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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BUREAU OF INTELLIGENCE AND RESEARCH 

The Secretary 

Research Memorandum 
REU-44, June 5, 1963 

THROUGH 0 • ~ : Thomas L. Hughes ~ i • ~ FROM 0 .. 

SUBJECT 0 • Evidence of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction in European NATO 
Countries With the Lack of a Share in Ownership or Control of 
Nuclear Weapons 

At the request of Ambassador Merchant9 we have compiled evidence to 
show whether certain European NATO countries (Germany, Italy, Belgium, 
The Netherlands, Greecep and Turkey) have been relatively, satisfied or 
dissatisfied with their lack of a share in the present UoSo-U.K. monopoly 
of ownership and control of nuclear weapons in,the Atlantic alliance. 
France, which is unequivocally committed to acquiring national control 
of nuclear weapons, and .Norway and Denmark, which have been flatly and 
consistently opposed to obtaining any share of control, are not studied 
in this paper, nor are the three small countries of Iceland» Luxembourg 
and Portugal. 

ABS TR.A.CT 

A number of factors determine the attitudes of non-nuclear 
European NATO countries toward the existing situation in the 
alliance, in which the United States and the United Kingdom 
have for the present a monopoly or ownership and control of 
nuclear weapons. Among these £actors is the acceptability to 
these countries of their own laek of a share in nuclear ownership 
or control. To the extent that their attitudes on this point 
can be ascertained from positions taken and statements made by 
their leaders, it appears that Belgium, The Netherlands, Italy, 
and Greece are ~ dissatisfi~ to have no share in existing 
arrangements; Germany, while disavowing any wish to acquire a 
national capability, is becoming dissatisfied with its lack or 
some share in ownership or control arrangements; to our knowledge 
Turkey has not taken an explicit positiono 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
European NATO countries have taken widely divergent positions toward 

participation in the ownership and control of nuclear weapons in the 
alliance~ presently a UeSo-UK monopolyo At one extreme are the British, 
who have nationally owned and controlled weapons, and the French, who are 
unequivocally determined to get them; at the other are the Danes and 
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Norwegians, who oppose any participation for themselves in ownership and 
control. Between these poles lie Gerniany11 Italy9 Belgium, The Netherlands, 
Greecep and Turkeys (Iceland, Luxenibourg~ and Portugal are not considered 
heree) These six countries have not expressed a desire for national owner­
ship or control like the British and French; nor have they unambiguously 
opposed any kind of share for themselves in the one or the other, as have 
the Danes and Norwegians .. Within these limits, they have taken va.rying9 
though often unclearll positions., The purpose of this paper is to show what 
positions they have taken revealing relative satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
with their present lack or participatton in nuclear ownership and control 
in the alliance, as one significant factor influencing their attitudes toward 
proposals to alter existing arrangements .. 

The evidence presented here consists entirely of statements, public 
or privat~ made by responsible leaders in the six countries under considera­
tion.. In examining these statements, it should be borne ;in mind that 
dis~ssion of this subject within the alliance has been marked by imprecision 
and beclouded with semantic and conceptual difficulties.. A statement appear­
ing to show the existence in a given country of a desire for a 8hare in the 
control of nucl~ar weapons can often be just as readily interpreted as 
evidence of nothing more than the desire for til" voice in alliance nuclear, 
strategy:9 not necessarily actual controlo Or a share in control may in fact 
be called for, but only because it is believed to be the sole means of 
acquiring a voice in strategy., (Indeedp in a sense9 control of nuclear 
weapons i§. a kind of strategy.) Similarly, ostensible evidence of a desire 
for a share in ownership of nuclear weapons may reflect only a desire for a 
Share of cgntro,!!). possibly accompanied by a belief tla t the latter cannot be 
obtained without the formero Furtherm.ore 9 statements made and positions 
taken, even when they have seemed unambiguousp have shown a protean ability 
to metamorphose when put to the test of an actual case. 

With the foregoing caveat in mind 9 the evidence collected suggests 
that Belgium, The Netherlands, Italy 11 and Greece have been relatively 
satisfied with their lack of a share in the U .. S.o~U.K. monopoly of ownership 
and control of nuclear weapons in the alliance (which to them means a UaSo 
monopoly). Where they have looked favo~abl;y op proposals to alter present 
arrangements, it has been for other reasons (not all of them at work in all 
four countries): a belief that other countries were dissatisfied with 
existing arr~gements and this would !weaken the alliance, a belief that 
changes were necessary in order to forestall or absorb pressures tor the 
development of national capabilities, especially in Germany; a desire to 
accomodate wishes ascribed to the United States; and othe.rs ~ German_y 
has become ~estive with.its ;I.a:ck· 0£. participa:t-,fdn in nuclear. matters& To our 
knowledge Turkey has not expressed a position. 
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There follow a short s1JJll'llmary of the positions taken by leaders in each 
of the six countries~ and a compilation of remarks quoted from or attributed 
to these leaders 9 air•rfu.1ged chronologically by countr.1 & 

'. 

