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MEMORAIIDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: SecDef Heeting with FRG General Inspector Zimmermann

Participants: ‘ '

Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) Side

General Inspector of the German Armed Forces, Admiral Armin Zimmermann
- Hest,-Chief of Staff ..o

Defense Attache, Brigadier Genecral HMatthaus Speigl

Military Assistant to Admiral Zimmermann, Col Gerhard Brugmann

United States Side

Secretary of Defense, James R. Schleslnger '

Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Vice Admiral Ray Peet

‘Military Assistant to SecDef, MG John A. Wickham

Deputy Director (Country Affairs), OASD(ISA) European Reglon, Col Frederic
Ackerson i

—n,

1545-1705 hours, 14 December.1§73

-~

Time:
Place:

1. @) State of the Alllance. In discussing his US itinerary, Admiral
Zimmermann stated that he was particularly Impressed by SAC Headquarters.
After SecDef asked Admiral Zimmermann's view on NATO, the latter replied

It was obvious that NATO must be revitalized, and the Allies must develop a
more concrete approach to solving its problems. There seemed to be too
many areas of confllct between European nations brought about by a myriad
of politically sensitive sltuations. The new dialogue within the Alllance
was the most useful thing that had recently evolved. S

O0ffice of the Secretaty of Defense, Pentagon

2, National Contributions to NATO. ADM Zimmermann went on to say
that at a minimum the FRG would try to maintain its current level of
expenditures, and in the future hopefully increase slowly. While FRG
would maintain Its NATO contribution with at least the same strength

and the same combat effectiveness as It had today, there was a need

for a new German force structure, and MOD Leber agreed. The major con-
clusion resulting from the recent force structure commission was that It
was necessary to modernlze the Bundeswehr and decrease the ratlo between :

operating costs and~proeul§liht.
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g:gg;i asked why the FRG devoted less than L% of its GHP to defense
expenditures. ADH Zimmermann questlioned the basis for NATO accounting
because, by WATO definition, Portugal was No. 1 and the FRG well down the
line of contributors. SecDef commented that the FRG was devoting 5 to

5 1/2% of Its GWP_to_defense 10 years_ago, but today only 7/10ths of 12
of Its population was under arms and In the UK only 6/10th of 1%. This
record was ''topped" only by Canada, Luxembourg, and lceland. The FRG

did deserve credit for making good use of its expenditures. As an
example, the UK flghting capability - an Army of 160,000 - did not reflect -
Its 5 to 6% GNP defense expenditures. Italy could also do better. ADM
Zimmermann noted the UK's costly nuclear cffort and lts lnvolvement In
Ireland.

After stating that he was more concerned about the European defense
effort than he was about the balancc of payments aspect of US defense
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©  equipment, and those providliog equipment do not provide manpower. He also
noted the FRG force lcvel of about 495,000 and commented that 1f 13 of
.the FRG population were under arms, a force of some 600,000 would be
available. ADM Zimmermann replied that the FRG wartime strength was 1.2M -

all of whom had arms available.

i

3 “” European Defense Community. After ADM Zimmermann asked for

SecDef's views on the European move toward a defense community, SecDef
replied that he had favored this since 1954, and the U.S. had no problems
with such an entity. He noted that a historical examination of the French
attitude on this question revealed that whenever there Is European

irritation with the U.S., the French line Iis always to develop a defense
community. As soon as a crisls passes, the French then change thelr mask

and talk about a Europe of fatherlands. Unfortunately the quest for European
unity seems to develop out of an anti-Americanism. The problem with European
defense 1s the lack of an Internal structure to enforce declsions; therefore,
each country shrugs off Its own responsibllities and tries to shift them on
to others. .

