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Die Vereinigten Staaten und ihre Partner 

am Vorabend der NATO-Gründung 

Am 4. April 1949 konnte nach monatelangem diplomatischen Tauziehen in Washington der 
Nordatlantikpakt unterzeichnet werden1. Noch in der Woche davor fanden in der amerika
nischen Hauptstadt zahlreiche Gespräche zwischen Außenminister Dean Acheson und sei
nen nach und nach eintreffenden Kollegen statt. Der Inhalt dieser Unterredungen ist größ
tenteils bekannt, zum einen durch Veröffentlichungen in der Serie Foreign Relations of the 
United States2, zum anderen können die unveröffentlichten Mitschriften oder Zusammen
fassungen in den einschlägigen Archiven etwa in London, Ottawa oder Den Haag eingese
hen werden. Wohl das bedeutendste, gewiß aber das interessanteste Gespräch blieb jedoch 
bis heute in der Literatur unbeachtet, weil der amerikanische Bericht über diese Unterre
dung bis vor kurzem nicht zur Einsicht freigegeben war. Zudem hatten die Gesprächsteil
nehmer verabredet, Mitteilung darüber nur ihren Staats- bzw. Regierungschefs und Vertei
digungsministern zu machen3. 

Dieses Zusammentreffen, das hier dokumentiert wird, fand am Vorabend der Unterzeich
nung des NATO-Vertrages, am Sonntagabend, den 3. April 1949, im Weißen Haus statt. 
Eingeladen von Präsident Harry S.Truman, der von Acheson und Verteidigungsminister 
Louis Johnson begleitet wurde, kamen Joseph Bech (Luxemburg), Bjarni Benediktsson (Is-

1 Am 17. März 1948 schlossen Großbritannien, Frankreich, Belgien, die Niederlande und Luxemburg 
den Brüsseler Pakt (Westunion). Fünf Tage später begannen faktisch die Verhandlungen über den 
Nordatlantikpakt zwischen England, Kanada und den Vereinigten Staaten. Siehe hierzu: Cees Wie-
bes und Bert Zeeman, The Pentagon negotiations March 1948: the launching of the North Atlantic 
treaty, in: International Affairs 59 (1983), S. 351-363. Seit Juli 1948 nahmen auch Frankreich und die 
drei Benelux-Länder an den Verhandlungen teil. Siehe zum Zustandekommen des Vertrages: Escott 
Reid, Time of Fear and Hope. The Making of the North Atlantic Treaty 1947-1949, Toronto 1977, 
und Timothy P. Ireland, Creating the Entangling Alliance. The Origins of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, London 1981. 

2 Vgl. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1949, Volume 4: Western Europe, Washington 1975, 
S. 258-281. 

3 Memorandum of Conversation, 3 April 1949, RG 59, Lot 53 D 444, Records of the Secretary of 
State, Box 12, National Archives, Washington. Inzwischen auch auf Mikrofiche erschienen, in: 
Foreign Relations of the United States, Memoranda of Conversation of the Secretary of State 1947— 
1952, Microfiche Publication, Washington 1988, Doc. no. 897. Es ist auffallend, daß in den Archiven 
der Außenministerien von Belgien, Kanada, Großbritannien und den Niederlanden keine schriftli
che Spur von diesem Gespräch zu finden ist. 
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land), Ernest Bevin (England), Jose Caeiro de Mata (Portugal), Halvard Lange (Norwegen), 
Lester B.Pearson (Kanada), Robert Schuman (Frankreich), Carlo Sforza (Italien), Paul-
Henri Spaak (Belgien), Dirk U. Stikker (Niederlande) und Gustav Rasmussen (Dänemark) 
zu einem Treffen zusammen, das nur als amerikanische Nachhilfestunde in Macht- und 
Koalitionspolitik charakterisiert werden kann. Sollte einer der anwesenden Politiker aus 
Europa noch einen Rest Hoffnung gehabt haben, eine wirklich selbständige Militär- oder 
Wirtschaftspolitik treiben zu können, dann müßte spätestens nach Beendigung dieser Be
sprechung jedem deutlich gewesen sein, daß die Unterzeichnung des Nordatlantikpaktes 
den eigenen Spielraum erheblich einschränken würde. Ohne ein Blatt vor den Mund zu neh
men, brachten Truman, Acheson und Johnson zum Ausdruck, was sie in der Zukunft von 
ihren neuen Verbündeten erwarteten; die Atmosphäre während des Gespräches im Weißen 
Haus wird ohne weiteres als gespannt und kühl bezeichnet werden dürfen. 

