europeans favor CES in some degree; French
are willing to begin preparations now; Germans commited to “accel-
erate” preparations, but will not do so until Berlin is wrapped up, and
preferably until their treaties are ratified; British inclined to believe CES
is an unavoidable evil, to be disposed of as quickly as possible.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-063, SRG Meeting, European Security Conference 11/23/71. Secret. The
paper is an analytical summary of an undated response to NSSM 138, prepared by the
Interdepartmental Working Group on Europe (IG/EUR). (Ibid.)

2 Document 74.
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As it now stands, the Soviets will make some clear gains in such
a Conference: ratification of political and territorial status quo in East
Europe, greater influence in West Europe, possible deepening of trends
toward American withdrawal, etc.

—On the other hand, East Europeans—Romania, Yugoslavia, and
perhaps Poland—want a conference to create psychological barriers to
the Brezhnev doctrine.

Our objectives: (assuming a Conference is inevitable)

—To avoid allowing issues of a Conference to split US from Allies;

—Minimize damage to Alliance that flows from atmospherics of
détente;

—Institutionalize US role as European power and participant in
the East-West dialogue;

—Provide some help for East Europeans.

II. Alternative Approaches to CES
Assuming the US could delay, but not arrest, movement toward

CES, there follow three illustrative approaches:
1. CES as Now Envisaged

a. A Conference for the sake of détente;
b. A Conference making some concessions but protecting Western
interests.

2. A Conference on European Cooperation (i.e., without security
issues).

3. A New Approach—designed mainly to emphasize security is-
sues and follow on machinery.
A. CES as Now Evisaged

1. The Agenda

Warsaw Pact NATO

1. Force renunciation and 1. Principles which should
respect for existing govern relations between
borders; states, including renunciation

of the use of force;

2. Economic, scientific, 2. (a) Economic, scientific,
technical, cultural technical, cultural and
and environmental environmental cooperation;
cooperation; (b) Freer movement of people,

ideas and information;

3. A permanent “organ” for 3. Possible establishment of a
questions of security and permanent body (though
cooperation in Europe. publicly stated to date only

as a means of embarking on
multilateral negotiations).
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Pact and Allied positions on these items are:

a. Principles Governing Relations Between States. The core of the con-
ference, from the Soviet viewpoint, is the first Warsaw Pact agenda item
which would pledge respect for existing frontiers in Europe and force
renunciation. To broaden the scope of this item, NATO Ministers pro-
posed that CES discussions should treat, in addition to force renunci-
ation, general principles governing interstate relations, such as sover-
eign equality, political independence and territorial integrity,
non-interference and non-intervention in internal affairs. Allied Min-
isters have affirmed that these principles would apply “regardless of
political and social systems.”

A declaration that reaffirmed such principles in a conference where
the GDR was a full participant could have adverse implications for
Quadripartite rights and responsibilities in Germany as a whole and
Berlin, as could a declaration on frontiers. There would have to be dis-
claimer about non-recognition of the GDR and about non-recognition
of frontiers by US, UK and France.

b. Cooperation. None expect that CES could negotiate specific
agreements on economic, technical and scientific exchanges or envi-
ronmental cooperation, though some believe discussions in CES, and
also in a permanent body established by CES, might stimulate bilat-
eral and multilateral efforts, as in ECE.

c. Freer Movements of People, Ideas and Information. The Soviets
would resist any concrete concessions in this area, though there are tac-
tical and propaganda advantages in keeping the issue in play, and there
might be some significant Soviet concessions, if the Allies press firmly.
We have suggested that the Allies, at CES and preliminaries, urge the
Warsaw Pact states to:

—end radio jamming;

—relax exit restrictions on their nationals;

—permit freer circulation of books, magazines and periodicals;
and

—allow foreign journalists normal working conditions.

Many Allies, however, would prefer to treat only easier issues,
seeking initially little more than minor improvements in the closely
controlled programs of East-West cultural exchanges, and hoping re-
duced tensions following CES would abet further progress.

d. Permanent Machinery. The Pact in June 1970 proposed that
CES create a permanent “organ” to discuss questions of security and
cooperation.’

3 See Document 30.
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Anillustrative US proposal (Annex I),* tabled but not yet discussed
in NATO, suggested that either a permanent secretariat, or a negotiat-
ing forum with procedures roughly similar to those of the Committee
of the Conference on Disarmament (CCD) might be considered. A per-
manent body could not assume meaningful responsibility for mainte-
nance of European security, but could open the way toward a contin-
uing East-West dialogue.

2. Procedural Approaches

We prefer careful explorations followed, if appropriate, by more
structured preparatory talks, at official level, that would draft agreed
texts, leaving a minimum of disputed points for resolution at a short
Ministerial conference.

The French favor shorter preparatory talks mainly on procedure
and not on draft texts of possible agreement, leading to an initial meet-
ing where Foreign Ministers would discuss the issues and establish
official-level working groups. Thereafter, Foreign Ministers would re-
convene to negotiate themselves the questions unresolved by the work-
ing groups. The French have gained more Allied support for this ap-
proach, which is consistent with France’s general preference to enhance
the appearance of an independent status in relations with the East.

3. Possible Results of CES as Now Conceived: Two Variants:

a. A Conference for the Sake of Détente. After extensive discussions
touching only marginally on fundamental East-West differences, Min-
isters would agree on declaratory texts on general themes that do not
bind participants to specific actions, and that

—affirm generally accepted principles governing relations be-
tween states, including force renunciation and respect for existing fron-
tiers;

—declare the intent of participants to promote cooperation in all
fields; and

—establish a permanent body.

Participants might also express their views on regional disarma-
ment questions, including MBFR.

