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The attached is a proposed summary memorandum to
the Sccretary covering your Paxls discussions. To it
are attached a more detailed memorandum covering this
subject, plus an appendix which covers the subject of
CINCEUR'e views on a further French withdrawal from
NATO. This latter I picked up in side discussions

——

with CGeneral Lemnitzer's staff.
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FROM: ¢ -~ U. Alexis Johnson

SUBJECT: Meetlungs in Paris with Bohlen, Finletter
Lemnitzer and McConnell ' .

1. General. The meatings went very well. They provided
2 useful orientation for me to the Furopean scene, but in addi~
tion provided an insight into some of the specific problems our
key civilian and military representatives arve attempting to cope
with. There follows a brief summary of key points of interest.
Attached is a more complaete report which you may wish to read
1f time permits. {(Attachment A)

7. Fmbagsy~USRO. Discusgions with Chip end Tom Finletter
were too short. Tom 1is concerned sbout the MLF and about the
NATQ Force Planning exercise. ‘

3. CINCEUR/SACEUR. 8ix hours with Lemnitzer and McConnell
covered a wide range of subjects:

2. Force Withdrawals. Lemmltzer is absclutely adamant on
the point that any further withdrawals (i{.e., the 10,000 LOC or
the 10 tac air squadrons) will have a'devastating effect' on his
military capabilities. He ssys he wlll soc state when and 1€
SACEUR's military appraisal ls requested by the NAC. He expressec
deep appreciation and praise for your stand in Septeomber reslstin
withdrawals which he feels would have been and still would be
politically and militarily dameglng.

b. Tactical Nuclear Weapons. CINCEUR has completed a
study on thls question which will soon be released. Lemnitzey
argues that the weapons are needed for the defense of Burope
(though he was somewhat more moderate in his views than McConnel
In response to my pressing him he axgued that & tactical nucleax
war Limited to Furope was feasible. I argued that we bad doubts
that the Europeans would find such a prospect appealing and that
theixr current position was based on maximum deterrence with
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1ittle regard to what would really happen when tha chips were
downt. I algo sald that we were ingistent that there be suffi-
cient flexibility in the hands of the political decision-making
authorities as to when and if we go to the use of nukes end that
it would be in the Interest of our milltary planners that mili~-
tary planning not be premised on unrealistic assumptions, I had
a llittle bit of the feeling that we might have started him think=-
ing anew sbout these lasues.

c. MRBMs. Lem argues that these are necesgsary both for
deterrence and fighting purposes. He does not buy the notiom
that external forcer can fill the bill. He feels that the State
assessment of a lack of Furcopesan political willingness to accept
MRBMs 18 distorted by virtue of ocur having failled to lay out the
full case for European consideration. I pressed him on all points
and may have raised some doubts in hiz mind. In general, however,
he is fiimly committed on this one and though he supports the MLF
he does not sgree that it adequately meets his MRBM needs.

d. Comand and Control. Lemnitzer argued that it was quite
adequate and permitted discreet use down to a single weapon 1if
necessary. He is satisfied with the PAL system.

e. Inteliigence and Narure of the Threat. As might be
expected, CINCEUR intelligence estimates paelnt a pretty serious
picture of the threat. I pressed Lemnitzer on the question of
the reslism of assuming that a large scale Commumist attack In
Europe was Llikely. I referred to our concerns about East German
uprisings snd trouble on the flanks. He seemed not unsympathetic
tg, the point.

. £. Whealus. Lem made & strong pitch for us to do every-
thing possible to retain Wheelus. Militarily, his need couid
probably be met by a facility in Spaln, but it was obvious that
the European Command felt strongly about the broader implications
for our Middle East position of being pushed out of Wheelus.

... & €-91 Problem and Pershings. Lemnitzer wents the G~91
(a light weight ground support aircraft) equipped with nuclear
capability. We asked how this was consistent with the DOD
pressure for substltuting Pershings for existing strike aircraft.
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Lemnltzer is resistmt to the idea of the Pewshing substitution.
How well this has been thought through I could not fully ascer-
tain.

h. NATO Aireraft Overflights of East Germeny. I was sur-
prised to learn from Lemnltzer that gince the RB-66 incident
thaere have been a nmumber of additional overflights of East

Gexrmany .

i. European MAAGs. CINCEUR defends the continuation of
e MAAG presence as needed to overses deliveries of MAP stlll in
the pipeline ($112 million this year o Italy) and because of
excellent contacts which MAAGs have with MODs. McConnell
claimed that they were reducing size of MAAGs as fast as 1is
prudent.