Truman bestimmte den Ton der Besprechung durch eine düstere Schilderung der Bedro
hung, die die Sowjetunion für die westlichen Mächte darstelle. Der am folgenden Tage zu 
unterzeichnende Nordatlantikpakt sei nur als ein kleiner Schritt hin zur Errichtung einer 
Machtbasis zu verstehen, von der aus der UdSSR eines Tages wirksam entgegengetreten 
werden könne, sagte der Präsident seinen Gästen. Man erwarte gegenwärtig zwar keinen 
militärischen Angriff Moskaus, aber es sei höchste Zeit, in der noch verbleibenden Atem
pause die Weichen energisch zu stellen. Dem Westen bleibe nur die Möglichkeit, eine ge
meinsame Front gegen die UdSSR und den Weltkommunismus aufzubauen. Nur eine sol
che Front könne die Zukunft des Westens sichern, „not only securely but with the 
capability of taking the ,cold war' offensive ourselves. For we should appreciate that Soviet 
nationalism is dynamic; it must expand, and the only way to defeat it eventually is not me-
rely to contain it but to carry the ideological war to the Soviet sphere itself". Es ist also nicht 
mehr von einer abwartenden, defensiven Eindämmungspolitik, wie sie George F. Kennan 
entwickelt hatte, die Rede, sondern man erkennt bereits die Keime von John Foster Dulles' 
„roll back"-Rhetorik der fünfziger Jahre. 

Nach Trumans Auffassung hatten die westlichen Länder ihre Politik in sechs Bereichen 
aufeinander abzustimmen und dabei ihre nationalen Interessen hintanzustellen, und zwar 
bei der Reintegration Westdeutschlands und Japans, bei der Entkolonialisierung, bei der 
Verstärkung der Zusammenarbeit im Verteidigungsbereich, bei einer stärkeren europäi
schen und transatlantischen ökonomischen Zusammenarbeit sowie bei einer Forcierung der 
europäischen politischen Zusammenarbeit. Zu allen diesen Punkten fanden Acheson und 
Johnson überaus deutliche Worte, denen gegenüber die Einwürfe der geladenen Minister 
aus den Partnerländern geradezu hilflos wirkten und von denen sich auch der Präsident 
nicht sehr beeindruckt zeigte. So ist das „Memorandum of Conversation" zu der Unterre
dung am 3. April 1949 ein überaus aussagekräftiges, tatsächlich für sich selbst sprechendes 
Dokument - es hält eine Lehrstunde in Machtpolitik fest, wie sie deutlicher und nachdrück
licher den Verbündeten der Vereinigten Staaten in Europa weder vorher noch nachher wohl 
selten gegeben worden ist. 
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
The White House 

3 April 1949 
PARTICIPANTS: The President 

The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Atlantic Pact Foreign Ministers 

The President: Gentlemen, I have asked you here tonight to a private meeting with no ad
visors present, to outline to you in the utmost confidence this nation's ideas on the critical 
problems which we face today. I have discussed what I have to say only with the National 
Security Council, which has approved, and I must ask that you communicate my thoughts 
only to your respective Prime Ministers and Defense Ministers. 

The fact that we are assembled in Washington for the signature of an Atlantic Pact sym
bolizes the nature of our common concern - the overwhelming military potential of the 
USSR. Yet I would like to emphasize that the Soviet menace is not a military one only; it is 
the menace of Communism as an idea, as an egalitarian, dynamic social force which, feeding 
upon world economic and social disequilibria, in itself poses a basic problem to the West, 
one which, though accentuated by its Soviet power backing, is perhaps even more danger
ous in the long term. 