Assessment. This approach, in effect, accepts the Soviet concept.
The likely results would meet immediate political goals of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europeans, and corresponds to the current aims of
France, most neutrals, and the smaller, more détente-oriented Allies
states. Once an inter-German modus vivendi is reached, the FRG, too,

“ Not attached. The reference is apparently to a proposal transmitted in telegram
160785 to USNATO, September 1, on possible post-CES machinery. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-063, SRG Meet-
ing, European Security Conference 11/23/71)
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will likely seek to enhance the détente climate by avoiding confronta-
tion with the East.

b. A Conference Making Some Concessions but Protecting Western In-
terests. In this damage-limiting approach, the Allies would decline to
meet major Soviet aims, including a declaration of respect for existing
frontiers, unless the Soviets also make significant concessions, agree-
ing, for example, to freer movement. Preparatory sessions would be
prolonged and probably marked by heated discussions, reflected in
media reporting. Substantively, the conference might result in

—a compromise, in which the Soviets make some concrete conces-
sions on freer movement and accept a declaration on principles that
would apFIy regardless of political or social systems, while the Allies
agree to a formulation pledging “respect” for existing European frontiers;

—modest Soviet concessions on freer movement;

— §reement to pursue issues of economic and technical coopera-
tion; an

—establishment of permanent machinery.

Assessment. Some minimum goals of major participants would be
met as a result of public reports of East-West debates in the course of
CES, and the results of the conference would be portrayed as Western

acceptance of the territorial situation in Eastern Europe, but not Soviet
political domination.

B. A Conference on Cooperation in Europe

An alternative CES approach could entail limiting the agenda of the
meeting to issues of cooperation in the economic, technical, scientific, cultural
and environmental spheres. Issues of security, including renunciation of
the use of force and principles governing interstate relations would be
specifically excluded, and the title of the conference changed.

The conference would result in declarations of intent to promote
cooperation, leaving detailed agreements to subsequent bilateral and
multilateral negotiations in other fora.

Assessment. The Soviets would probably resist an Allied proposal
to change the terms of reference and to make such a change publicly
clear. They might charge the Allies with bad faith, noting repeated pub-
lic statements in NATO Ministerial communiqués of willingness to be-
gin preparations for a “conference on security and cooperation in Eu-
rope” under proper circumstances. Most Allied governments might
also oppose such a change, fearing charges from important sectors of
domestic opinion that NATO was reneging on a commitment at the
very moment when fulfillment of the precondition (a satisfactory Berlin
agreement) seemed in sight.

Comment: The idea that we can limit damage by introducing con-
tentious issues such as freer movement of peoples, etc., is probably an
illusion. Once Soviets pocket concessions about frontiers, non-use of
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force, etc., they have achieved their purpose and will probably be able
to resist any major change in intra European cooperation. Damage-
limiting strategy which is in effect our current policy is a weak
rationale.

If a conference is inevitable (this is not necessarily so) and Allies
really want it for the atmospherics of détente, there are stronger argu-
ments for playing along rather than putting up weak and ineffective
rear guard action. In this case, the French approach seems sound: move
to a Conference without long wrangling session and close it out as soon
as feasible.

The main tactical problem is that the heart of the Conference will
be a declaration on non-use of force and respect for current borders;
some of the Allies have already made this concession: in the Soviet and
Polish treaties,” the French Declaration of Principles,® the Canadian-
Soviet communiqué;7 and in effect, the Berlin treaties which include
non-use of force. The main Soviet aim is to gain American signature.
Present Allied position more or less concedes this Soviet position.

C. A New Approach: CES as a Step Toward Maintaining a US Role in
Europe.

This new concept of CES departs from the damage-limiting ap-
proach we are now pursuing. It would entail a new US initiative in NATO
and international CES planning aimed at:

—increased emphasis on permanent machinery to provide an in-
stitutional framework involving the US intimately in a long-term
process of East-West negotiation of issues of security and cooperation,
while maintaining and improving present Western security; and

—added weight to issues of security—MBFR, and other arms con-
trol and disarmament matters.

Under this concept, moreover,

—the US would exert leadership in approaching CES;

—we could help offset Allied fears that the US is on the verge of
massive disengagement, at a time when their doubts are reinforced by
current international economic difficulties;

5 For the text of the Moscow Treaty between the Soviet Union and the Federal Re-
public of Germany, August 12, 1970, and the Warsaw Treaty between Poland and the
Federal Republic of Germany, December 7, 1970, see Documents on Germany, 1944-1985,
pp- 1103-1105 and pp. 1125-1127, respectively.

® For a summary of “The Principles of Cooperation Between the USSR and France,”
signed by Pompidou and Brezhnev during the latter’s visit to France, October 25-30,
1971, see Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1971-1972, p. 24958.

7 See footnote 8, Document 51.
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—CES would be considered a positive step in the longer process
of strengthening the transatlantic community, and maintaining its de-
fenses, while the US and our Allies seek further relaxation of East-West
tensions designed to enhance European stability on a basis that accords
with Allied objectives by making clear the importance they attach to
issues of security, and to progress in East-West cooperation in non-
security matters, such as freer movement of people, ideas, and infor-
mation, and economic and technical exchanges.

1. Agenda. To meet these objectives, the Allies could propose in the
December 1971 Ministerial Communiqué the following CES agenda as
an alternative to that advanced by the Pact:

a. Issues of East-West Security

(1) continuing arms control and disarmament efforts and renun-
ciation of the use of force and universal respect for principles govern-
ing relations between states, regardless of political or social systems. It
is possible that any consensus that emerged might be embodied in an
East-West declaration, which might be gursued in permanent machin-
ery established by CES (See Part II C1C, below).

