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a7 Ai‘ter reading the paper, Minister von Hassel stated it was

. difficult to comment after a single reading. General Bertram said

-the U.S. paper was similar to MC100/1 with some variations. The

'FRG would especially wish to examine that portion of the document
“perteining to the duration of time before the employment of nuclear
weapons. General Trebtner commented on "Secretary McNamara's earlier -
remark concerning the need for NATO planning and that the present
NATO R-hour plan was & quasi-strategic muclear strategy. He, Trettner,
found the same distinetion problem in the current draft paper and
felt that all fubure US/FRG discussions should distinguish between
battlefield, tactical and strategic nucléar weapons. Secretary
McNamara agreed that there might be a problem of semantles and
perhaps the US/FRG staffs could develop an appropriate dictionary

of terms. The Secretary thought that it might be necessary to
create even further subdivisions, for example, battlefield, Inter-
diction (close and distant), and so on. n .

38 In comnéction with Para. ba of the JCS paper, to ‘which General
Trettner’s point had been directed, Minister von Hassel noted that -
perhaps the correct wording would’ be , instead of "tactical nucleax
weapons, ¥ “pbattlefield, and if necessary, -t:actical, nuclear weapons.”

F. Ta.ctical Alr Employment'

35. Secretanr McNamara stated he wished 'i;o make seversl additional
points. He felt that there was a deficlency in planning for employ-
nent of NATO tactical air. He envisaged that the Soviets would

‘attack the bases of nuclear armed alrcraft in Eurcpe: Therefore,

NATO must have & plan for employment of strike aircraft under the
battlefield nuclear strategy concept. Minister von Hassel agreed
" that there muist be plans not only for tac'bica.l alr but also for all

components of the services.

B ’+0i' Secretary McNamara continued asking if strike alrecraft were

employed with conventional weapons, what system would take over the
- gtrike mission? PERSHING? Alsa, NATO mist face the problem of
conven‘bional‘!y armihg its F-104%s. They curren‘bly ca.nnot deliver
conven‘bional ordnance. _

1#1. Minister von Hassel responded this was a dlfficult Gexrman
Problem. An earlier declsion had been made that the F-104G, =
very expensive weapon system, should be ressrved for nuclear strike
employment. Germany had provided the less expensive G-91. for
delivery of conventlonal armament. Seecretary McNamara responded
by acking what von Hassel would do with the F-104s if only G-91s
were used for conventional ordnance. How could the F—lOILs be
protected? He added the U.S. once faced the same problem with.

e
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' '-"11:5 F-Il-s ‘and F-105s. However, the U.S. had made these aircraft
i-dual-capable. He suggested that the US/FRG staffs during the next
~~six months devote study to 'the employment of aircraf‘b before and
e during the muclear phase. : .

Retalie.’cory Offensive %rations'

1}2. Secre’cary McNamars also added tha.t all NATO Pplans were -

't essentially defersive and NATQO should, develop contingency offensive °
'~ . plans, particularly concerning the satellite nations, envisaging

':.‘that our response would include seizing :Bloc terri'bozy i1f possible.

“‘_h3.; Minister von Hassel agreed to the militery necessity to plan
-for certain offensive operations. He pointed out, however, that
vz Ahis would be extremely difficult for the FRG since Germany is
. -labeled. the traditional aggressor, having inherited “this reputation
““twice in a lifetime during World War I end World War IZ. He agreed
to discuss this in the future, but reéiterated that the FRG cannot
*'be ;olaceti in the posi‘hion of being bra.nded. the aggressor.

l;.l;, _Secretary McNamara agreed ﬁth the Minister. Mr. Gilpatric
add.ed that these should be NATQ contingency offensive plans, not
. “German ple:as. Minister von Hassel sgain repeated the aggressor
. " -brand ‘theme commenting that this would be politically disastrous -
. .for Germany, particularly in the satellites and also in the un-
- comeitbed nations. General Taylor emphasized these should be
NATO contingency plans snd Seereteary McNamara added that the Soviets
. -and the satellites must know that there is no sanctuary. Mr.
. _Gllpatric stated that we already have offensive conbingency plans )
~ pertaining to Berlin. Minister von Hassel agreed, emphasizing again
' - .that offensive plens-could not be German plans. Becretary McNamara
="7 . replied he would not expect Germany to take the initiative, and -
. -ua.dded. that such plans might have to be made "covert]:,‘r "