Federal Republic of qermanyG The Ge~ns have followed no consistent 
line in their statement~ on ownership and control of nuclear weapons. 
Disavowals of any desire to alter existing arrangements have been offset by 
calls for some multilateral sharing of this control, and by hints of an 
eventual demand for nuclear "pairi.tytt with the British and FrenchG It has 
not always been clear, however 9 whether "parity" :meant the acquisition of 
nuclear weapons by the Germans or their renunciation by the British and 
French. In general, the Gennan position, has moved in the direction of 
dissatisfaction with the existing situationo 

Italyo T'ne Italians have not e~pressed dissatisfaction with the 
Anglo-American monopolyo They did make a proposal, for indeterminate 
reasons, for the adoptio~ of a :majority-decision, U.So-veto arrangement on 
the use of nuclear forceso 

Belgiumo The Belgians have expressed ll,2.dissatisfaction with their 
lack of a share in ownership or control of nuclear weaponso Their support 
for proposals to change the existing situation in favor of multilateral 
sharing has been based on other considerations~ such as the belief that a 
multilateral approach is necressa:ry in order to prevent the development of 
a German national capability, and that such sharing would have a consolidating 
effect on the alliance. 

The Netherland.so The DJ.tch, with one minor exception, have said they 
were satisfied with existing alliance nuclear arrangementso To the extent 
that they have supported proposals for chang~ this support has ~ sprung 
from dissatisfaction with their own lack of a share in ownership and 
control, but from other reasons~ as in the case of the Belgianso 

Greeceo Apart from one recent statement of qualified satiaf action 
with the existing situation (which the Greeks construe as a u .. s .. monopoly 
of control) 9 the Greeks have had nothing to say on the subject of nuclear 
control in the allianceo 

Turkey~ We have found no authoritative statements by the Turks to 
show either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the present situationo 

Statements on. Nuclear Control in the Atlantic Alliance by Responsible 
Persons in .Germany, Ita!,y2 The Netherlands .. Belgium, Greece and Turkey 

Germaw 
March 79 1960, Defense Mii.~istet Franz Josef Strauss. According to the 

New York Times 9 Strauss told the Bonn Foreign Press Association in a luncheon 
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talk that the Bonn government would not favor the tr~nsf er of spme nuclear 
warheads from United States to Nil.TO controL "We a.re of the deep conviction 
that for the foreseeable future the defense of Europe rests upon the 
United Stateaw security gua.rantee. We want to creat.e no ~rounds for mistrust 
of' that guarantee~" 'l'he Times quoted Strauss a.s saying. (UNCLASSIFIED) 

~ece 1 9 1960, SPD Bundestag Member and defense expert Fritz Erle~. In 
a conversation with General Norstad 9 Erler exposed his views on control o:f 
nuclear weapons. He suggested that the North Atlantic Council establish a. 
sort of general rules of enga.gement for nuclear weapc:ms, with the actual 
decision to use these weapons vested in the President of the United States. 
(SECRET) 

Feb 2 6.. 1961 9 Def en§e 119::,nister Straua. The following exchange took 
place in an interview with Newsweek~ published Feb. 69 1961: 

"Q~ How do you view the question of nuclear weapons for NATO? 

A: We Germans took a positive point of view toward the proposal of 
Secretary Herter that NATO h~ve its own atomic force. 

Q~ Would the present GelI'T!lan government like to possess nuclear weapons 
of its own? 

A.2 No-~absolutely no. Of' cou:rse~ we want and need a certain nuclear 
capability, but we always say nuclear ~rm~ment consists of two componentso 
One is the means of delivery in the tactical field~ The other is nuclear 
warheadso. We should Rave our own means of delivery? but we are absolutely 
satisfied with nuclear warheads being under UoSo custody and being released 
either by NATO or released by the American Presidentett (UNCLASSIFIED) 

~pril 18 2 196ls Chancellc,r Konrad Adena_y,w::,. In an interview reported 
in the New York Times~ following his retur·n from a trip to Washington. 9 

Adenauer denied that he had renounced nuclear weapons for West Germany, as 
two West German papers had :reported. But he indicated, accoTding to the 
~' that he might be prepared to :renounce the supplying of West Germ~n 
forces with their own nuclear weapons if the other Atlantic powers did so. 
When asked who should haver control over the nuclear weapons of the alliance, 
he replied 9 "I would not attlll.ch too much importance to itc" He indicated 
that the important thing was tha.t the weapons be available to the ~lliance 
and that there be complete assuraw:;;e that they would be used if necessary. 
He also indicated that he did not .f~vo:r complic~ted 9 multinational 
consultation as a necessary condition to the use of nuclear weapons., As 
the Time~ saw it~ ljThe Chancellor@s views appeared to conform to the 
growing opinion in Washington thSJt the vast complications involved in 
nuclear sharing a~.ong the allies might be$t be avoided if those weapons 
were retained primarily by the United St~tesG" (UNCLASSIFIED) 
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, •. . ~ly___JQL l2,.6la_p~~~Jltr.a,~ .. · In an intel'Vi~ broadcast 
bf WC-TV ;i StraW'$S said,, 011We ar~ under l.UTO co:m.mitment to have a tactical 
n'llclear capabilityo w~ n®w~~ h~ve appli®d for ~ nati©lAal ~~~~r~l of · 

·warhead$.. The warhead~ ~1re ~"l\der Uni t~~tCS'f{11.t1®s ~~~ al! ~t~ance .. 
Tllat is the re~ si t\1\ati(Jlll fo1!" tho&- Ge~ tor«::fJ~~ 00. - (Fr®l1'4 • · $~f$ndaey . 
$~c~ .. ·• UNG'.LASSD"'Im} . .. 