(2) associated with the foregoing, or separately, statements of sup-
port for MBEFR. If MBFR negotiations had begun prior to CES, reference
could be made in CES to progress to date, based upon reports by partic-
ipating MBER states. Otherwise, CES could encourage states directly in-
volved in MBER to negotiate. Although MBEFR could also operate under
the “umbrella” of a CES (see Part III), the conference would have no au-
thority to direct or approve the form or substance of MBFR negotiations.

b. Issues of East-West Cooperation

(1) freer movement of people, ideas, and information, stressing
the importance the Allies attach to this issue;

(2) economic, technical, scientific, cultural and environmental co-
operation. Economic issues for discussion could include a range of im-
provements on both sides to encourage increased trade and possible
ties to Western international economic institutions. In the environ-
mental sphere, support could be sought for strengthening ECE efforts.
Beyond this, enhanced bilateral contacts in the other areas could be en-
couraged, as well as efforts in UN and other appropriate fora.

c. Permanent Machinery Established by CES
(1) Possible Functions

The US has tabled in NATO illustrative views on permanent ma-
chinery (Annex I). We proposed that such machinery might discuss
problems of security, cooperation and arms control and disarmament,
along the following lines:

(a) Security

—as a framework for quiet diplomacy to resolve disputes endan-
gering European security; and

—for dealing with grievances, permitting states to raise actual or
potential violations of a possible CES declaration on principles that
should govern interstate relations.
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(b) Cooperation

—for discussion of policy issues that impede East-West coopera-
tion in various fields, leaving detailed implementation to the ECE or
other appropriate fora.

(c) Regional Disarmament

—in connection with MBFR, while this issue undoubtedly would
be referred to in CES, actual negotiations have been envisaged in a
body comprising states directly concerned. Results of MBFR negotia-
tions, however, could be reported by the states directly involved in
MBER negotiations to CES for noting, as appropriate; and

—if agreed among the Allies, for discussion of complaints of non-
compliance with arms control and disarmament agreements; and for
examination and dissemination of reports produced under any
arrangements that may eventually be developed on verification and
collateral constraints.

Beyond the foregoing, it is possible that permanent machinery
could evolve further, embracing additional functions in a continuing
East-West dialogue. However, the USSR and others should not be al-
lowed to manipulate or characterize CES permanent machinery as a
substitute for NATO, or as superceding Western security arrangements
generally.

2. Assessment.

US adoption of a positive approach to CES could entail the fol-
lowing advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages

—would conform to the realities of the situation in Europe by giv-
ing at least equal attention to security issues;

—Dbecause it would explicitly assert the continuing US role in the
evolution of Europe, it would deny the Soviets their basic objective of
getting the US out of Europe;

—by emphasizing the continuing character of East-West negotia-
tions, Allied defense expenditures might be more easily sustained;

—the basic situation of the East European states would not be al-
tered, but their desire for a more independent voice in discussions sur-
rounding a conference would be met;

Disadvantages

—there likely would be no immediate concrete results beyond
those possible under other suggested approaches to CES;

—a possible CES declaration on arms control and disarmament
might strengthen public reluctance, in Allied countries, to support the
substantial force improvements we seek; and

—other disadvantages at worst could approximate those flowing
from a conference making some concessions but protecting Western
interests, but would be far less than from a conference for the sake of
détente or a conference on cooperation.
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3. Developing Allied Consensus.

A positive approach to a CES conforms more closely with the ma-
jority Allied view than our present approach. Therefore, we anticipate
no difficulty in gaining Allied concurrence. Discussion of arms control
and disarmament at CES conforms to current Allied thinking, and
therefore poses no problem. Reference in CES to MBFR will be wel-
comed by most Allies.

The following illustrative steps would facilitate building an Allied con-
sensus around a US preference:

—the US could underline the Berlin precondition, and clarify its
attitude toward CES, and perhaps toward economic and defense aims
generally, in a major address on European affairs by the Secretary sometime
in November;

—the US position would be conveyed to the Allies in time to allow
for consultations at NATO in advance of the December Ministerial meeting:

—the US would introduce into the Council draft formulations for
the December Ministerial communiqué;

—depending on the status of the Berlin agreement, NATO Deputy
Foreign Ministers could meet in April 1972 to assess prospects for opening
multilateral East-West talks and to discuss the substance and procedures
for multilateral East-West talks; and

—after conclusion of the Berlin accord, and following the President’s
visit to Moscow, East-West multilateral talks could open.

Comment: The basic issue here seems to be along the following
lines: If we must go to CES, is there any conceivable way it can be
turned to our marginal advantage, recognizing that in the short turn,
at least, the Soviets will score major gains?

This “new” approach is, of course, an old idea favored by many
observers. Its essence is that we use the inevitable Soviet “principles”
as a bridge to some more practical measures; i.e., if the Soviets claim
non-use of force, we propose restraint on force movements, possibly
European observer teams, pre-announcement of maneuvers—in short,
many of the MBFR collateral measures. In this way, we at least give
some substance to the vacuous declarations of a Conference.

Second, we establish an institution which will have little real
power, but will have some psychological benefit for the East Europeans
in that they can invoke the permanent machinery in times of tensions
Or crisis.

If there is anything in this proposal for a change in attitude, it is
mainly in the possible longer term gains that would tend to blur the
sharp divisions in Europe. Why the Soviets would agree to such po-
tential danger is another issue, but it is, after all, their conference, and
this “new” approach puts them on the tactical defensive. If introduced
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early in the preparations, it would certainly protract the preliminary
discussion—another possible advantage.

As reported in the study, the concept is still too vague; it lacks pre-
cision in what the Conference would produce in terms of arms control
statements, practical implementation measures and the authority of the
permanent machinery. If adopted, this would have to be clarified in
some detail.

The disadvantages are understated, presumably because this is the
favored option. The real disadvantages are

—First, our Allies may well misconstrue our new enthusiasm as
another form of superpower collaboration; they might be rather unim-
pressed by the claims that we would gain some concrete security meas-
ures; they would still think in terms of atmospherics, and conclude we
were only looking for a rationalization of the same objectives.