The Atlantic Pact is a long step forward in the development of a common counter-offen
sive, as was ERP [European Recovery Program] and as will be the US technical aid program. 
But none of us are under any illusions that the Atlantic Pact itself is more than a symbol of 
our common determination, a contract, as it were, under which our new partnership must 
now proceed to develop the concrete means of first containing, then defeating World Com
munism. When I say defeating, I do not mean military action, for you are as well aware as I 
that the American people would not countenance aggressive war. I mean rather the building 
up of a power balance sufficient to destroy the debilitating fear of Soviet aggression and 
then, from this secure power base, taking active measures, on the one hand to remove in the 
non-Soviet world the social and economic pressures on which Communism thrives, and on 
the other hand to create active counterpressure to undermine the base of Soviet power itself. 

The Atlantic Pact underlines the common understanding among our countries that only 
by combined action can we hope, without overwhelming cost which in the end would force 
us to adopt totalitarian measures, to achieve our mutual goal. Therefore, I would like this 
evening to go beyond the Atlantic Pact and expound in numerous vitally interrelated fields 
the joint policies essential for this purpose. I recognize that much of what I say will be dis
concerting to many of you, that it presupposes a level of common action and understanding 
which it will be extremely difficult to attain in practice, and, finally, that it will require of 
some states sacrifices of traditional security and economic objectives which they may be 
most unwilling to make. But I submit that in this crisis of our age, great problems call for 
great decisions, and that the overwhelming importance of stopping the USSR dictates the 
submergence of what are essentially secondary objectives to the overriding necessity of 
evolving a realistic workable policy to insure, first, our survival, and second, the eventual tri
umph of the West. 

There appear to us to be only two ways of meeting the problem. One would be to beat 
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the Soviets with their own weapons - a vast rearmament program and a ruthless suppression 
of Communism at home. Such a course, however, appears wholly impracticable to democra
tic states. First, it is unlikely that either the US Government, or those of many of your coun
tries, could successfully sell such a program to their peoples. Although elected governments 
can, within limits, lead public opinion, they must in the last analysis, conform to the prevail
ing sentiment of the electorate. I can assure you that the present US Government, upon 
which of course the main burden would fall, cannot at the present time envisage any such 
approach. In any case, such a program would not be economically feasible for Western Eu
rope, which must devote the bulk of its resources to recovery. In the US it would require the 
imposition of economic controls which, given the present climate of public and Congres
sional opinion, is impossible. Second, such a program might well do violence to the very in
stitutions which we are seeking to preserve. Suppression of Communist parties could not 
help but require tampering with civil liberties and promote authoritarian controls. Huge re
armament expenditures, with attendant economic controls, would do the same to some ex
tent. Not least, it would divert resources from the very social and economic welfare pro
grams which we rely upon to remove those pressures which create Communism within our 
borders, programs which are at least as effective a weapon against internal Communism as 
arms are against the USSR. Moreover, US rearmament would reduce the scale of our foreign 
aid programs, including the projected technical aid, to a point where they would endanger 
recovery and economic development abroad. Finally, we must consider the effect of vast 
Western rearmament upon the USSR, particularly the danger that it might provoke the 
Kremlin to a realization of the desirability of a preventive war. We must not close our eyes 
to the fact that, despite the huge US war potential, the Western nations are practically disar
med and have no power sufficient to prevent the five hundred Soviet divisions from over
running Western Europe and most of Asia. To be sure, we have the atomic bomb; but we 
must recognize the present limitations of our strategic methods for delivering it, and the vast 
problem of subduing a sprawling empire stretching from Kamchatka to the Skaggerak with 
this weapon, to say nothing of the problem of using it against our occupied Western Euro
pean allies. In any case, a Soviet attack, today, while we could eventually defeat it, would in
volve an operation of incalculable magnitude in which, even if eventual victory is sure, the 
consequences to the US, and particularly to Western Europe itself, might well be disastrous. 

There is yet another policy, however, more suited to our present capabilities, which if pur
sued consistently and vigorously, with full cooperation of each partner, offers great hope 
of success. The best appreciation of all our intelligence services is that the USSR does not at 
present seek to turn the cold war into a shooting one. Although it probably foresees that its 
opportunities for substantial gains during the period of flux following World War II are 
about over, the Kremlin apparently is confident of the eventual demise of Western „capita-
lism" and feels it can afford to wait for the anticipated US economic crisis when its overall 
power potential will more closely approximate that of the West. We must be under no delu
sions, however, as to the eventual Sovjet objective. Despite any tactical shift to a policy of 
superficial cooperation in line with Lenin's „ebb and flow" doctrine, the Western Commu
nist parties will continue their attempts to undermine the basis of Western society. More
over, we must look forward to the time when the USSR, having multiplied its own economic 
potential, particularly its scientific capability for producing new weapons, and having suc
cessfully assimilated its Satellites both in Europe and Asia, feels more able to challenge by 
force a relatively weaker West. 