(Mr Rowen. joined ‘the meeting at this time)

II. MJLTILATERAL FORCE

. -k5. Secretary McNamars opened the discussion of this topic by com-
- .. menting on the progress belng made by the MIF Working Groups in -
Paris and Vashington. He anticipated the military subgroup draft
—. report would be availsble sbout mid-February and the Paris report
- by March or April of 1964. The Secretaxry continued that he was
- encouraged by the discussions concerning the mixed manned test ship.

.
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The U.S. had offered a DDG for trial with an international crew
‘of which the mix would be sbout 50% U.S. personnel and 50% non-
U.S. personnel, the latter subsequently.lncreassble to 60% if and
when deemed adviseble. This project could procesd promptly -and he
ho_ped the FRG would participate. Under the foregolng percentages,

. the FRG crew complement would consist of sbhout 3 officers and 62

enlisted ratings. Concerning formalizing MIF plens into a firm

= dgreement, Secretary McNamara antleipated that signing of such .
-.en agreement could not be anticipated prior to mid—1961t

. i 1!6 Minister von Hassel indica:bed that he agreed with Secretary
- - McNomara's comments. He added that he had feared additiona.l poli-~
" tical prcblems might arise in tHe Paris mrking group, but he was

‘not eware of such developments. Min. von Hassel welcomed the

‘ aestroyer test vessel and stated that Germany was prepared to provide

‘the 3 officers and 62 enlisted personnel to test the mixed manming . |
principle._ The Minister then :!.ng_uired. concern:lng '.British a.ttitudes.

h. Secretary McNemara replied that he did not bel:.eve the current

‘British government could make ¥the d.ecision to pa.rticipa.te. Min. von
‘Hassel added that he had discussed the’ MI'.F with Min. Thorneycroft.

.‘Min. Thorneycroft had raised the following poin'b5° First, he still-

-questioned the survivability of surface vessels; and second, the a
“British were concerned over the high cost involved. Von Hassel added
“thet if the U.S. could prove the survivebility of the surface mode,
he thought the British might participate in the project. He inguired
whether ‘the U.S. had a.ny current news on British views. '

48. General Taylor replied that Admirel Ricketts had covered
survivebility with the British. In General Taylor's view, Lord
‘Mountbatten was most concerned with the assr-sts required to parti-
‘cipa.te in the MLF.

'14-9 Secretary MclNamara commented he felt the British position

was based on political and financlal questions and not on military .
objections. He added the British had earlier declded to buy the
very expensive Polaris; consequently, they would.find it difficult
%o answer questions concerning why they should now switch to a
cheaper system. The Secretary continued, the U.S. faces the same
problem, as we have invested in 41 Polaris submarines; consequently,
he anticipated the U.S. Congress would ask the same question. In

“the U.S. case, Secretary McNamara was prepared to show that the

Polerls -submarine was & "must™ for the.U.S. fox operations outside of
‘Buropean waters. MIF.surface vessels could operate in these Furopean
‘waters; but the U.8. could not opera‘be surface mlssile ships off the
coast of China..
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50. Min. von Hassel repeated the Thorneyeroft view that the British

military had not been convinced of the survivability of the surface -

~ mode.. General Taylor added he believed the current Britilsh govern-
77 ment ‘could not afford to.be:persuaded... Min: von Hassel repeated
" that the U.S. must keep tiying to convince- 'the Bri‘bish admirals
.-, of the surviva'bllity of the: sur:ﬁ'a.ce mode. o ‘