—If it became clear that we meant business, and really wanted
some practical achievements, the Allies might retreat since the last thing
they want is that CES become a contentious meeting.

—The second disadvantage is that regardless of our aspirations
we must deal with the Soviets who are not about to allow their pet
project to be turned against them. Their interest is still in the fact of
the Conference, rather than its concrete measures. We will still have to
go through a first phase of declarations and pledges to get to the sec-
ond stage of applications of arms control measures or a permanent in-
stitution. The Soviets will see to it that nothing effective happens.

In short, this is a gamble. But we would be no worse off for having
made the attempt than if we supinely drift into the Soviet type con-
ference that now appears unavoidable.

In many ways, this approach to a CES is less damaging than the cur-
rent prospects for two losers: MBFR and then a meaningless CES. If we
were to move in this new direction on CES, logic would suggest
that MBFR be deferred, and the CES would endorse it, though not
control it. MBFR would thus be a tangible result of CES, and, if it dealt
with principles of force reductions, these might be taken over by all
Europe.

Operationally,

—CES would not begin until after the Moscow summit: then prelimi-
naries would take a few months and the actual conference would meet
in, say, late 1972 or early 1973.

—MBFR might begin before that, but if we chose to, we could use
the CES as a means to defer MBFR.

III. CES and MBFR

Most Allies and non-aligned states wish to establish a connection
now between MBFR and CES. At the same time, most recognize that
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CES would be too unwieldly a forum for negotiation of so complex
and sensitive a subject as MBFR, and that actual negotiations should
be restricted to the states directly concerned.

The US has preferred to keep the two issues on separate tracks, in
effect assuming that the tracks might cross at some point, but leaving
open the option of separately initiating either CES or MBFR discus-
sions. Our approach to MBFR, moreover, has recognized that

—MBEFR addresses the military confrontation of major powers
whose forces and territory are directly involved; other states, though
interested, have less at stake in such negotiations, and many would
likely mount pressures for reductions without necessarily insisting on
essential safeguards; and

—involvement of non-aligned countries would complicate and de-
lay MBFR negotiations, causing inter alia possible Congressional pres-
sures for unilateral reductions.

Given the general preference expressed over past weeks by our
Allies, however, for including MBFR in some fashion on a CES
agenda—based largely on their view that MBFR would provide a con-
crete issue of security for CES in discussion and evidence of movement
toward détente—we are virtually isolated on this issue, and will likely need
to deal with it at Ministerial level in December.

Since we cannot prevent participants in CES from referring to
MBER, the alternatives are: (a) to strive for agreement among the Al-
lies (and perhaps with the Soviets) for procedural arrangements to be
made in the initial phase of CES that would avoid more than general
reference in CES to MBFR; or (b) to deal with the substance of MBFR
in CES.

Comment: Clearly, the latter is a non-starter and a potential disaster.

IV. CES and SALT

Provided there is a satisfactory resolution on Berlin, the issue arises
of the relationship between CES and SALT. The possibilities lie between
the following alternatives:

—linkage between achieving success in SALT and proceeding with
CES; and

—considering SALT along with other issues as part of the com-
plex of US/Soviet relations which needs to be taken into account in as-
sessing Soviet intentions in regard to CES.

Linkage would have the following implications:

—while it may be argued that Soviet interest in CES could pro-
vide additional leverage in SALT, it is unlikely that this interest would
affect the Soviet position on SALT issues, since they deal with funda-
mental matters of state security;
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—such linkage would run a considerable risk of damaging SALT
at a stage in which the negotiations are both delicate and nearing
fruition. Since we have consistently eschewed linking SALT with ex-
traneous issues, a reversal on our part would cause the Soviets to ques-
tion our basic objectives in SALT, thus delaying and diverting the
talks—precisely the opposite of what would be intended.

Comment: This part of the discussion is badly rigged by State and
ACDA who are deathly afraid that SALT will be endangered. Yet, it
makes absolutely no sense to think about European security in any real
sense if the US and the USSR cannot make even a limited arrangement
on strategic arms control. The original idea of including this discussion
in the study was to emphasize this point, so that the US could at least
tell the Allies of our reluctance to proceed with the actual CES if SALT
had not reached some agreement. In fact, this is not a revolutionary
position. Until the last NATO meeting, our preconditions for CES were
the Berlin agreement and “progress” on other East-West issues, which
was specifically defined to mean SALT. This latter condition was
dropped under French pressures.® All that would be involved in re-
viving it would be rather clear warnings that CES could not be ex-
pected to achieve anything if SALT was stalemated.

8 See Document 57.

77. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon'

Washington, November 9, 1971.

SUBJECT
Report on My Trip to Europe

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Box 229, Agency Files,
Defense, Vol. XIV. Top Secret; Sensitive. A stamped notation on the first page reads: “The
President has seen.” Nixon wrote several notes to Kissinger on the memorandum, in-
cluding the following with regard to MBER: “We need a better game plan—with ball con-
trol on MBFR,” and “K—how about a ltr [letter] to Brosio from RN on MBFR—and also
touching on other fears (reassure them)—which he could make public?” On an attached
routing memorandum, Hyland wrote on December 17: “I understand this was seen by
Pres already and no action required.”
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

MBFR

In my talks with Schmidt and Carrington, it was made quite clear
that neither were in any hurry to negotiate any force reductions in Eu-
rope.> MOD Tanassi of Italy also favored a go-slow approach to MBFR.
From recent talks Schmidt had with French authorities, it is clear that
France continues to oppose MBFR at this time. This attitude of caution—
particularly on the part of Schmidt—is a complete turn-around from a
year ago when he, for one, was pressing me to take the initiative in ne-
gotiating troop reductions with the USSR. I believe their main concern
today is that the US will move too fast toward troop reductions in Eu-
rope in order to placate the well-publicized views of some prominent
Members of Congress like Senator Mansfield. Once troop reductions
start, they believe NATO will gradually fade away and that all this will
take place before Western Europe has had an opportunity to resolve its
political problems. I am sure that Schmidt would like more time for Ost-
politik to succeed, and feels that troop reductions now might lessen the
Soviet Union’s ardor for German political initiatives.

