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SECRET
NPG – HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION – MAIN POINTS OF

Norwegian Ministry of Defence, FD 200.18, MNW 1978,
Translated by Lars Unar Stordal Vegstein,
-Contributed by Helge Danielsen.

THE MEETING AT LOS ALAMOS 16-17 FEBRUARY 1978
1.

Summary

NPG1 HLG (Task Force 10)2 was established at the NPG Ministerial meeting in the fall of
1977. The first meeting took place in Brussels December 8-9, 1977 (see report of 12.2.77).
During the second meeting, it was decided that the next meeting would take place in
Brussels on March 17, 1978.
On the agenda was the following:
1. Introductory Remarks
a. Opening Remarks by the Chairman
b. Discussion
2. Illustrative Alternatives
a. Review of Comments on the “Conceptual Framework” Paper
b. Elements of Posture and Their Combination in Alternatives: Remarks by the US
c. Discussion of Alternatives
i. Views on Adequacy of Range of Alternatives
ii. Discussion of Each Alternative
3. Special Briefings
(Will include, inter alia, briefing on short-term measures by SHAPE and a review of technical
opportunities for TNF modernization by the Hon. D. R. Cotter)
4. Next steps
1

The Nuclear Planning Group.

2

The HLG was set up as a task force under NATO’s long-term defence program (LTDP).

a. Report to the Ministers
b. Future work
The first day meeting covered point 3 and most of the discussion of the four alternatives
sketched out for TNF modernization (based on the US paper of February 7, 78)
The discussion of the principles of modernization was completed on day two, before a
review of the established consensus was given, and the delegates agreed on a tentative plan
for a HLG report for presentation to the NPG ministerial meeting on April 18-19, 78.
Finally, the US considers is beneficial that the NPG-HLG continues its work within the
framework of the NPG after the task force 10 report is delivered.

2. Day One
In his introductory remarks, the HLG chairman, Assistant Secretary of Defence Mr.
McGiffert,3 remarked that the HLG had reached a broad consensus about the main points
of the American paper of December 5, 1977, concerning the “conceptual framework for
TNF Modernization.” The paper, which bad been revised in the light of discussions during
the first meeting and later national contributions, was circulated during the meeting on
February 16, 1978.
The American paper of February 7, 1978 on “Alternative TNF postures,” would serve as the
primary basis of the discussions. The discussions aimed at creating consensus about the
political guidelines underlying the TNF enhancement.
The sections on conceptual framework and political guidelines will constitute the main
contents of the report from the NPG-HLG to the NPG ministerial meeting on April 18-19,
1978.
The Americans will prepare and circulate a draft report before the next HLG meeting on
March 17, 78.
2.1. Before the discussion got underway, the SHAPE representative gave a short
presentation of SHAPE’s short term measures report.
The considerations and recommendations of the report were based on the established
political guidelines for NATO’s TNF.
A set of proposals for short-term improvement of the Alliance TNF posture, based on
available TNF and relevant objectives, had been worked out.
The deficiencies were located in five main areas:

3

David McGiffert.

- force employment
- force composition
- force stockpile
- force survivability
- C3 arrangements
After a review the report, SHAPE underlined that its proposals did not imply a change in
NATO’s TNF posture, but that the proposed measures were a necessary step in the efforts
to maintain the military foundation for the Alliance overall strategy of flexible response.
The SHAPE report will be forwarded to the NPG ministerial through the MC4 and the
NPG. The HLG, moreover, will refer to the proposals in its final report.
2.2. In their introduction to the discussion of the “Alternative TNF postures,” the
Americans underlined that the four alternatives were designed for the purpose of illustrating
the problems and opportunities pertaining to various principles of TNF modernization.
The Alternatives aimed at:
I.

Continuation of emphases [sic] in current posture.

II.

Increased emphasis on the engaged battle area and its immediate support.

III.

Increased emphasis on targeting the deep support to Warsaw Pact aggression

IV.

Balanced emphasis on engaged battle area and deep support.

Alternative 1 and 4 would represent a continuation of the existing posture, but that alt. 4
could involve some new initiatives, possibly at the expense of SHAPE’s short term
measures.
While alt. 2 emphasized battlefield use, alt. 3 would prioritize so-called deep-strike systems.
As discussions got underway, the Canadian delegation raised the question of what a “deep
4

The Military Committee.

strike” really constituted and of what geographic area the TNF would cover.
SHAPE’s representative, supported by Germany, held that a “deep strike” primarily covered
TNF long range systems, which, incidentally, should be able to cover the western parts of
the USSR.
The Norwegian delegation, represented by Deputy Minister of Defence [Johan Jørgen]
Holst, pointed out that what was to be considered a “deep strike” depended on the location
from which the weapon is launched. It would not be in Allied interest to plan and develop
the TNF weapons on the premise that the western border of the U.S.S.R. cannot be crossed;
the options should however cover the border as a firebreak. The HLG report should discuss
the arms control implications explicitly.
The Dutch representative held that the report must emphasize the need to improve the
conventional forces. It was not desirable to widen the role of TNF in the overall Alliance
strategy. The report needed to distinguish between issues directly and presently pressing for
the ministers on the one hand, and complicated long-term measures/principles on the other.
As for “deep strike,” it was important also to clarify the relevant targets.
The Turkish delegation, pointed out that special geographical factors were relevant to the
issues on the table.
The Danish delegation expressed a desire for alternative 1 or 4 or a combination of the two.
It was also necessary for the Alliance to maintain the conventional force.
The Belgian representative underlined the need to emphasize that the strategy was valid and
that the Alliance did not aim to alter the balance within the triad.5
The British delegation held that the ministers should receive a general briefing emphasizing
the character of change.
With regard to “deep strike”, the UK did not wish to establish Soviet territory as an
5

The NATO Triad of strategic, theatre nuclear and conventional forces.

insurmountable boundary in Alliance TNF planning.
With regard to the public relation aspect of the present discussions, the Norwegian
delegation underlined the need to be able to explain and defend the general guidelines for
the TNF modernization. This issue was particularly relevant in the event of a decision giving
more weight to “deep strike”.
The German delegation considered that the consensus with respect to the alternatives would
be somewhere between 1 og 4 – the Germans preferred either 1+ or 4-. One hoped that the
Alliance would achieve the necessary consensus and subsequently develop the TNF forces
on that basis.
SHAPE pointed out that the TNF would have to provide “flexible options” and cover the
entire area from short-range battlefield systems to general nuclear war. With regard to shortrange systems (maximum 100 km), the Alliance was in a fairly good position. For medium
and long-range systems, the Alliance depended on dual-capable aircraft, Pershing missiles
and SLBMs.
Aircraft were first of all highly vulnerable, and furthermore, the long range Vulcan would
soon be replaced by the Tornado, which has only medium range.
With respect to SLBMs, SHAPE’s representative called attention to the problem the
opponent would be facing with respect to establishing whether strategic or TNF weapons
had been employed.
If the Alliance decided on alternative 1, the politicians would lose the option of graduated
escalation of a conflict.
The Dutch delegation underlined that alternative 1 had to be a basis for further discussions
and the starting point of future improvements. It was out of the question to ask the Alliance
to make far-reaching decisions with respect to the TNF during the ministerial meeting and
summit this spring.

The Norwegian delegation pointed out that the Dutch considered alternative 1 to be
uncontroversial because this modernization model was very closely connected to what
NATO already possessed in the TNF area.
However, it was important to underline that the characteristics of both alternative 1 and
NATO’s existing posture within Alliance overall defence [alliansens totalforsvar] would be lost
if necessary modernizations were not undertaken.
The British delegation supported this and pointed out that NATO’s TNF posture was in a
state of perpetual change and that it was influenced by changes in technology and threat
perception.
The American delegation pointed out that the maintenance of NATO’s existing TNF
posture and its role in the triad presupposed gradual modernizations such as ERRB6,
Pershing II and the B-61 bomb.
It was also necessary to consider ADM7 and Air Defence questions relevant to the issues on
the table.
2.3. In the American presentation of “technical opportunities for TNF modernization,” D.R.
Cotter put particular emphasis on modernization options that would improve the security,
safety and survivability of the TNF weapons.
The development of so-called insensitive high explosives and the use of such nuclear
weapons (including B-61 and Cruise missiles) would decrease the possibility of unintended
detonation substantially.
Recently developed protective materials for storage and transport for nuclear weapons
would allow for storage of bombs underground in QRA8 aircraft hangars as well as more
6

Enhanced radiation, reduced blast weapon, also known as the the enhanced radiation weapon (ERW) or the neutron
bomb.
7

Atomic demolition munitions (?).

8

Quick reaction alert.

effective and flexible transport of warheads, including trucks with custom-designed control
devices.
The implications of this new warhead security for allied strategy and doctrine would be
considered more closely.
Several representatives expressed a wish for the to be circulated unclassified materials on the
development in this area.
2.4. During the last part of the discussion of alternatives on day one, several countries
warned that both alternative 2 and 3 could possibly lead to a danger of unintended
decoupling.
The Norwegian delegation underlined that NATO must not signal that it is focusing on
specific and limited “response options” in the development of its TNF weapons. Alternative
2 would possibly be seen as a suicide strategy, especially from a West German point of view.
The American delegation raised the question of whether the fundamental problem with
regard to “deep strike” was political or military.
The British and the Germans held that there were obvious military reasons why the TNF
should include “deep strike”. The Germans, moreover, were strongly against alternative 2,
and they considered what had been said concerning “deep strike” to be very important. In
this context, one considered cruise missiles to be a fitting option as a political counterweight
to SS-20.
The Norwegian delegation pointed out that cruise missiles were intended for a general
response role. The transfer of forces that a cruise missile deployment would free out could
nonetheless strengthen the NATO TNF posture. Deputy Minister Holst also raised the
question of the arguments for the wish for Cruise missiles. Was this because other options
were closed throught SALT, or was system considered a fitting new option vis-à-vis the
Soviet Union?

3. Day Two
3.1. Towards the end of discussion of the options, the Norwegian delegation suggested that
instead of using the term “deep strike,” one could use “long range systems,” which seemed
less dramatic.
The proposal gained general support.
SHAPE underlined that NATO’s TNF posture was militarily at its weakest when it came to
long-range systems.
The Norwegian delegation supported alternative 1-4. It was to a high extent a question of
available technology and economic resources.
The report should inform the ministers about the art of modernization and which direction
any possible changes would take.
The German delegation underlined that one saw the German participation in NATO’s TNF
as satisfying. There was no wish for an increase in the German role. As for the alternatives,
the preference went clearly in direction of 4.
The British delegation wanted an increase of emphasis on long-range systems, possibly at the
expense of shorter-range battlefield systems.
The Norwegian delegation underlined that the report should treat the question of the size of
the TNF stockpiles in Western Europe.
The number, however, should not be fixed; more detailed discussions later could decide the
stockpile mix.
Several representatives pointed to the necessity of including relevant problems in relation to
Air Defence and ADM in future discussions of the Alliance TNF posture.

3.2. There existed both a British and an American draft work schedule for the preparation of
the HLG report to the NPG ministerial meeting. The majority supported the British draft,
which was considered to be most suitable to transmit to the ministers. The report will be
based on consensus about the following main points:
– A need for modernization of TNF so that they can fill their role in the overall defence
– Excessive emphasis on battlefield or long range systems leads to a danger of decoupling.
– In light of the development in the Soviet Union, a need for a balanced development of
TNF with increased emphasis on long range systems.
– Land-based systems must be survivable
– With respect to NATO policy for the TNF – no firebreak for Western USSR.
– NATO planning must take into account the special position of the flanks.
– Survivability, security and safety in addition to C3 and TIES9 are of central importance to
the modernization work.
– The number of weapons will have political implications.
– The relationship with press and public of great need.
– The defensive character of the TNF forces will be emphasized.
– The arms control implications must be considered.
– The role of TNF within NATO’s overall defence will not be increased.

9

Tactical imagery exploitation system (??).

– SACEUR’s short-term measures are regarded to be in accordance with the guidelines of
the HLG.
– Air Defence and ADM require further discussions.
– Broad allied participation in TNF will be maintained.

-Contributed by William Burr.

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"Thirtieth Anniversary of NATO's Dual Track Decision"
-William Burr, Editor.

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"Thirtieth Anniversary of NATO's Dual Track Decision"
-William Burr, Editor.

Translated by Lars Unar Stordal Vegstein
-Contributed by Helge Danielsen.

[Translation begins on page two of the original document]
NPG – HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION
MAIN POINTS FROM THE FOURTH MEETING, BRUSSELS 16-17 OCTOBER, 1978
1. Summary
The American discussion paper concerning the need for modernization of long-range TNF
systems distributed prior to the meeting served as a point of departure for the proceedings.
Without the Americans drawing conclusions, the document contained a presentation and
discussion of several elements of different long-range TNF systems:
– political and military significance within NATO overall defence (alliansens totalforsvar);
– scale, force mix, basing, range and target selection;
– arrangements for participation and financing
Two special briefings based on the viewgraphs “Balance of Nuclear Forces” and “Status of
TNF long range weapon systems” were given during the meeting.
Generally, the US seemed more genuinely open to European views and appears to aim for as
broad allied support as possible for the long-range TNF modernization programmes that the
High Level Group will find suitable.
Among the Europeans, the UK continued to underline principally the need for long-range
TNF systems, while the FRG held that such weapons systems would not be
aquired/operated (in a “dual key” role) by German forces without this unconditionally ruling
out basing of for example American forces with such weapons in Western Germany.
Although the majority of the participants were not prepared for detailed discussions on the

basis of the American paper during the meeting, nobody objected to a tentative agreement
that there would be need for a long-range force (with a range up to 2 500 km), numbering
ca. 2-400 delivery devices, in addition to existing weapons systems.
A force of such a scale is likely to provide the necessary political and military flexibility, and
at the same time be too small to lead to perceptions of decoupling.
The modernization programme needed to proceed within the total number of nuclear
warheads stockpiled in Europe.
There was a general agreement that the development of and guidelines for the possible use
of such weapons needed to be considered within an arms control perspective, and that they
required an extremely thorough political justification.
The question of funding arrangements was touched upon without the majority being able to
give final points of view. The Norwegian delegation referred to the “nuclear ban policy” and
held that contributions to alliance overall defence had to be considered in a broader
perspective, including LTDP,1 so as to avoid funding arrangements designed specially for
nuclear weapons.
The following Norwegians participated:
– Deputy Minister of Defence Johan Jørgen Holst
– Lieutenant general Sven Hauge
– Director O.M. Engh
– Assistant Defence Counsellor John A Lunde
The subsequent succeeding meeting was set to November 30–December 1 in Brussels. The
Chairman, Assisstant Secretary of State, Mr McGiffert, assumed that there would be need
for 2-3 further meetings to clarify final recommendations to the NPG ministerial meeting in
the spring of 79.

1

NATO’s Long-Term Defence Program.

2. Day One
The chairman referred to the broad consensus reached during the three earlier HLG
meetings with regard to the need for some increase in the number of long-range TNF
weapons, based on more general discussions of long-term TNF modernization.
This consensus was reflected in the HLG report for the NPG ministerial meeting in the
spring of 78. The present American discussion paper was written in line with the desire of
the NPG ministers for a further and more concrete clarification in the HLG of possible
modernization programmes for different types of long-range TNF weapons systems.
In the light of this, the chairman drew attention to the 6 main questions that were raised in
part one of the discussion paper. He assumed that the discussion could begin with questions
III and IV:
III. To what depth of Soviet territory should targets be put at risk? Where and how should
candidate systems be based to satisfy shared risk, survivability, and other considerations?
IV. What should be the governing military considerations in determining a suitable size for
the new long range theater [sic] nuclear force? Is NATO-Warsaw Pact numerical equivalence
in long-range TNFs military or politically desirable or would it lead to perceptions of
decoupling?
Canada held that in the light of the role and importance of strategic weapons within the
alliance overall defence, any possible TNF force should only cover a proportion (for
example 10-20 per cent) of prioritized targets on Soviet territory.
The range of the weapons systems were an important issue not only because of the
possibility of striking targets in the USSR, but also because it would provide the possibility to
base the weapons in more withdrawn locations in Western Europe.
GRG considered that the task was now to fill a gap in the alliance TNF structure. There
were several options, and the work with phase 3 guidelines needed to proceed in parallel
with the long-term TNF modernization.

The range should be sufficient to strike targets all the way to Moscow without the capital
itself being a target. There would probably be a need for a composite force with different
long-range systems.
SHAPE raised the question of the political and military role of the new force – was it to be
used as “selective use,” what were the prospective targets? These questions would go a long
way in deciding the scale and range of the weapons.
The Netherlands underlined that one was facing a complex problem of both political and
military nature. Nuclear weapons that could reach the territory of the USSR would have a
particularly sensitive character.
Norway pointed out that one could only make preliminary judgements:
– there seemed to be agreement that the USSR had to be within range of the TNF forces of
the alliance.
– fire breaks, escalation control, targeting doctrine were likely to be more important than the
actual range of the weapons
– basing/launching location and mobility important also with respect to range
– necessary to maintain a link between TNF and strategic weapons
– range requirements would also have great importance for determining the scale of the
weapons as well as for the link to the strategic weapons
The UK pointed to obvious political implications and emphasized that the issue also needed
to be viewed in an arms control perspective. However, there was no discrepancy between
TNF modernization and arms control.
The link to strategic weapons needed to be maintained, and a certain overlap [between TNF
targets and strategic ones] was not in itself unfavourable. The question range could hardly be
settled in an isolated manner, target doctrine would be the crucial issue and target selection
must no be based solely on the basis of the range of the available weapon. The Basing
options would give increased survivability and possibility for deployment in [the] depth [of

Western Europe].
The FRG pointed out that a range of political and military factors determined the basing
issue.
The American nuclear umbrella protected the whole of NATO, and there was need for real
contributions from all countries in the efforts to maintain the deterrent.
Flexibility and possibility for controlled escalation would act as a deterrent, whereas a
fundamental change in NATO reasoning with respect to these questions would be harmful
both externally and internally in NATO.
As for Western Germany, one could say that [in the case of war] one would supply the
battlefield. Furthermore, about 50 per cent of the stockpile was based in the FRG and
German forces furnished about 20 per cent of the TNF delivery systems.
Now, other countries needed to reconsider their position on TNF.
Responding to a question from the chairman of whether basing of long-range TNF in
Western Germany now was out of the question, the FRG held that the Bundeswehr at any rate
was contributing sufficiently to the total TNF force of the alliance.
Planning for and actual use of nuclear weapons on USSR territory called for extremely
careful consideration within NATO.
The NATO partners had no be aware that it would create particularly disturbing Soviet
reactions if German forces were equipped with TNF weapons on a “dual key” basis.
These issues would be discussed further on the highest political levels in the Federal
Republic.
From a German viewpoint, a threat to use TNF weapons against Moscow would lack
credibility.
On the issue of range, SHAPE said that even though the city of Moscow was not seen as a
target for TNF weapons, there was a clear need to be able to strike a number of targets in
the Soviet Union that were within a range that did not automatically exclude Moscow.
This was seen as necessary to establish a balance in the threat perception in Europe.