· Nov l l 6J,. Chan~'.U-91"-~ft~~o Shortly b~or~ l.iiug tor a t,rip. 
·to the United State~~ l'AAJJ©l~llor .ld~naue:r wa~ reported by dei li~ Yff k T~M 
to have said that NA."1'0 · ~hould be .aibl~ to , order th~ U$eJ ot atomic waipons · 
''id:thout the prior iautlu~ri~ation of the Pt~~id~nt ot th~ United Stat&lio . 
~"Menauer reportedly ~ai,id tll.~t tM.s \ltras tl'Jle~<es$aey because a $it1l:l.ati<0n mgb.t 
.·•rise i.11 wich tvan im.?.~~t~ d~~ision has to be taken wh~ ~ fate of all 
-c~uld. be. d~cided :Ln on~ hour and th~ P1°~tllident or the Unit<Sd st~tes cannot 
".~ :re~ched., @g !den11~ue:E" w~d.d the matte?' wa~ J'ii.1~1ti~ 9 Jt'll©t -Oll1~ ~t pci.1i tics 

· ,_ct prestige" ~6 :gm_:a~t ~:w.wwrnge 1Jdt.1hii..Yl NATO that a deci$ii0u ~ be taken to 
U$9 atomic weapont!ii ~W®!ra b~flf'(@(/!''® f~h~ rn ~id~t .i~ J\'!®&N from~ Qt tlile Chancellor 

.r ~.aido Re. no~ that &. pir~pos~l had b~en m;ide lzy:. th@, m.s~ower J.dmini!!tration 
· ··~ ~e NATO ~~ ~>oi.l'"ldl}~ f~urth ~tomie1 power,, (~~) 

'
1

. : . Jov;. .. 2~61.s. ... !it~~t Sqauu" .The !"ollmdng are cce:rpta 
: ~om a sp~~©h d&i'f~J>®d ~· ~t::r~u.s@ a,t G~oll?'ge~ Unive:r·sity, Washington& . 
'l, 

. "'",," o In th~ pm~t v ~:ri@a 'pl!"Ovidoo stir~trsgic e<Wer .f'ol" the entii"~ 
Jllianc~2 but i~~t. it mi~'[./7 M \lllvid~t tact ·thilt u the h.tu:r® 9 Elirope 

. \ mu~t. pr.ov±ltde-- cov~r tor> h~ri©a ju~t ~~ Am~ic~?- mimt prori.de ciover for 
. 

1 Europe? ·~~ toll'll!ler o~~-v~ ~t~~~t mu~t n~ce~~arilJ bee~ on~ lthere 
· ·:·'·t:rattic ,._,..,~~ iu both di:r®@tion11 9 = ©u.r i•el1.ti(Olnshl.p will Jlave to be bued 
:~ .. ~ rec~itllityooo@Q ... '; ., . ·.· .. ' ', 

.(t;, . ~-r • ·: : .• :.;;: >·' .• 

~:::, · -Smoe tbos~ ooW"Atl"i~w W:iC>h dol!llttt b&ong w the 'kclulio Club'.~ . 
p.r~ctically det•liiil~fl~ JAi® long iaS th1~ deterrent e.rt,ct t:Jt nuclear 1rre•ns,,· 
.ie not il.t th®i!f dlspo~ai1, and ~in~~ il)fll the e»th~r llumd ther~ are good .· 
ireascms ~"'Mil moof!li()Ell t~ M increiil!'illing number ot n~onl!i ti»f the cotaitrol 
ow•r n.u.cleu v~apons~ M*t® 'llli'"itJ'hi ~ ,gr~~ deli ot 'political riiJ.uctanceg oae 
·ltl~ ha~e to dmai~ ~ ~yt:rt~~ of ~1J.u1r~tees and tonmlaf>-whiehgive to the, 
~um~1Hid and su.11 n.t1til!)n~ ~ f~~:i.ng of partnership and permi:~ th• 'kl 
_pl:-.y the rol~ of ~ctiv8 J.'IUtli!iel"~.. The preilent US Gowe~t as well. a; 
th6 p:r@lcOOi.ng adm:i.nit'ltr~tiolll h~v~ both receJgnized the importance of this 
p~blem and havie indi~a;teid ~ poi~wi1blr&i 31pproach to its sclutiono ., "° " · 

. "o o 6 .,! advoc~te tho c:r·e&lJ:tion iof competent and responsible polit.ical 
igencie~ in NATO which wo'Uld a~s~® certain responsibilitie$ which can 
no longer b~ d~ut with at ·il;hei l~w!$l of national authoritiE.110" o ... Among 
the re1Pon~ibiliti®15l which tlta®~i~ t©>p=level in!Sltitutions (which would 
h~ve to be c~f!ltrolll!d lr.r pWflim~l!Jlt~ey authorities) would have to asSlllle, 
and deil.l with9 We)Uld 1bfJ in p~;1:t:ll.cull!:il"8 proble!l'!fS of NJ.TO strategy, 
control. illl!"~lt'.', ri'ftJ.WU .w~.<r.1p(Ull.EJi ciJ>n,tJt>©l over their employment., o o o 