: j. JFrench Problem. Temnltzer was not much concerned about
the French pull-out from the Naval commande. He indicated, how-
ever, that 1f this shifted to Army and Air Force the problem
would be critical., CINCEUR is now in process of responding to

a detalled JCS inquiry on this subjsct. (Appendix I, attached).
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1. Embagssy-USRO. Time available for discussions was

much too short. A working breskfast with Chip and Tom Finlatter
was devoted mainly to discussion of the MLF. (.... To ba supple«
mented by Mr. Johnson as appropriate.) We then moved to USRO
where Tom, Durby and 1 discussed the NATO Force Planning exer~
cige. In a word, Finletter is concerned that the exercisge has
bogged dovn and segmed to be of the opinion that a June Defense
Ministers Meeting would give Bob McNamars the opportunity to
put some life into the undertsaking. One concern which I have
{2 that Tom continues to assume, quite understandably, that

. McNamara will be able to spell out the U8 views on WATO strategy
and force capsbilities in a detsiled way which will be convincing
to our European Allies. I am by no means gatigfied that we are
in any better position fo do"this today than we have been at
any other time over the past thrae years. One further point I
might note was Tom's indication that the arrangements whereby
Burt Klein (fgrmerly of RAND, but now on the DOD payroll) reports
to him as the US Representative on the Defense Planning Work -
Group {(the Grbup which 18 running the NFP exercise) wae less
than fully satisfactory. 1 gather that Klein is entiéely

cooperative but that somehow the lines of communication from
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Klein back to DOD leave Finlettar with a feeling that he does

not control the undertaking.

In subgequent discussions at USRO, expanded to include
Cecil Lyon and Jack McGulre from the Embassy, Alan James, John
Burns and Phil F¥arley, I spent sometime discussing the French
problem. In general, I gather that there was a fairly\unanimous
opinion that the French views on NHTO‘strategy, with their heavy
dependency on the use of nuclear wespons for defense of Furope,
are reflactive of a wider European feeling. (Incidentally, I
was told that the French have just recently announced that they
are undertaling the full reequipment of five of thelr divisions
to make them nuclear capable. 1 am not clear on the datails.)
Cecil Lyon says that the French clearly look upon NATO as the
ereature of US invention. It is not that they object to NATO
as much as it is their desire to have the dominant role. When
I asked whether 1t might not be useful to begin thinking about
heavy US forece withdrawals I recelved a somewhat mixed reaction.
Lyons tossed out the notion that perhaps the time had axrived
when we should begin to turn the defense problem back to the
Europeans. Farley felt that the begloning of guch a moGament

would start in motion political forces which we might not be
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able to control. He felt that lessened US force presence would
rasult in decreased US influence over European affalrs. Others
echoed his view.

2. CINCEUR/SACEUR. I met for six hours with Generals

Lermitzer and McConnell. The discussions were quite free and
easy and the rapport I thought quite ébcd. Lemnitzer began with
a pointed reference to the fact that he felt that the Department
had been extremely helpful and appreciative of hig Command's
point of view on a number of issues in the past, more go than
DOD, He particularly referred in this commection to the force
wlithdrawal issue (see below). He saild he felt that the Btate
analysis on this subject (your memorandum of last September)

was the best paper he had seen in his many years in Washingtom.
He made it clear that he felt State had saved the day at the
time snd had saved us from making a serious mistake. In this
gort of stmosphare the range of topics discussed went smoothly
aven where 1t was clear we had areas of difference of view.