Increased diffusion of means of delivery and participation from NATO countries would,
generally speaking, boost the survivability of the TNF.
The Netherlands underlined particularly the necessity to distinguish between the issues of
targeting and capabilities of the weapons in future discussions.
Norway pointed to the principles of its nuclear policy, which ruled out basing in Norway,
and underlined that while the USSR possessed a considerable buffer zone [forterreng] in
Central Europe, the situation was practically reversed in the North. This circumstance
complicated the question of whether a target in this area could be characterized as tactical or
strategic.
It was important, in a political perspective, to avoid that special countries were singled out as
unacceptable host countries – one had the FRG in mind.
When considering the basing issue, one could not exclude West Germany on the grounds
that it would cause sensitive Soviet reactions.
If employment in Germany were out of the question, the alternative would perhaps be not
to employ weapons of this category on the European continent at all.
With respect to the issue of targeting, Norway warned against planning that the weapons
could be used only in Eastern Europe.
In many situations, it would perhaps be more suitable to be able to “threaten” targets in the
USSR – particularly in light of the fact that NATO and the WP were not comparable
groupings.
Arms control considerations must be taken into account in the shaping of NATO’s longrange TNF. However, it seems unclear exactly when it would be most beneficial to bring
such factors into the equation.
The UK supported the notion that participation should be as broad as possible. This was
important not only with regard to operative participation or/and hosting, but to the same

extent with regard to political and economic support.
On the question of whether long-range TNF should be based at sea and/or on land, the
FRG said that earlier European concerns about sea-based systems were primarily related to
SLBMs used in a “selective role.” There was no general opposition against sea-based
systems, despite weaker “visibility” (political and military credibility based on the plain
presence of the weapons system) compared to land-based systems.
The UK supported the German views and held that there would probably be a need for a
force composed of both land- and sea-based systems.
In the discussion of the importance of survivability, Germany remarked that the force would
not be a “second strike” unit, which was required to survive a surprise attack. The use of
long-range TNF in a controlled escalation by NATO would need to carry a political message
as strong as the military one.
Survivability was important, but not the top priority in developing long-range TNF in
NATO.
There was nevertheless general agreement that the force must not be organized in such a
manner that it invited surprise attacks.
The FRG underlined the need to consider the force in an escalation perspective. The longrange TNFs would provide NATO with the possibility to strike USSR territory with nuclear
weapons in a conflict that would primarily be in the conventional phase. The development
of and guidelines for any possible use of such weapons called for a very thorough political
justification.
During the discussion of question IV (force size), the UK held that the issue was not to
develop new long-range TNFs to meet a particular threat. There was however a need for
some more long-range TNF weapons for selective use.
A force of less than 100 would probably be too little and one of more than 1000 would be

too much – slightly less than 500 weapons seemed appropriate.
Norway pointed to the agreement that the development of such a force would proceed as an
evolutionary adjustment. The force ought to be sufficient to give certain political options.
However, a force that was too big would increase the danger of decoupling – the number
should probably closer to 100 than 1000.
The Netherlands supported the British and Norwegian remarks, but reminded the others of
the well-known Dutch view that NATO’s dependence on nuclear weapons should be
reduced.
Italy stated that for the time being, the only thing about which there was consensus was the
need for some more long-range TNF weapons.
SHAPE underlined that the question of force scale was closely connected to the ongoing
discussions of the political guidelines for the use of nuclear weapons by NATO (phase 3).
– What was the real goal of NATO’s TNF weapons?
– Which tasks should this particular part of the TNF force have?
– What options were desired/needed?
These were political questions that needed to be settled before one could proceed with the
military part of the planning.
The FRG emphasized the need for clear guidelines for the military authorities in NATO on
this field. If one, for the sake of analysis, assumed that the long-range TNF would comprise
300 weapons, it would enable SHAPE to work out illustrative selective employment plans in
the light of different conditions, but within the current stockpile. Such a study would be very
useful in the coming discussions on force scale and composition.

Canada viewed a number around 2-300 to be suitable – but the point was for the force to fill
the gap between the traditional TNFs and the strategic weapons.
In light of parity with respect to strategic weapons, the UK emphasized that the force size
should not be set with a view to achieve parity in TNF weapons. The size of the force had to
be considered in light of its role and function.
The majority supported the British views.
With respect to the question of force mix, the UK stated that NATO already possessed a
composite force, and that it would be appropriate to build on this basis in carrying out the
evolutionary adjustment. Pershing II XR (with increased range) seemed to be a good
evolutionary starter.
Norway agreed that planning ought to take place in evolutionary terms. At the same time, it
was critical to maintain as many options as possible, for example with regard to cruise
missiles.
SHAPE emphasized that different IOCs (initial opertaional capability) for the candidate
systems made possible an evolutionary adjustment of the new force.
The FRG underlined the need to consider the force in a long-term perspective. In light of
their different IOCs, there was really a need for Pershing II XR, different cruise missiles and
a new medium-range missile. Cost-effectiveness considerations and possible funding options
also required consideration.
Referring to the varying IOCs, the US raised the question of how soon the build-up of
NATO’s long-range TNF should begin from political and military points of view.
The majority emphasized that it would be unfortunate if it took too long for long-term TNF
modernization to begin. Phase-out dates for existing systems and IOC for new ones
provided a certain basis with respect to time. The evolutionary character of the

modernization work had to be maintained.
3. Day Two
The discussions on day two covered question V in the American discussion paper:
V: What kinds of participation and cost-sharing arrangements should be considered for new
long-range systems, and what should be the governing considerations?
The US pointed out that there were two sides to participation
– participation in a dual operation (dual keys) sense;
– participation through funding arrangements
With respect to funding arrangements, there were several different solutions, ranging from
unilateral American funding to some or all allies sharing the cost (like with AWACS2).
Whereas the Americans would have to invest substantial amounts money on strategic
nuclear weapons in the modernization process, the question of funding arrangements for the
long-term modernization of TNF would be considerably more sensitive in Congress.
Canada emphasized the need to meet the special problems faced by different countries with
respect to the issue.
The “dual key” system had worked out excellently and was still acceptable in principle.
With respect to cost sharing, however, the Canadians were slightly embarrassed.
Denmark agreed, in principle, about the need and desire for the broadest participation
possible.
The question of various funding arrangements was still something entirely new in this area
and one was hardly able to give one’s opinion at the present moment.
2
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The FRG did not wish to say anything about “dual key” arrangements at the present
moment.
With respect to cost sharing, one assumed that this could be solved in a number of different
ways.
The Netherlands considered that were good arguments for both broad participation and cost
sharing. However, these were difficult and sensitive questions in a problem area that already
seemed complicated and complex enough.
Norway emphasized that one must not forget the principle of evolutionary change – in any
event, the modernization plans must not be presented as something new and dramatic.
Generally, one should probably use funding arrangements based on ones already in place.
This related as much to the question of financial participation. While all countries should
contribute its share to the overall defence of the alliance, it would probably not be suitable to
establish special funding arrangements for the nuclear forces of the alliance. Contributions
to the overall defence ought to be seen in a broader perspective – modernization projects
such as LTDP seemed relevant in this respect.
The UK pointed out that Great Britain already participated in the alliance TNF political,
physical and economical, and UK would probably prefer to continue its participation based
on existing arrangements.
On the question of a possible cost sharing between TNF and conventional forces, the FRG
stated that all member states must display solidarity through contributions not only to
NATO’s conventional defence but also to TNF.
The Netherlands pointed out that it would have unfortunate external consequences if
NATO seemed to be emphasizing modernization of TNF weapons more than conventional
ones.
Norway pointed to the problem NATO was facing in this respect. TNF and conventional

weapons should not, however, be seen as opposites; the alliance needed to consider for
possibilities for mutually beneficial solutions.
It was pointed out in this perspective that a TNF force in Northern Norway would be
regarded completely different than such forces based in Central Europe.
The meeting concluded with a brief discussion based on the following list of issues:
“Some possible candidate military rationales
In formulating the detailed military rationale which ultimately must be developed, we might
wish to consider some combination of the following arguments in justification for the
introduction of “somewhat more long-range capability.”
A. Evolutionary improvements to existing forces through routine modernization.
B. Reinforce the deterrent value of the NATO Triad in view of Soviet modernization of
both short-range and long-range theater nuclear forces.
C. Provide military counter to Soviet deployment of the SS-20 and Backfire.
D. Improve NATO capability to execute limited and deliberate escalation.
E. Provide a “warfighting” capability against deep military targets.”
FRG, with support from SHAPE, warned against the inclusion of point E.
The Netherlands remarked that the deterrent value of the forces and that the modernization
process concerned an evolutionary adjustment should be emphasized.
The UK was concerned about point E and unsure about point C.
The main questions of the discussion paper, I, II and VI, were not discussed more closely at
the HLG meeting of Oct 16-17, 78.
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DECEMER 1 1978
Summary
The results of the HLG meeting in Brussels on October 16-17, 1978 served as basis of the
discussions.
There were three special presentations based on the viewgraphs “Cruise missile survivability
tests,” “Basing concepts for GLCM’s [sic]” and “Illustrative selective employment options.”
(The latter orientation will be expanded for a new presentation at the next HLG meeting).
The special presentations and the succeeding discussion provided useful extra information
with significance both for future HLG discussions and with respect to the conclusion of the
cost effectiveness study on long-tern TNF weapons systems.
The German views with respect to participation and basing was received, while the Dutch
and the Belgians pointed out that the possibility of basing on a rotational basis granted
further study.
The Norwegian viewpoints on basing and risk sharing can be found in a separate
attachment.1
The Americans pointed out that the question of GLCM basing required a relatively quick
settlement for the projected IOC (1982) to be met.
To secure continuous funding for the [TNF] programme, Congress required adequate
information on basing opportunities already by the winter of 1979.
From Norway, the following participated:
1
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– Deputy Minister of Defence Johan Jørgen Holst
– Lieutenant general Sven Hauge
– Director Ole M. Engh
– Assistant Defence Counsellor John A Lunde
Before the cost effectiveness study is finalised by the Americans (mid-February), experts
from the countries participating in the HLG will get together in Washington towards the end
of January 79 to familiarise themselves with the contents and suggest any possible additional
comments.
The next HLG meeting at the end of February, which will be hosted by the USA, will, in
addition to discussing the cost-effectiveness study, draw up guidelines for preparation of the
HLG report for this spring’s HLG ministerial meeting in April 24-25, 1979.
A HLG draft report will possibly be discussed at a HLG meeting in March 1979.

Day One
At the beginning of the meeting, the Americans gave two special briefings on cruise missile
(CM) survivability and penetrability.
The presentation was based on results of seven CM survivability tests at American test sites
during 1978. The programme aimed to give the best possible knowledge of CM effectiveness
in the event of use of various components of the Soviet strategic air defence.
The development and build-up of an effective Soviet air defence against the current (first
generation) CMs would likely demand about 30-50 billion US dollars over a period of ten
years.
It had been established that preparations for developing such a weapons system was
underway in the Soviet Union. The Americans were continuously considering the status and
trends of USSR strategic air defence in relation to the progression of the CM programmes.
The development of first generation CMs was going forward, “pen-aids” would substantially
increase penetrability.
More long-term research and development for a second generation CM was underway,
aiming for a smaller, faster and more manoeuvrable cruise missile.
In the subsequent discussion, it was emphasized that even though CMs would have a central
role (ALCMs)2 in a general nuclear response (GNR), this did not make selective use of CMs
dangerous because of the risk of misperceptions with respect to the character of the use.
In this perspective, the use of CMs would not be different from other TNF weapons
systems such as dual capable aircraft and Pershing, which could be used selectively and/or in
a GNR.
Available material suggested at CMs would be more vulnerable when flying over sea than
over hilly areas.
2

Air-launched cruise missile.

The Norwegian delegation pointed out that this factor might result in the Soviets
considering the possibility of establishing “forward defence” against SLCMs.3
Responding to a question from the Netherlands on the relative effectiveness of Soviet CMs,
the American team of experts said that the West, with AWACs, F-14, F-15 and PATRIOT,
was capable of meeting first generation CMs from the East.
With reference to the discussion of the basing issue and risk sharing at the previous meeting,
the Norwegian position was specified in a statement, which is attached to this report.
During the review of the American report of the previous meeting, several countries
underlined that any viewpoints advanced in the HLG did not represent final national
viewpoints.
NPG HLG would present its recommendations to the NPG on ministerial level, but the
countries were not committed [to specific positions] through the discussions in the HLG.
The Americans pointed out that one assumed that the participant stayed closely in touch
with capitals.
The German delegation underlined that several arguments called for “widespread basing.”
From a purely military point of view, this would increase flexibility and survivability – from a
purely political point of view it wound underline Alliance solidarity.
Visibility of solidarity and risk sharing could not be operationalised economically. It was
necessary to settle these fundamental questions before the final conclusions of the costeffectiveness study were drawn.
Afterwards, a working group chaired by SHAPE’s representative gave a presentation (CTS4)
of “illustrative selective employment options.”
There was a general consensus that the orientation had great importance and relevance for
3
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the future work.
The Norwegian delegation nevertheless pointed out that the lack of political guidelines for
any possible use of alliance nuclear weapons (phase 3) made it difficult for the HLG to make
judgements on long-range TNF.
The majority supported the Norwegian call for better progress on phase 3, but underlined
that this could not be allowed halt the work of the HLG.
In light of the inadequate basis with respect to determining the scale of the TNF, it was
agreed that the “selective employment options” study should be extended to illustrate the
possibilities and limitations of TNF forces of different scales.
Day Two
The Americans began by giving a presentation on alternative basing concepts for GLCMs.
In relation to the presentation, the Americans underlined the necessity of settling the basing
question for GLCMs relatively quickly out of consideration for the schedule of the CM
programmes. To meet the IOC in 1982 for GLCM, the American administration had to
present information on basing options to Congress (a precondition for funding) as early as
the winter of 1979.
The Dutch delegation pointed out that the basing issue probably was the most difficult
problem one was now facing in the HLG discussions.
Participation in a long-range TNF programme could include:
– political support within the alliance
– participation in funding arrangements
– physical basing, including basing on a rotational basis.
The opportunities for basing mobile GLCMs on a rotational basis granted further study.
One also needed to consider the need to take a step-by-step approach to the question.

The FRG expressed gratitude for the Dutch viewpoints and stated that there was now a
dialogue in this vital question. The possibilities for air transport of GLCMs called for closer
consideration in light of the fact that there so far was no final settlement of the basing
question.
The Belgian delegation pointed out that with respect to participation, the Belgian
government would probably adopt the same policy as the Netherlands.
In the UK, existing military sites, airports etc. would probably turn out to be most suitable.
The British paper “Rationale for TNF modernization,” which had been circulated prior to
the meeting, gave political, strategic and military reasons for the need for some increase in
the number of long-range TNF.
All representatives supported, on the whole, the British views.
The Norwegian delegation underlined that the West must not try to copy the Soviet TNF
build-up (SS 20 and Backfire), but rather that Western requirements (spectrum of
deterrence) must be the basis of the modernization work. Modernization efforts that could
be perceived as steps in the direction of a “Eurostrategic balance” and decoupling must be
avoided.
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NPG HIGH LEVEL GROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION MAIN POINTS FROM
THE SEVENTH MEETING, BRUSSELS, APRIL 3, 1979
1. Summary
– All representatives could endorse the American draft for an HLG report with attachments.
– The review of the separate chapters/attachments led for the most part to editorial changes
– The approval of the chapters “Rationale,” “Participation,” and “Arms Control,” however,
lead to more substantial exchanges.
– The Norwegian presentation is included at the end of this message1
From Norway, the following participated:
– Deputy Minister of Defence Johan Jørgen Holst
– Director Ole M. Engh
– Director Vidar Wikberg
– Assistant Defence Counsellor John A Lunde
2. Main points of the meeting on April 3
At the beginning of the meeging, the HLG Chairman pointed out that the aim was to
approve the draft HLG report with attachments (a-f) during the course of the meeting, to
make it ready for dispatch to the NPG ministerial meeting in Florida, April 24-25, 1979.
During a round of general remarks, all representatives could endorse the draft report in
principle. The majority nevertheless had detailed remarks to specific chapters in the rapport
and/or the attachments.
The German delegation underlined that ministers needed more background information on
how the HLG had arrived at a tentative consensus about the suitable size of the long-range
TNF. One should furthermore seek to avoid war fighting considerations and to a larger
extent focus on the deterrent value.
The Dutch delegation called for clearer guidelines for the future work of the HLG. One
1
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assumed moreover that there would only be discussions and not decisions on the NPG
ministerial meeting in Floria.
The Norwegian general statement follows at the end of this message.
The British delegation considered the draft report to provide a very good basis for necessary
final adjustments. The “Rationale” text still seemed to be characterized by an excessively
military focus. Clear guidelines should be drawn up for the future work of the HLG after the
Florida meeting. It should also be specified more closely what ministers need to direct their
attention towards at the upcoming NPR ministerial meeting.
The review of the separate chapters/attachments led for the most part to editorial changes.
Remarks and suggestions connected to chapter III, “Rationale,” chapter V “Participation,”
and Chapter VI “arms control,” however, led to more substantial exchanges.
The British delegation presented a proposal with a somewhat expanded text on “Rationale”
for TNF modernization. It was particularly emphasized that the need for modernization had
to be placed in a general political frame.
The Norwegian delegation supported the British proposal, aiming for a more general
“Rationale,” and underlining that TNF modernization first of all had to be justified on the
basis of the need to maintain a deterrent capability on all levels of conflict, and less so as a
response to the TNF build-up in the East.
The proposal to combine the original text in the draft report and the British suggestion
gained general support.
With reference to the remarks concerning participation in the Norwegian statement at the
opening of the meeting, the Norwegian delegation specified that the draft text had to be
revised so as not to appear to support the idea that the more widespread the basing the
better. There was an indirect lack of recognition of the particularly restrictive nuclear policies
of certain countries.