111 

(UNCUSSDr.Dm) 

Wilson Center Digital Archive Original Scan



·I DECLA~£~ ... 
. Authority~ 

r 
i 

( I 

I 
SECRET/NO FOREIGN DISSEM 

- 6 -

Erhsu-4 .. "In the opinion of the Federal Government, the plan 
for a NATO atomic force should be realized as soon as possibleo 
Formation of such a force is necessary in order to raise the 
defensive capacity of the armed forces of NATO to the same 
technical level as that of its opponento In putting forward 
this dema.nd. 11 the Federal Government refutes at the same time 
the charge that it is seeking to obtain atomic weapons for 
i +,~P,lf. 'f'hp TfenAr~1 f"Tl"!v~,.nment has. never raised such a demando 11 

UNCLASSIFIED) 

Dec. 19618 Defense Mi.ni§ter Strauss.. The American :&nbassy 
in Bonn reported on several accounts carried in the West German 
press of a television interview with Strauss~ made in Washington 
and televised on December 4 in Germany.. According to these 
accounts, Strauss argued that there should not be first-class 
and second-class members within NATO.. He expressed the hope 
that England and France would agree to an atomic partnership 
within NATO, and he put forward what he termed two necessities 
tor such a partnership~ first, the decision to resort to the 
use of nuclear weapons had to rest in responsible political 
hands at a very high level and not be surrendered to local 
military commanders; second9 the organization for release of 
the weapons and the command structure had to be very simple 
so that the decision could be taken quickly. Strauss recognized 
that in the last analysis no resort to nuclear weapons would 
be possible without action by the President of the United States. 
He said that he considered it necessary for all NATO members to 
have some influence on the principles and rules for use and 
non-use of atomic weapons, and that the country threatened or 
attacked should have more of a voice than it ha.do He disavowed 
any desire for German ownership. of nuclear arms., 
(Bonn A-783, Dec .. 611 1961, OFFICIAL USE ONLY) 
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9r!l_:/,:i 19~2g, Det~Ble Mini..§i~Stra!!!!• In an article in the COO 
newsletters Poli tisch=Soziale !2!'Z'.!.~ondm!$ Strauss wrote in favor or a 
nuclear partnership wi Wn NA'I'O that a?elearly empha.siz$d the .lmerlcan 
President~ s right of decision., w He aru.ggested that A.merl.ca ~ s partn.ers have 
a limited.voice in the control of nuclear weapons: "l;ich European NATO 
partner should be in.f'q:rmed of: the nu.clear ea.pa.city on its territory ap.d 
should have a guarantee that these atomic warheads will not be withdrawn 
or reduced without its knowledge and approva.1., 18 (Reported in New York 
'l'imes~ April 17!) 1962, UNCLASSIF.IID) 

June ··188 1962..\! German ·V!e\f !ePo:r,~d b_z NATO SE!oret&Y General Stikker. 
On June l~ 3 1962,,, the J.merlca:n Perm.anent llepresentati ve on the North Atlantic 
Council made_ a statement to the NAC that the SACEUR had no urgent nrl.li ta.ry 
requirement for MJlBMiso A few days later» Secretary General Stikker told 
the US Perm.anent Representative that flllthe Germans and others'8 were disturbed 
by the American policy of taking care of all targets of the a11iance 3 as 
showing ev:i.dence of an American desire to :interfere with and dominate Europe 
poll tically & , • SECRET) 

June 19622 Defense M°!:ffi..!.t!3r S~~~ .. An unevaluated intelligence report 
described a oonversa.tion between an American source and Strauss.. The source 
asked Strauss whether~ assuming that the French got a f'ul.1-fledged nue.J.ea.r 
deterrent and the UK preserved her present position» political pressures for 
a. German national deterrent would not become overwhelming.. Strauss replied 
as followsi 111Th.at such pressure wuld exist camiot be denied., However the 
situation as I see it is as follows~ the US is and remains the come:t~tone 
of the Western defense system., But the burden is unequally distributed9 

with the US spending so many more billions than Europe all together o This 
is unsound and out of keeping with political. realities3 as Europe has now. 
become very much stronger tha."1 she once was. Toda.y11 power means. nuclear 
powers no doubt about that., Henc:e,, recognition of reality demands a more 
balanced picture: hereJI the US nuelear power, theres European nuclear 
power. What does 1Europea:nt mean in this context? Either a N,~TO nuclear 
force or a purely European one~ butJI in contrast to General de Gaul.leg 
we see in this not a 11 third force~ outside the USA and the USSlt and balancing 
them, but rather a" stronger part in an Atlantic partnership., '?his is where 
we differ with de·Gaulle~ In fa('Jt~ any discussion o:f a third force alwa:ys 
makes me nervous because it is dangerous for GermanyJI as it tends to awak:e.n. 
and encourage latent neutralist forces~ 

