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Subject: NMeeting of OJub-Group No. 3 on 18 iay, 1967.

A8 you requested, I have propored a sum.ary report
of the discussions of Uub-Group No. 3 yesterday. I have
tried to concentrate on the more important points raised,

leaving aside minor drafting sugrgestions.

You nay wich to attech o copy of the Greek
gtatement, when available, before forvardiang this to the

Seorotory General,.

D. Vincente.
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HATC CONFIDENTIAL
‘.} 19 Hay, 1967.

Sub - Group III

Sub-Group III held its second meeting on Thursday,
18 Kay 1967, under the Chairmanship of Mr. Foy Kohler, to
discuss the revised outline for a study on future defence
policy tabled by the U.. Delegation.

Comments on the Introduction

2e The Chairman explained that the introductory passage
was intended to sum:arise the main themes of the paper and
suggested that substantive discussion of these paragrarhs could
only be undertaken once the paper as a whole had been examined,
Delegations agreed to this procedure. However, lir. de 5Staercke
asked that a clear exposition should be made at the beginning
of the paper of the reasocns why it was necessary to maintain a

nultilateral alliance. He recalled the discusslion in the

Couneil on the previous day of reports that Warsaw Pact
countries were to negoticte a series of bi-~lateral defence
agreencnts between themselves. Thus the Cormunist countries
might soon be in a position of being able to propose a simul-
taneous abolition of HATO and the Warsaw Pact while, at the

same tice, maintaining their own nmilitsry strength and cohesion.
It was important for NATO to forestall any such propaganda
monosuvre and to explain clesrly the problems which required a
multiloteral solution and whieh connot be resclved by bi-lateral
pactse.

Be The French Representative, lir. Renard, disagreed; he
thought this was essentielly a question of public relations.
Furthernmore, he pointed out that the views oxpressed in the
Council on tho subject had been "nuancé".

44 Mr. Wisio, referring to the first sentence of the
inﬁroduotcry passage, sald that the objectives of NATU were not
only to keep the poace and maintain the independance of its
members, but also to expend the principles of the treaty by
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peaceful means. The German Representative commented that the
task of the Sub-Group was not to define the overall objectives

of NATO, but to concentrate on defence aspects. The Netherlands
thought that the introductory passage should form part of the
general report of the Speclal Group. The atudy of the Hub-Group
should be devoted to developing a general defence policy for

FATC in the future.

Comments on Fart I

Se There was general agreement that the paper should be
nade shorter if possible. “ir Bernard Burrows supported by
Germany and the lletherlands warred against duplicating the work
of other sub-groups, particularly as regards the topics covered
by sections A, B and C. Ceveral delegations thought these
sections could be either telescoped or summarised more briefly,
Mr. Birgi, while not disagreeing with this judgement, pointed
out that some overlapping was inevitable and even desirable.
The Chairmsn suggested that the study should concentrate on

- the militery aspects of thece guestions (e.g. developments in
Bastern Lurope, changes in the Soviet Union, ete.), whercas
other groups would tackle other more politicel aspects. The
question to be osked in all cases should be -~ how does such
and such a development affect our military posture?

o
‘. Comments on Part II1

@

O The French Representative thought that section B (the
contribution of WATO defence policy to Buropean unity) was "hors
pujet". The proxzotion of Luropeon unity woo not one of the
objectives of the Alliance and should not be dealt with in the
paper. He agreed that B (3) (political advantages and limitations
of an integrated military command structure) should be developed,
but not in comnection with Buropean unity. Similerly, it was
not one of the objectives of the Alliance te contribute to
Atlantic co-opoeration, (esec@, section C) although there could
be some discuspion of the effects of NWATO defence policy on
Atlantic co-~operation. “he Hetherlands kKepresentative agreed
that ATO defence policy could only make a snell coatribution
to Duropecn unity and Atlantic co-operation.
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Ze The Canadian Representative expressed doubts about
section H, particularly the references to a HATO rdole in
international peace-keeping. He thought it would be dangerous
1f the impression got abroad that NATO was censidering rivalling
the United Naticns in this field. He sugiested that the title
of the section might be changed to "NATO as a Reglonal Defence
Crgenisation under Article 51 of the U.N. Charter", The
reference to a NATO role in international reace-keeping should
be suppressed as well as the last phrase in paragraph 2. Thisg
did not wean that the rapporteurs should not have conplete
frcedom to explore these questions in the study, but he would
prefer the main headings to be lessc specific. The ¥rench
depresentative agroed. The German Reprecentative supported
by the Netherlands suggested that another aspect to be considered
under this heading should be the effect of developments in the
third world on KNATO defence policy. Some delegatlong were
concerned lest this section overlap with the work of Sub-Group IV,
but it woe finally agroed that the military aspects of this
problem were within the compotence of the Group.

.

8. The Greek iLcpresentative announced that he would be
circulating the text of a otatement. He thought that the study
should drew, to a large extent, on the material contsoined in the
DFC's document on political guidance to the Military Authoritiles
as well as on the "aprreciation” of the Military Committee.
Referring %o lr. de Staercke's comments on the move in the
Warsaw Pact towards bi-lateral defence treaties, he wondered
whether the West too, while firmly meintoining NATQO, should not
also envicage a series of bi-lateral defence pacts. This might
make it less advantageous for the Communists to coll for the
abélition of IATO. ir. de Staercke commented that this would
imply 225 separate defence pactc which was hardly a simplification.
The French Hepreasentative pointed out that it waz the Communists,
not HATO, who always proposed the equation, Warsaw Fact = NATO;
it was the Communists who always referred to 1969 ac a date at
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which the illliance might be terminated. We should not fall
into this trap. ile could not approve the Greek hepresentative's
views in bi-lateral pacts.

9. There wis also discussion on the emphasis glven in
the paper to disarmament and the relation between defence
policies and disarmament. The Netherlands thought the paper
concentrated rather too much on this aspect. The U.K. and
Danish snd Norwegian Delegations explained their views on the
relationship between disarmement or arms control and defence.

Comments on Part IV

10, After scme delegsations had made suggzestions concerning
drafting points on I'art I1I, it was agreed that the conclusions
could not profitably be discussed at this stage since the
substance of the paper itself wes not yet known. = The Group
then diccusped the draft status report to the Chairman of the
dpecial Group which had been circulated by the Chairman, it
wap finally agrecd that the Chalrman would decide on the form
of the report to be wmade after moeeting with the Chairman of the
Lspecial Group and after learning the procedure to be followed by
other rapporteurs. The majority of the Group was in favour of
attaching a revised outline of the gtudy to the status report.

11. The Chairman suggested that tho Group might meet at
the beginning of October, possibly in Waghingbton, to discuss the
first draft of a report. If, after seeing the revised outline,
delegations thought that a frce discussion would be useful before
the draft report was produced, he would sce whether this could be
arronged.
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