In connection with this, the Turkish delegation requested the inclusion of a reference to the
importance of geographical considerations with respect to the question of stationing.
The Norwegian delegation expressed understanding of the Turkish point, and pointed out
that the Norwegian nuclear policy to a large extent had been formulated because of
geographical considerations.
The German delegation could understand the Turkish arguments in light of the fact that
TNF weapons in Turkey would be able to strike targets inside the USSR. Nevertheless, one
supported a formula that encouraged widespread participation/basing as strongly as the
HLG could accept.
SHAPE’s representative underlined the military arguments for widespread basing of the
TNF.
The American delegation was not necessarily prepared for a revision of the text in line with
the Norwegian/Turkish wishes. Even though the allies to a certain extent recognized the
Danish and Norwegian nuclear policy, there was a fear that other countries would use the
formula concerning “participation” as an excuse to distance themselves from the TNF
modernization project.
The Norwegian delegation pointed out that it could not understand the American hesitation
with respect to the inclusion of a reference to the special nuclear policy of certain countries.
If it proved impossible to reach a satisfying compromise on this point, the Norwegian HLG
representative would be forced to distance himself [reservere seg mot] the report.
After an informal collation of Norwegian and American drafts on the basis of an exchange
of notes between the two delegations, the HLG chairman presented a compromise proposal
that was acceptable to all representatives.
The German delegation opened the discussion of arms control with reference to a letter

circulated by the German NATO ambassador the same day, containing more information
about the German proposal for a “Special Group on Arms Control and Related Matters.”
The British delegation underlined that the arms control group had to work in harmony with
the HLG and that it could not in any even slow down decisions concerning TNF
modernization.
The Norwegian delegation welcomed the German proposal, but at the same time warned
against organizing the discussion of these two questions in a manner that would transfer
inter-agency conflicts in each capital to the international level. One had preferred if the HLG
discussions had covered the arms control aspects of the TNF modernization as well.
The American delegation underlined the need to coordinate the two groups. Therefore,
several HLG members would also participate in the Special Group work.
In light of the establishment of the new special group for arms control discussions, the HLG
found it suitable to limit the arms control paragraph in the report to a reference that these
questions would be treated in other forums.
In closing, all representatives endorsed the draft for a transmittal letter to the general
secretary. This included an agreement that the letter should draw up a tentative framework
for the discussions at the ministerial meeting in Florida on April 24-25, 1979.
At the very end, the Norwegian HLG representative, on behalf of the group, expressed
gratitude for the big and valuable effort that the American support team had laid down for
the HLG.
[See original doc for attached statement]

CREST Release
-Contributed by William Burr.

Dutch National Archive, The Hague, 2.03.01, 9464.
-Contributed by Ruud Van Dijk.

Memorandum of conversation Vice-President Mondale - Prime-Minister Van Agt and
others during Mondale's visit to The Hague, April 21 & 22.
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----Memorandum
From: Dr. C.A. van der Klaauw

Date 23 April 1979

To: Mr. A.A.M. van Agt

No. 18/79

SECRET

Following a report prepared by Ambassador Tammenoms Bakker and approved by me of
the discussions in limited circle with Vice-President Mondale.
Present from the American side: Vice-President Mondale, Ambassador Joseph, National
Security Advisor Clift.
Present from the Dutch side: Prime-Minister Van Agt, the Minister of Foreign Affairs
Van der Klaauw, and Ambassador Tammenoms Bakker.
The Prime-Minister opens the discussions and underlines the confidential and informal
character of the meeting. He announces to want to raise three connected subjects:
1) production and deployment of Enhanced Radiation Weapons,
2) Grey Areas,
3) Dutch demand for a change in the composition of the Nuclear Planning Group.
Vice-President Mondale states that on American side too there is a desire to discuss these
subjects, and he announces he'd like to add two other points: SALT and the Middle-East.
He begins the discussion with a survey of SALT, this at the special request of President
Carter. He reports that the second SALT-agreement is practically ready. It mainly comes
down to it that both sides involved can only design one new type of missile. Furthermore,
satisfactory arrangements are envisioned to enable each side to observe what the other
does and to determine if it keeps to the agreements. It appears the signing can take place
very soon. President Carter has appealed to President Brezhnev in writing on the
importance of having the signing by both heads of state, in the context of a more general
summit meeting. That it has not come to a summit meeting between the two heads of
state so far is the consequence of the fact that early on the Soviet side formed an incorrect
judgment of President Carter. Now a better understanding has been established, and a
meeting between the two heads of state can therefore be envisioned. It has not yet been
decided where the meeting will take place. President Brezhnev's health probably makes it

difficult for him to undertake a long trip. For the U.S. it is unacceptable, however, to have
the meeting take place in the Soviet Union, this both for reasons of prestige and with an
eye on practical aspects which tend to occur in Moscow, like bugging and dividing the
American delegation between several locations. During the visit to Stockholm a few days
ago the Swedish prime-minister announced to Vice-President Mondale that the summit
meeting would be held in Stockholm, but Mondale said that he had not received any
information about this.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs says that he has heard from a French source--this with an
eye on the coming visit to Moscow by President Giscard d'Estaing--that Brezhnev's
health would have improved. He notes the general impression of the difficulties
ratification of SALT II could encounter in the American Congress and announces that
any Dutch help that would be welcome will gladly be given.
The Vice-President confirms that there are Congressional difficulties. The right wing
uses, among other things, the argument that SALT II would be at the expense of the
security of Western Europe. He rejects this representation, referring to the fact that there
have been constant consultations with West European partners. He believes the idea is
justified rather that SALT II will contribute to more security for the North Atlantic Treaty
region. The more European leaders could speak about this aspect, the better. As a
politician with a lot of experience in the Senate he has the feeling that the pessimism over
the ratification of SALT II is exaggerated. He recalls that according to estimates initially
only 8% of the American people was inclined toward ratification of the Panama-canal
treaties, and this eventually did get through the Senate. Currently estimates point out that
70-75% of the American people wants ratification of SALT II. This mood can only have
been reinforced by the recent occurrence at the nuclear plant in Pennsylvania. As a result
of this the awareness of the need to reduce nuclear risks must have increased. He
therefore foresees that the Senate will have to orient itself toward the national mood. An
important aspect futhermore is that in an international negotiation over a matter as
essential as nuclear arms the authority and the prestige of the President and the American
system of government are at stake. At the moment however nothing can be taken as
settled and the American Government would therefore be grateful for any help it could
get from Europe.
The Prime-Minister notes that there can be no doubt over the expression of the Dutch
position because Dutch public opinion practically unanimously is convinced of the
importance of SALT II. He next brings up the issue that has become known under the
keyword "neutron bomb." His government has constantly taken the position that
production and deployment of Enhanced Radiation Weapons do not get rejected
unconditionally. They do, however, have to be elements in arms control discussions with
the Soviet Union and decisions have to depend on the course of these discussions. This
has been the position thusfar. The attitude of the Dutch Parliament toward the neutron
bomb, however, becomes ever more rejecting and the government is "fighting a losing
battle." If premature decisions were to be taken a situation could develop which the
government could not survive. He recognizes that in essence a decision over production
and deployment falls under the sovereign prerogatives of the U.S., but points out that the

response of his government to a query from the side of the American President about a
decision for production of the neutrom bomb would be negative. Naturally this would
also be the case concerning a question about deployment of the weapon on European
territory. The Dutch government is especially worried about the following. On the one
hand it acknowledges the importance and the complexity of the problem and of the
arguments which can be used in favor of a positive decision. On the other hand a positive
decision about production, let alone deployment, of Enhanced Radiation Weapons would
make it extremely difficult to get parliamentary approval for the issue of modernization
of Theater Nuclear Forces. The mood in the Netherlands was undergoing a change. In the
past there only tended to be a small minority aguing for a complete removal of nuclear
weapons from Dutch territory. This group, however, was growing. In part this was a
reflection of a thought process, and subsequent positions, in the Dutch churches. A
complication like a premature decision over the neutron bomb would accelerate this
process and thus become a risk for the TNF-matter.
The Vice-President recalls that in the U.S. there is no lack of elements feeling emotional
aversion to the neutron bomb and the entire idea of nuclear arms. President Carter
himself belongs to these elements. Fact remained, however, that one has to counter one
way or another the large Soviet increase in other areas, like e.g. tanks. Some measures
have been taken in connection to the possibility that at some point there would have to be
a positive decision in regard to the neutron bomb. He underlined, however, that about
production itself no decision had been taken and that the ultimate decision would depend
in part on the behavior of the Soviets. The latter could also influence the European
positions. The American Government took the politically explosive character of the
question into account and hoped that the current stage of the decisionmaking could be
continued ("stabilised"). An aspect of the current situation was that a sword continued to
hang over the Russians' head and hopefully bring them to reasonable behavior.
The Prime-Minister says to realize that a negative decision cannot be had from the
American Government at this time. He adds, however, that in the Netherlands the
political pressure is considerable to reach that kind of a decision. The Minister of Foreign
Affairs adds that the government has maintained throughout that the issue of Enhanced
Radiation Weapons had to be employed in the context of general arms reduction talks.
Public opinion, however, began to wonder if anything was happening there. The pressing
political problem for the Dutch government consisted of the difficulty the issue of the
Enhanced Radiation Weapons could form during the discussion of the modernization of
Theater Nuclear Forces.
The Vice-President points out that for years he has presented himself as an arms
reductionist. However, since he has been able to observe the Soviet Union from a
position of responsibility for ten years he has become convinced that unilateral
disarmament from the side of the West would only enourage the Russians in their
ambitions. Persistent military pressure formed one of the means with which the Soviets
constantly tried to exploit other possibilities in Western countries. During his recent visit
to Norway he had received striking examples of this again. One further needed to
recognize the fact that the Soviets constantly continued with the development of new

weapons-types. The Intelligence-reports of the U.S. point out that practically no month
passes without a new development from Soviet side. As examples he mentions the
appearance of a new generation of SS 20 and the fact that the Soviets are busy placing
more warheads inside the missiles than is permitted under the treaties. Since 15 years the
West has not introduced modernization in the Theater Nuclear Forces. The Soviets do
this all the time and apparently seek to realize a breakthrough in this field.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs again underlines the increasing emotional character of
the difficulties in the Netherlands. The campaign against the neutron bomb was initially
started on the communist side but has since been taken up by other groups. At the
moment a large majority of Parliament is concerned about the prospect of a new wave in
the area of nuclear weapons, regardless of the form it takes.
The Vice-President recalls that he himself has agitated against anti-ballistic missile
systems. Today he has to state to be glad to have lost this struggle. If the U.S. had not
developed ABM the Soviets would have continued unilaterally in this area. The U.S.
would then have had to take compensating measures later. The result is that now a
balance has been established at the cost of 5 billion dollars, which otherwise would have
cost 75 billion dollars. He did not expect however that from the American side a
connection would be made between Enhanced Radiation Weapons and modernization of
Theater Nuclear Forces and therefore did not foresee any reason for concern for the
Netherlands.
The Prime-Minister notes that the time has not come yet for a decision on the
modernization of TNF. One statement does need to be made by him in all clarity: the
modernization of TNF could not even give the impression that the role of nuclear
weapons systems is being increased. The Dutch government would argue for certain
shifts within the area of TNF. The number of warheads could not be increased and he
hoped very much that an approach like that would prove to be possible.
The Vice-President states that the U.S. in principle certainly is not inclined against the
reduction of nuclear arms. It wanted however to see the level go down on both sides. At
the same time the necessity of modernization remained, this as a result of the West being
behind. Naturally there was a connection to the question of arms reduction in a more
general sense. The urgent issue of modernization would preferably be approached in
connection with the general matter usually referred to as détente.
The Prime-Minister notes again that he has not stated any personal opinions. He has
painted for the Vice-President a precise picture of existing moods in the Netherlands and
of the limits of the possibilities which manifest themselves for his government.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs adds to this that there is still a majority in Parliament that
recognizes that nuclear arms remain necessary, but that the preference of this majority is
for the concentration of efforts toward a few weapons-types. As far as the air force was
concerned there was no problem yet, neither for the Lance; nuclear artillery however was
doubtful already. It was absolutely mandatory to maintain this majority, but in order to

achieve this it would be necessary to be able to demonstrate that in overall terms a
reduction and not an increase of nuclear arms was envisioned.
The Vice-President says to know from his parliamentary experience that time can often
be gained by bringing several points together in one package. Could the Dutch
Government not keep things quiet by emphasizing as much as possible the connection
between détente/arms reduction and modernization? He acknowledged that discussions
between the Netherlands and the U.S. about the entire complex of issues ought to be
much closer. On the American side there had been a beginning already with the
intensification of these discussions.
The Vice-President next asked for the Dutch opinion on the membership of the Nuclear
Planning Group.
The Prime-Minister recalls that around this time discussions take place in Miami between
the Ministers of Defense, where this subject is on the agenda. The issue is that
circumstances have changed since the Netherlands accepted a rotating membership of the
NPG years ago. Then nuclear armaments were practically entirely of a strategic nature;
Theater Nuclear Forces at the most were at a beginning level. As a result of technological
developments and increased emotional involvements, a country like the Netherlands
nowadays felt connected territorially in every respect to the question of nuclear armament
and its consequences. Hardly a week passed without the government having to answer
questions in Parliament about nuclear issues. It had become essential now for the
Netherlands to be involved in a credible way to all sides and in every respect with allied
decisionmaking on nuclear arms. There was an additional aspect of a practical political
nature. The current Dutch Minister of Defense enjoyed great respect in Parliament. But
he would have to be able to demonstrate therefore to be able to achieve something vis-avis the allies. On this issue seen by the entire nation as so important, he had to be spared a
defeat.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs gives several examples of the important contributions
which the Dutch Government has made to allied defense and its modernization: the
nuclearization of the Lance, the ordering of large numbers of new tanks, the ordering of
navy aircraft, modernization and renovation in other areas. Agains this background the
Netherlands really should be able to claim a role in the overall thinking and
decisionmaking process, especially in the most sensitive area.
The Vice-President says to be impressed by the Dutch presentation and promises to take
up the issue of a revision of the membership of the NPG with Secretary of Defense
Brown, in the sense that the Netherlands could become a member.
[next, there was a discussion of the Middle East;
the meeting concluded with a brief comment by the Prime-Mininster about a recent
statement by Finnish President Kekkonen]

-Contributed by Leopoldo Nuti.
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NPG – HIGH LEVEL GOROUP ON TNF MODERNIZATION – MAIN POINTS
FROM THE NINTH MEETING, BRUSSELS, SEPTEMBER 26, 1979.
1. Summary
– The revised draft of the HLG report was finally approved for presentation at ministerial
level
– The review of the specific paragraphs of the draft lead, in addition to editorial changes, to
closer discussion of the participation issue, the justification for the proposed LRTNF force
size and the issue of funding.
– While the Italians made the case for a justification of deployment, force structure and
force size that focused as strongly as possible on military aspects, the Germans in particular
underlined that a realistic proposal for TNF modernization presupposed that obvious
political facts were taken into account.
– The HLG chairman and the American support staff received praise for excellent
leadership during the HLG discussions.
– A copy of the Norwegian general statement is attached [for all attachments, see the original
document]
– From Norway, the following took part:
Lieutenant general Sven Hauge (leader of the delegation in the absence of Deputy Minister
J.J. Holst), Defence High Command
Acting Director Jan Monsen, MOD
Deputy Director Leif Mevik, MFA
Director Vidar Vikberg [sic], MFA
Assistan Defence Counsellor John A. Lunde, Norwegian Nato Delegation

2. Main points of the HLG meeting, 26.9.79
The HLG Chairman, Assistant Secretary of Defence McGiffert [sic], opened by underlining
that the Americans hoped that the group would be able to approve the draft report for
presentation at ministerial level.
He also said that the task of integrating the HLG and Special Group reports would begin in
the joint meeting of the two groups on September 28. Hopefully, the HLG participants
would primarily ratify earlier proposals that had been incorporated into the report.
All delegations expressed general satisfaction with the draft for an HLG report that was
presented. However, the majority had editorial and more substantial remarks to the specific
paragraphs.
At the beginning of the meeting, the Italian delegation circulated a proposal for a
comprehensive reorganisation of the HLG report. Since the meeting aimed for final
approval of the report, the proposal was not taken up for consideration, in line with the
request of the chairman.
The Italian proposal had two main aims:
– give the report a more logical structure
– base the recommendations on arguments that were as military/techincal as possible, so as
to underline that the final decision were to be taken on a ministerial level.
The Italian delegation, supported by Belgium and the Netherlands, also underlined that
approval in the HLG did commit governments, even if one presupposed that the
participants worked on the basis of their knowledge of the viewpoints of their respective
governments.
The review of the specific paragraphs lead to editorial changes as well as substantial
discussions concerning:
Paragraph 5 (the question of participation).
The Italian delegation pointed to the following phrasing in paragraph 5:

“Should additional alliance members desire to participate in TNF modernization through
hosting LRTNF deployments on their soil, the program could be adjusted to accommodate
such participation,”
and underlined that none of the prospective host countries really “desired to” participate in
LRTNF modernization. In this background, the words “desire to” should be dropped.
Norway and Turkey did not support the proposal and final approval was reached only later
during the meeting, when all participants could accept replacing the expression “desire to”
with “consider”
The Norwegian statement concerning paragraph 5 is attached
Paragraph 17 (justification for the suggested force size)
Several HLG representatives asked to what extent the points listed in paragraph 17, intended
to serve as basis for the proposed force size, really could be said to be relevant and suitable.
The paragraph was revised entirely following the discussion.
The Norwegian statement concerning paragraph 17 is attached. The majority supported the
chairman’s suggestion to transfer the Norwegian point concerning MBFR option 3 to the
discussions in the Special Group.
Paragraph 28 (funding arrangements/cost-sharing)
All countries except Norway were generally satisfied with the sections concerning the
funding arrangements, including the planned funding through the infrastructure programme.
In relation to the Norwegian statement that is attached, the HLG chairman pointed out that
the Norwegian proposal seemed superfluous, and that it furthermore could obstruct other
countries that wanted to contribute additional funds beyond what would be covered by the
infrastructure programme from doing so.