"But to return to the question~ the pressure for the acquisition of 
German.national nuclear deterrents would become overwhelming only if there 
were indications that the US was disengaging from Europe or at least that 
her interests in Europe9 her involvem.er1t and guarantees in and for European 
seeurityJI were to be materially weakened., Then.SI the pressure fGr a German 
deterrent cou:J.d :not be resisted. But there is no indication that the US . 
is indeed inclined to disengage in any way. I repeat therefore: e'Ven with 
the development of a French independent deterrent.SI and the maintenance of 
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the present UK policy, German internal political pressure for a national 
deterrent would not necessarily become overwhelming if the US really 
r.emains in Europee But there is need for a NATO or European nuclear force. 
The present imbalance is unsound." (From an intelligence report dated 
December 19, 1962, SECRET, NOFORN DISSEM) .. 

,fan. 4, 196.:4_ Q.ha.ncellor Aden~]!fil:.• NATO Secretary General Stikker 
informed us of talks he had had in Bonn with Adenauer in the wake of the 
Nassau Conference. Adenauer pointed out that the Germans furnished the 
bulk of NATO troops, and said these troops could not be asked to b'l~ed 
to death if Germany had no voice in the decision on atomic weapons. 
Although the Germans had been ass~red by the Americans that atomic weapons 
would be made aYailable when needed, Adenauer continued, the Germans had 
no control over these weapons and could not be sure that American assurances 
would be fulfilled. SECRET 

Aru;:il 'h_ 1963..~, Fore~g,.11 l:linister Schroeder. In a conversation with 
Adlai Stevenson, Schroeder is reported to have stated that i.f the Multilateral 
F'orce did not exist, the Germans would ultimately seek equal status with the 
UK and France as a nuclear power. Schroeder said the Germans preferred the 
MLF as a solution, p~incipally for political-psychological reasons, although 
they were happy to note that the UeS• considered it also of military value. 
It was highly important~ therefore, that the MLF control problem be solved 
without giving Europe a sense of inferiortty. Schroeder implied that he 
was worried at the thought. that the U.S. voice might outweigh that of the 
Europea,~ participants~ although he noted that when the need for the use 
of the MLF arose~ there was not likely to be time to weigh the pros and 
cons. He thought it was important "to set up the }1LF in a way that would 
avoid the charge that the Europeans were paying but the. U@S. controlling 
in other respects. CONFIDENTIAL 

M.iy 12, 1261, Minister for Special .Affairs Heinrich Krone. Krone~ 

kn.own as a confidante of Chancellor Adenauer, told President Kennedy during 
a call at the White House that the German policy on nuclear weapons was one 
of closest possible cooperation with the United States. Krone said he 
shared the view that had been expressed by the Ch~ncellor to Assistant 
Secret.ar:r Tyler at Cadenabbia that since 97 percent of the power in the 
Alliance rested with the United States~ the ul tima;te responsibility :must also 
rest with the U. So CONFIDENTIAL 

M~ 64s 1961, D~fense Minis!gr von Hassel. In an L.~terview with 
German newspaper correspondent Adelbert Weinstein at Ottawa, where he had 
gone to attend the NATO Ministerial meeting, von Hassel discussed nuclear 
matters. Relevant excerpts follow~ 

"On the multilateral atomic force 9 Defense Minister von Hassel said 
that at the beginning, the other partners had to understand that the right 
of veto was to be accorded to t.he American President. As soon, however, 
as it appeared that the multilateral striking force was becoming a real 
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mil1 tary instrument) it h&d to be possible ·to dissuade the .imEnr.i-cm partner 
fronf j:ts ''Veto and to ·±nsti tu:te ~. :majority· decisi6n 'f~i'''th~ pb!itiea-1 and 
military- use c.1£ tr..is .forcee These considerations were especially important 
with a dew to the position of our :B':t:'ench partner .. 'It mu.st be important 
ii@ u .iD, the loog ro.."1 tp draw the French into this multilateral striking 
tor~.e.1;r; It is • wh® must h~ve Wldertit&idifig tor 'the Fren.eh51 who will 
ne~r enter th:i:i!! f'or@e if the ef.f'ectiveneaa 0£ their weapons s1ste:m can be 
blunted by the veto of OA'U~ stat~.. Th~ solution o:f the problem 'Whether '° hatt:•.'ff'W or majority deci!lion,p th.en, will first pre.ss for resolutioa 

· 1lm111f•·~tuiy ~t!MDent h~.s takm sihap@v ..... o ... : ~ I . . ·. . 