As far as a Conference on European Security (CES) and MBER are
concerned, Schmidt now feels that there is an advantage to combining
the two. More than likely his real reason is to slow down movement
toward negotiations on MBFR which he senses might bear fruit. But
his expressed reason to me was that combining CES and MBFR would
be the only way to get the French to participate in MBFR, since they
have already said that they would attend the CES.? Schmidt feels that
it is very important to have France involved in any final MBFR deci-
sions. On this same subject, Carrington differed with his own Foreign
Office which favors combining these negotiations; he personally prefers
to keep them separate.

I took the opportunity to stress the point that in considering prepa-
rations for MBFR negotiations the primary factor must be the security
of Europe and that we must not look on MBER as a tool to solve po-
litical problems. Regardless of any enticing overtures from the Soviet

% Nixon underlined “neither were in any hurry to negotiate any force reductions
in Europe” and wrote in the margin, “I agree.” A memorandum of Laird’s conversation
with Schmidt, October 26, is ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL GER W-US. A mem-
orandum of Laird’s conversation with Carrington, October 25, is in the Ford Library,
Laird Papers, Box 18, Document No. 358.

® Nixon bracketed the entire paragraph up to this point and underlined the phrase,
“combining CES and MBFR would be the only way to get the French to participate in
MBEFR, since they have already said that they would attend the CES.” Nixon wrote in
the margin, “K—an interesting idea.”



December 1970-December 1971 225

Union to reduce forces, we still had to press for force improvements
and additions that were agreed to in the AD-70 study and EDIP.

In discussing the kind of organization needed to conduct the ac-
tual MBFR negotiations after the Explorer’s (Ambassador Brosio) work
is finished, it was quite evident that no one had an acceptable plan.
SYG Luns figured that Brosio would “fade away” after his exploring
mission but offered no substitute solution. Carrington had a scheme
which would, for all practical purposes, put a British officer in charge.
I believe the US should move quickly to lay a workable plan before
our NATO Allies. Therefore, in the next week, I plan to circulate a pro-
posal which would include:

—A {Jrospective main negotiator (Brosio is a possibility)*

—A limitation on participating countries

—The establishment of a NATO back-stopping group dominated
by US and including countries whose forces would be reduced

—A method to keep the rest of NATO informed

—Emphasis on the importance of adequate Defense Department
representation and participation in both preparations for and conduct
of these negotiations.

I am convinced that all of NATO is waiting for the US to take the
lead in MBEFR and that they are most anxious to learn which of the op-
tions under consideration we prefer.’ I am also convinced that we
would encounter a strong opposition to a US proposal which limits
cuts to stationed forces only. Our proposals, therefore, should take these
feelings into account and provide for some adjustments in indigenous
forces in the long run. I recently sent Henry Kissinger a paper on MBFR
which suggests approaches which would take these considerations into
account.®

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR ]

* Nixon underlined this point and wrote in the margin, “Good.”

% Nixon underlined the sentence, beginning with the word “all,” and wrote in the
margin, “I agree.”

6 See footnote 4, Document 73.
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78. Minutes of a Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, November 23, 1971, 3:15-4:16 p.m.

SUBJECT

European Security Conference

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger

State NSC Staff

Mr. George Springsteen Mr. William Hyland

Mr. Ralph J. McGuire R/Adm. Robert O. Welander
Mr. Herbert Spiro Mr. Mark Wandler

DOD

Mr. Armistead Selden
B/Gen. Harrison Lobdell, Jr.
Mr. Peter Smith

JjCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
B/Gen. Francis J. Roberts

CIA
Lt. Gen. Robert E. Cushman
Mr. James P. Hanrahan

Treasury
Mr. John ]J. McGinnis

ACDA
Mr. Philip Farley

It was agreed that:

—Short of a Presidential approval, we will not agree to a prepara-
tory meeting on CES. If a further meeting is necessary, we should en-
courage a Deputy Foreign Ministers meeting after the President’s trip
to Moscow.

—The State Department will circulate its draft paper on “Possible
Post-CES Machinery.”?

—Using the State Department’s outlines as a point of departure,
further study should be done on such substantive aspects of a CES as
trade and cultural exchange, permanent machinery and the use of col-
lateral constraints developed for MBFR.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-112, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Secret. The meeting took place in
the White House Situation Room. All brackets are in the original.

2 Not found. See footnote 4, Document 76.
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Dr. Kissinger: All our meetings seem to be about losers. I'm talk-
ing about subjects, not personnel.

Adm. Moorer: We've got two dillies here.

Dr. Kissinger: I've read all the papers. I would like somebody
to explain to me what we would get out of a conference on European
Security. What advantage would a conference be to the United States?

Mr. Springsteen: In a static sense, there really would be none.
Dr. Kissinger: What about in a dynamic sense?

Mr. Springsteen: In a way, we are stuck with the conference. The
question is how do we operate so that we maximize our gains and min-
imize our losses. This project has been in the works for a long time,
and we have been negative on it. Now we are being pushed by our Al-
lies. We think the time has come for us to fish or cut bait.

Dr. Kissinger: Why do our Allies want the conference?