The Americans had not altered their principal view in the funding question, and any form of
“open ended” funding for the TNF modernization program was out of the question.
Throughout the meeting, the Italians argued that the arguments for the pattern of
deployment, force structure and size out to be, to the highest extent possible, based on
purely military considerations.
The German delegation, with support from the Dutch, underlined in this respect that it was
considered impossible to reach realistic LRTNF modernization proposals without bringing
obvious political facts into consideration.
The deployment of LRTNF weapons in the five prospective countries could not be justified
on purely military grounds. The lack of will among the other countries to take on the
political and military burdens related to stationing of LRTNF weapons had been decisive for
the choice of the five host countries.
SHAPE specified on this point that wider participation, which would allow for the
proliferation of LRTNF weapons to more countries, would be very desirable from a military
point of view.
Italy, for its part, underlined that it saw the inadequate arguments for the choice of host
countries as a weakness of the HLG report.
In conclusion, the British HLG representative thanked the HLG representative Assistant
Secretary McGiffert and the American support team for excellent leadership during the
discussions of the many complicated and sensitive questions that related to LRTNF
modernization within the NATO alliance.

Translated by Lars Unar Stordal Vegstein,
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MAIN POINTS OF THE JOINT MEETING – THE HIGH LEVEL GROUP TNF
MODERNIZATION AND THE SPECIAL GROUP ON ARMS CONTROL –
BRUSSELS, SEPTERMBER 28, 1979
1. Summary
– At the beginning of the meeting, the HLG and SG chairmen gave a short presentation of
the main contents of the respective reports
– All representatives could endorse the outlined framework for the continuation of the
discussions [avklaringer] concerning LRTNF modernization and arms control, based on the
present reports and two integrated documents, which the HLG and SG chairmen will
prepare jointly. Drafts for these reports will be circulated in mid-October.
– The first of the two integrated documents will be a divided into two parts, one comprising
the “rationale” sections and recommendations of each report, and the other a “draft public
statement.” It was assumed that the first part of the document would form the basis for the
final decisions concerning LRTNF modernization and arms control during the ministerial
meeting in NATO in December 79. It will be discussed at ambassadorial level in late
October/early November and finally cleared for presentation on ministerial level in a
meeting of ambassadors in the end of November.
– The second integrated document would not be cleared formally within NATO. It would
contain an unclassified “public rationale,” prepared on the basis of the “rationale” chapters
in the HLG and SG reports, and circulated to capitals as required.
– There was agreement about the necessity of consultations between capitals with a view to
avoid that public statements concerning TNF issues in one country caused unintended
problems with respect to public opinion in other member states before the December
meetings.

– From Norway, the following took part:
Deputy Minister Johan Jørgen Holst, MOD (leader of the HLG delegation)
Lieutenant general Sven Hauge, Defence High Command
Deputy Director Leif Mevik, MFA (leader of the SG delegation)
Acting Director Jan Monsen, MOD
Director Vidar Vikberg [sic], MFA
Assistan Defence Counsellor John A. Lunde, Norwegian Nato Delegation
Fist Secretary Ove Farstad, Norwegian Nato Delegation
2. MAIN PONTS of HLG-SG JOINT MEETING 28.9.79
The following agenda was approved:
I. Brief presentation by HLG chairman D. McGiffert of the main contents of the HLG
report.
II. A similar presentation by the SG chairman R. Bartholomew
III. Discussion of the framework for the continuation of discussions concerning LRTNF
modernization and arms control in the time before the ministerial meeting in December 79.
I. The HLG chairman pointed out that the present report from the HLG contained a
concrete proposal with respect to LRTNF modernization in line with the mandate given to
the group by the NPG ministers.
The modernization programme was outlined within the principal guidelines for LRTNF
modernization drawn up by the defence ministers on the basis on the previous two HLG
reports to the NPG ministers.
The program comprised the deployment of 464 GLCMs (ground-launched cruise missiles) in
the Federal Republic, Great Britain, Italy, the Netherlands and Belgium and 108 Pershing II
XR (Pershing missiles with increased range) in the Federal Republic, and was completely in
line with the overall strategy of the alliance and the principles of solidarity and risk sharing.

The deployment in the 5 countries complied with both political and military requirements
for widespread participation, and all countries were assumed to endorse the modernization
decision and contribute funds through NATO’s infrastructure programme for necessary
construction work in connection with deployment in the five countries.
II. In his presentation, the SG chairman pointed out that the report from the Special Group
contained a concrete programme for an arms control initiative concerning long-range TNF
weapons, to be launched in connection with the decision on LRTNF modernization.
Like the modernization programme, the arms control initiative was designed with a view to
improve overall alliance security. It must not be perceived as a potential alternative to – on
the contrary, it was a supplement to – LRTNF modernization.
The Special Group recommended that the USA pursue negotiations with a view to limit
long-range TNF weapons within the framework of SALT III, and that the negotiations
should cover American and Soviet LRTNF units.
III. The HLG chairman referred to the American view that the two present reports should
be integrated as part of the continuation of the discussions concerning LRTNF decision and
arms control, with a view to a final decision at ministerial level within the end of the year.
In light of this, the American delegation suggested at the HLG and SG chairmen jointly
prepare two integrated documents, the first of which could be circulated in mid-October for
discussion and later approved on ambassadorial level within the end of November.
The first integrated document would be divided into two parts, and comprise elements from
the HLG and SG reports that together would form the necessary and suitable basis for the
decision concerning LRTNF modernization and arms control during the NATO ministerial
meeting in December, as well as “draft public statement,” which would be formulated in
accordance with the contents of the first part of the document.
As for the second integrated document, there were no plans to present this for formal
approval within NATO. It would contain an integrated “rationale” for the agreed-upon

LRTNF programme and would be circulated to capitals as a basis for public statements on
the LRTNF issue.
In this connection, specific national considerations and needs would as far as possible be
incorporated into the document.
All representatives could endorse the outlined American framework for the continuation of
LRTNF discussions.
The German delegation underlined in particular that collective responsibility must be
maintained after the HLG and SG discussions were transferred to an integrated and political
level.
The British delegation referred to the proposed integrated rationale document and
underlined the need to include an agreed-upon data base to ensure harmony between
statements from all capitals.
After the Belgian delegation underlined the need to avoid the impression that in reality,
decisions had been taken before the issue was presented to the ministers at the December
meetings when designing the procedures for the future discussions, all representatives
endorsed the American expectation that one would keep this in mind in particular in relation
to the NPG ministerial meeting in November.
All facets of the LRTNF issue would presumably be discussed at the meeting, but there was
general agreement that any decision at this stage in the process would be out of the question.
Because the HLG and SG reports would be forwarded to the general secretary, it was
assumed that future discussions would take place in accordance with regular NATO
procedures.
The Norwegian delegation underlined that the different aspects of the HLG and SG reports
had to be reflected in the integrated documents. This would be of great importance when it
came to mobilizing political support in the capitals.
The rationale material should be expanded so as to cover more short-range Soviet TNF

weapons (SS 21, 22 and 23), which could threaten targets in Western Europe from forward
positions as well.
Whereas the focus thus far had been on the internal procedure for the continuation of
LRTNF discussions within NATO, there was an obvious need to arrive at guidelines to
avoid that statements in one capital caused unintended problems in other member countries.
Statements concerning the pattern of deployment (the number of LRTNF weapons to which
country) were likely to be the most sensitive.
The Dutch underlined in particular the desirability of declassified versions of the HLG and
SG reports.
With reference to the Norwegian statement, the SG chairman expressed that one was aware
that two parallel processes were underway.
The first comprised NATO discussions, while the other comprised consultation and
decision-making processes connected to the governments and parliaments of the separate
countries. When it came to the question of what could be said in public statements, the
NATO countries already had procedures for necessary consultations on a bilateral basis.

-Contributed by William Burr.
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The Hague
Short report of the dicussion with David Aaron 2 on October 22 1979 at 13:30 hours at
Valkenburg airfield. 3
————————————————————————————————————
Aaron began by discussing how the trip had been a good one so far. He was very much
impressed with the choice of position of the other allies. That went both for the English
[sic] and for the Germans and the Italians. He recalled especially that the Germans had
now made their decision in line with the recommendations of both reports, 4 and that in
Italy even the socialists are supportive. As regards Belgium, he was impressed by
Simonet's statement. 5 He said to be aware of our contacts with the Belgians and asked
what we knew of their position. Generally therefore, a fairly positive situation has
emerged. Brezhnev's letter has not been able to change this.
In my first reply I have not responded to the question about the Belgians but asked the
United States response to the points I have raised with Harold Brown 6 . Aaron replied
approximately along the following lines: We have discussed and considered the issues
raised by the Netherlands very carefully and all the way to the highest level. "We would
like" 7 that the Netherlands will participate in this matter. This is important for the
alliance.
To this my side-note that it struck me that this was a fairly weak formulation of the
desirability of Dutch participation.
He did here, incidentally, immediately again point to the German position of not being
able to act alone.
1

Dutch Defense Minister Willem Scholten.
David L. Aaron, Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs.
3
A military airfield, Valkenburg was located slightly to the nothwest of the Hague.
4
The reports by NATO's High Level Group and the Special Group on TNF
modernization and negotiations with the Soviet Union, respectively.
5
Foreign minister Henri Simonet.
6
U.S. Secretary of Defense.
7
Items in quotation marks appear in English in the Dutch memorandum.
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The United States want to help the Netherlands with its political problems. We want to be
"so helpful" as is possible, but there are limits. There is an "emerging" consensus in the
alliance and it cannot be endangered by making important changes in the proposed plans
at this stage of the decisionmaking.
For my part I have reacted to this immediately with several remarks along the lines of:
Until now there has only been decisionmaking at the level of the experts. Second: Several
weeks ago I have delivered in a very clear way a political message to our most important
ally, the United States. You yourself have determined the order of your trip through
Europe, in spite of our request to do it in another way, this request also caused by the fact
that today the Prime-Minister and Foreign Minister are not present. Under these
circumstances you cannot say there is an emerging consensus at the political level. I have
next added to this, that I absolutely do not want to be placed in a position that through
this order and this consultation we would be confronted with established facts.
As regards the separate points:
The connection with SALT II.
Aaron pointed out that an official reservation in the decsionmaking would work
extremely counterproductively in regard to the ratification of SALT II.
I have said that if it would reach a positive decision, the Dutch government in any case
would do this on the condition that SALT II would have to be ratified, but I still hope, I
have added, that this is a non-problem.
Aaron next explained again, following McGiffert, 8 that there is hope, and also a
reasonable expectation that the decisionmaking will be completed this year, or at least
early next year.
He understood that the Netherlands would have to make a reservation on this point in its
agreement, but, he emphasized again, if that would have to be included formally in the
decision document it would be a very difficult matter for the United States.
The Dutch nuclear tasks.
Regarding the ADM and the Neptune-task the United States have no problems.
Regarding the F-16 they do, but after an internal struggle they have accepted it the way
we envision it.
The shift-study.
They are in agreement with the implementation of this study, also as concerns the
number. They do note emphatically that the Dutch government should realize clearly that
the more concessions were made to the Netherlands, this would also have an impact on
the decisionmaking in other countries, e.g. in the Federal Republic, and that this too codetermined the American position.
8

David McGiffert, U.S. Assistant Secretary of Defense and chair of NATO's High Level
Group.

He believed that we went very far in regard to our nuclear tasks, and that this way we
created the danger of undermining our total nuclear position. It is therefore a very
difficult step for us, according to Aaron, to agree to this. Therefore, Aaron said, we call
on you to help us in turn in the decisionmaking, and this has to happen in regard to the
number of 572, because on this point I have to state in all clarity that we cannot accept
your proposal to reduce to 50%.
Everyone has agreed to 572 and it would be a fundamental change in the structure of our
approach if now we went to 50%. On top of that we do not really understand why you
come with it and what is at the basis of you 50% idea.
Why can you not live with the Schmidt formula, and where does this 50% come from?
For my part, I have explained why we cannot accept such a high number. I have pointed
out, among other things, that this production decision as a starting point basically
assumes that the arms control talks with the Russians will have no result. It is not a denial
of the value of the expert reports, but it is a political judgment in response to these
reports.
In defense of his position Aaron has pointed to two effects. In the first place in regard to
the Amerian Congress. He explained that in the American budgetary system permission
for a purchase such as this one is given all at once and that the Congress will not release
funds in phases.
Next he explained at length why in his judgment a lower level for the production decision
will have a very negative influence on the Soviet Union's willingness to make
concessions.
And third he pointed out that in his view the President of the United States would lose all
respect domestically if he would now come with a decision that was only 50% of what
the military experts said it would have to be. The same number as has been proposed is
an essential given for the United States.
For my part I have said that I will of course report on this dicussion to the Prime-Minister
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, but that I did not expect that this would lead to a
different position on the Dutch side. On the contrary, if they were in the country today, I
said, I would probably bring the message to breakfast tomorow that I had been instructed
to defend our position with our European allies with double emphasis.
I have also pointed to the connection to MBFR. He reported that the United States would
like to get to a simplified MBFR-proposal in order to give an impetus to the MBFRdiscussions.
Returning to the number, Aaron also pointed out that in his view the 50% will become a
ceiling, and he added: What certainty do we have that, when the conditions will not have
been met, a next Dutch cabinet will be willing to participate in a raising of that ceiling.
Aaron asked me how I wanted to proceed. I said that I did not have any concrete ideas
about that at this moment, but that, as he knew, in the coming days I will have
discussions with my European colleagues.

Aaron emphasized at the end once again that there are limits for the United States which
cannot be crossed. It is too far now still to be able to go back. If there was something else
with which we could help the Netherlands, we'd be happy to do so. Our negative position
on this point, according to Aaron, should not give the impression that we do not
appreciate the efforts of the Dutch cabinet to come to a positive solution.
For my part I have concluded the matter by noting that in this way a very difficult
situation has emerged.
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Date: October 15, 1979

To: S
Subject: TNF-issues
Discussions with Italian officials

SECRET/NIVAL

On October 13 discussions took place at the invitation of of the new Italian PrimeMinister Cossiga with Prime-Minister Van Agt at hotel Villa l'Este on Lake Como. Both
Foreign Ministers were also present at these discussions. Except for an interpreter no
other officials participated.
Following Prime-Minister Cossiga's proposal, the first topic of discussion was
TNF, to which almost three hours were devoted. The Italian message was clear: Italy
accepts conclusions High Level Group, fears a largely orchestrated Soviet propagandaoffensive, particularly aimed at the Netherlands and Italy, and believes it important
therefore that the decision regarding modernization will be realized as soon as possible.
This approach, therefore, as was clear also during the discussion, diverges from the Dutch
one, which after all only wants to enable a decision during the ministerial NAC 1 of
December.
Prime-Minister Cossiga began the discussion with an explanation of the Italian
decisionmaking process. Within the Italian cabinet there is a committee for defense
matters, composed beside the PM of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Defense, and the
Interior. The State Secretary charged with intelligence matters acts as secretary of the
committee. For the TNF-issue a liberal and a social-democratic minister have been added
to this committee. In this composition the committee has met for strictly secret
discussions. It has decided to accept the modernization proposals. The entire council of
ministers has been notified of this in a general sense, also in connection with a
parliamentary interpellation from the radical side, which will take place on October 25.
The decision is currently being submitted to the High Council of Defense (chair,
President of the Republic), which has an advising role. After that, the decision formally
comes into the Council of Ministers. Cossiga did not doubt a positive decision in both
organs. Public declarations in the matter will only be made after the final decision in the
Council of Ministers.
1

North Atlantic Council.