-aassel belieweifil he ~ee~ the ~liti~u value of the multila.t-eral atomic 
forcitLfor the Federal llepublic and the .ltlmtic .lllincM~ in the strong 
meshing of lluropeltm. a:nd !mer-lc~XI. intereata that result from it.. The A.tlanti9 
Paet .had hitherto ®x~u:1med. the 11uJ~ear side of interdependence., Precisely 
Viii( the yet ~l@$el' ti.te.1:ilt.g t.rl h~rlc~ to ~pe in a integrated atomic 
,P'lict vu 1'.l!O 1St11.~gth~ed., Tb.er® ~~uld th.us be no qM111d.a tilat tlel"lll8a 
~rt for thi1' &·~mic · 3·trlld.ng force was at the ~ense ~t Atlantia 
~lidari.ty .. 'h?' ~ecul,i.ti~tl that the Gemau side wants to receive aWmic 
w•pon$ for .itt#eli'~ by way ot the mul:t,ilateral. f'oree is completely ~:tt the 
track~ The Fedelfal 'lepublic.1 in eJ.ideavo:rlng_ to have this a.tome ~~ 
force come inw ~xt~tene~» co:rM1.&~~ it ~rtmt that all partners of 
the .uiur&Ge, bolt'.P.di!lg Franc®, take p~ .in i to ' m (Frankfurter ~gemeine, 
Ma.7, 25, 1.96.3 lJNCU.Sfil:FDID} 

Italz 

Jae 26 It.til.im Em~~rJ Wa/':1~~.. During .a. visit to the United 
S~ates. .'b)t i:ste then Foreign Mbuster Segni had 
JllaCit:i., u Ulbi~us :iref erenioe t® th@ subject of c~ntl'Ql qt auelear weaponi:h 
Shortly thereaft.er9 a representative of the Italian Embasey~ aet1:ng ,on instruc­
'ti.oam,. gave the Department 19on a very informal basis,• a •tu.teti'fre'11a prvpes.:L, 
on catrol, 'iidch ·the IW.im'tS said: mt~ .prompted Dr President i:.eufJdt8s .· 
offer to commit f'i:ve rouns mibmarlxies ·t~.1 l.l'.OOs and by SACZllR'ie ad sacun•a 
_MR.BM ~eqd~rcd.~i!., Under the Itlillian pn>pollial, the decision to un, speoUifKt 
strategic ii1ucl..eJa.r .forces would be made by a majerl ty of those uti.as '*t­
had •assaed nuclear responsibilities, 00 provided that the U.,S .. ~ted :with 
the majority., (D\'!ilpartaent@s outgoing nrgram.l-1 to Rome and o\her posts, 
SICS!) 

~ ; .'.>~ /',,._ ~",,:. 

L It ts not clear wh:y the Italians came forward with this proposal., The 
Italian Embassy representative rrl.mself' was not certain w-ther the pri';posed 
system was atem.ded to apply to tactical. as well as strategic nuclear f'orceso 
Nor was it clear 11r··hether i·t would apply to some nu.clear forces ~ cu1mi:tte4 
to NATO~ (SECRIT) 

March 18 jL lJ§2-:.:...l:P.!.~ft..de11t _Gr".t(~~"!tli Gronc,f~," An. unevaluated intelligence 
report ~appraisal of reportorial accuracy:2) disclosed the Views of the 
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Italian President on nuclear strategyo Gronchi told the source that he 
considered it likely that the Soviets might not consider it advantageous, in 
the event of a major war, to use their most destructive weapons against 
Western Europeo The Soviets might reason that while it would be in their 
interest to inflict as much damage as possible on the United States, the 
same would not hold true for Western Europe, which the Soviets might well 
prefer to spare, at least to the extent of not rendering it uninhabitable 
and hence useless for the~elves for a long time. If the Soviets did in fact 
reason this way, Gronchi felt, there would be no reason to give NATO a 
strategic atomic capability of its own. The really destructive exchange of 
nuclear.blows would take place over the heads of the We~tern Europeans, that 
itS,:' between the UoS• and the UoS.S,Ro, while the defense of Western Europe 
itself could be conducted by strengthened conventional forces aupplie4 with 
tactical atomic weapons, (Intelligence Report dated April 9, 1962, 
CONFlDENTIAL NOFORN DISSEM CONTINUED CONTROL) · . 

l~b. 26, 12§3... I:tda.lJ.an NATO Perm:rep Alet:Jsandrin;i. lfej,gl;J.ing the prospects for 
Itali{\l.n ·participation in the MLF, Alessandrini told Finletter that he thought 
it would be iu;:eful if the US. could say something about the prospect of some 
easemer;t of the AmarirJ111n monopoly position~ even :f only as a long-range 
possibility, . ""'' IJONFIDENTIAL) 

~ . 

Belgium 

>1Atoh 28 9 1,222 9 Belgian Permanent Representative to NAG De Staerckeo 
Under instru~tions from Foreign Minister Spaak:, De St~ercke deiivered to U.S. 
Permrep Finletter a letter giving Belgian government views on various aspects 
of the nuclear weapons question, in anticipation of the imminent Athens 
Ministerial meeting. Relevant extractsg 

"The Alliance will undoubtedly note, and approve, the conditions under 
. , which the President of the U.S. plans to utilize the atomic power of the U.S., 

whether' or not it is placed at the disposal of the alliance. It will also 
take note with the greatest satisf'aetfon, I am sure, or the expressed 
intent by the U.S. of consulting, insofar as possible, in the NAO prior to 
the use of atomic weapons anywhere in the world. Finally)) it will establish 
a group or committee which, by virtue of the confidential information it will 
receive will be able to ascertain at all times that the atomic defense or ~e 
alliance is carried out in the moat adequate manner. , 

"ill this, which may yet be def'ined more clearly and improved upon before 
Athens, will constitute real progress but will not fundamentally alter the 
~resent situation •••• 

·nI:t I understand correctly, there is a NATO military requirement, in 
y.ea;rs to come; to count on a certain number of MRBM8s•ooo The U.S. could 
probably meet this military requirement alone within the framework of the 
alliance, as it has already started to do, whether on the European continent,.. 
~ in the waters of the Atlantic or Mediterranean. But one might ask whethei-,. 
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such a solution would ba politically satistying or whether there might be 
some way- of finding anot~er solution by returning to the idea, a.lrea.dymany 
times advanced$ of' a 1force de frappe~ belaging to the alliance .. 