SecDef commented on the USSR defense expenditures of $80B annually of N\
which about $358 1s dlrected toward Europe. _At the same time Europe spends \

$35B and achieves unimpressive: results. Although he had never examined the

such as maintalning such "pork barrel' Items as obsolete defense Industries.
Individual countrles must demonstrate a much greater stamina and Industry
to react to Soviet pressure. He felt that as a result of a 25 year period
-of Juxury, the Western world had developed 1ow morale with little disciplines
" Furthermore, the quality of Western civilian defense leadership was spotty,” =
and at the least one-half of It was scared of 1ts Parllaments. The DPC >
encouraged him because he felt some of the defense ministZrs—would go out

5 and do something, and Belglum's Vanden Boeynants has apparently already
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done this. Since the U.S. Congress and the people do not percelve that the
Europeans are prepared to make sacrifices themselves, they question why
the US should do so.

b, @ Allied Tactical Air Forces. Scchef stated that_2 and 4 ATAFs were

cramplcs of Kuropcan inability to face reality. This situation'- alr assets

in the south with the primary Soviet attack threcat from the north = should

‘have_been remedicd ten years ago. He noted that althdugh Dutch MOD'Vredellng

wanted .pccunlizatlon, he could not translate this into a decision to

drop the hcadquarters at Brunssum. To Vredeling specialization meant other

things. ADIM Zimmermann felt that the Alllance had made progress and that

GEN Jones would soon be appointed to head AAFCE so that he could work out

the terms of reference and common operating procedures. In principle, ADM
e LiSNC HD30A-favo £ed-collocation - In—peace -and -war.— His-major-tesson—im-this——=—m=t

" episodec was that where pressure Is exercised and leadership shown, the

‘Alliance progresses. SecDef commented that 1t unfortunately takes six to

seven years to make udjustments properly accomplished in thrce or -four months.

[t 1s wasted effort for ministers to.sit-around and encourage c¢ach other '

to do obvious things; they should be Involved with broader AlFiance

strategical problems.

5. w Aircraft Shelters. ADM Zimmermann noted that the EDIP-financed
construction of shelters has certainly shown steady but slow progress.

SecDef mused that some think the French might be right. They sce the tangled
way the Alliance operates; and whlle they believe in French membershlp in

the Alliance, they have no use for its day-to-day operation. Everyone has

an excuse. Possibly [f more things were done on a bilateral basis in the
Immediate future, the Alliance could move. Subsequently, after necessary
things were done, all could return to the Alliance.

6. & MBFR. After SecDef stated that most of the deterrent Is provided
by US forces In Europe, he expressed a lack of understanding in European
k0 attitudes. _After he made his June proposals to Improve conventional forces
: and make them capable of securing the defense of Europe, he recelved a - RE
e neurotlc reaction. It is unfortunate that the Ministers seem disposed to X
take steps now leading to short term beneflts which will be very costly In ~
‘" the long run. The Soviets are attempting to exploit this sfituation.

SecDef stated that he had disagreed with Leber's plan to reduce FRG's mllltary

orces durlng MBFR's second phase. If FRG forces and Czech are reduced,

_the balance will be disturbed. There Is G problem of US funding of the

L. =W8 defense contrlibution to Europe as It th In our own Interest and In
_the broad Interest of the survlval of freedom. The fact that Europeans do

less Is essentially incorrect.
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MOD Leber that the Soviets, Poles, Czcchs, and other Eestern Europcans want
to get rid of the Bundeswehr. This fear results from a historical, psychological
trauma which will take gencrations to eliminate. The new ERG force structure

- plen Is designed to build the Bundeswehr Into a more effective defensive force
and not as a threat. He then Invited SecDef to visit Germany to see for him-
self, and SccDef replied that he would come.

ADH Zlwmermann felt that if the FRG government tolerzted the Bundeswehr being
torn down, the end result could only he that all of Europe would fall, SecDef.
commented that the \lestern Hemisphere can survive in such circumstances but

nct easily. After he cxpressed 2gain that the Bundeswehr should be strengthened

by the addition of another 100,000 men, ADN_Zimszrriznn wondered if such a \\
step would be liked by European. governments. Secief replied that they should
be lgnored. It had bzen 28 years since the end of WII, snd It is time for

e RMEOQE to_look to-the future—rather-than-to “thepast=—The restdoat antr=""—"""~
German attitudes in Europe are not only senseless but are counter productive.
Furthermore, part of the problem is Eurvpean lack of self confldence. After
ADM Zimmermann commented that It would take some ages for Europe to overcome '
Its anti-Gerran attitude, Scelef sald thot Amcrlca also has certaln Irrational

"tendencles. In particular, it had certaln rmorallstic tendencies In the inter-
national sphere, and the US Government should make the necessary hard decislons
rather than being so moralistic about it. ADM Zimmermann agreed from a military
point of view and sald that he would love to do cverything necessary In support
of European defense even though it might be politlcally unwise, but commented
that he also must follow his civilian leadership.