Meanwhile consultations with a number of political leaders had taken place, from
which had become clear that the Christian-Democrats, Liberals, Social-Democrats, and
Republicans will support the decision. The Socialists were in principle in agreement.
Contact had also been made with the Communists. The S.G. 2 of the Communist party
was at that moment not yet in a position to have a discussion, but declared himself
willing to meet accompanied by experts. As far as the interpellation on October 25 is
concerned, the government would respond "low profile."
Cossiga noted that he had conveyed the position of the Italian government to Mrs.
Thatcher and Lord Carrington, to Schmidt and Genscher, and to the American
government. Now he also wanted to inform us about it. Incidentally, during a meeting in
New York, Malfatti 3 had left no doubt with Gromyko.
All this does not detract from the fact that Italy is in favor of a continuation of the
detente-policy, multilaterally as well as bilaterally. It hopes for a rapid ratification of
SALT II. The decision regarding TNF-modernization needs to be accompanied by a
credible and serious disarmament offer. A realistic detente policy can however only be
based on a genuine restoration of the balance.
This balance, according to Cossiga, is lacking currently. SALT II freezes the
strategic component. The conventional armaments component is imbalanced and can't be
evened out through negotiations. Restoration of the balance therefore is only possible via
TNF. In addition we are confronted by new Soviet weapons. In this context, Cossiga
pointed out that although he can understand the U.S. view that the Backfires are a
regional weapon, experts had pointed out to him that they quickly could be transformed
into strategic weapons. The situation was extremely dangerous. The Soviet Union kept
Europe, North-Africa, the Middle-East, and Pakistan over a barrel with weapons of great
precision which through their mobility, moreover, are practically invulnerable; and in this
conversation Cossiga was not even going to talk about China. It is a situation which
politically could be tempting for the S.U.. Military superiority can be translated into
diplomatic and political superiority. In this situation the danger of a conventional arms
race cannot be eliminated, with a chance for local conflicts.
Added to that is the advanced age of Soviet leaders. What will a change in the
Soviet leadership mean? According to Cossiga there are discussions within the Soviet
leadership about the future course. What consequences will Tito's death have? All these
uncertainties make the situation even more dangerous.
After this general evaluation Cossiga discussed TNF-modernization directly. We
should not dramatize the decision. It does not represent a change in the NATO-strategy,
more a confirmation of it. A decision not to modernize would on the other hand represent
a change in strategy and it would damage the Western negotiating position and the
2
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Presumably: Secretary-General.
Franco Maria Malfatti, foreign minister.

possiblities to achieve disarmament. There has to be a consensus within NATO, with
participation at least of the US, the UK, the nuclearized countries (FRG, Italy, Benelux),
and Denmark and Norway. Cossiga underlined particularly the great importance of the
support of all nuclearized countries for this decision.
To a question of mine whether this general support was a condition for a positive
Italian position, Cossiga said that the condition was a unanimous political decision for
modernization. Deployment in all concerned countries was not a condition, although
extremely important. The goal after all was to maintain the multilateral nature of the
alliance; one had to prevent the emergence of a bilateral connection between the US and
FRG. This would be an extremely dangerous development. The FRG should not be
placed in an isolated position by its European allies.
Italy is also convinced of the importance of the above because in case of a crisis
with the FRG it will have to take the first blow. The troops stationed in Hungary are
meant to march via Slovenia to Italy (Cossiga said that several years ago a Sovietdelegate to the MBFR-talks said as much to his Italian colleague).
Cossiga next moved to an initial analysis of Brezhnev's speech in Berlin, which
he characterized as the beginning of a large propaganda-offensive, aimed particularly at
the Netherlands and Italy. The speech was a cocktail of offers, which possibly are a
signal for MBFR, but whose concrete significance is difficult to estimate, and of threats
(no nuclear weapons against countries that do not deploy them). About TNF Brezhnev
had hardly spoken at all; he had walked around the only realistic solution, namely no
longer produce and next destroy.
At this point Malfatti intervened and said that NATO ought to respond to
Brezhnev's speech and in a non-polemical way. Cossiga reacted by saying that we can't
pretend to have understood everything.
Finally Cossiga pointed to the problem of the single or the dual-key regarding
nuclear weapons. In contrast to the FRG, Italy continues to attach importance to a dualkey system also for new weapons.

Next, Prime-Minister Van Agt provided a long explanation of the political
situation in the Netherlands in regard to the TNF-issue. His remarks about the connection
made in the Netherlands between SALT II ratification and the introduction of a decision
regarding TNF-modernization provoked a (quasi?) surprised reaction by Cossiga, who
viewed an earlier decision regarding modernization as a condition for the ratification of
SALT II, otherwise he envisoned the emergence his dreaded bilateral Washington-Bonn
axis. I then pointed at the for us essential and central element of arms control in the
decisionmaking over TNF, with SALT II ratification a condition.
Following this there ensued a debate over the time when the decisions about TNFmodernization should be taken. Cossiga underlined his concern about increasing Soviet-

pressure directed to the Netherlands, Italy, and the left wing of the SPD, if a decision
would be delayed until the December NAC. His preference was for a decision in the
NPG. In response, we responded negatively, both for internal political reasons and
because of the importance of the disarmament element, for which a clearly demonstrable
contribution of the Foreign Ministers is essential. Cossiga wondered what the NPG would
be expected to do in that case. He did not agree with us that the NPG only needed to take
note of official reports. From our side it was noted that the bridging report's evaluation
cannot be done just by the Defense Ministers.
Cossiga's next suggestion, to let the PRs 4 in Brussels decide under instructions
from their governments directly following the NPG meeting, we also rejected, both
because of the time-element and because of the importance of the matter, whose
importance required decisionmaking in the presence of ministers. Cossiga then wondered
if the dates of the various meetings could not be advanced. This we also resisted,
incidentally supported by Malfatti. In the Netherlands this would be seen as a surprise
tactic, with all negative political consequences, and the Soviets could see it as evidence of
uncertainty, if not panic. We have maintained the position that the decisionmaking
program and the dates fixed for the meetings should be kept without change.
The discussion, which incidentally was conducted in a friendly atmosphere with
understanding for each other's problems, did not lead to a joint conclusion; on the
contrary, it is clear that the Italian views (we have made our decision, this should be
confirmed in the alliance as quickly as possible, because otherwise domestic forces,
egged on by the S.U., will become ever stronger) are diametrically opposed to ours (all
emphasis on a gradual decisionmaking, where the primary importance given to the arms
control element will be realized fully). We decided to continue the contacts, also at the
ministerial level, in the near future.
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Permanent Representatives.

-Contributed by William Burr.

Memorandum of conversation
Archive of A.A.M. van Agt, box 41, TNF file, Catholic Documentation Center,
University Nijmegen
Translation from the Dutch and footnotes: Ruud van Dijk, University of Amsterdam
-----

MINISTER OF DEFENSE

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
copy no. 2, of 4 copies

1

The Hague
Short report of the dicussion with David Aaron 2 on October 22 1979 at 13:30 hours at
Valkenburg airfield. 3
————————————————————————————————————
Aaron began by discussing how the trip had been a good one so far. He was very much
impressed with the choice of position of the other allies. That went both for the English
[sic] and for the Germans and the Italians. He recalled especially that the Germans had
now made their decision in line with the recommendations of both reports, 4 and that in
Italy even the socialists are supportive. As regards Belgium, he was impressed by
Simonet's statement. 5 He said to be aware of our contacts with the Belgians and asked
what we knew of their position. Generally therefore, a fairly positive situation has
emerged. Brezhnev's letter has not been able to change this.
In my first reply I have not responded to the question about the Belgians but asked the
United States response to the points I have raised with Harold Brown 6 . Aaron replied
approximately along the following lines: We have discussed and considered the issues
raised by the Netherlands very carefully and all the way to the highest level. "We would
like" 7 that the Netherlands will participate in this matter. This is important for the
alliance.
To this my side-note that it struck me that this was a fairly weak formulation of the
desirability of Dutch participation.
He did here, incidentally, immediately again point to the German position of not being
able to act alone.
1

Dutch Defense Minister Willem Scholten.
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The United States want to help the Netherlands with its political problems. We want to be
"so helpful" as is possible, but there are limits. There is an "emerging" consensus in the
alliance and it cannot be endangered by making important changes in the proposed plans
at this stage of the decisionmaking.
For my part I have reacted to this immediately with several remarks along the lines of:
Until now there has only been decisionmaking at the level of the experts. Second: Several
weeks ago I have delivered in a very clear way a political message to our most important
ally, the United States. You yourself have determined the order of your trip through
Europe, in spite of our request to do it in another way, this request also caused by the fact
that today the Prime-Minister and Foreign Minister are not present. Under these
circumstances you cannot say there is an emerging consensus at the political level. I have
next added to this, that I absolutely do not want to be placed in a position that through
this order and this consultation we would be confronted with established facts.
As regards the separate points:
The connection with SALT II.
Aaron pointed out that an official reservation in the decsionmaking would work
extremely counterproductively in regard to the ratification of SALT II.
I have said that if it would reach a positive decision, the Dutch government in any case
would do this on the condition that SALT II would have to be ratified, but I still hope, I
have added, that this is a non-problem.
Aaron next explained again, following McGiffert, 8 that there is hope, and also a
reasonable expectation that the decisionmaking will be completed this year, or at least
early next year.
He understood that the Netherlands would have to make a reservation on this point in its
agreement, but, he emphasized again, if that would have to be included formally in the
decision document it would be a very difficult matter for the United States.
The Dutch nuclear tasks.
Regarding the ADM and the Neptune-task the United States have no problems.
Regarding the F-16 they do, but after an internal struggle they have accepted it the way
we envision it.
The shift-study.
They are in agreement with the implementation of this study, also as concerns the
number. They do note emphatically that the Dutch government should realize clearly that
the more concessions were made to the Netherlands, this would also have an impact on
the decisionmaking in other countries, e.g. in the Federal Republic, and that this too codetermined the American position.
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David McGiffert, U.S. Assistant Secretary of Defense and chair of NATO's High Level
Group.

He believed that we went very far in regard to our nuclear tasks, and that this way we
created the danger of undermining our total nuclear position. It is therefore a very
difficult step for us, according to Aaron, to agree to this. Therefore, Aaron said, we call
on you to help us in turn in the decisionmaking, and this has to happen in regard to the
number of 572, because on this point I have to state in all clarity that we cannot accept
your proposal to reduce to 50%.
Everyone has agreed to 572 and it would be a fundamental change in the structure of our
approach if now we went to 50%. On top of that we do not really understand why you
come with it and what is at the basis of you 50% idea.
Why can you not live with the Schmidt formula, and where does this 50% come from?
For my part, I have explained why we cannot accept such a high number. I have pointed
out, among other things, that this production decision as a starting point basically
assumes that the arms control talks with the Russians will have no result. It is not a denial
of the value of the expert reports, but it is a political judgment in response to these
reports.
In defense of his position Aaron has pointed to two effects. In the first place in regard to
the Amerian Congress. He explained that in the American budgetary system permission
for a purchase such as this one is given all at once and that the Congress will not release
funds in phases.
Next he explained at length why in his judgment a lower level for the production decision
will have a very negative influence on the Soviet Union's willingness to make
concessions.
And third he pointed out that in his view the President of the United States would lose all
respect domestically if he would now come with a decision that was only 50% of what
the military experts said it would have to be. The same number as has been proposed is
an essential given for the United States.
For my part I have said that I will of course report on this dicussion to the Prime-Minister
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, but that I did not expect that this would lead to a
different position on the Dutch side. On the contrary, if they were in the country today, I
said, I would probably bring the message to breakfast tomorow that I had been instructed
to defend our position with our European allies with double emphasis.
I have also pointed to the connection to MBFR. He reported that the United States would
like to get to a simplified MBFR-proposal in order to give an impetus to the MBFRdiscussions.
Returning to the number, Aaron also pointed out that in his view the 50% will become a
ceiling, and he added: What certainty do we have that, when the conditions will not have
been met, a next Dutch cabinet will be willing to participate in a raising of that ceiling.
Aaron asked me how I wanted to proceed. I said that I did not have any concrete ideas
about that at this moment, but that, as he knew, in the coming days I will have
discussions with my European colleagues.