"I would like to ex:anrine this idea from va:r1.ous angles.. It seems to 
me that it would have a certain number Qi' a.d:vanta.ges.. In the first place, it 
would anchor· tne U.S,., il1 a permanent way to the Atlantic illia.noa__and this 
would make it possible to ~y the apprehensions, however unjustified they 
may be, of a certain number of people in various countries; in the set".ond 
place, and this is an even greater adw.nta.ge, because of the adequate defense 
it would provide to the ~.ltlatltic Plan.$ 9 it;. wuld make the creation of nati.ooaJ. 
'forces de f'rappen umlecessaey in countries other than where they already 
exist; thirdly9 it would not prevent already existing national 11forces de 
frappe 1 to continue in existence but the countries having them could contribute;, 
in varying degrees, to the creation gm_d development of the common force .... o• 

SECRET 

Feb. 21 1 1963i Def er_;!~ Minister Segers. In a conversation with Ambassador 
MacArthur, Segers said Belgimn was quite prepared to have the United States 
assure its nuclear defenseo SECRET' 

Feb'!.,...26 9 1963, Foreign Minister Spaako In a speech on the floor of the 
Belgian Senate» Spaak: said$ iflf Belgium were alone in this cause /Jl0TE3 It 
is not clear .from the context what ir~ause ~ Spaak was referring to; he 
apparently mea.~t the cause of European defense partnership with the Uliited 
States_.{, I would not be an advocate of a multilateral. nuclear force. But 
I accept ·Mr. Kennedy9 s conception that Western defense is interdependent 
and indivisible., .. "° ... and when Presriden t Keimedy says that the defense Qf 
Europe and that ot the U:rdted Sta:t.es are inseparable, nothing permits me to 
doubt his word., 

•I recognize how a large oountry such as France would want to partici­
pate on such an essential. element of defense as.nuclear forces,, The best way 
and the least expensive is through a NATO nuclear force. We should examine 
if' there is not something better than the dispersion of nuclear arms .. o o,, ... • 

(Embassy Brussels lirgram 1068~ Mar., 14.ll 1963 UNCLASSIFIED) , 

Ma.y 282 19632 Foreign Minister Spuk., Asked by Under Secretary Ball 
for his views on the proposed mul.tilateral. force and on the possibility of 
an eventual. German desire for a national nuclear eapabili ty, Spaak said he 
was convinced th.at unless the Germ.ans participated in an MLF 9 they would 
achieve a nuclear capability whether :independently or in concert with the 
French.. In the latter case.ll the Germans would have nuclear weapons within 
two or three years; otherwise 9 it would take them many years.. Such a develop­
ment would create serious problems :for the smaller countries. Spaak said 
Belgium was content with United States control of and responsibility for the 
m1clear deterrent, and could also accept the turning over of nudear resoonsi­
b:Uity to B, r;roun of countr:l.es, as in the multilateral force, 

SECRE1'. 
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July 173 12..6g8 Tammenoms Bakker, Director NATO Affairs, Dutch Foreign 
Office f) In a discussion with an officer of the American Embassy .11 
Tam.enoms Bakker sUlll!ll3rl.zed Dutch thinking on alliance nuclear matters .. 
He said the Dutch felt they could rely on present arrangements and had m> 
qualms about U.,S., willingness to employ the deterrent in accordance with 
agreed guidelines, and they were reasonably content with present UoS .. 
mdertakings :regarding information and control.. They remained ready, 
~ver, to explore the feasibility of establishing some sort of fully 
integrated m.ultilate~ NATO nuclear force, which in their view would 
involve some sort of integration of the U.K.. and French forceso They 
considered such a. force desira.ble 9 not for its own. sake but as a means 
of preventing the creation of French and other national forces,, (Embassy 
The Hague .lirgram A=.52.11 July 19, 1962 SECRET) 

Dec& l 1 62 Vice .ldmiral Bos Head of the Netherlands Defense 
St Center Dutch E uivalent Qf U.S .. National War Colle e .. In a. speech 
to an association of Dutch businessmen interested in maritime matters, 
Admiral Bos stressed the absolute pri.macy- of the United States as the back­
bone of f'ree-wrld defense and the importance of strong luropean support 
for the UM.ted States leadership in this defense.. He emphasized the"reli'­
abillty of the 'U'Jrl.ted States in the discharge Of its Gbliga.tions9 and said 
tha~ the nuclear ~terrem.ce afforded by the United States was a.11 the nuclear 
deterrence needed by the free world, which should therefore not endeavor to 
develop Jlational or ~pean-HATO• nuclear capabilities.. (Report from u .. s. 
Na.val Attache, The Hague, Deco. 19, .1962., CONFIDmTIAL) 