) "';':'(General Stro’cher joined the meeting a:b this 'time) . e

III mmo FORCE PLANNING S

: '1. Secretary McNamara invitea Min. von Ha.ssel to open the dis- -

“cussions on this topic. Min. von Hassel replied. that during the

- NATO meetings in Ottawa last May, it had been agreed. to proceed
with NATO force planning which would includ.e estima.ting ‘the enemy

threat and, planning the forces required o meet this threat. .He
expressed- concern over the French atbitude’toward MC100/1 and

‘raised two points: First, what can be done. to change the French"
- atbitude? And secondly, what can be done’ to “proceed vith NATO
‘force plamming? He was of the belief that “the problem was primarily

political and not milita.::y. Any ei‘i‘ort to get a majority vote in
NATO to overrule the French' position would’ thregten the NATO structure.
Insofdr as Germany was concerned, the Cermans 'were prepa.reé‘. to. glve
Becrétbary. General Stikker.all- the .data he- needed., - -However, von -

_Ha.ssel did. not Imorw wha.‘b other assis’cance 'bhe Gemans could give.

:,52. Becre'bary McNamara sta'bed. ‘the French atti‘tude was. serious

"gand, he believed, political rather than: militarydin origin.  He

. ‘thought the prcblem must be "dedlt with as a political problem, and

7 discussion of the subject should be avoided during the Paris NATO
'Ministerial meeting Iin Decem'ber. In the event the su'bJect appeared -

n the agenda, the French. comments, would elicit comments from other
ations as well. Secretary McKamara’ .conbinued, the U.8. was also

L 'w:.lling to provide the Secretary General NATO with.U.S. force plans
end budget plars. He believed that the examination by the Stikker
... group should also especially include current and projected loglstical

~&and mobilization capebilities. He also agreed with Min. von Hassel
 %that the U.S., at the poli“bical 1eve1, should. also do what :'Lt could.

'with the French. ” _

"::53 Mim.s*l:er von H&ssel 'then raised 'the ques’oion concerning alter-

native procedures. In his view, there were three: First, the
French viewpoint could be integrated into the current draft MClOO/_l.

. This would be difficult because-of the sharp differences between

the U.S. and French viewpoints. Second, NATO could initiate &

‘new study. The disadvantages to this would be that a new study

would be time-consuming and in addition a new political directive

-
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would be required. ‘Las‘bly, there was the ILemnitzer proposal which

- _envisaged & number of proposals, including the French, which would

“require & serles of force goals, each based on en alternative
concept. Von Hassel concluded by stating that ‘the FRG hopes for a

repid solution, and he agreed with Secretary McNamsra that the Stikker

exerclse should not be on.the agends for the Deceniber ‘méeting. He
s+wondered whether the Stikker exercise couldn't’ proceed without "

‘unanimous decisions on MC100/1, but rather based. on 'the generel
‘..-conserrb of the other NATO na'bions. .

- Slh Secretary McNemeve, stated thet he could support the Lemnitzer

. proposals but he doubted whether the French would egree. In any
event, General Lemmitzer should ‘contine what he was now doing,
1.e., proceeding with planning for force requirements. The Secretary
. .noted that fallure to arrive at a political solution, despite the
" probing that we might underteke, would not lead to any short-term.
deley since General Lemnitzer could go shead with his assessments.
However, there might be & substantial long-term prcoblem if General
Lemmitzer's study was submitted at a later date and we had not.
succeeded. in arriving at a more unified view of strategy.

IvV. FRG DEFENSE BUDGEI'

. 55. Minister von Hassel stated he felt he should. elabora.te on

..., Chancellor Erhard's budget philosophy. Just prior to assuming o
‘7" *the chancellorship, Prof. Erhard had had discussions -concerning the - -
. “German 196k budget with his'designee Finance Minlster and with

- “Minister von Hassel. Chancellor Erhard's primary consideration is

to keep the German currency steble.” He notes the inflationary

' -trends in Ttaly, FPrance and Holland. Germany could not again survive -

an inflation as occurred in 1923 or during the currency crisis of

':-‘[_'19&8 If such should occur, the only person who.would rejolce

‘would be Khrushchev. He did not wisk to lmply that there was any
current danger of marked inflation .in Germany; nevertheless, it was
Erhard's view that the annual increasé in the Federal budget should
‘not exceed the 6% .annual growth in GNP. Any greater ‘Dudge’c increase
-.would. affect the stability of the currency.