Mr. Springsteen: I think a good part of it has to do with détente
fever. The French, for example, think the conference may open
some windows to the west for the Eastern European countries with
such things as an increased flow of people. Of course, the implicit
idea is that the Eastern European countries will get out from un-
der the Russian thumb. The French are the leading exponents of this
view.

Dr. Kissinger: If that’s the case, it seems strange that the Russians
are such strong advocates of the conference.

Mr. Springsteen: There is of course an element of risk in this for
the Russians. Nevertheless, they feel a conference will be a great help
to their image in the West.

Dr. Kissinger: Are the Russians facing such great obstacles in their
bilateral dealings with the West that they are being forced to take this
route [the conference]?

Mr. Springsteen: No. I don’t share the French thesis, either. I was
just expressing their point of view.

Dr. Kissinger: The French, among others, are not interested in
MBEFR. They may be pushing CES in order to prevent MBFR. And if
that continues, we will be in a never-never land.

Mr. Springsteen: Isn’t that where we are now?

Dr. Kissinger: At what point do we draw the line? When do we
say the party’s over? As usual, I'm just trying to be the devil’s advo-
cate. As you know, no agreement on MBFR will improve our position.
I agree with your [Springsteen’s] characterization that we should cut
our losses and maximize the pluses. But I don’t understand why the
Russians are so eager for the conference. Do they see something in it
that we don’t see?
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Adm. Moorer: Their basic objective is to break up NATO. West Eu-
rope has not taken a united stance, and the Russians feel that a secu-
rity conference would be a good way of publicizing this disagreement.

Mr. Springsteen: They [the Russians] also want a conference to put
a seal of approval on the territorial status quo and on the Bonn-Moscow
and Bonn-Warsaw treaties.>

Adm. Moorer: The only military problem the Russians see is with
NATO. As I said before, their basic objective is to weaken NATO. Then
they can go on with their other activities in the Middle East, China and
in other areas.

Dr. Kissinger: What is the plan for the upcoming NATO meeting?

Mr. Springsteen: At the moment, Germany, Great Britain and
France are saying that the status of the Berlin arrangements is far
enough along—even though Phase Il is being delayed until the treaties
are ratified—for multilateral preparatory talks to begin. Our position
is that ratification of the treaties and the signing of the final protocol
come first and that we shouldn’t move on to multilateral discussions
until we have those things. The other countries say we should move
now. They say they are certain the treaties will be ratified and the pro-
tocol will be signed in due course.

Dr. Kissinger: Would they still want to move even if we say we
are not eager to go along with them?

Mr. Springsteen: I am trying to get something out on this subject
right now.

Dr. Kissinger: Who's stopping you?
Mr. Springsteen: No one—yet. The Secretary, as you know, is strong
on this precondition.

Dr. Kissinger: I admit the precondition could be seen as somewhat
phony. The main point, though, is that we want to delay the confer-
ence. If this precondition is no good, we will help you find a better
one. We are not eager to have a conference before the summit meeting,
and I'm not sure we will be eager for one after the meeting. I'm in-
terested in someone telling me what the hell can come out of this
conference.

Mr. Springsteen: Do you mean if it drags on?

Dr. Kissinger: It won’t drag on. The Berlin negotiations stretched
out for two years. How could the trade issue be dragged out, if it’s on
the agenda.

3 See footnote 5, Document 76.
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Mr. Springsteen: You can negotiate ad nauseum. The problem for
better or worse, is how do we go through the process. The French, for
one, want to leapfrog.

Dr. Kissinger: We want to delay as long as possible. We want to
delay the preparatory process. If our Allies in NATO come up with an
unreasonable proposal, why do we have to rush in? (to Mr. Spring-
steen) Are you sure they will have one?

Mr. Springsteen: The senior advisors have been meeting in Berlin,
and Bahr says the meetings will be concluded by December 3. Great
Britain, Germany and France say we should move now to the multi-
lateral preparation. Hillenbrand said, though, that we will not move
until the final protocol is signed. He cited what I thought was a very
good example. Suppose we go very far down the conference road, he
pointed out, and the Bundestag doesn’t ratify the treaties. Then the
Russians wouldn’t sign the treaties. Where would we be then?

Dr. Kissinger: That wouldn’t break Brandt’s heart. In fact, it would
give him another argument for early preparatory talks for a conference.

Mr. Springsteen: Hillenbrand was looking at it from our point of
view.

Dr. Kissinger: Couldn’t we have a Deputy Foreign Ministers meet-
ing first, before we begin the multilateral preparatory discussions?
Would that be unreasonable?

Mr. Springsteen: That, in fact, is what we envisioned.

Dr. Kissinger: Suppose we tell the Allies that we want a Deputy
Foreign Ministers meeting first, but they don’t want to wait. What
happens?

Mr. Springsteen: We would like to swing them [the Allies] around
and get them to agree to having the final protocol signed first, followed
by a Deputy Foreign Ministers meeting where we can all try to see
where we are going. We would encourage a Deputy Foreign Ministers
meeting this spring. This scenario also calls for no multilateral ex-
ploratory talks.

Dr. Kissinger: Do we all agree with that? (to Mr. Selden) What is
Defense’s position?

Mr. Selden: We agree with State that we should cut our losses. The
longer we delay, the better off we are.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Farley) Phil, what do you think?

Mr. Farley: We would like very much to keep disarmament out of
the conference, if it ever takes place.

Dr. Kissinger: Why do you want to do that? Because you think it
would screw up the SALT talks? Or are you afraid that you will have
the only substantive topic at the conference?
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Mr. Farley: There would be no substance to discussions unless the
conference did not deal with MBFR, and CES is simply the wrong place
to get involved in that.

Mr. Selden: How would we keep it out of the conference?

Dr. Kissinger: The Russians wouldn’t want to discuss MBFR at the
conference. They want a renunciation of forces agreement and other
things which will prove that military blocs are not necessary.