·, 

Jan., 8•92 19632 Catholic Party Sp~kesman Schuilt, Labor Party SP<?kes­
ma.n Goedharto ·In a statement in the Dutch Parliament; Srihu:ijt smmnarlzed 
his views as f'ollowsg tftJ: shoul.d like w sa:y that the American monopoly 
regarding use of atomic.weapons should in the long run be ehuiged into a 
N.l'l'O say /JlOTE: the word transl.ated, •say" can also be rendered as "control,• 
"decisive authorltyg in proportion to which partnership is realized within 
the Atlan.tic llli.ance,, In this say 9 the European in:fl.uence shall have to 
be streBgthened in' proportion to cooperation achieved in Europe and as 
'Buropean efforts assume their proper balance.. It goes without saying that 
real political integration .in Europe is a condition for real.izatit)n of such 
a. balancec• Iteplyings Labor Party spokesman Goedhart said he saw no point 
in trying to get around the fact that America had the atomic power in the 
alliance,, He described atilyEuropean atomic :force as a •costly, useless 
and fatal illusion," and any national European force as.•even more so,,• 
He thoQght complicated proposals for joint control onl;r blurred reality and 
would not achieve greater independence for Europe., He felt that Europe is 
task was to strengthen its conventional forces, and he saw no <;}anger that 
.America might leave Burope., tater in the deba.te:J Schuijt backed away from 
some of the implications of' his remarks$) and although he had made clear that 
his remarks bad been delivered on behalf of his party, there were indications 
that he had not been authorized by the party to advocate any d.epa.rtlJ!f& from 
govemment policy.. (Embassy The Hague Airgram .l=467, Jan .. 17, 1963 
OONFimmT:W.) 

I 

Wilson Center Digital Archive Original Scan



._1 DECLASSrF1ifu zc 
Authority~ 

SECRET/NO Fmm:IGN DISSEM 
- 13 = ' 

Jan. 1963, Defel5l.~~ Minister Vissero During Parliamentary in.ter­
rogatories on the 1963 defense budget;;> Visser stated ¥fter alia that the 
Dutch government had absolute confidence in. the United States promise to 
defend alli.ed territory and had no objection to the U.,S., monopoly of 
nuclear armso He said the gove:rnment recognized the existence of' political 
factors in Europe which might make it desirable for NA.TO to have a nuclear 
role :i> but that this should take place in strictly integrated form» a:I. though 
it might be :necessary to proceed without French partieipationo (Report from 
U.,S,. Army J.ttache.1> The Hague, Feb., 119 196.39 UNCLlSSIFIIID) 

Feb., 262 19632 Dutch Pe~E·:mt~resentative to NAC Boon;o The Dutch 
Permanent llepresentati ve told Ambassadors i'Eirchant and Finletter that the 
Dutch government was satisfied 'With existing Ru.clear a.rrange:m.ents 9 but if 
the other European allies wanted a. multi.lateral force for reasons of allied 
cohesion and because of a general interest in mu.l tilateralism.IJ the Dutch 
lJOuld be .favorably disposed. 
CONFIDENTIAL: 

1..Erll 10 2 1262; For!?.:.&U ~.is.~r I.uns. In a briefing on the Nassau 
Conf'erence 9 Luns told Parliament the government was satisfied with e:xi.sting 
nuclear arrangements., He said some o.f the a1lies did not Share this view, 
and in any event, the gove:nmient believed allied cooperation was desirable 
in order to a.void the threat ef. disintegration of the alliance. posed by the 
nrosnect of a.ddi tional. senarate llAticnal '.fr!l.cl.eaF forc:es. ·' "' .·. . . ' . 

. . , < LIMITED OFFICI!L USE . ~"~ . +\~:~· 

April 162 1963 3 Foreiem Minister Lml.So I~ a talk with Merchant and 
... Finletterj Lu:ns reiterated that the Dutch were on the whole satisfied with 

the present NATO arrru1i;i:~rii:::mt under 'Which the United States ha<J. the fiD.ger on 
the trigger. SECRET 

Greece 

.;-, !PE1 222..1963 2 Prime Minister Karam.anliso In a conversation with 
hba~adors Merchant and Labouisses Ka.ramanlis suggested a possible approach' 
to national nuclear preoccupations of' the alliance.. He proposed that the 
United States make a statement that its nuclear power was ::m support of all 
NA.TO territory., If' such a statement could not be made 51 then Karama.nli.s 
preferred an agreement to the effect that a decision to use nuclear foree 
would be made by majority vote.. He :felt the influence or tfle United States 
was so great that :it oould be s'Ul"e it would always be in the majority~ In 
generaJ. 51 Kara:manlis thought the questiom of nu.clear control was, theoretical; 
for in practice one country would be mald.ng the decisions, which was acg.ept-
able to the Greeks.. CONFIDENTIAL~ 

Turkey 

. No statements are known to us revealing Tur~sh satisfaction or dis.., 
satisfaction with existing alliance arTangements on ownership and control 
or nuclear weapons., 
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