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INTRODUCTION

In 1957, Adam Rapacki, Foreign Minister of Poland, proposed that
a zone be created in Central Burope in which miclear weapons of all
lkdinds would be prohibited. The zone was to include the countries of
West Germany, East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovalda., This paper
seeks to study that proposal in the light of its background and conse-
quences. The purpose of such a study, beyond the hopeful accretiom
of knowledge, is to form conclusions based on the analysis of the pro-
posal as the beginning of a solution to the political and military
impasse in Central Europe.

The proposal will be studied in seven chapters which are topi-
cally arranged. Chapter One considers the background to the proposal
in terms of the security of Central Burope. Chapter Two considers the
background with regard to Central European disarmsment. Chapter
Three deals with the Rapackd proposal itself. Chapter Four discusses
the pivotal role played by West Germany in regard to the Rapacki Plang
Chapter Five considers the Western rejection of the Planj Chapter Six
reflects the contiming influence of the Plan; and Chapter Seven sum=
marizes briefly and formulates conclusions. These conclusions will
attempt to show that the Rapacld proposals did not receive a fair
hearing in 1957-1958, and that present day circumstances might indi-

cate a reappraisal of the proposalls possibilities by the West.



THE CONTEXT OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

During the years immediately following the Second World War the
Uniteci States began large scale demobilization of its armed forces and
began withdrawing to within its continental shores. Within a short
time, Russia exerted pressure in the Black Sea area, the MNediterranean
area, and in Central Europe. George F. Kennan, writing in July, 1947
under the pseudonym of ‘Mr. X", proposed a positive course of action
to counteract the aggressiveness of the Soviet Union. This course of
action, he said, should not make the Russians lose prestige; but cer—
tainly "eeeit is clear that the main element of any United States
policy i;mst be that of a long term, patient but firm and vié;ila.nt con=
tainment of Russian expansive tend.encies".l

Why was containment necessary ? The war—exhausted world seemed
ready to explode againe This time 1;he threat was Russia rather than
Germany. The demobilization of armed forces following the war had
not reduced the Russian threat; for where the Red Army had pushed out
the Germans, there the Red Ammy remained. Stalin was taldn no chances
that a repetition of the invasion by German forces to within sight of
the Kremlin could ocour again. With the Baltic States under control,
Eussia. now sought to control the Central European States lying between
Bussia and Western BEurope. The dominated territory included Poland,

Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Austria, Rumania, Bulgaria,

1
George Fe. Kennan, "Sources of Soviet Conduct", Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 25, July 1947, pe 575
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Tugoslavia, and Albania. From the Arctic Circle to the semi-tropical
Mediterranean, Soviet armed forces helped to install Commumnist govern=—
ments on the Russian pattern. Turkey felt part of her territory threat-
ened and was pressured to allow at least partial Russian control of the
Bosporus Straits. Greece was beseiged by Communist guerillas. 3Both
France and Italy had large, powerful Communist Parties that usually
followed Moscow directives. The buffer extended from North to South,
from 200 toa 500 miles wide between Russia and what she conceived as the
aggressor nations to the West.

Facing this monolith of power was a disorganized Western Europe,
exhausted and in rubble. If containment was the desired goal, America
would have to revise her thinking about involving herself in European
affairs., There was such a shift in American thinking. It began to
bear fruit in 1947: the year Kemnan's article appecared, the year the
Marshall Plan was inaungurated, and the year that the United States took
over from Great Britain the underwriting of the anti—=Communist efforts
in Greece and Turkey. Containment was beginning to develop.