Mr. Springsteen: The Russians have suggested that MBFR can be
discussed at the conference, but not negotiated.

Mr. Farley: It would be hard not to do that.

Dr. Kissinger: It’s not that MBFR is such a winner, either, judging
from the paper I read. At what point do we concentrate on substance,
or do we go on in this never-never land? We keep getting high level
letters from Soviet leaders to the President, urging a conference to dis-
cuss such things as cultural exchange and trade. All of this is done bi-
laterally now.

Mr. Springsteen: The agenda the Soviets are proposing stresses
force renunciation and respect for existing borders.

Dr. Kissinger: That’s in the UN charter, isn't it?

Mr. Springsteen: That’s right. NATO, nevertheless, has been doing
some homework on this. In fact, there is a NATO draft agreement, but
it hasn’t got government clearances.

Dr. Kissinger: Is this a U.S. draft?

Mr. Springsteen: It's not a draft from one country. It’s just a staff
operation.

Dr. Kissinger: What happens if the Allies say this is a brilliant draft?

Mr. Springsteen: I don’t think that will happen. There are actually
three drafts—from us, the Germans and someone else.

Dr. Kissinger: Are these individual products? Is our paper a U.S.
Government draft? Are we behind it?

Mr. Springsteen: No. None of you are signed on.

Dr. Kissinger: This is the first I have ever heard of such a draft. (to
Mr. Selden) Do you know about it?

Mr. Selden: No.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Adm. Moorer) Do you?

Adm. Moorer: No.

Mr. Springsteen: The draft is more or less a product of an EUR
graduate seminar. The U.S. Government is not committed to it in any
way. We simply tried to point out some of the pitfalls involved in these
discussions.

Dr. Kissinger: If the Allies like the paper, why would we not be
committed?
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Mr. Springsteen: We have made it very plain to them that this pa-
per was done on the staff level.

Dr. Kissinger: We are now negotiating in the mid-East on the ba-
sis of a paper prepared by the head of our U.S. Interests Section.

Mr. Springsteen: I can assure you that this is not at all the situa-
tion with our paper.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we see the paper?

Mr. Springsteen: Surely. In fact, big chunks of it were cleared here,
if I recall correctly.

Dr. Kissinger: That is not inconceivable to me. Can we get some
coherence into this whole process? If not, we run the risk of eroding
everything that has been built up over 25 years. Governments that are
weak or dependent on elections very often like to pretend that some-
thing is happening when in fact nothing is happening. We should not
be feeding that process. Ideally, we should have a Deputy Foreign Min-
isters meeting first, and our role in that meeting should be as concrete
as possible. Second, when there is a proposal we should all look at it
and drive to make it as concrete as possible. Otherwise, there is too
much incoherence. (to Mr. Springsteen) I'm sure this is your view, too.

Mr. Springsteen: It is. We have seen the monster coming down the
road for some time now, and consequently we have done a good deal
of work.

Dr. Kissinger: Have you worked with the agencies here?

Mr. Springsteen: Yes. With Defense and Treasury.

Dr. Kissinger: What is the title of this draft paper you prepared?

Mr. Springsteen: “Possible Post-CES Machinery.”

Gen. Lobdell: We worked on certain sections of it.

Dr. Kissinger: We need a systematic review of all the concrete pro-
posals that are surfaced, and we need to have meetings on these pro-
posals, when appropriate.

Mr. Springsteen: We welcome that.

Dr. Kissinger: Do we all agree then that we will not agree—short
of Presidential approval—to a preparatory meeting? If a further meet-
ing is necessary, it should be a Deputy Foreign Ministers meeting af-
ter the summit.

All agreed.

Dr. Kissinger: As far as the basic approach to the conference is con-
cerned, we have broad choices: the Soviet approach and the “new”
State approach. Both deal in some degree with security considerations.

Mr. Springsteen: It’s true that they deal with security considera-
tions, but we also would hope to achieve something concrete. In order
to do that, we would have to step in and take an active role. We don't
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want the conference as an end to itself, the way the Soviets do. Instead,
we want to institutionalize the continuing role of the United States in
the future of West Europe.

Dr. Kissinger: How would we go about doing that?

Mr. Springsteen: By giving strong leadership. We could tell our Al-
lies what we are working on and win them to our positions.

Dr. Kissinger: We are an activist government. Once we adopt a pol-
icy of activism on CES, two things will happen: (a) we will all become
very active, which is no crime in itself; and (b) when the Europeans
say that something we want doesn’t meet with their favor, we will end
up with the Soviet position under American leadership. Let the Sovi-
ets drive the process. We should drive the substance.

Mr. Springsteen: The Allies already think we are dragging our feet
on the conference. We can tell them we are prepared to have a confer-
ence. We can say that the Soviets can drive the process if they want but
that we think we should try to figure out how to turn the conference
to our advantage. For example, there might be an advantage for us in
establishing permanent machinery.

Dr. Kissinger: We should look at that carefully. I have no views on
it, and I am pretty sure that the President has not addressed it. Just off
the top of my head, though, I would say that anything the Soviets can
exhibit as a substitute for NATO would be a disadvantage for us.

Mr. Springsteen: We have not rejected the idea of permanent
machinery.

Dr. Kissinger: We should have another meeting after the NATO
Ministerial to discuss force renunciation and other things we have been
studying at the staff level.

Mr. Springsteen: We’ve already given you an outline of our think-
ing on the subject.

Dr. Kissinger: You should use this outline as a point of departure
for further study. Take the topics we consider useful and flesh them
out. For example: What would we say about trade and cultural ex-
change? What would we say about permanent machinery? What, if
Phil [Farley] permits, would we say about CES using some of the col-
lateral constraints we developed for MBFR?