Aaron emphasized at the end once again that there are limits for the United States which
cannot be crossed. It is too far now still to be able to go back. If there was something else
with which we could help the Netherlands, we'd be happy to do so. Our negative position
on this point, according to Aaron, should not give the impression that we do not
appreciate the efforts of the Dutch cabinet to come to a positive solution.
For my part I have concluded the matter by noting that in this way a very difficult
situation has emerged.
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Dear Mr. General Secretary:
Let me first express my gratitude that you deemed it appropriate to resume our
exchange of opinions. I note concern in your words that things could move in a wrong
direction, and I note the desire to prevent this from happening. I share your concern,
and I share your desire.
My reply will be given in the same frank and friendly openness without which we could
not have built the relationship between our states we need to preserve and expand.
Obviously you are aware of the advance in information you obtain as the head of a global
power – in comparison to myself who no longer is in a position of direct governmental
power in my country. However, still working to continue our endeavor and not being a
participant in important issues of global events, maybe I can contribute just because of
my current position to the prevention of things moving in the wrong direction. I am
doing this without expertise in many technical details of arms development. Important
as this is, it must not, however, be decisive and determining, if statesmen would not
want to become the supreme experts.
The situation seems confused: The Americans are telling us after SALT II they need to
create a counterbalance in the wake of growing Soviet superiority in the area of
intermediate nuclear forces. Our position within the Alliance [NATO] is such that we
cannot evade this issue. Your country is telling us it enjoys no superiority, and it does
not aspire to achieve it. I believe your country enjoys conventional superiority. I believe
your country assembles superiority in the field of medium‐range missiles. There the
West is lagging behind, and it does not want to be it that way.
I know of nothing to counter the argument that, with the build‐up of the SS‐20 and the
bomber we call “Backfire”, the Soviet Union is changing the balance reached to its own
favor. I am a convinced supporter of the position that there only is joint security, that a
security partnership must be created ‐ and that a creation of imbalances does prevent all
this.
I do not know much to counter the argument that the West with its new plans would not
only equalize but create for itself additional security if its plans would be implemented
in their entirety – what the Soviet Union would not be willing to accept.
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Therefore we are facing the danger of a new arms race that does not create more
security but more insecurity. Moreover, it might result in us forgetting, for all those
plans pertaining to our military security directed against each other, that we must
develop cooperation between ourselves. Otherwise on both sides we do not build more
confidence but more mistrust. This must not be our future. Who wants to prevent this
from happening has to insist that both sides sit down on a table, in order to put
everything on this table what both sides possess.
I see that you want this. The West does desire this as well. I am not ignorant of the fact
that there may be forces in the West who want to seize the opportunity to strive for a
new superiority over the Soviet Union, or who seriously do not want to achieve a result
at all, or who benefit when relations between Bonn and Moscow are worsening. I cannot
make these forces disappear with a magic wand; yet one must not surrender to them. I
hold the opinion that there is no alternative to negotiations.
You have made interesting and important proposals of good will in [East] Berlin. Later
you let follow up with additions and precisions. This way you have set more in motion
than certain Soviet statements want to believe. It will have an impact on planned
Western decisions. You know my comments and those of my party on this issue. I want
to add here: Unilateral measures can also be withdrawn unilaterally; offers for
negotiations must be taken. I am happy that the Federal Chancellor [Helmut Schmidt]
has also made a unilateral offer. 1,000 nuclear warheads can be considered a match with
1,000 tanks and 20,000 men. Of course, both sides can say this is not about most
advanced material. But what does it matter? It is just demonstrating that each side has
different superiorities it can reduce without any danger for its own security. Yet even
from here we arrive at the same result: There is no alternative to negotiations, and
nothing can substitute for internationally binding agreements.
I do not want to discuss developments that led to this situation since it is not productive.
I cannot exclude mistakes on our side the same way as mistakes on your side.
Everything must be focused on a sobering view of the situation, and how to steer events
in the right direction. What is sober? NATO will make decisions on December 12. Yet for
certainly three to four years no new weapons systems will be deployed. I read with
interest that you focused in your Berlin speech on deployment. This is indeed the
important issue. Therefore let us use the time we have.
I also realize that some can only envisage a result that, similarly as in the case of SALT II,
will also agree in the field of so‐called Euro‐strategic arms on a balance, and adding for
the West an additional component to the current situation. I am saying it openly: I would
not be enthusiastic over such an outcome, yet at least it would be a joint outcome. Better
and worthier, though, would be a result that would not lead to additional medium‐range
missiles on the Western side. Such requires reciprocity from your side. Not only my
Soviet interlocutors but also other conversation partner are in doubt whether it is
realistic to build these arms first but then do not deploy them. However, this is just what
we must undertake, in particular for the global balance you emphasized and whose
constant preservation I deem important. Whether we will succeed in reaching a
negotiation result with a balance of security and no new missiles on the Western side,
depends to major extent on your side.
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There is not much we can argue with our American allies as long as they can refer to the
ongoing Soviet production. Myself I feel secure with the achieved relative balance and I
do not need missiles that can reach Soviet territory from here. Yet in order to avoid the
deployment of such missiles, I need the certainty that the existing balance is not further
unilaterally changed by the Soviet side.
At no point did the SPD voice any doubts about its position and its determination. Its
board has prepared clear resolutions on foreign and security policy certain to pass at
our forthcoming party congress. Those passages will certainly be forwarded to you
directly. The SPD reiterates the policy of the [Eastern] treaties, the central importance of
our relationship with the Soviet Union, the further construction of our long‐term
cooperation, and the declaration agreed during your visit [to Bonn] that nobody strives
for military superiority, and that approximate balance and parity is sufficient to
guarantee defense. On questions of security policy the upcoming party congress will
probably confirm the Hamburg [SPD previous party congress] resolution on the neutron
bomb. Furthermore, there is a proposal to allow for no automatic trigger on the
medium‐range missile issue. The course of negotiations and expected results must
permit at every juncture the option to review and revise decisions. For those reasons,
the Federal Government shall only consent to such a decision if it contains a clause to
refrain from deploying such weapons if arms control negotiations reach satisfactory
results. In our opinion the goal of negotiations is to render the deployment of additional
medium‐range missiles in Central Europe moot. In other words: In consideration of the
Federal Republic of Germany’s obligations to the [NATO] Alliance, and in light of the
need to support the Federal Government, the SPD wants even in the [federal German]
election year [1980] to continue the policy of peaceful cooperation with peoples of
Eastern Europe. Yet the SPD needs partners for this undertaking.
You have referred to the visit by my friends from the Socialist International [to Moscow].
It received attention that you took your time to welcome the delegation. We have
accepted a report in Lisbon [at the Socialist International congress] and decided to deal
foremost with issues of disarmament and arms control at our congress in fall next year.
Party leaders will discuss them already in early February in Vienna. There is growing
conviction that increasing expenditures for armaments are economic nonsense, in the
East as well as in the West. They are hardly justifiable in the light of problems faced by
mankind. We have to draw consequences from that.
Again it becomes clear: the necessary negotiations must take place. I don’t see your fear
as justified that they will be conducted from a “position of strength” after NATO’s
December decision. In fact, the NATO decision will mean that not just the Soviet Union
will continue to produce [medium‐range missiles] but the United States as well. If you
would have been willing to announce an unilateral stop of production, in my opinion
NATO’s intended December decision would not have been further pursued. Yet aside
from all other elements, I notice in both your and in the Western position also the desire
to do nothing what could impair the ratification of SALT II. I welcome that the four years
between the decision to start production and the option for deployment will build up
certain time pressure for the negotiations. It affects both sides and ought to be exploited
in a positive manner. There is also always the option to ask jointly for further time if
negotiations do make progress.
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I think it is very important to use this time. I mean this: The coming year need not
become a lost year due to elections in the United States and in my country. In practical
terms it means not to waste the first months of next year without preparations for
negotiations. We have the highest interest in them although we do not possess nuclear
weapons and also do not want to acquire them.
I outlined to you in all frankness how I assess the situation. You will therefore be able to
see that I share your efforts to save Europe from a relapse into mindless tensions. I
believe this is possible. If I would not deem it possible to pursue what I have outlined
with prospect for success, I would not want to deceive you.
In all honesty.
Sincerely
Willy Brandt
To the Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet and
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee
Mr. Leonid I. Brezhnev
Moscow
[Translated for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer].
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Report of the discussion between First Minister [EM] Martens and Prime-Minister van
Agt and Min. Van der Klaauw on Tuesday December 4, 1979 Brussels, in the presence of
their advisers Thuysbaert and Merckelbach.
————————————————————————————————————
PM gives a picture of the possibilities, impossibilities, and risks for the Dutch cabinet in
the TNF matter. Between Belgium and the Netherlands at least this parallel exists, that
the possibilities of an integral acceptance of the draft decisions submitted to the NATO
council of December 12 -- the "IDD" -- 2 are becoming more limited by the day. The
situation in the Netherlands can be summarized as follows. The left parties do not want a
decision other than the annoucement of a moratorium, that is to say that the proposal is
made to the Soviet Union to stop further deployment of new systems and to start
negotiations. D'66 too 3 -- strongly on the rise according to the most recent opinion polls - has chosen this course during its party congress last Saturday. Of the parties supporting
the cabinet the VVD 4 will accept the IDD  unconditionally, just like several small rightof-center parties, together 30-35 seats out of 150 in the Second Chamber. 5 The other
governing party, the CDA, 6 straddles both sides and is hopelessly divided: 2 of the 49
CDA-delegation members are, as principled atom-pacifists, against any modernization
decision whatsoever; they want to see all nuclear weapons removed from the
Netherlands. On the other side 10 to 15 CDA-members of parliament believe that the
1
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that is to say, what one believes to be in the IDD. [note in original]
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IDD* will have to be accepted unconditionally, a position, therefore, taken altogether by
maximally 50 members of parliament. The other CDA-members (32 to 37) hold the key.
For many among them the position to be taken has not yet been determined, but it is
certain that they will not accept an unconditional yes to the IDD. In light of this situation
it is impossible for the cabinet -- which, with the support of the right-wing parties, will
only be able to do without 5 or 6 CDA-votes -- to accept the IDD unconditionally. This
would be political suicide. The situation can deteriorate further. The discussion in the
Netherlands has reached a state of frenzy the last couple of days displaying parapsychotic characteristics, thus making it practically uncontrollable. The cabinet would be
willing to commit political suicide if this would benefit NATO, but the opposite is the
case. A new coalition undoubtedly will distance itself further from the IDD and with it
from NATO membership. According to the latest opinion polls the Netherlands would
have a left majority (PvdA 7 + D'66) for the first time in an election now -- albeit a narrow
one -- even without the support of the extreme left parties.
Against that background the PM does not feel bad at all about trying to preserve the
cabinet no matter what and to make the best of it vis-a-vis the NATO-allies. The cabinet
will not let itself be forced to a rejection of the IDD; in that case it will maintain its
integrity and resign. An unconditional acceptance of the IDD is, as said, not a realistic
possibility either. The point is to find a middle way that deviates as little as possible from
the IDD.
FM remarks that the situation in Belgium has become very complicated because -- aside
from the normal contradictions -- through the change of the guard a number of prominent
officials from the recent past (Tindemans, v.d. Boeynants, Cools, de Clerk) are playing
their own part in parliament. As regards the TNF-matter, the Flemish socialists have
already taken a position that does not differ much from the position of the P.v.d.A. The
Wallonian socialists -- led by Simonet who in regard to NATO continues the tradition of
Spaak -- do not share this position so far. They will have a party council meeting about
this next Saturday. The Christian Democrats in large majority are in favor of a decision
that follows the IDD; a minority, especially on Flemish side, is against this. The
opposition -- the liberals -- are in favor. The problems, caused especially by the attitude
of the Flemish socialists perhaps followed by the Wallonian socialists, therefore are
especially within the coalition and within the cabinet which is under threat anyway as a
result of the usual Flemish-Wallonian contradictions. Some speculate that the Flemish
socialists will not take risks in the TNF-matter in the interest of a solution of the general
internal problems. This is not certain, however. How the Flemish Christian-Democrats
will position themselves depends especially on the attitude of Tindemans who, although
thusfar always strongly pro-NATO, now takes a more reserved position. Of the 56
Flemish Christian-Democrats 10 are expected to have reservations. The problem for the
cabinet lies particularly with the Flemish socialists who will be against the IDD en masse.
EM has understood from PM that the Dutch cabinet does not want to respond with no to
the IDD and cannot respond with yes, but that it looks for a middle way that approaches
the IDD as closely as possible. That has been considered in Brussels too, with the result
that the suggestion has been put to EM to accept the IDD on December 12, but to
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postpone implementation -- also the production decision -- by six months. In that period
arms control talks should get underway and offer reasonable prospects.
MP remarks that the Dutch cabinet is being moved to a position that does not differ from
the EM's suggestion in a fundamental way, although it does in a procedural one. About
the six month term the CDA will without doubt note that the negotiations will not be able
to develop in such a short time period. On the other hand the decision to deploy will not
have to be postponed until 1983 for the CDA if the actual deployment can begin.
EM points out that his suggestion also means that the implementation of the production
decision will be postponed for six months. This differs fundamentally from the Danish
idea to postpone the decision itself for six months and to negotiate first. In the
preliminary Belgian view the decision would have to be implemented automatically if
after six months the negotiations have not begun or have progressed insufficiently. This
will stimulate the SU quickly to start negotiations and to conduct them seriously.
MP believes that a postponement of the implementation can only apply to the production
because the deployment can only begin in 1983. In the IDD therefore there only is talk of
a decision in regard to deployment; the decision about production is not mentioned there.
This follows from the fact that the European NATO-countries do no decide about
production. This exclusively an American decision which is fully an American
responsibility. PM is happy with this because in the Netherlands there also exist major
objections to the large number of 572 warheads. The formulation chosen in the IDD
simplifies the political problem for the Dutch cabinet somewhat because it no longer has
to rail against the large number. With that, one of the friction points with NATO has been
removed. On the other hand this formulation does complicate the preliminary Belgian
view.
EM argues that a decision for deployment does imply a decision about production. If
Belgium agrees to the deployment of 48 GLCMs 8 on its territory the US will produce,
otherwise it will not. As known, for political reasons the Federal Republic does not want
to take a positive decision about deployment alone. Militarily it makes no difference if 48
GLCMs are deployed in Belgium or whether 48 extra go to the Federal Republic; the
issue is the political spread of the deployment. EM has no idea of the intentions of the US
if NATO would not be able to come to a positive decision.
PM acknowledges that politically there does indeed exist a clear connection between the
production and deployment decisions.
EM repeats that he is positively inclined toward the suggestion made to him to take a
decision now but delay implementation for some time. The six-month term he mentioned
is negotiable. EM notes that also in the argument of the PM the objective should be a
nuanced decision that approaches the IDD as closely as possible and does not affect the
cohesion of the alliance.
PM believes that for the best possible end-result the procedure from now on is of the
greatest importance. It is in everyone's interest to guard against one government getting
into even greater difficulties through premature statements by another. It cannot be that a
partly negative positition of country A influences the positioning of country B or country
C, and vice versa. This is why governments which have difficulties with the IDD have to
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air these as late as possible. PM has understood that the Belgian cabinet will determine its
position next Sunday. He ask if this could also be Monday.
EM confirms that the Belgian cabinet is scheduled to meet next Sunday but adds that
technically it is possible only to take the decision on Monday. A practical problem here is
that the party boards tend to meet every Monday and afterwards issue communiques.
That problem can be met by having the cabinet decide on Monday morning. It has
already been announced that the cabinet will decide on Sunday and that day there also is
a large demonstration in Brussels with participation also from the Netherlands.
PM thinks it is highly preferable for both to decide in the course of Monday.
EM agrees and would like to agree also, now or later, to do so at the same hour.
PM would most like to see the decsions be taken Monday evening, but he fully
understands that this causes problems for EM in connection with the party board
meetings.
EM agrees that both cabinets decide Monday evening without making this known ahead
of time. EM asks if there can be further contact about the contents of the position to be
taken.
PM Supports this. This could happen by telephone or in a new meeting like now. Both
agree that Thuysbaert and Merckelbach will keep in contact about this.
EM points out that the core cabinet meets tomorrow to discuss a text being prepared by
Min. Simonet. The suggestion EM made is not yet known to the cabinet.
PM remarks that in the Netherlands only ministers v.d. Klaauw and Scholten are aware of
all developments. Both agree only to inform the ministers of F.A. 9 and Def. about the
content of this discussion.
EM receives the suggestion to organize a meeting of the five directly involved heads of
government before December 12. This would have to be a secret meeting, for example in
the neighborhood of Aachen. Should Mrs. Thatcher be present too?
PM expects that Schmidt will want this because Mrs. Thatcher has the firmest position
vis-a-vis TNF-modernization. It appears to him virtually impossible to keep a meeting of
five heads of government a secret. MP certainly does not want to reject the suggestion by
EM, but he does want to consider it further and discuss it with the Ministers of F.A. and
Def. He will also put the suggestion to colleagues Cossiga and Mrs. Thatcher on
Thursday.
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Report of the conversation between Presidente del Consiglio Cossiga and Prime-Minister
Van Agt on Thursday December 6 1979 in Rome, in the presence of their advisors
Belinguer and Merckelbach, and of B. Riputto, interpreter
P.C. gives a view of the developments of the past days that have led finally that the
Chamber in a secret vote has with a large majority accepted a motion inspired by the
government. In the end, it turned out not to be necessary to ask for a vote of confidence.
This motion contained the following elements: (1) rapid ratification of SALT II; (2)
deliberately strive for detente and disarmament; (3) modernization TNF is necessary in
light of the imbalance that has arisen in this area; (4) modernization TNF only to the
point required by this imbalance; (5) every Soviet reduction of TNF weapons during or
after the negotiations must be followed by reductions in the NATO program, both as
concerns production and deployment. Linked to this the desire that it will turn out not to
be necessary for NATO to move to deployment of TNF weapons and that NATO will be
able to start immediate and courageous negotiations with the SU.
The acceptance of this motion by a large majority (380-220?) meant a major defeat for
the communist party. The German SPD-congres has according to PC been a great
influence on the course and outcome of this debate. He does not expect significant
problems during the debate in the Senate, this coming Monday.
P.M. remarks that his political friends would barely allow him to congratulate the Italian
government with the outcome of this debate. His mission in the European capitals and in
Washington is a completely different one. Four weeks ago, the CDA has asked of the
government that it make the effort to convince the allies that it would be better now to
take a decision about the production, and only much later--for example 2 years--a
decision about deployment. Back then, this was the view of all 49 CDA members of the
Second Chamber. The government has in response declared itself willing to take this
message to the allies, adding that, in case the allies are not receptive, a new situation will
arise in which the government should reconsider its position. The past four weeks the
following developments have occurred. From the allies no positive reaction to the
decoupling idea was received initially. Last week, however, a suprising shift has come in
the position of Denmark, which however only plays a minor role in this matter. More
important is that in the past couple of days shifts are also ocurring in the so far firm
position of Belgium. One of the factors playing a role here undoubtedly is the influence
of the P.v.d.A. on the Flemish socialists. The situation already is such that colleague
Martens worries greatly over the conduct of the Flemish socialists in the coalition. In the
Netherlands itself the situation gets worse by the day for those who 4 weeks ago were
still in favor of decoupling. What is happening in the Netherlands has elements of a mass

psychotic development, fanned by the biggest part of press and tv which is tinted
radically. This development washes like a wave over the cabinet and because it is
irrational, it is incontrollable also. PM fears therefore that next week the Dutch cabinet
will get into great difficulties, both within NATO and in The Hague. Given this situation,
the Dutch government could take three positions:
(1) It could decide to agree with the decisions expressed in the IDD, including the high
number of 572 warheads. This almost certainly means political suicide; the cabinet will
be blown away. Result of that is (a) a political crisis (in itself not interesting to the allies),
but also (b) not a yes from the Netherlands to NATO and (c) almost certainly a new
Dutch cabinet that will distance itself far from NATO. The way things stand now it is not
even certain that PM will get agreement for this position from the entire cabinet. In other
words, if he tried to push this through, there is a good chance that even prior to December
12 a crisis will arise within the cabinet, which then will see the departure of the ministers
originating in the ARP.
(2) The government could note a majority has grown in the Netherlands, including
parliament, which does not allow it to consent to any kind of decision. The government
accepts this in sadness as a fact of life, reports this to NATO and remains in power. But
NATO is then confronted with a member state distancing itself from the alliance. The
consequences of that could sooner or later spread to other allies.
(3) The government can try to find a position in between these first two options, enabling
it (a) to survive, and (b) not to have to give NATO a full no. Put differently, a position
that partially does, and partially does not accept the draft-decisions by NATO.
To be concrete, PM tries to reach a position--the cabinet is not yet aware of this, but he
will give it his best effort--approximately consisting of the following: (1) some grumbling
about the in Dutch eyes far too high number of 572 warheads. More than grumbling will
not be necessary because NATO does not decide production. The US decides production
and also pays for it. (2) The maximum PM perhaps can achieve is a "commitment to
commit" in the following sense: the government expresses now that the Netherlands will
accept GLCMs on its territory when at the end of 1981 it would have to conclude that the
negotiations with the SU, opened in the meantime, have not produced satisfying results.
The Netherlands will not answer this question on its own but in consultation with the
allies. (3) Finally there will have to be a certain adjustment of the Dutch nuclear tasks
already present. This is an issue of secondary importance about which minister Scholten
is consulting with his fellow Defense ministers and which, it appears, will be brought to a
solution.
PM realizes that this kind of position will signify a serious disappointment for the allies.
Nonetheless, even with a position like this it is not yet certain that he will survive
politically, although he does give himself a reasonable chance. He is, however, prepared
to sacrifice his cabinet if this could yield any kind of advantage for NATO. The opposite
unfortunately is the case.
PC asks if the Dutch cabinet will reserve such a position only for itself or plead that all of
NATO follows this line.
PM has to continue until next Wednesday to represent with great conviction the message
that all NATO countries should decide in this sense, in the interest of his political
survival. He realizes, however, very well that this message will not be received. The latter
position is therefore in fact that the Netherlands makes a reservation in regard to the

Dutch share of the GLCMs. During the conversation in Villa d'Este1 PM said that he
could not imagine that the Netherlands would get in such a position because we are not a
people that lets others carry the load while keeping its own hands clean. To his regret he
was wrong in this.
PC points out that the Italian government has the ability to do anything within the limits
of the position now approved by the parliament. PM should not expect a hardening
toward the Netherlands from Italy. PC thinks it of great importance that the Netherlands
does not get into a position where it actually becomes separate from NATO. If a price
needs to be paid for that, Italy is willing to do so. The decoupling however is difficult to
accept; PC has always been convinced that the SU is only willing to enter realistic
negotiations if NATO takes a clear decision both on production and on deployment. The
decoupling idea would seriously weaken the chance for real negotiations. PC does think it
possible to accept this idea as a Dutch reservation, for two reasons: (1) the limited
number of GLCMs assigned to the Netherlands; (2) de geographic position of the
Netherlands. The guiding countries here are the FRG and Italy, because of their location
and in connection with Austria's neutrality. In case of a conflict, this neutrality will be a
formal matter. Not only because Austria itself would then abandon it; also because Italy
would then be obligated to keep open the connection with the FRG via Austrian territory.
In regard to the Tyrolian minority this will not cause problems; it is strongly anti-SU and
more oriented toward the FRG than to Austria. The heart of the matter is the agreement
between the FRG and Italy. PC has assured the Bundeskanzler that Italy will not leave the
FRG to stand alone. This is not only in the interest of NATO, but of Europe as a whole.
An isolated FRG would be obligated to a frightening rearmament or it would have to play
the card of German reunification on the basis of neutrality. PC believes that after the
acceptance of the IDD by the UK --this is certain-- , by Italy --90% certain-- and the FRG
--also certain-- a Dutch reservation in the form of a pactum de contiatendo is acceptable.
Such a reservation would have to go along with a clear statement that the Netherlands
subscribes to NATO and the goal of the TNF-operation, acknowledging this way that
given the superiority of the SU in the grey zone, NATO is compelled to restore the
balance. In this way, NATO's negotiating strength would not significantly be affected by
a Dutch reservation. To take this position, PC does need to be certain of the agreement of
the Bundeskanzler. He will also seek confirmation from the US whether this is an
acceptable reservation. PC's willingness, therefore, is conditional on the agreement of the
FRG and the result of the soundings in the US. PC asks when the Dutch cabinet will
decide.
PM considers this a crucial issue. He is determined to have this decision as late as
possible, in any case not before next Monday evening. The later the Dutch cabinet
decides, the smaller the risk that other governments experience negative consequences
from it. Speaker will go to London today for a meeting with colleague Thatcher, and
tomorrow to Washington, where at 11:45 am he will have a meeting with President
Carter and others. If before that time colleague Cossiga were able to get in contact with
the Americans, this would only be welcome.