Yet our best estimate is that we have several years in which we can count on a breathing 
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spell. Our Government believes that the Atlantic Pact members and all other like-minded 
nations must fully utilize this period to evolve a common policy which will enable us to face 
the future, not only securely but with the capability of taking the „cold war" offensive our
selves. For we should appreciate that Soviet nationalism is dynamic; it must expand, and the 
only way to defeat it eventually is not merely to contain it but to carry the ideological war 
to the Soviet sphere itself. Therefore, I should like to outline for you in six key categories 
the policy which the US feels is essential. As I said earlier, it requires certain major sacrifices 
of traditional national objectives which it will be hard to sell to your respective publics. 
Many of them involve calculated risks, of which a careful analysis must be made prior to any 
policy decisions. We envisage full preliminary exchange of views on these subjects. But the 
important thing is to keep our eyes on the overall objective, to examine each policy in terms 
not merely of its own narrower effects but as a part of the grand design. Mr. Secretary, will 
you outline the first point? 

The Secretary of State: We feel that there is no international question on which there is li
kely to be more sharp difference of opinion between the Atlantic] P[act] nations than on 
policy toward Germany and Japan. The US point of view is simply this. We see Japan and 
Germany as major power centers, neutralized now but inevitably reviving, lying between 
the USSR and the West. There is no question but that the USSR looks upon the eventual ab
sorption of Germany, in particular, into the Soviet orbit as a major objective. There are al
ready signs that the USSR is reversing its hard economic policy on stripping the East Zone 
and is encouraging the revival of German nationalism with the idea that a revived Germany, 
allied with the Soviet, would be almost unbeatable. Of course, the Kremlin is well aware that 
a new Germany could turn on the East as well as the West, but hopes to avoid this through 
strict Communist party control. From the Western point of view, we too realize the grave 
dangers of encouraging German revival. We believe, however, that the advantages of orient
ing Germany toward the West and countering Soviet moves justify a calculated risk. Any 
Allied policy which does not allow reasonable scope for German revival may force that na
tion into the arms of the USSR. Therefore, we urge that the Western powers adopt a joint 
policy of encouraging German economic revival, accelerating the development of democra
tic institutions, and actively combatting Soviet subversion. Such a policy does not envisage 
the abandonment of adequate security controls through the prohibition of specific key in
dustries and restrictions on, or even prohibition of, any armed forces. It does, in the opinion 
of our German experts, require encouragement of a reasonably centralized West German 
government with judicious checks and balances between federal and state powers, removal 
of restrictions on German economic recovery and a gradual integration of Germany into the 
Western European bloc. 

Mr. Schuman: While such a policy would be most desirable if we could rely on German 
democratization and westward orientation, France, with a history of three invasions in se
venty years, has grave doubts of its success. Perpetual neutralization of Germany, a policy 
to which the Russians, too, having had some experience of German invasion, might agree, 
appears to us the ideal solution. 

Secretary of State: We feel that such a policy is unrealistic in that history shows that a dy
namic nation of 70 000 000 people, acutely conscious of its past, cannot be perpetually held 
down, particularly when two opposing power blocs are bidding for its support. Our aim is 
at least to tie West Germany closely to the West before German nationalism revives and the 
Germans, as before, can play off one bloc against the other. Moreover, we feel that there 
exists a sound method of preventing Germany from becoming a menace to Western security 
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while still orienting her toward the West. It lies in the integration of the Reich as a full-fledg
ed partner in an increasingly unified Western Europe. By tying the German economy into a 
strengthened OEEC [Organization for European Economic Cooperation], by combining 
any future German armed forces into a unified Western defense, and by making her a part
ner in a developing Council and Parliament of Europe, we could provide full scope for 
German energies and give the Germans a goal to work for as partners with other Western 
countries. Fortunately, we can take advantage of the fact that German antipathy toward the 
USSR, intensified by ruthless Soviet occupation policies, is far greater than that toward the 
West. We must recognize that not only is German economic revival essential to a viable Wes
tern European economy but it is essential to prevent the spread of Communism or the revi
val of some other form of totalitarianism in Germany itself. German political revival, if di
rected toward the larger European goal, can capture the German imagination in the same 
way. The Western Zone parties are ripe for such an approach, but if rebuffed, will inevitably 
turn toward both renewed chauvinism and the outstretched Soviet hand. We must act now, 
while the psychological atmosphere, enhanced by our success in Berlin, is right. 