P 55 Insofar as defense was concerned, the 196# defense 'budge‘b had

-been pegged at DM 19.28 billion. This was an actual increase of
" DM 1.3 billion over 1963. The German mllitary staff was now studylng
the consequences of reduced defense spending, because von Hassel
had wanted one to two billion IM more. The preliminsry implications
of the budgetary limit had resulted in hie decision to give priority
to the continued buildup of the FRG army. Consequently, the alr force
and navy buildup would be slowed. He particularly wanted the U.S, -
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*o know his position and In using the term army he Included
'buildup of the Territorial Defense Forces. He added that the - ‘
German military staff would brief General- Ta.ylor when the full

- consequences of the budgetary 1imits were knowyn.  He wished Secre-

tary McNemara to know, however, that Germany would meet its interne- -
tional commitments and this limitation would mot affect “the US/FRG .
offset arrangements. - He predicted that auring the Erhard visit
%o the U.S., Chancellor Erhard would emphasize German economic
sacrifices for NATO and for national defense s a.nd 'bhat 'bhe FRG
defense budget ha.d dcm'bled. in four yearsi’ )

SN _-..v:. INTERNAL STHUCTURE OF THE NATOQ MILITARY COMVITTEE AND STANDING
i GROUP

58. Secre‘bary McNamara. conmented tha:b Minister von Hassel had
‘proposed this agendas topic end suggested that von Hassel initiate

discussions on .the subject. Von Hassel replied that he would-

- .\{-prefer to discuss this 'topic during the erlng Iuncheon.

i VI. VIEIWS CONCERNING FHENCH S‘I.‘RAﬂIEGY

Bl -59 Secretary ‘McNamara announced. that the morni:ng agenda had
" been concluded and asked whether snyone wished to raise additionsl
- -toples. General Taylor replied he wished to exchange views briefly
' ~“on French strategic concepts. He added ‘that he read the French
.. -press, Genersl Gallois' publicatlons, and he was curious as to
:+° - whether the German representatives ‘thought Gallois, and-the French
' press, accurately -reflect French strateglc views: He stated that
R he 'imuld. summarize his own conclusions concerning French strategy.

: 60 General Taylor described the French strategy as the "trip wire"
.. - strategy simllar to the U.S. strategy of ten years ago. He added
" . the French did not deem it necessary to deteymine the depth of an -

aggressor's intentions by initially opposing him with conventional

- forces. A Soviet violation of the border would be grima Facle

evidence of aggressive intent and meant the Immediate employmenﬁ

of strategic miclear wéapons. The strategy offered no option to
verlify the intent of the aggressor. He concluded by asking whethexr
the Germans egreed with this summary of French strategic views and
whether the French strategic views were satisfac‘tory to Germany
and Yo, the HATO Alliance.

¥ Tt was not discussed further at other meetings or privately.
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61. Ceneral Trettner replied that General Taylor's summary was

by and large correct and he thought General Gallois® writings and
public statements reflected French policy. He agreed that the

French strategy sppeared to be what the NATO strategy had been elght .
to ten years ago. He helleved that the French strategy was based

on two major assumptions. First, the Radford plan represented.

the strongest deterrent to war. Second, Europe cannot hope to

‘provide adequate conventional forces to defeat Soviet aggression.
_General Trettner added he belleved, however, that the French, in
the event of -local hostile enemy actions, would respond with non-

nuclear forces. Nevertheless, a limited Scwiet aggression woula

. result in strategic retal:!.a.tion.