1

Ruud van Dijk note: Van Agt-Cossiga meeting, October 13, 1979.

The day before yesterday the PM has spoken with Prime-Minister Martens who wonders
if it would not be helpful to organize a secret meeting this coming weekend between the
heads of government of the five European countries directly involved with the TNFmodernization. PM has neither accepted, nor rejected this idea, but promised that he
would raise this with PC and mrs. Thatcher.
PC cannot react to this immediately. Keeping such a meeting secret is extremely difficult.
He also wonders how the US would react to this. PC will evaluate this idea further with
his advisors and let PM know.
PM sees the same objections as PC. Such a meeting cannot be kept secret and will
perhaps create suspicions with certain parliaments.
PC will have this examined further. Additionally, he will contact Bundeskanzler Schmidt
about the Dutch approach, and the Americans, and also--if PM thinks this useful-- the
Brits.
PM considers the latter not without value, but the key lies primarily with the FRG and
US.
There is agreement that PM and PC will keep in touch, directly by telephone or through
their advisors Berliguer and Merckelbach.
9/12

handwritten memorandum of conversation
Archive of A.A.A.M. van Agt, box 41, TNF file, Catholic Documentation Centre,
University Nijmegen
translation from the Dutch by Ruud van Dijk
----Very Secret
Only copy
Report of the conversation between PM van Agt [MP] and PM Thatcher on Thursday
December 6 1979 in London in the presence of their advisers Merckelbach and
Alexander ...
MP explains that the situation in the Netherlands for NATO gets worse by the day.
Resistance against TNF modernization increases constantly. There is a mass psychotic
movement washing over the country like a wave. Even in the churches there is preaching
against TNF modernization. MP fears that the Dutch cabinet will not survive this
situation, which in itself is of no importance to PM.
PM does have a stake in this, not only because she has the same opinion on many matters
as MP, but especially because the fall of a cabinet over a NATO matter in whichever
country should be considered a serious matter.
MP remarks that in parliament there actually is a majority resisting any decision
whatsoever, only able to agree to a moratorium, that is to say, do nothing and ask the SU
also to do nothing any more, but to negotiate.
PM asks if this majority wants this regardless of what the SU does; so without quid pro
quo.
MP replies that one does not want an endless moratorium; some want it for 1 year, others
for 1/2 year, just like the Danes. In this situation the Dutch cabinet can choose between
three options: (1) accept what is on the table in Brussels. This is only an academic
possibility because it would mean political suicide for the cabinet. NATO then has a
negative reaction from the Netherlands and the next Dutch cabinet will undoubtedly
remove itself much further from NATO than where the current one is being forced to go.
(2) The next option is a position of resignation. The cabinet allows developments to take
their course and does not take a decision on the TNF proposals. In that case, the cabinet
can probably continue to exist, and it will let NATO know that one cannot even expect a
conditional yes from the Netherlands. For NATO this would be an extremly negative
thing; after all, it means the first phase of the Dutch isolation within the alliance. It goes
without saying that speaker is not interested in this solution. (3) The only option open to
the cabinet then is to find a position between these two extremes. The maximum MP
thinks he can reach -- this option has not yet been discussed in the cabinet -- is that the
Netherlands at this time does not agree to the deployment of 48 GLCMs on its territory,
but commits -- "commitment to commit" -- itself to accept GLCMs on its territory in 2
years if at that point it concludes that the negotiations with the SU have not yielded any
concrete results. The Netherlands could only draw the latter conclusion in consultation
with the allies. In light of the fact that many objections have arisen in the Netherlands to
the size of the intended TNF-modernization, the Dutch delegation to the special meeting

next Wednesday will at least have to make some verbal objections. The third element in
this compromise solution is that the Netherlands, accepting a number of GLCMs on its
territory, should be able to drop a number of the current nuclear tasks. About this,
discussions are already taking place between the Defense ministers involved which most
probably will lead to agreement.
MP hopes to find understanding for the difficult position in which the Dutch cabinet finds
itself in spite of his efforts. He is convinced that a firm yes to the NATO proposals, no
matter how heroic, will have no advantage whatsoever but only disadvantages for NATO.
PM ask how the population has come to this attitude and how the more right-wing
parties, like the VVD, which is to her right, position themselves.
MP replies that the VVD wants to accept the NATO proposals unconditionally, just like
the other right-wing parties. This, however, is no help because the cabinet only has a
majority of two seats and will only be able to do without 5 to 7 of the 49 CDA votes. The
CDA is hopelessly divided over this issue.
PM asks if the CDA will remain divided if the government asks for a vote of confidence.
In the UK this is an adequate means to get a rejected proposal through Parliament.
MP replies that a separate vote of confidence is not customary in the Netherlands. The
vote over for example the TNF issue counts as a vote of confidence if the government ties
its fate to it. How a large part of the population has come to this view has several
explanations. A deep dislike of everything connected with nuclear energy is growing,
also peacful applications. This dislike now focuses on TNF-modernization also because
the government here actually has something to decide. The young have no memory any
more of the war; often they do not see why one should object to the Russians. The Dutch
people is a people of theologians, some more so, others less. This also means the
Dutchman is a super individualist; each has his own conscience that is decisive, everyone
reads the Bible and has his own interpretation. MP next points out that since 1977 a
minority of the CDA has been against the current center-right coalition and always has
looked forward to a good opportunity to replace it with a center-left one. This minority
now sees its chance.
PM asks if those who now rail against TNF-modernization never think about the threat
represented by the SS-20 if there was no response from NATO.
MP replies that many of them would prefer a Russian occupation over destruction.
PM remarks that those who prefer being red over being dead ignore the many who are
both red and dead. For many of her generation there is no doubt that Hitler could have
been stopped by timely action. In that case there probably would not have been a world
war with all its horrors. The idea that one could avoid destruction by not resisting is
belied by countless examples from history. The Dutch who think this way, do they also
not want to be defended by the other NATO members. Futhermore, PM does not
understand that people who think so individualistically risk the right to determine their
own fate.
MP points out that one should nonetheless distinguish between several groups. Those
who are principled nuclear pacifists; those who feel safe underneath the American
nuclear umbrella and therefore fail to see why the Netherlands should station nuclear
weapons on its territory, and those who think society so rotten that it does not deserve to
be defended.

PM hopes that the compromise-solution now represented by MP will turn out to be
feasible. She assumes that at least the Dutch cabinet has no objection that NATO defends
the Netherlands and thus has no objection that NATO modernizes while the Netherlands
will decide about its share later, depending on what the SU does. She wonders if the
public information of the population cannot be improved. On English TV these days
images of Russian tanks pulling back from East Germany were accompanied by
commentary stating that this was a psychological trick to keep NATO from modernizing
TNF. At the close of this broadcast it was show with the help of a map how the SS-20s
cover all of Europe while the old NATO TNF cannot even reach the Russian border. This
kind of presentations are convincing, without any commentary.
MP points out that public opinion in the Netherlands is manipulated in a high degree, not
so much by the written press as by TV. The government only has access to very limited
broadcasting time. MP furthermore points out that after the debate in parliament of
November 7, the Dutch cabinet has had to take on the task of convincing the allies that
NATO at this time should only decide on production, and not deployment of the new
TNF-systems. Next, negotiations with the SU should be brought underway in order to
judge in 2 years whether, in light of the course of these negotiations, there should be a
decision to deploy after all.
PM remarks that one really cannot expect from the US that it will produce new TNFsystems without knowing whether and where these can be deployed. She believes that
where possible the allies should follow one line; otherwise the entire TNF-discussion
ends in a victory for the SU. As far as she is concerned MP can tell parliament and the
press that the UK sees nothing in the decoupling idea and is willing to defende the
Netherlands if it does not object to that.
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Report of the discussion between President Carter and min. Vance and MP van Agt and
Min. Van der Klaauw on Friday December 7, 1979 in Washington, in the presence of
Brzezinksi, Aaron, Tammenoms Bakker, and Merckelbach
Pres. Carter has kept himself up-to-date as much as possible on the developments in the
Netherlands. The US-government is determined too to achieve further arms control and
arms reduction in Europe, both nuclear and conventional. This objective requires that the
allies form one front in regard to TNF-modernization and related proposals for
negotiations. Only then will the SU agree to realistic negotiations. The US-government
aimst to seize or create every opportunity for negotiations. One of the first tasks facing
speaker is to get SALT-II accepted by the Senate. Also for that it is important that the
unity of NATO in regard to the TNF-matter is maintained. The Dutch difficulties with
this are known to speaker but he is fully determined to go through with TNFmodernizaton because otherwise negotiations with the SU will not yield any concrete
results. He is fully convinced that the SU will not move to reductions in the SS-20
program if NATO does not reach a joint position in regard to TNF-modernization and the
related proposals for talks.
MP Van Agt points out that the Second Chamber has held the latest debate yesterday on
the TNF-matter; this will not be the final debate. The outcome of this debate is far from
favorable for the government or NATO. The chamber has accepted a motion that in
essence says that presently no decision on production or deployment should be taken. In
the given situation three options are available to the Dutch government: (1) It can bow its
head and recognize that there is a majority ruling from parliament against the production
and deployment proposals. The government, however, is not prepared to accept this
ruling automatically as a fact of life. (2) On the other hand there is the -- theoretical -option to ignore parliament's stipulation and to say yes to all of the proposals of the IDD.
This would mean political suicide, which in itself does not have to be relevant for the US
government, but which will as such have serveral negative effects for NATO. In the first
place it is a bad thing under all circumstances if a government fell because of a NATOmatter. Next it is highly probable that after the fall of this cabinet a new cabinet will
come that will distance itself from NATO. (3) A third option is -- and it [is] highly
preferable for NATO -- that an in-between position is found between the two extremes
just described. Together with the ministers of foreign affairs and defense -- the other
ministers have not yet been fully involved with the preparation of the decision -- speaker
envisions a "commitment to commit" in the sense that this coming Wednesday the
Netherlands declares itself willing to decide in 2 years -- this period is not set in stone -about deployment of GLCMs in the Netherlands if the Dutch cabinet would come to the

conclusion then that the negotiations with the SU have yielded no or insufficient result.
At that point, this conclusion would not be drawn by the Dutch government alone, but in
consultation with the NATO allies.
Min. v.d. Klaauw specifies that in this construction the Dutch government is not bound to
decide at that time, but will have to take a decision about deployment.
MP Van Agt says that in any case a new decision will have to be taken at that time. In
consultation with the allies the Dutch cabinet will then have to make a judgment on the
results of the negotations with the SU and decide about deployment. Pres. Carter is aware
that the Netherlands also has problems with the size of the modernization program of 572
warheads. Following the correspondence on this subject speaker nonetheless feels
compelled to raise this here again.
Pres. Carter asks who exactly, after the indicated time period, would have to judge if the
negotations at that point have been adequate.
MP Van Agt replies that legally this will be a national decision, but that it will be taken in
consultation with the allies. The Netherlands cannot give up part of its sovereignty. The
position now to be taken does make it extremely difficult for the cabinet in power then to
reach a conclusion that deviates from that of the allies.
Brzezinski asks if this position means that next Wednesday the Netherlands will not
oppose NATO's plans but only delay its own decision.
MP Van Agt replies in the affirmative but adds that the Netherlands will still mount some
verbal resistance to the size of the proposed modernization program.
Brzezinski believes that expressing an opinion on the size of the program does not
correspond with the delay of one's own decision.
Pres. Carter agrees. Otherwise this would place the other allies in a difficult position. The
US will negotiate on behalf of the allies, looking for success. This success will be more
difficult to achieve if the Netherlands appears not to be involved with these negotiations
by distancing itself -- temporarily -- from NATO's decision. Speaker asks if it can be
useful to the Dutch cabinet if the US government confirmed once again in a letter -- for
publication -- its commitment to arms control and arms reduction in Europe.
MP Van Agt points out that the in-between position he has outlined goes further than the
decision of parliament, which has categorically rejected a production or deployment
decision at this time.
Brzezinski asks if it is not possible for the Dutch government just to announce that it
wants to postpone its decision in light of the decision by parliament. The SU initially said
that in case of a modernization decision by NATO it no longer wishes to negotiate. In the
meantime it has become clear that even in that case the SU is willing to open
negotiations. This willingness could again be undermined if certain allies cause
confusion. The Netherlands should not contribute to that by making critical comments
about the modernization program and its size.
Pres. Carter asks if the Dutch government is sufficiently informed about SS-20
deployment.
Aaron replies to this in the affirmative, but this week two more new SS-20 sites have
been discovered, bringing the number of SS-20 warheads to 675. This exceeds the
proposed NATO program.
Pres. Carter asks to whom the suggested letter should be addressed, perhaps to
parliament.

Min. Vance believes that the Netherlands, wanting to postpone its own decision, should
refrain from undermining the decision of the other allies.
MP Van Agt would like to point out, without trying to make excuses, that in no other
NATO-country there is such an intensive and widespread debate about this matter.
Min. v.d. Klaauw wonders if the letter suggested by pres. Carter could not be
counterproductive. The Dutch parliament might feel pressured by this. Speaker will
consider this suggestion further and report the outcome via ambassador Tammenoms
Bakker.
Pres. Carter confirms again the willingness of the US to take advantage of all
opportunities for mutual reduction in the nuclear arsenal. Essential for this is that the SU
knows that NATO is determined, and for that a united NATO front is of the utmost
importance. He wishes the Dutch government otherwise the best of luck.
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Report of the discussion between Min. Vance and Brzezinski and MP Van Agt and Min.
Van der Klaauw on Friday, December 7 1979 in Washington in the presence of Aaron,
Bartholome, Tammenoms Bakker and Merckelbach
MP Van Agt has understood from the preceding conversation with pres. Carter that the
US-government would like to see that the Netherlands, if it wants to postpone its own
decision for 2 years, does not make any further criticism of the character and the size of
the TNF-modernization program.
Min. Vance indeed believes that the Netherlands should limit itself to its "commitment to
commit" without further commentary on the proposed program.
Brzezinski argues that it is not the character and size of the program, but the attitude of
parliament that is the reason for the position the Dutch government believes it needs to
take.
MP Van Agt understands this reaction but points out that parliament no doubt will ask to
what number of GLCMs the "commitment to commit" refers; 48 or fewer.
Min. Vance believes that this point can be left open. After 2 years the Dutch government
could also decide on the number of GLCMs to be deployed.
Aaron points out that 5 countries are involved in the deployment plan, which is what
production is geared toward. Given the position of the Netherlands, speaker sees two
possibilities: the Netherlands can be removed from the IDD, or the Dutch share in the
deployment can be left open to be determined in 2 years.
Min. v.d. Klaauw remarks that Aaron asks less of the Netherlands than it is willing to do.
The Netherlands could subscribe to the IDD, but delay the decision on deployment of
GLCMs on Dutch territory. Speaker would want to formulate the following: the Dutch
parliament asks the government not to take a decision now (a word v.d. Stoel entered into
the motion); in other words, later this would be possible. If the government were to
follow to the letter the motion accepted by parliament, it will have problems with one of
the members of the coalition, the VVD, which has always been prepared to subscribe
fully to the IDD.
Aaron says that there can be no doubt that the US rather sees the Netherlands mentioned
in the program.
Bartholome asks if the Dutch statement regarding delay of the decision to deploy in the
Netherlands will be made separately or has to be included with the document itself.
Min. v.d. Klaauw believes the Dutch contribution should continue to be mentioned in the
document.
Aaron takes it that the Netherlands therefore wants to remain in the documents with the
aformentioned reservation in regard to the deployment in the Netherlands.