Mr. Spaak: I believe Belgium would strongly favor German integration into a federal 
Western Europe. 

Mr. Schuman: France has already favored such a policy but believes it must be done in a 
context of continued strict security controls and by keeping Germany decentralized and 
weak. 

Mr. Bevin: I have consistently favored a realistic German policy. You have omitted what 
we believe essential, however, which is that only a socialization of the Trizone economy will 
provide the necessary broad base of popular democratic support, particularly from the trade 
unions. 

Secretary of Defense: In the long run we recognize the desirability of analyzing this pos
sibility, but we have felt that first we should get the German economy on its feet and then 
let the Germans themselves worry about socialism. Moreover, the American people would 
hardly go for an OMGUS [Office of Military Government for Germany] socialization pro
gram. You can't socialize and increase production at the same time. You need the experi
enced managers back first. The US can't continue subsidizing Japan and Germany much 
longer. 

Mr. Bevin: Socialization in Britain doesn't appear to have greatly impeded our recovery. 
This leads me to another sore point. To be perfectly frank, His Majesty's Government are 
no little concerned with the revival of German trade competition. At a time when Britain's 
export drive is the crux of her efforts to achieve selfsufficiency, we fear that revived German 
industry, especially in such categories as shipbuilding and machinery, is a dangerous thing. 
No doubt there are others present who feel the same. 

Secretary of State: That is one of the calculated risks of which the President spoke. If Ger
many is to revive, she must be allowed to compete for a share of world markets. An increas
ing degree of European economic cooperation, as we intend to point out later, may offer a 
partial solution here. 

Mr. Bevin: We are inclined to feel the same way about Japan. 
Secretary of State: It is the same type of problem. Japan, although a less critical area than 

Germany and completely in our hands, poses an equally serious long term problem. Japan, 
too, a nation of over 70000000 must be allowed an opportunity for political and economic 
development (and I think here that political will largely follow economic), if we are to assure 
her orientation toward the West. Japan's economic problem is almost insoluble without a 
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whole realignment of its trade patterns. Sovietization of Korea, Manchuria and now China 
has cut off not only her primary raw material sources but also some of her richest markets. 
The USSR may promote restoration of Japanese trade with these areas but this would be 
highly dangerous in that it gives the Soviets a potent lever for pulling Japan into closer rela
tions with them. Our problem is to promote a redistribution of Japanese trade to the Phil
ippines, Southeast Asia, India, and also the Americas, Africa, and Europe, even though it 
may strongly compete with us. Japan is in the throes of a social revolution and if we are un
able to solve its economic problems, we risk not only a revival of anti-US feeling but also an 
inevitable drawing closer to its natural markets in North Asia. Mr. Secretary, have you some 
comment on Japan's strategic position? 

Secretary of Defense: It is essential to recognize the strategic importance of Japan vis-a-vis 
the USSR. Any future war will be fought on a global scale and the Soviet Far Eastern area is 
the one important Soviet economic nucleus highly vulnerable to immediate attack. From a 
secure base in Japan, much closer than Okinawa, we can not only reach key industrial cen
ters but can flank the long finger of Soviet Siberia pointing toward Alaska. 

Mr. Bevin: A propos of reviving Jap exports, I must consider not only the Lancashire tex
tile people but the dominions, you know. 

Mr. Stikker: We would be most unhappy about renewed Japanese trade penetration in In
donesia. 