Stalin, meanwhile, had beccme annoyed with Tito. The Yugoslav
leader did not owe his regime to Soviet armed forces. He had developed
his own chain of command which Sta2lin could not seem to penetrate. This
breach of authority could not be tolerated by the Soviet leader because
if national cammnism swept into the other satellites his wall of states
would be drastically weakened. Gomulka, in Poland, was already speak-
ing of a Polish path to socialism and the achievement of socialism by
evolutionary rather than compulsory means. So from Stalin's view,

Titoism had to be stopped. In 1947 Stalin ordered the formation of



the Communist Information Bureau seemingly for the sole purpose of
ousting Tito from the Communist bloc. This formal break came in June
of 1948, and wes supplemented by the attempted implementation of eco=
nomio sanctions against Yugoslavia by many of the bloo countries. Thus
there was substantial pressure on Tito to align himself with Stalinj
but there was also pressure applied from the other Communist countries.
The year 1948 in the Soviet bloc seems to be a year in which the reins
wore tightened, so to speak. This fact, for example, is visible in the
Czechoslovak ooup, Gomulka's replacement by Bierut in Poland, and the
East German Cammnist indifference to a parliamentary facads. This
tightening is also seen in the Soviet pressure at a wsak link of the
Westy vize., Berlin. ILocated deep within the Soviet sector, the former
capital had also been divided among the victors. The Western sectors
wore cut off from West Germany, and were, therefore, quite dependent
on Soviet desires to honor the agreement concerning access routes
through the Russian sector. Stalin ordered these routes blockaded in
an attempt to force the West out of Berlin altogether. The United
States responded to this challenge by instituting the Berlin Airlift,
a gigantic and successful effort to maintain both directions of thse
flow of goods entirely by aircraft transportation. The weak link was
stronger than Soviet planners had imagined.

However, after the Communist coup d' etat in Prague in 1948, the
Soviet Union had its wall of stone right through the heart of Europe;
a wall consisting of states governed by men absolutely loyal to Moscow,

To a great extent, Russian damination had been extendsed to the Elbe



River, a feat the Czars could not equal. The existence of this power
bloc created a desire on the part of the West %o present a defensive
front that was as strong and as unified as possible. Therefore, on
March 17, 1948, Great Britain, France, the Netherlands, Belgium and
Luxembourg signed the Brussels Pact which bound them in a defensive
grouping for 50 years. The Brussels Pact, also called the Western
Buropean Union, was used as an example of legitimate defense grouping
by the Vandenberg Resolution which the United States Senate passed in
June of 1948, Negotiations ensued between the United States, Canada,
and the Brussels Pact powers culminating in the signing of the North
Atlantic Treaty on April 4, 1949. Thus by the time the Berlin Blockade
was officially lifted in May of 1949, the Western powers had erected
an alliance structure which bound the United States to the defense of
Western BEurope. As Churchill said, "Europe began to rest under the
precarious protection of American muclear ;powen':."2

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization was electrified by the
outbreak of hostilities in Korea and the evidence of Soviet muclear
capabilities. The West plunged into an intense program of rearmament
and decided that West Germany should be permitted to join the mili-
tary effort. Just how the former enemy was to be rearmed was a problem.
The initial solution was the European Defense Community, a supranational
defense organization that did not include Great Britain or the United
States. This solution crumbled with the failure of the French National

Assembly to accept the agreement, probably because Britain was not a

2

U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on
Disarmament, "Disarmament and Security in Europe," Staff Study Number
Five, Control and Reduction of Armaments, Report 2501, 85th Cangress,
2nd Session, 1958, DPe223e




member and because of fear and distrust of Germany. This clearly seemed
to be a victory for the Commnists, who had actively opposed the Community.
Howover, in 1954, the United States and Great Britain participated in con-
ferences with the West Europeans which resulted in the revision of the
Brussels Pact to permit West Germany to join NATO as a military contri-
butor.

The Russians, even before the NATO treaty was signed, had blanketed
Bast Europe with bilateral alliances. This network extended from Russia
to Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, and Pola.nd.3 As the
1950's began, therefore, the demarcation line resembled a trip-~wire with
massive concentrations of armed strength on either side (See Appendix A),
Both sides faced each other with nuclear capabilities; each could destroy
the other, but in so doing each faced its own destruction. A necessary
detente began.

