‘hardening on the part of the East - netubly Poland - but believed

Soviet Union a threat,. At the same time, the Soviets still wanted
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Subject: Second ieetlnﬁ of Sub-Groun 1 held on 11%h Yay, 1967

_ The substantive discussion of the Sub-Groun centred
around two provblems: the poliey of d€tente and the question of
bilateral versus multilateral approaches to this poliey. Below
are summarised the major points made during this neeting:

20 The French member made u lengthy statenent. Détente
in wis view was a desirable goal and was alse a proeess already
prrogress. He emphaslised that in the lust few yeurs Noviet
attl%uden had chansed and the Coviedts had uccepted the notion of
éétente, Ie we@@gnisea that recenitly there hnd been a certain

that this wns a temrorary phcnomenon running against a deeper
trénd among the Zastern Turopean élites who desired to renew the
traditional links with the West. He incisted on one point: the
climate of déitente exerted o pressure on the publie orninion of the
Eastern iuropean countries which was felt by their Governmenis

and in turn by the Soviet Governnment.

3, He considered that the Soviets needed déien te becausse
they did not want a confrontation with the West., They also wanted
to ‘develop broader relations, particularly in {the economle £ield,
with certain Jestern countries, The Sovieti Unlion moreover wanted
to be a power that was ne longer fearved; in fuect the French member
ecomnented Western Buropean public opinion ne longer considewrs the

it said that Germany and the United States continued to represent
a tarcat -~ In other words, thé Soviets want thelr cake and eat it
toog they want a part of détente, but do not accept all its



MINERVA User



-

e

NATO UNCLASSIFIED AND PUBLIC DISCLOSED

2, IATO_SECRST

consaquences, Thus; the policy of déitente poses problems for
¢the Soviet Union gh@@@'pali@y is at present contradlctory.

. e The French member thought that we should pot be
dogoatiec regording the indivisabllily of détente, for if it
vere considered in aobsolute terms, there would be no movement,
no* country being permitted to develop bilateral relations with
the Soviet Union, He comsidered tha® there were certuln baslc
Allionce obligations: (a) Triemdship - 1t vas evident that each
gepber country would bDe aware of the natlional interests of the
others im developlng its relutions with Bastern cotntriess
(v) comsultation - we should continue in ¢hé Alliance to exchangs
informntion on bilateral contacts but it woauléd be false to
consider that such oxchunges could only be curried out om &
pultilateral basis without considering the nced for consulinition
on o more restricted basis, He cuestionned the need Top '
“pachinery” for consuliation mentioned in the Rapportcurs’
cuestionnaire, comsidering that tals sugpested ¢Lo0 cumbersone
a nethed. . ’

5, Pinally, he questionmed a formula in the Ranvorienrs’
naper indicuting that as détemte develops, the rdle of the
Allianee inereases, He asked whether this meant that the
Allionee should toke nositions gua Alliancet ' If 80, he aléd not
apree with this views On, did this nean that the greater tha
aésonte, the nore contacts there would be, and therefore the
nore meed for mutual exchange of informrtlon? He considered
that this whole patter should be kept in perspective cnd eshould
not recuire an extension of NATO,

- 6o The Belgian member also sought to define détente. He
gaid taat in his view ddtente was a state, but the alm of the
Alliamce wus not this state but the use of it in developlng
relations with the Bast. Détente was o method, a progess, o
geek comcrete solutions %o Buropean problems, Ie thought that
aétente could best be considered in three fields: (a) economic
and tecbnical co-operation; (b) disarmanent; and () politieal,
which he recognised as the most difficult and the last %o be
undertek 8o

_ 7. With regard %o .bilateral vercus multlilateral diplemuey,
the Belglan member suggested thut, a8 un underlying princfiple,
even bilateral approaches had repercussions on 2ll other member
countries, and thot o rapprochement betwesn Eaot and West must
be pursued om a multilateral basis. He felt Bhat this process

was not 8o much a question of machinery as of spirit and atvltude,

Indivisebilisy of détente wus of course not rigld, However, 1T

was essential, that in any bilateral precentations of problems 1t
should be pade clear that the problems of détente could not be
solved bilaterally dut only mulitllaterally.

g D
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8., TPimally, the Belglen member stated thot his concept of
the fins. peport to Kinisters w@s that it should be in two partss
(&) & sederimliion of tne objectives and rble of ©he A1118066,
and (b) epedieic suggestions om how %o achieve these objectives.