Secretary of State: That leads us into another major policy difficulty, the colonial problem. 
This Government is caught between two fires, on the one hand, the desire to bolster the Wes
tern European colonial powers, and on the other the necessity of establishing sound rela
tions with the rising new states of Asia to prevent them from leaning toward the USSR. Here, 
too, is a critical area where we feel the colonial powers must subordinate their immediate in
terests to the larger problem of coping with Communism. Except for the UK, the colonial 
powers are, in our opinion, shortsightedly sacrificing their long term interests in a forlorn 
attempt to re-establish pre-war patterns of colonial domination. We must appreciate the his
torical trend of nationalism in many underdeveloped areas and understand that if we are to 
preserve our long term economic ties with these areas, we must substitute a policy of encou
ragement of and cooperation with indigenous colonial regimes for the impossible one of co
lonial suppression. Certainly, the Dutch police action and the protracted French struggle 
with Ho Chi-Minh have only cost lives and dollars for little return. We cannot expect to re
press local nationalism more than temporarily at best, and in doing so we only encourage 
native radicalism and provide a golden opportunity for the USSR. We must recognize the 
inevitable in this case, no matter how it hurts our pride. 

Mr. Stikker: I must object to the Secretary's characterization of Dutch policy as re
actionary. The Republican regime was clearly Communist and was a small minority seeking 
to impose its will on the bulk of the Indonesian population. The Netherlands needs Indo
nesian resources for its economic recovery and we will not just abdicate and get out. Besides, 
Dutch interests in the Indies are quite fearful of the US supplanting them in exploiting the 
area's economic wealth. 

Secretary of State: On your first point, our understanding is that the Sjahrir Government 
was relatively middle of the road, and in fact suppressed a Communist rebellion in Java. 
Granted that the products of Southeast Asia are essential to most Western countries, we can 
look forward to continued and expanded trade with them only if the situation is stabilized. 
These new states are as yet undeveloped and need all sorts of aid in their economic growth. 
Only the US and Western Europe can provide such aid and this will exert an inexorable pull 
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toward the West. In the short and long run, an exchange of Western capital and industrial 
goods for Asian raw materials will lay the foundation of a far more profitable economic re
lationship than continued armed repression. The President's Point Four program is a tre
mendous weapon for us here. And I would remind you that the Congress will not indirectly 
subsidize colonial ventures through the ERP. 

Secretary of Defense: Our military people are very disturbed at the scale of French and 
Dutch military effort in Indonesia and IndoChina, which drains off forces essential to Wes
tern European defense. We cannot look too favorably on rearming Western Europe if this 
merely permits diversion of troops to hopeless colonial warfare. After all, the vital defense 
problem is at home. 

The President: I realize that this is a most touchy subject, although I must add that I am 
inclined to agree with the US military views. The Chinese Communist advance is bringing 
them to the borders of Southeast Asia and it appears to me vital that we settle our problems 
there before a further disruptive factor is introduced. However, since we have raised the 
problem of defense of Western Europe, let us proceed to that point. 

Secretary of Defense: We must all face the fact that neither the signing of the Atlantic Pact 
nor any initial US military aid program is going to enable us to hold the Rhine line. It will 
be some years, assuming continued US aid and probably increasing rearmament by Western 
Europe itself, before we can feel confident of our ability to do this. Even in this case, how
ever, our military advisers are very pessimistic unless a great number of hard decisions are 
taken and carried out. Barring a great increase in Soviet aggressiveness, we cannot assume 
that the American Congress will back an aid appropriation of more than one billion dollar 
plus a year. It is equally clear that substantial Western European rearmament is not feasible 
without hampering economic recovery at this time. 

Mr. Bevin: Let's not fool ourselves. ERP is a better security measure than a few more di
visions in Germany, which would be only drops in the bucket anyway. 

Secretary of State: It's a problem of securing a desirable balance between the two, of not 
wholly neglecting short term possibilities, while still building for several years hence. 

Secretary of Defense: Unless we take drastic measures to fully utilize what is and will be 
available, we shall be unable to provide any effective defense. This principle must be first, to 
unify our forces and our military production to the fullest possible extent, and, second, to 
be ruthless in concentrating almost everything we have in the critical area. To disperse our 
strength all over the globe will be almost fatal. 