7. ﬁ Strategy. SecDef sald that NATO and European securlty are the most
Important things for US foreign policy and for the Department of Defense, and
we must have more and closer collaboration between defense ministers. An
example is the fertile, realistic US-FRG collaboration.

nge w result In mass destruc-

tion.

8. I‘,' Conventional Option. SecDef sald that Europe has the same resources as
the USSR but possesses a higher technology. S$oviet resources are also diverted &
to more than just the central front; a.g. Asla where the USSR must maintain a
major capabllity. In addition, Soviet resources are further expended In

$ developing a reconnaissance capability ts strat nuclear forces. All
%"!% to the USSR, At the 3‘%&1‘*%mmms are asked to
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do Is to develop a conventlonal defensive force - not an overwhelmling task,
. Milltarily, it is a problem of quality combined with a willingness to cohere _
-on basic strategy. Slnce the victim of any nucleor strategy Is the FRG, |t
segms loglcal that ‘the FRG should-wish to.stress the conventiopal option. X0y
“~The US has strcssed such an optlon because of Its concern for the FRG. It
I's' unfortunate. that the press as well as others attack this concern and
picture It as US desires both to decouple and to collaborate with the USSR.
In reality, we are deeply conccrned with the future of Europe. The US
‘and Europe nwst have a rational strategy to deter the Eastern nations with-
out question, Vhile he felt that the Dutch were willlng to accept the con-
ventional option,.SecDef was uncertain about Belgium,

SccDef sald that we do not want to understate the opponents' capabllity solely
for budgetary reasons or to maintain Alllance harmony. We expect the Soviets

“for these actions are questionable. The
way be construed as an equivalent to a 10% manned USSR division in NOVOSIBERSK.
ADU ZImmermann noted FRG agreement to examine US proposals. SecDef replied that
even though any sound doctrine dictates that we should remaln in Europe, Congress
might want us out If they were to belleve that the conventlonal balance Is one
of utter hopelessness. All strategy optlons must be credible.

9. I” Nuclear Options. After ADM Zimmcrmann thanked SecDef for such a
clear statement of US thoughts, he noted that the FRG would not want to down-
grade tactical nuclear weapons. SecDef stated that we should review our
tactical nuclear strategy. The Soviets today are uncertaln In regard to what
we will do in any future confrontation, and we must contlnue to develop and
maintain our tactical nuclear posture, particularly under today's c¢lrcumstances

where there 1s a premium on striking fast.

After ADM Zimmermann expressed concern over Soviet attempts to get rid of
Forward Based Systems (FBS), SecDef replied that the West has lost Its - t
- capacity to reject outrlgﬁ%ﬂtﬁt preposterous, unacceptable USSR -proposals. -
T~ The ¥5 whii tatk only-about  central strategic-systems: and when The USSR '
demands that we discuss others, we should reply with our own quliht, ‘he
US Is prepared to def Europe up to the Elbe boundary. If the USSR
to discuss FBS, we s d counter with our own demand to discuss
Soviet alllance nuclear sub-systems to include such weapons as eve
KOMAR patrol boats. In sum, If they want to talk FBS, we want
IRBMs as well as all puclear capable systems in Eastern Europe :
that the Soviets tryﬁf”‘-_-_ he maximum out of any negotiations, and
should never agree to Initlate any negotiations without realizing
the Soviets do ecelve all
tactical nuclea apons option.and believe in our capabl
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10. j" Cepacity of Europe. SccDef sald that if Europe Is willing to
do Its part, the futurc is assured. Unfortunately, Furope has become a
spectator and allowed its destiny to be determined by outside forces. This
Is wost recently demonstrated by a Lurope appearing to be at the mercy of

" those who control the oil sources of the Mideast. He felt this incompre-

— " hensible.

1l. (U) US Commanders in Europe. In conclusion, ADM Zimmermann expressed
his particular appreciation of the excellence of GEN Davison and his. progress
In Europe.
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