Min. v.d. Klaauw needs this for his own party, the VVD.
MP van Agt points out that there is much pressure on the Dutch government to make a
clear conditional connection between the decisions of this coming Wednesday and the
ratification of SALT II. Speaker is aware of how sensitive this is in the American Senate,
but this is such a dogma for many Dutch that the government cannot ignore it. The
question is how this condition can be mentioned in the Dutch declaration with as little
damage as possible for the handling of SALT II in the Senate.
Min. v.d. Klaauw believes that the Netherlands could declare to expect that SALT II will
be ratified in 2 years.
MP van Agt sees besides that the possibility to state that the Dutch decision will be taken
1 year after the ratification of SALT II.
Bartholome says that this would help the TNF-modernization but not the handling of
SALT II in the Senate.
Min. Vance adds that a number of senators sees the TNF-modernization as a -impermissible -- means to win them over for SALT II. On them the second alternative,
mentioned by the MP, would have a counterproductive effect.
Brzezinski believes that any conditional connection between TNF-modernization and the
ratification of SALT II a bad thing. The US-government wants to achieve both; that is
why the first alternative is the best. Speaker furthermore points out that the Belgian
government too has gotten into difficulties because of the developments in the
Netherlands. Against that background the US-government can accept that the Dutch
government postpones its decision for 2 years, but it must then remain in the document
and make no further criticism of the TNF-modernization program.
Min. Vance will underline extra the importance of a rapid ratification of SALT II in his
press conference in Brussels.
Min. v.d. Klaauw would prefer to state in the Dutch declaration that the Netherlands will
take a decision at the December 1981 meeting, instead of in 2 years. In that case it neither
has to criticize the size of the program nor make a reservation with regard to the
ratification of SALT II.
Brzezinski believes that especially the reason for the Dutch delay -- the decision of
parliament -- needs to be stated clearly. Speaker asks if the formulation will be "after or
within 2 years."
MP Van Agt prefers "no later than 2 years."
Bartholome proposes "in December 1981."
Aaron asks whether it would also be acceptable to leave the communique unchanged and
have the Secretary-General explain the Dutch position separately to the press.
Min. v.d. Klaauw thinks this less practical because the Netherlands would then still be
associated with all proposals. How the passages in the IDD and the communique, where
countries are mentioned by name, have to be adjusted to the Dutch position would have
to be considered further in Brussels.
Brzezinski again points to the possible reactions in Belgium, especially in response to the
developments in the Netherlands.
MP Van Agt wants, in that light, to delay the decision by the Dutch cabinent as long as
possible. Thanks to this visit to the US it has become possible for speaker to have the
discussion in the council of ministers in any case only after the weekend. This is now
envisioned for Monday evening or Tuesday.

Aaron has understood from premier Martens that he has agreed with MP Van Agt to take
the decision at the same time.
MP Van Agt confirms this, but can imagine that, if the situation in Belgium develops
favorably, it would be better for the Belgian cabinet to decide earlier.
Aaron asks if one envisions another debate in parliament before Wednesday.
Min. v.d. Klaauw believes it important also for this reason to have the cabinet's decision
at the very latest moment.
MP Van Agt asks in connection with the preparations for the debate in parliament
following the decision, how the government could best respond to questions about the
relationship between the TNF-modernization and option 3 in the MBFR.
Aaron believes that the US has to follow through on its offer unilaterally to withdraw
1000 warheads from Europe now that the SU too is willing to withdraw 1000 tanks. In
addition, the entire specter of TNF on both sides should be available for negotiations.
This is why it is not wise once more to refer to the initial nuclear offer in option 3.
Bartholome points out that a explanatory note has been drafted in the interest of the
public discussion of these issues.
Min. v.d. Klaauw has understood before that option 3 is dead. He does think it of great
importance that there will be new proposals quickly for the second phase of MBFR.
Aaron says that these proposals already are being dealt with in the "silent procedure."
MP Van Agt asks the view of the US-government on the proposals of Min. Scholten
regarding the reduction of the current nuclear tasks of the Dutch military, which he has
discussed also with Min. Vance and Aaron. Some aspects have not yet been resolved.
Min. Vance replies this can always be discussed.
Bartholome points out that so far the US has responded to these proposals in the context
of a Dutch participation in the TNF-modernization.
Aaron remarks that the US, also separately from the TNF-issue, has little difficulty with
the proposals of Min. Scholten. Only the timing of the implementation of some of them
needs to be looked at further. Speaker next makes several suggestions for the presentation
of the current discussions to the press, to which the Dutch officials agree.
MP Van Agt finally remarks that he and Min. Van der Klaauw have tried to give a view
of the approach they will present to the Dutch cabinet. The remarks made by the US-side
will be integrated with that. The US-goverment should however be aware that it is not
100% certain that the entire cabinet will agree to this approach. The first risk speaker runs
prior to next Wednesday is a permanent difference of opinion within the cabinet. Next
there is the risk of a rejection by parliament of the position the Dutch cabinet will take
next Wednesday in Brussels. In that case speaker will consider himself obligated out of
solidarity with the allies to force a vote of confidence. However, it is by no means certain
then either that the cabinet will be able to survive.
9/12

handwritten memorandum 1
Archive of A.A.M. van Agt, box 41, TNF file, Catholic Documentation Center,
University Nijmegen
translation from the Dutch and footnotes: Ruud van Dijk, University of Amsterdam
----Draft conclusions from the discussions in Washington on December 7, 1979 2
From the Dutch side, the following has been put forward:
The Dutch government declares itself willing to decide in December 1981 to deploy
GLCMs on Dutch territory, if the Dutch government at that time would, in
consultation with the allies, come to the conclusion that the disarmament negotiations
with the Soviet Union have yielded no or insufficient results.
This position means that next Wednesday, the Netherlands will not oppose NATO’s
plans, but only postpone its own decision.
The Dutch side will still express some reservations about the scope of the TNF
mondernization program and once again underline the connection between this
program and the ratification of SALT II.
Finally the Dutch side will once again emphasize the urgency of reducing the current
number of nuclear tasks of the Dutch military, an issue where a large measure of
agreement has been reached between the defense ministers involved .
From the American side, the following response has been made:
If, because of the position the Second Chamber has taken, the Dutch government feels
compelled to postpone the decision for two years, it should limit itself to this
announcement and refrain from any further commentary on the nature and the scope
of the TNF-modernization program. The US in this case will assume that the number
of GLCMs possibly to be stationed in the Netherlands will also remain open for the
time being.
A reference to the relationship between TNF and Salt II ratification is then also
considered superfluous, and for the US even undesirable.
The Dutch proposals regarding the cancellation of certain nuclear tasks are acceptable
in principle for the US, also separate from the position taken by the Netherlands in the
matter of TNF-modernization.
The Dutch position will be mentioned in the communique of the special session of
this coming Wednesday, Dec. 12.

1
2

By Van Agt’s top adviser, J. P. M. H. Merckelbach.
See Documents 11 and 12.

handwritten memorandum 1
Archive of A.A.M. van Agt, box 41, TNF file, Catholic Documentation Center,
University Nijmegen
translation from the Dutch and footnotes: Ruud van Dijk, University of Amsterdam
----Very Secret
MP
Me 2
conc[erns] Major points from the discussions in Brussels, Rome, London,
Washington, Bonn
Brussels 4-12-‘79 3
- Provisional Belgian view: paired decision4 but postpone its implementation by 6
months.
- In agreement with provisional Dutch approach: stay as closely as possible to IDD,
but nuanced.
- Watch out for negative mutual influence. Therefore Neth. and Belgium decide as
late as possible and simultaneously. MP’s keep in constant contact.
Rome 6-12-‘79 5
- Italian view: in accordance with IDD (90% certain: Senate still needs to decide)
- Reactions to provisional Dutch position:
* Provided FRG agrees, should not expect any cooling from Italy toward Neth.
* Willing to pay price to prevent Dutch distancing from NATO.
* Decoupling of NATO decision not acceptable.
* Neth. reservation regarding deployment acceptable (provided also for FRG).
- Italy wil plead our case with FRG and US.
London 6-12-‘79 6
- English [sic] view: entirely in accordance with IDD
- Reactions to provisional Dutch position:
* If NATO can modernize, no objection against later decision on Dutch share
depending on what SU does.
* Decoupling of NATO decision unacceptable.
* NATO one line as much as possible, otherwise victory for Moscow.
- Presentation Dutch policy can probably be improved
- Willing to defend Neth. if it is not capable to do so itself.
- Entire detailed critique (by Carrington et al) wiped off the table by Thatcher: the
Dutch cabinet must survive this crisis!

1

By Van Agt’s top adviser, J. P. M. H. Merckelbach. No date.
MP: Prime Minister; Me: J.P.M.H. Merckelbach, top adviser prime minister.
3
See document 8.
4
A reference to the two tracks of the NATO decision: deployment and arms control.
5
See document 9.
6
See document 10.
2

Washington 7-12-‘79 7
If Neth. govt., because of the position of the 2nd Chamber, feels compelled to
postpone its decision until Dec. ’81, it should make no futher commentary on the
nature and the scope of the LRTNF modernization program.
- US assumes that the number of GLCMs possibly to be deployed in Neth. will also
remain open for the time being.
- Reference to the relationship between LRTNF and Salt II is, in light of Dutch
position, superfluous and for US undesirable.
- Dutch proposals regarding cancellation of current nuclear tasks 8 are in principle
acceptable for US, also separate from Neth. position regarding LRTNF. A few
problems with the timing are solvable.
- Reconfirmation full commitment US govt. to disarmament in Europe, both nuclear
and conventional.
Bonn 10-12-‘79 9
- FRG view: in accordance with IDD. One line with US, without wanting to continue
as US vanguard in Europe.
- Neth. cannot and should not block decisionmaking in NATO.
- No objection to Dutch reservation: deployment decision in Dec. ’81 depending on
periodic NATO evaluations (not reappraisal 10 !) of the state of the disarmament talks.
- Cancellation current nuclear tasks to be shelved for 2 years.
- FRG does not criticize Dutch position.
- Belgians better, if necessary, make the same reservation as Neth., (at least not a
reservation that mentions a 6 month period).
- Danes had better speak last. Their reservation should be buried somewhere in the
record.

7

See documents 11-13.
Reference to Dutch desire to cancel certain, but not all, nuclear tasks performed by its military.
9
No memorandum of conversation found in the TNF file of the Van Agt papers.
10
In English.
8

handwritten memorandum 1
Archive of A.A.M. van Agt, box 41, TNF file, Catholic Documentation Center,
University Nijmegen
translation from the Dutch, and footnotes: Ruud van Dijk, University of Amsterdam
----Very Secret
Result deliberations Belgian core-cabinet, 11-12-‘79 2
“ 3 The decision regarding the modernization of NATO’s intermediate nuclear weapons
should be made conditional on the following specifications (qualifications 4 ):
1) It should be possible at all times to change or cancel (annuler) the implementation
of this decision in response to the progress of the negotiations with the USSR, with
the aim to ensure and stabilize the military balance at a level as low as possible. For
this reason, no automatic development can be accepted here.
2) NATO’s new intermediate-range weapons have to be developed by the United
States under its own responsibility.
3) The implementation of the modernization decision for NATO’s intermediate-range
nuclear weapons is being interrupted for a period of 6 months, as far as
implementation measures in Europe are concerned.
4) Even after this time period the decision will only be implemented on the abrogating
condition that implementation will not take place if the arms control negotiations in
this area lead to satisfactory results.
5) At its ministerial meeting in May 1980, NATO will evaluate the state of the Soviet
Union’s deployment of intermediate range nuclear weapons and the progress of the
negotiations with the aim of achieving mutual arms reduction at a level as low as
possible.
6) Based on this evaluation NATO will if necessary (en cas d’écheance) adjust or
cancel (annuler) its own program specifically with regard to measures to be
implemented on European territory, with the aim to create and stabilize a balance
between East and West in this area at a level as low as possible.
7) At every six-month ministerial meeting of NATO there will be an investigation of
the state of the negotiations with the USSR, and based on this relevant decisions will
be taken immediately regarding the implementation of the decision to modernize
NATO’s intermediate-range nuclear weapons.

1

By Van Agt’s top adviser, J. P. M. H. Merckelbach. Not dated.
Initially: 10-12-’79, but 10 changed into 11 (i.e. December 11, 1979). There is no indication of how
the Dutch prime minister’s office obtained this information.
3
In spite of this opening quotation mark, there is no closing equivalent in the document.
4
In French.
2

NATO, Official Texts, Special Meeting, 12 December 1979,
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_27040.htm>.
Special Meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers
(The "Double-Track" Decision on Theatre Nuclear Forces)
Chairman: Mr. J. Luns
Quantitative and qualitative improvements to Soviet long range nuclear capability
- Modernization and expansion of Soviet TNF - Parallel courses of TNF
modernization and arms control - European deployment of US ground-launched
systems - Withdrawal of 100
1. At a special meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers in Brussels on 12th
December 1979:
2. Ministers recalled the May 1978 Summit where governments expressed
the political resolve to meet the challenges to their security posed by the
continuing momentum of the Warsaw Pact military build-up.
3. The Warsaw Pact has over the years developed a large and growing
capability in nuclear systems that directly threaten Western Europe and
have a strategic significance for the Alliance in Europe. This situation has
been especially aggravated over the last few years by Soviet decisions to
implement programmes modernizing and expanding their long-range
nuclear capability substantially. In particular, they have deployed the SS20 missile, which offers significant improvements over previous systems in
providing greater accuracy, more mobility, and greater range, as well as
having multiple warheads, and the Backfire bomber, which has a much
better performance than other Soviet aircraft deployed hitherto in a theatre
role. During this period, while the Soviet Union has been reinforcing its
superiority in Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces (LRTNF) both
quantitatively and qualitatively, Western LRTNF capabilities have
remained static. Indeed these forces are increasing in age and
vulnerability and do not include land-based, long-range theatre nuclear
missile systems
4. At the same time, the Soviets have also undertaken a modernization and
expansion of their shorter-range TNF and greatly improved the overall
quality of their conventional forces. These developments took place
against the background of increasing Soviet inter-continental capabilities
and achievement of parity in inter-continental capability with the United
States.
5. These trends have prompted serious concern within the Alliance, because,
if they were to continue, Soviet superiority in theatre nuclear systems
could undermine the stability achieved in inter-continental systems and
cast doubt on the credibility of the Alliance's deterrent strategy by

6.

7.

8.

9.

highlighting the gap in the spectrum of NATO's available nuclear response
to aggression.
Ministers noted that these recent developments require concrete actions
on the part of the Alliance if NATO's strategy of flexible response is to
remain credible. After intensive consideration, including the merits of
alternative approaches, and after taking note of the positions of certain
members, Ministers concluded that the overall interest of the Alliance
would best be served by pursuing two parallel and complementary
approaches of TNF modernization and arms control.
Accordingly Ministers have decided to modernize NATO's LRTNF by the
deployment in Europe of US ground-launched systems comprising 108
Pershing II launchers, which would replace existing US Pershing I-A, and
464 Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM), all with single warheads.
All the nations currently participating in the integrated defence structure
will participate in the programme: the missiles will be stationed in selected
countries and certain support costs will be met through NATO's existing
common funding arrangements. The programme will not increase NATO's
reliance upon nuclear weapons. In this connection, Ministers agreed that
as an integral part of TNF modernization, 1.000 US nuclear warheads will
be withdrawn from Europe as soon as feasible. Further, Ministers decided
that the 572 LRTNF warheads should be accommodated within that
reduced level, which necessarily implies a numerical shift of emphasis
away from warheads for delivery systems of other types and shorter
ranges In addition they noted with satisfaction that the Nuclear Planning
Group is undertaking an examination of the precise nature, scope and
basis of the adjustments resulting from the LRTNF deployment and their
possible implications for the balance of roles and systems in NATO's
nuclear armoury as a whole. This examination will form the basis of a
substantive report to NPG Ministers in the Autumn of 1980.
Ministers attach great importance to the role of arms control in contributing
to a more stable military relationship between East and West and in
advancing the process of detente. This is reflected in a broad set of
initiatives being examined within the Alliance to further the course of arms
control and detente in the 1980s. Ministers regard arms control as an
integral part of the Alliance's efforts to assure the undiminished security of
its member States and to make the strategic situation between East and
West more stable, more predictable, and more manageable at lower levels
of armaments on both sides. In this regard they welcome the contribution
which the SALT II Treaty makes towards achieving these objectives.
Ministers consider that, building on this accomplishment and taking
account of the expansion of Soviet LRTNF capabilities of concern to
NATO, arms control efforts to achieve a more stable overall nuclear
balance at lower levels of nuclear weapons on both sides should therefore
now include certain US and Soviet long-range theatre nuclear systems
This would reflect previous Western suggestions to include such Soviet
and US systems in arms control negotiations and more recent expressions

by Soviet President Brezhnev of willingness to do so. Ministers fully
support the decision taken by the United States following consultations
within the Alliance to negotiate arms limitations on LRTNF and to propose
to the USSR to begin negotiations as soon as possible along the following
lines which have been elaborated in intensive consultations within the
Alliance:
A. Any future limitations on US systems principally designed for
theatre missions should be accompanied by appropriate limitations
on Soviet theatre systems.
B. Limitations on US and Soviet long-range theatre nuclear systems
should be negotiated bilaterally in the SALT III framework in a stepby-step approach.
C. The immediate objective of these negotiations should be the
establishment of agreed limitations on US and Soviet land-based
long-range theatre nuclear missile systems.
D. Any agreed limitations on these systems must be consistent with
the principle of equality between the sides. Therefore, the
limitations should take the form of de jure equality both in ceilings
and in rights.
E. Any agreed limitations must be adequately verifiable.
10. Given the special importance of these negotiations for the overall security
of the Alliance, a special consultative body at a high level will be
constituted within the Alliance to support the US negotiating effort. This
body will follow the negotiations on a continuous basis and report to the
Foreign and Defence Ministers who will examine developments in these
negotiations as well as in other arms control negotiations at their semiannual meetings.
11. The Ministers have decided to pursue these two parallel and
complementary approaches in order to avert an arms race in Europe
caused by the Soviet TNF build-up, yet preserve the viability of NATO's
strategy of deterrence and defence and thus maintain the security of its
member States.
A. A modernization decision, including a commitment to deployments,
is necessary to meet NATO's deterrence and defence needs, to
provide a credible response to unilateral Soviet TNF deployments,
and to provide the foundation for the pursuit of serious negotiations
on TNF.
B. Success of arms control in constraining the Soviet build-up can
enhance Alliance security, modify the scale of NATO's TNF
requirements, and promote stability and detente in Europe in
consonance with NATO's basic policy of deterrence, defence and
detente as enunciated in the Harmel Report. NATO's TNF
requirements will be examined in the light of concrete results
reached through negotiations.
1. France did not participate in the Special Meeting
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