Mr. Schuman: I assume that Northwest Europe is the critical area? 
Secretary of Defense: Absolutely. But in order to have even a fighting chance before, say, 

1956, and even by then, we believe that the following things must be done, and quickly. At 
the outset we must create a genuine combined command, with full control over strategic and 
logistical planning, and full operational control in time of war. We feel, for security and 
other reasons, that it should be limited to the US, UK, and France, with liaison missions 
from the other members. Under it would be the present Western Union organization, 
perhaps expanded to include Italy, which would be responsible for detailed planning and 
coordination in Western Europe. Second, we must radically alter the ratio of land, sea, and 
air forces to fight what will be primarily a land and air war. We are grossly overbalanced in 
naval strength while our land armies are almost non-existent. Regardless of the blow to ser
vice and national sensibilities, it seems logical to entrust the naval mission to the US and Bri
tish navies and to require the continental countries, especially France, Italy, and the Nether
lands, to concentrate on building up effective armies. Similarly, the strategic bombing must 
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be allocated to the US and to some extent the UK, while the others and the UK develop 
tactical air forces. Third, we must achieve a genuine integration in training, equipment, and 
operating techniques, with type units the same in all armies and with similar tactical doctri
ne, chains of command, and (to as great an extent as possible) weapons and equipment. 
Fourth, we must divide up armaments production to eliminate duplication of facilities, pro
mote standardization of weapons and reduce costs. Finally, it is logical that the UK and 
especially the US, with the greatest armaments potential and also the farthest removed from 
the Soviet reach, should become the arsenals of the Atlantic combine. We realize that such 
far-reaching measures will not be easy to take and that France, for example, may be most re
luctant to reduce its navy or rely on other nations for some items of equipment but the al
ternative to such drastic policies is that Western Europe continues to have only a paper de
fense. 

Mr. Spaak: Our greatest fear is that US commitments are so worldwide that with the US 
rearming Italy, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, Scandinavia and perhaps others, the aid 
available to Western Europe will be too little and perhaps too late. 

The President: I intend to order the Joint Chiefs of Staff to keep aid to strategically peri
pheral areas to the minimum. Such aid is more for internal security and psychological pur
poses and to warn the USSR to keep off than for anything else. We will have to get clearly 
across the basic principle that any future war is going to be global, as the boys in the Kremlin 
well know, and that if we are strong in the decisive theatres it will keep them from striking 
anywhere else. 

Secretary of State: There is an equally important corollary to all-out defense cooperation 
and it is a field in which we feel Europe must put forth a greater effort. This is in the field of 
greater European economic and political unification. Particularly with the ERP, we feel that 
after a fine start, the impetus toward cooperation has fallen off as recovery proceeds. We are 
enthusiastic over the great strides made in the OEEC, Western Union, and the Council of 
Europe so far, and are perhaps more aware than we are given credit for, of the enormous 
obstacles of tradition, distinct national economies, etc. I must warn you, however, that the 
Congress will want to see more tangible results than mere production figures if we are to 
secure the desired funds. It has been made abundantly evident to all of us that only by unit
ing more closely will we ever create a power balance without prohibitive cost. Dovetailing 
of the European economies and closer political cooperation will have two effects. By estab
lishing a solid base for recovery it will both reduce the internal Communist threat and pro
vide the essential power base for adequate future armament. Europeans must recognize that 
the pre-war economic situation is gone forever, that what Europe needs is not a return to 
1938 economic patterns but a whole new approach, if she is to achieve viability. Eastern Eu
rope is gone semi-permanently from the Western orbit and, although we hope for a substan
tial revival of trade, it will be on a new basis and not as before. Europe's investments abroad 
and much of her invisible income has disappeared and new methods of balancing her trade 
with the rest of the world must be found. The necessary steps have been outlined, albeit so
mewhat hesitantly, by the OEEC; Europe must grasp the opportunity. 

Mr. Lange: Although we are a small nation, I believe I speak for most of Western Europe 
when I say that so much of our ability to achieve viability and an expanding economy de
pends on the US. 