62. Secretary McNamara then read a 'brief extract of recent Gallois
statements, to the effect that nuelear arms were the only weapons
of significance, and also noted de Gaulle's stabtement to a British

representative that force goals had no real importance.

 63. "In response to Minlster von Hassel's -question whether the :
.French doctrine appeared to mean that any incursion whatsoever con-

stituted 2 major action, General Trettner replied. that he thought

. 't;his was not necessarily £0.

61+ Secre'bary McNemsra added he did nob wish to convey the im-

- pression that he was attempting to undercut the French. He pointed

out that the French had solidly supported the U.S. in its confronta-
tlon with Russis over Cuba; and also in the recent Berlin auto'ba.'hn
incidents. However, the basic difference between the U, S. and
French strategic views concerning defense of Europe was a matter
of considersble concern.

65. In elaborating on General Taylor's analysis of French strategy,
Secretary McNamara pointed out that there had been Russian incursions

over Berlin, particularly in air corridor inciderits. He expressed
to Minister von Hassel the numercus preceutionary measures the U.S.
had taken during those grave pericds. Therefore current NATO force-
goals were most important for the defense of Europe, unless NATO -
elected to adopt a "trip wire" strabegy.

66. General Trettner commented he believed that French thinking

was influenced by consideration of the destruction and populaticn
attrition which would result if efforts were made to resist Sovliet
aggression by conventionsl means, and at the seme time there would

. be no damage to the enemy heartland. The French therefore believed

there should be a quick transition to strategic nuclear warfare.
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67. Secretary McNamara commented that the Prench appeared to mis-

understand the U.S. position on the use.of nuclear weapons. He
said there should be no doubt that the U.S. would clearly use all

 necessary weapons before accepting any significant territorial
loss, for example, Hemburg. He also thought that the French dld not
‘sufficiently appreciate that neither side could really win a strategle

nuclear war in any meaningful sense. General Trettner agreed with

. the lattexr comment.

68. Becretary McNamare commented he believed the Soviets had given
more thought to strategic nuclear warfare than the French. The
Soviets feel they know how Western political leaders will respond.
Experience in the past years has shown that a strategy based solely
on strategle nuclear warfare does not deter the FRusslans from harass-
ing action. There had been fraquent exemples in Berlin, such as

the release of chaff in the Berlin alr corridor. He could not

- understand French thinking that sole reliance on strategic warfare

offered the best deterrent.

69. Genersl Trettner commented he felt General Taylor's eppraisal
of the French strategy was correct. General Berbtram added present
French actions to fulfill NATO force goeles elso reflect a trip-

wire strategy. At one time the French had a NATO force goal of .
1k divisions. Todey France has sboub one and two-thirds divisions
in Germany and the equivalent of four to five divisions in France.

T0. Secretary McNamara commented that he was extremely cohcerned
that one member of the Alliance should adhere to such a differing
strategy. He felt that the U.S. and German publlic would not con-
tinue to support the expenditures necessary to meet and malntain

the existing NATO force goals, 1:-;f’h:'le: France made only a token __
contribution. r

T7l. Min. von Hassel commented that certain facets of the French
position were not totally unrealistic. Any attack across the border
would be an indication that the Soviets meant business. .He excluded,
however, incursions in Berlin. .

T2. Secondly, Min. von He.ssel commented that part of the French
motivation concerning force goels undoubtedly was thelr desire to
build up the force de frappe which wes costing mich more than they
wished. In this respect he thought there might be & gradual
change in the French position, and sald that Messmer had shown some
faint indicatione of changing over a veriocd of time. .

T3. Thirdly, Min. von Hassel noted that there was one positive
aspect to the French position, that the French were stlll clearly
prepared to put all of thelr forces at the disposal of the Alliance
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in the event of an emergency and nob withhold them for =& priva:l:e
French war. e wle .

N T4, Secretary McNamara replied he élso thought the French would
- fight; however; he was concerned, .over the dovmward adjustment of

their forces in accordance’with thcir 'trip-wire strategy.

' 75. ‘This concluded the morning ﬁ.iscusqions.