%e Phe Lalted States memdOP commented on the sconaprles

=aieh Tere prepased by his delegution -and valich are arnexed To

¢the Repporteurs’ LODETe Seenarie NHe. 1 was a view of the
developnent of even.s ovor the next five yeurs walch ~ould he
preferred by the United States, (The most optimlstec probabllities.)
Scenarlo 2 outlipned "dhe 108t pessinlstic pr@babi1¢ti@s"9 probnHly
preferred by the Soviet Luiom. The United Stotes nenber polmted

out thct i Ssenario 2 proved 30 be rove aecurai®y 1% waould :
generate such Dressurces in <he Soviet Union anc Bastern Buro @

as to force the Bisterm countries move in linc with Seemerio 1o

In this eventuallity, we could cxpect greater convulsions in the
Bast. (fie was generclly cupported in ¢his #iewo )

10. He agreed that all bilateral wr.iztiong hal ocome
inplications pulsilaterally but. sugrestsd u qualijutive difference.
On the cne hund, there were ~hut he te.med Thougskeeplng” probléms
( comsular apreemnents, civil vir ugrecunents, commercial agreemenits,
@8%€.)o U Tthe other hand, there wece those matiers thnt gensr2lly
igv--lved Buropean securlity and a Frropeun settlement, e conbidered
that the Tirst set of guestions could only pe- treated bilaterally
but that with regard to the seecnd set, no=one in fuet was in a
positlon to rmake decisions comitting thé other ncgber countries,

11, The Danish memoer mpepested that adtente might be treated
in ¢two groups: (a) ¢he tacticu and policies the main churacteristics
of which are that they are reversible and not duroble and (b) thoss
asnectu thut reresent o “porce, of natups" and are not reversible;
as, for imstance, the existence of nuclear WeadonsS, Sl '

12, He thought that the Chincse were pight in considering the

Soviet Thion sevisionists; The Soviets could not pessibly return

2o o Stalinist peried and were now confronted by o serious dllcmmas
1% vos imposeible for them t0 @evelop thelr couniry on a large '
scale and imgrease GNP substantially on ¢the bosis of comaunist:
i@@@lgggngin ¢he afternoon discussion certain additional poinis
of imterest .wvere nades. _ , ' co g
13, The Belgion merber reported th:t in yisiting the RBzstern
countries, Br. flarpel had told the officials he had net thut we "
i@ no% seek to divide the Eastern Buropean countries. his . :
stitensnt was received with a considerable 8eNse of velief hecauss,
PolloTing the Federal Republic's recent efforts, thers w.s fear - '
in tgé Bust that the West would try to play one Gountry apainslh’
anothelo - o - .
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Lo Fith regard to the Seeretnry General’s poper, the Uniled States
Representative apreed thct we should take what Soviet leaders
soy at faee value., This represented their objeectives, even
though reality often inhibited them from achieving ¢these
oebjectives, The French member agreed thut importance should
be attached to Soviet declaratioms buf then usked whit should
be done with this poper., It was pointed outg by the Germnin and
United States Representatives, and this interpretution was
suuported by the other members, that the Seeretary General was
free to male contributions to the Group for 1is discussion. (I bad olzeady
Bade this point earliex. )

15, There was consideruble discussion on procedure with
fecard to the Progress Report to linisters. The United St-tes,
donish, Belglum, French and Cunadian nerbers expressed the view
that the Progress Deport should be limited to o progedural
report, The Dunish Representautive 2lso made the poing th-t we
should differentinte hetween whut we tell : inisters and what e
telil the pudlic in the comaunicud, e felt that it s betier to
let the public wait until Shere was conciiing osnercte to present.
The United Kingdom, German and the Hetherlunds renbers felt thet
‘the rejort should have some subsiunce, The Teéalinn member feld
that 1t should be brief und part procedural, vurt substunce, The
Gerpun co=Chulrmon pointed out thut the mature of the renort
also dedenied on ~what the other sub=grouns did.

16. There was a sharp discussion centred on the cuestion
off whether the Rapporteurs were free to write thelr own reperts
or whether they had to submit them to the sub-grouys for approval,
The terms of reference laid dowm thut the Speecial Group has to
approve reporis (Workimg Paper of 20th Maveh, 1867), but most
nexbers seemed to be in synpathy with giving the Rapporteurs
greater freedom, A8 the Netherlands member pointed out, the
Special Groun was alvays in a position %o review the reports,

CC/MAM



MINERVA User