Secretary of State: We are extremely conscious of that problem, although Congress and 
the American people are a bit behind us in recognizing the key role of the US in the world 
economy and the obligations it imposes on us. But in the ERP we have shown our willing-
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ness to divert scarce goods to European recovery and even to build up what will become a 
major competitor to us. The State Department, since Secretary Hull's regime, has con
sistently sought to lower US import barriers and to promote a regime of freer multilateral 
trade. We are trying now, through GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade] and 
ITO [International Trade Organization], to commit the US to such a policy. We are also 
conscious of the impact of fluctuations in the American economy upon the entire world and 
are making every effort, Congress willing, to provide methods of minimizing any such 
swings. 

Count Sforza: I'm sure we all realize the difficulty of educating Americans to see this 
problem, but they must understand that unless other countries can export to the US, they 
cannot earn the dollars with which to pay for their imports, loans, and credits from the US. 

Secretary of State: Count Sforza, you, perhaps more than anyone else here tonight, have 
been an outstanding protagonist of closer intra-European cooperation in both the economic 
and political fields. You will appreciate then, the sense of urgency with which this Govern
ment views the desirability of closer European political unification, both to supplement and 
to enhance the cooperation in recovery and defense. We feel that Western Europe must be 
given a new sense of unity, a dynamic new goal to revive cynical and war-weary spirits, an 
antidote, in a sense, to the appeal of international Communism. We also feel that such is the 
magnitude of Europe's problems, plus the external menace, that only such a common ap
proach offers any real solution. We recognize the necessity of gradualness, of proceeding no 
faster than public opinion will allow, but we are informed that the people themselves are so
mewhat ahead of their leaders in this case. We agree that no such step as a United States of 
Europe is feasible or even desirable at this stage, but rather a series of concrete steps to soli
dify and extend the remarkable progress already made. In this connection, Mr. Bevin, we are 
somewhat concerned over the evident UK hesitation about proceeding too far along these 
lines. 

Mr. Bevin: Britain is too often accused of being the Bashful Boy in this sphere. Frankly, 
we do not consider ourselves a continental nation; we have a worldwide commonwealth to 
look after and our attitude toward the continent is somewhat like that of the US. We are wil
ling to shoulder more than our share of the burden, but we do not wish to rush headlong 
into entangling commitments until they have had a long period of careful gestation and we 
are sure they will not tie us down to a series of politically unstable governments which are 
also economically weak. As you know, Britain has contributed more than any other Euro
pean country in recovery aid. 

Mr. Schuman: Perhaps Mr. Bevin would prefer to wait until the Communists had „stabi-
lized" Western Europe? 

Secretary of State: We can understand the British caution about too hasty moves which 
may later limit her freedom of action. The US, too, has shied even more clear of European 
entanglements, but we hope that ERP and the Atlantic Pact mark the beginning of a new 
phase. We cannot emphasize too strongly that the continent is Britain's shield against attack, 
even more so than it is ours . . . 

Mr. Bevin: We are well aware of that fact. 
Secretary of State:... and that some sacrifice of her traditional aloofness may be justified 

if it helps shore up our common bulwark. 
The President: There are numerous other critical problems such as economic warfare po

licy and export controls, the necessity of shoring up our position in the Near East and Far 
East, perhaps by further regional pacts, the whole basic problem of developing domestic 
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economic and social policies which will internally strengthen our Western society and fight 
Communism from within, the need for a dynamic political and psychological warfare pro
gram to counter Soviet propaganda and seize the initiative in the cold war, and last, how to 
strengthen the UN as a focal point for rallying and tying together the entire non-Soviet 
world. But the decisive theatre is Western Europe, the only power complex sufficiently 
strong, combined with the US, to decisively redress the world power balance and the only 
one which, if seized by the USSR, might render her almost impregnable. We have outlined 
to you what in our view is vitally necessary if we are to transform the Atlantic security bloc 
from a power plan to a solid reality, fully recognizing the calculated risks, the common sacri
fices, and the enormous difficulties involved. This Government is aware that progress will 
necessarily be slow and beset with complications but it is firmly convinced of the necessity 
of keeping clearly in mind the overall objective of integrating all facets of our policies to this 
end. 

Mr. Spaak: Mr. President, I am sure I speak for all present when I say that we are grateful 
for your forceful, in fact often blunt, statement of US thinking and that we shall consider ca
refully what you and your ministers have told us today. 