At the end of the meeting he and McComnell called me aside and
Lem was particularly complimentary in his vémarks about ouf

POLADs John Burns and Alan James.
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3. Force Withdrawals. We spent & good period of time

on this subject. On the loglatics elde Lem claims that he 1is
now 80 strapped that any significant further withdravals (i.e.,
the 10,000 contemplated) would leave his force with a sexriously
impaired Eighting ability. zhe has gone on racord as preferring
a withdrawal of a division to any more LOC pergsommel. Similarly,
on the 10 squadrons of aiveraft, his military avaluation is that
withdrawal would be a serious blow to his carrying out his
responsibilities. He points out that the alrcraft are raquired
to support the ground operationa as well as for control of the
air. In response to my direct guestiom, he sald he doas not
balieve that the US can meet the spirit {indeed, even 1f it
maetis the latter) of its NATO commitment snd still "dual bage”
+the 10 squadrons. He said that the withdrawal would have a
“"davastating effect' and that when SACEUR's militsery judgment

18 solleited by NATO he will feel bound to so state. I preased
Lem very herd as to which he would prefer if he had to choose
between the logistics force reductions and the 10 squadrons.

He flatly refused to choose ﬂetween these undesirebles, finally
concluding that from & military point of view & proportional

raduction in both alr forces and ground forces would make the

TOP _SECRET.
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most sense.

Finally, Lem said he could not see how the US could
politically square itself argulng for increased conventional
capabilities for NATO on the one hand and gponsoring a force
reduction on the other. He says the Germans and our other Allies
are not fooled and know full well that our conventional capa~
bilities have already suffered from previous reductlons. For
exemple, the CINCEUR conclusion is that 05D's estimate of thirty
déys to reestablish the contracted French LOC is highly optimistie.
McConnell thinks it would take %0 to 100 days. DBecause of the
10C reductions CINCEUR now estimates his capablility for fighting
conventionally as being limited to 14 days. He sald the Furo-
peans lknow full well that the US has lost its sustainéd combat
capability as a result of the LOC squeeze. He sald that US
forces would require 120,000 non-combat reinforcements to fight
an extended conventional combat. In this connection, Lem spoke
fairly scathingly about operation BIQ LIFT and its significance.

He made_ft clear that it had far more limited military utility
than DOD préss agentry lmplied and that it did not by any means
prove ltself as a feasible means for reinforeing Europe in time

of stress or hostilities.

4, Tactical Nuclear Wespons. CINCEUR is quite clear as
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to the need for these weapons for defense of Europe. He has
just finlshed a detalled study on this matter which, we learned
from others in the CINCEUR staff, should be ready for transmittal
to the JCS within the mext ten days. While we did not get into
the details of that gtudy, Lem seems convinced that a tactical
nuclear defense of Europe is possible. We preéssed him rather
hard as to whether the Europeans would really be wllling to
fight a tactical nuclear war limited to Europe; one which would
not engage the US or USSR homelands. While he and McConnall
argued that guch a war was possible, they were not entirely
persuasive and might have been a Little bit shaken by our argu-
ments that the Europesns seemed more devoted to the notlon of
deterrence than fighting and that they could hardly hope to
profit from a nuclear war limited to Europe.

Lem pregsed me hard‘on the reasong for the State refusal
to agree to the DOD proposal for agreement in principle to
deployment. of Anti-Demolition Mﬁnitions for our Allies. I
explained that we had not recelved a rational explanation of how
the ADMs f;tted into his planning of why they were so urgently
required. CINCEUR argued that they wera highly important to an

" effective forward defense and would provide important dalaying
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actioﬁ. However, 1 got a little of the feeling that, though

in strictly technical military terms & case might be madae,

the broader political significence of a rellence anunﬁclear
weaponry, in sowme cases where conventional explosives might
even do the job, had not really been comprehended. For example,
one of Lem's staff made the point that nuclear demolitions re~
quired only a fraction of the LOC back up as ceompared to that
required to provide an equivalent explosive force through

tha use of conventional demolitions.

We tried to get at the question of whether conceptually,
use of AMs would require early employment. We never raceived
very precise answers to this one, though the fmplication gen~
erally seems to be that early use would be required since
the weapons would be emplaced far forward.

1 noted to Lem, partly in comnection with the Al pro-
blem, but in a more general sense as applying across the
board to the sasumption of the use of tactical maclear weapons
early in hostilities, that heavy relisnce on such an assumption
could lead to iuflexibilities. Om the one hand to th extént

that early use required the President to make an affirmative

decision, this tended to limit the flexibility which the
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