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May 2, 1968 

We appreciate the understanding the U.S. Government 
shows for the problems which arise for us from the 
relation between NPT and NATO. 

We consider the declarations valuable and helpful, 
which in accordance to our proposal Secretary of De
fense Clark Clifford has made in the Hague on the 
question of compatibility of the NPT with the activi
ties of the Nuclear Planning Group. As to a nuclear 
guarantee we are hopeful that we shall also reach 
agreement on the means by which this problem can best 
be met. 

We refer in detail to the proposals of Under Secretary 
Rostow as follows: 

1) We welcome the proposal that the U.S., we, and 
other NATO members at the signing of the NPT 
should make clear that the adherence to the NPT 
in the present international situation is ren
dered possible only through the confidence which 
the members place in the North Atlantic Treaty. 
Such a declaration would demonstrate that there 
is an unsoluble link between the existence of the 
Atlantic Alliance and the obligations of the NPT 
as undertaken by the non-nuclear members of NATO. 

Our concerns, however, would not be dissipated 
by such a declaration. In view of the long dura
tion of the NPT we are mainly interested in hav
ing the protection which the U.S. provide for 
the non-nuclear partners of the Alliance extended 
on a long term basis, i.e. as long as the world 
situation and the security of the allies will re-
quire it. 
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This protection is based on the U.S. membership 
in NATO, on the specific defense obligations of 
the U.S. in the framework of NATO, and on her 
participation in the arrangements for an inte
grated conventional and nuclear defense as they 
have been developed until now (see among others 
Communique of the NATO ministerial Conference of 
December 19, 1967, Athens guide lines, Strategic 
Concept of NATO MC 1403, NPG). This protection 
is equally based upon the stationing of U.S. 
troops in Europe, which - at least from a legal 
standpoint, does not presuppose the existence of 
NATO. 

We, furthermore, are of the opinion that such a 
declaration would require the concurrence of 
possibly all, at least however of the great 
majority of NATO members. It would be necessary, 
therefore, to consult this matter as soon as 
possible with interested NATO members and, depending 
on the results of these consultations, to raise 
this question in the Council U.S. support would 
be needed in the stage of consultation as well 
as in the Council. 

2) U.S. reaffirmation of NATO commitments: 

The problems of a declaration of guarantee inde
pendent of NATO, which Mr. Rostow touches upon 
in his letter, are also realized by us. We had 
thought that our proposal had taken care of them. 
This proposal carefully avoids any explicit detach
ment from the North Atlantic Treaty; it is 
linked to declarations which the U.S. side has 
given earlier in a similar form. The counterpro
posal does not correspond entirely to our aims, 
since it only comprises NATO commitments which 
are limited by the right of withdrawal. 
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Nevertheless, we believe that such a reaffirmation 
c ould meet with our concerns to a satisfactory ex
t ent, provided it would have a politically and psy
chologically stabilizing effect on the alliance . We , 
therefore, feel that the following points should be 
taken into account in formulating the declaration : 

a) The declaration should not be limited to a reaf
firmation of the U. S . NATO commitments . It 
should express the conviction of the U. S . Govern
ment that the ~aJntaining of the alliance in the 
future is regarded as necessary (along the lines 
of the declaration of President Johnson and NATO 
Secretary General Brosio on February 19, 1968) . 
Furthermore, it should declare the intention of 
the U.S. Government to adhere for this very reason 
also in the future to its NATO commitments, as 
long as this is necessary and desired by the Allies 
(along the lines of declarations given to us in 
the cause of the bilateral consultations ) . 

b) The declaration should be given in the context of 
the signing of the NPT. It should, however, be 
repeated during the ratification debate in the 
Senate, in order to make it a part of the ratifi
cation process. 

c) The declaration should be given by the President . 

We are looking forward to learning about the U. S. 
views on the text of such a declaration of the 
reaffirmation at the earliest convenience . 
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