Mr. Springsteen: All of this is fine, but we have a more immediate
problem, too. The Secretary will be expected to say something about
CES at the NATO Ministerial. The line he has used the last two years
has been pretty stubborn and negative. Does he parrot that line again,
or does he indicate to the Allies that we are prepared to approach var-
ious alternatives?

Dr. Kissinger: Why does he have to say more than we are willing
to discuss concrete issues after the final protocol has been signed?
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Mr. Springsteen: The Allies will counter by saying that this is what
we have all been doing.

Dr. Kissinger: The Secretary can then say that the issues are not
concrete enough.

Mr. Farley: They [the Allies] can’t point to a consensus in the
Alliance.

Mr. Hyland: Our line is that we are not yet ready on substance,
especially on security considerations.

Mr. Springsteen: I hadn’t realized Phil [Farley] was so adamant on
disarmament.

Mr. Farley: I have several practical concerns. Suppose, for exam-
ple, that CES borrows the MBER collateral constraints and creates some
kind of compliance machinery. Then, if we are relying on national
means to detect violations, I would hate to rely on CES as a court of
appeals. Also, if we give CES a heavy security cast, we could be left
with only a regional security organization. I don’t mean to be negative,
but the papers we have done so far don’t show how we move on to
the next steps.

Dr. Kissinger: If that’s the case, then we don’t go on to the next
steps.
Mr. Springsteen: But we haven’t even taken the first step.

Dr. Kissinger: If we want to avoid going 1000 miles, we should not
take the first step.

79. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

NSC Consideration of NATO Issues:
(1) Mutual Force Reductions
(2) European Security Conference

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-032, NSC Meeting CES/MBEFR (NATO Ministerial) 12/1/71. Top Secret;
Sensitive. A notation on the first page indicates that the President saw the memorandum.
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The meetings of NATO Ministers next week (December 8-10) will be
dominated by two issues: the question of a Western position on Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) and preparations for a European
Conference on Security and Cooperation. On both subjects our Allies will
be looking to the U.S. for an indication of how we wish to deal with them.

—Both of these issues bear importantly on Western security interests. If
not handled properly the results could be highly dangerous. It is im-
portant that we maintain our focus on the implications for the military
balance of any force reductions and on the substance of European se-
curity, rather than drift into ill-defined negotiations that will only work
to the Soviet advantage.

—On neither of these issues is the Western Alliance in a position to move
ahead; there is no consensus on the aims of either mutual force reduc-
tions or a European conference.

—We need more time to develop concrete proposals.

—Finally, multilateral negotiations of this sort on European issues
should come after, not before your meeting in Moscow. Moreover, we should
have some greater assurance of a satisfactory outcome in SALT.

Background

MBEFR: The Western initiative, dating back to 1968, for negotiations
on the reduction of forces in Central Europe was largely academic un-
til last Spring when Brezhnev offered to begin negotiations. As a con-
sequence of the Soviet response, we have intensified our study of the
issues. Within the Alliance there has been a sharp revival of interest in
negotiations because of: (1) the Soviet response on MBFR; (2) the on-
going U.S. and FRG negotiations with the Soviets; and, (3) the Mans-
field proposals for unilateral reductions.

Our own studies have shown that almost every model for reductions
that would be negotiable with the Soviets would damage the Western military
position. Small reductions that minimize the adverse consequences are
almost impossible to verify, whereas larger reductions do major dam-
age mainly because the Soviets withdraw only to Western Russia while
we withdraw across the Atlantic.

Though these conclusions are not surprising, they are being sub-
merged in other considerations. For various reasons MBFR negotia-
tions have become a highly political issue in Europe.

—Many Allies (and some in our own government) believe that our
Congressional critics can be placated by MBFR negotiations.

—Others believe that MBFR is an instrument for European détente,
and should be pursued for this purpose.

—In addition, some of our Allies suspect that we want to arrange
a bilateral reduction with the USSR and wish to forestall this through
early negotiations.
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Our objective, therefore, must be to impress the Allies that we are
not interested in reductions for the sake of a better atmosphere and to as-
sure them that no bilateral bargain will be made with the USSR. We want
to force our Allies to recognize the problems and implications of MBFR
and to focus on the security consequences to the Alliance’s military pos-
ture. Unless maintenance of a military balance is the principal criteria for
judging MBFR, we will be engaged in the impossible task of trading mil-
itary security for some vague and undefinable degree of détente.

A Conference on European Security and Cooperation. This issue has
been pressed with varying degrees of urgency by the Soviets since 1954,
and for good reason. As they define it, such a Conference would issue
declarations of non-aggression, recognize existing borders, and agree
on increased economic cooperation. Their aim is to solidify the status
quo in Eastern Europe, while extending their own influence in the
Western Alliance.

On this issue there is growing Allied pressure simply to move to
negotiations. The Alliance consideration of the subjects to be discussed
and what the Western position would be has been limited and with-
out consensus. Negotiations at this point would almost certainly result
in a Soviet-style conference agreeing on broad generalities.

We need to redirect the work of the Allies so that principles of se-
curity are translated into specific measures. If we can do this, a nego-
tiation later may actually enhance the Western position.

Priorities and Timing

We have set no precondition for MBFR, but the Soviets are clearly
dragging their feet by refusing thus far to accept Brosio as the NATO
“explorer” of MBFR principles. Until they do agree to receive Brosio
we need make no further effort to open negotiations; we should use
the time for the Alliance to digest the analytical result of our studies.
We have just completed a major study and transmitted it to NATO.
One approach which deserves further discussion involves phased ne-
gotiations, with extensive discussion of principles in the early stages
and prior to negotiations on reductions.

On a European conference we are committed to begin the prepa-
rations once the Berlin issue is completed. Some Allies, notably Britain
and France, and perhaps West Germany, would be willing to move to-
ward a conference as soon as the current phase of the Berl