This detente.was seemingly given a somewhat altered basis by the
death of Stalin in 1953. With the brief emergence of Malenkov swiftly
followed by Khrushchev as the new leader, the hope grew in the West that
the death of the Russian dictator might somehow change the aggressive-
ness of Russian foreign policy. This hope was fed by an occasional
liberalization of Soviet policye. East German leaders went the opposite
way. In the uncertainty following Stalin's death, they attempted to
show their control by depriving certain groups of their ration cards,
and by increasing work norms by 10%. Because of resultant bitterness,

and in the hope of affecting West Germam elections, the East German

3
Jvid,,page 234.



Government granted concessions to the people, admitted errors, and pro-
mised remedial a.ction.4 But before the concessions could be made the
anger of the workers broks into revolt. The strikes became demon=-
strations which turned into riots that the Soviet Army had to put down.
Soviet willingness to use force to retain East Germany made reunification
an even more important issue in the West German campé.ign. Russia then
let it be known that the unity of Germanmy would be impossible if West
Germany joined NA’I‘O.5

Nonetheless, there seemed to be a movement of Soviet policy in the
direction of a thawing of aggressive tendencies. Even while the Russian
forces were crushing riots in Esst Germany, Soviet relations with Turkey
brightened, Russia dropped her post-war claims against part of Turkey's
territory and dropped the demand for a partial control of the Straits.
Relations with the Middle East were improved, and Malenkov expressed
peaceful intentions toward Afghanistan and Iran. Russia began contri-
buting to the United Nations! program for underdeveloped countries and
did not interfere with the Korean truce.6 These evidences of a thaw

led some writers such as Isaac Deutscher to conclude that Stalinism

was being replaced by a more liberal spirite Others found no such

)
Arnold J. Heidenheimer, The Govermment of Germany. (New York:

Thomas Crowell Co., 1961), p. 172.

5Ph.:i.lip Mosely, "The Kremlin's Foreign Policy Since Stalin,"
Foreign Afga.irs. Vol. 32, October, 1953, pp 20-33.

Ibid

7

Isaac Deutscher, Russia What Next, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1953), p. 125. See also Robert Tucker, "The Politics of Soviet
Do-Stalinization," World Politics, Vol. 9, July, 1957, P« 550.




comfort. TYet the evidence that some change in policy had taken place
was given a strong boost by the Soviet agreement, in 1955, to grant a
peace treaty to Anstria. This treaty ended ten yoears of negotiations
and was probably caused by Karl Renner's 1945 xmsmeuveri.ng;,8 Austriatas
acceptance of a neutral status, and a thaw in Soviet policy. This
agreement provided an additional basis for hope in tﬁe West; as did
the easing of relations between Russia and Tugoslavia, and the dem=
ciation of Stalin at the Twentieth Party Congress. Moreover, on
Pobruary 14, 1956, Krushchev made a public speech in which he pro-
claimed three important principles of Soviet foreign policy: the
principle of peaceful coexistence betwsen the two opposed systems, re-
Jection of the inevitibility of war, and the approval of various forms
of transition to socialism.9

Krushchev felt externzlly secure or he would not have made the
statement. The inclusion of a rearmed Germany into NATO following
the Paris Agreements of 1954 had been followed by the 1955 formation
of the Warsaw Pact, binding Russia and her satellites in a mutual
defensive alliance. Moreover, the ostensible relaxation of pressure
in Central Europe had the tendency to weaken the Westerm cohesivenesss:

and while hope remained alive, voices were also heard urging caution.

Henry Kissinger, for example, called peaceful coexistence "the most

8 _
Bruno Kreisky, "Austria Draws the Balance," Foreign Affairs,

Vol. 37, Jamary, 1959, p. 270
9

Philip Mosely, "Soviet Foreign Policy: New Goal or New
Manners?" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 34, July, 1956, D 545.




efficient offensive tactic, a more effective means to subvert the exist-
ing order."lo Others saw peaceful coexistence es the natural result of
the muclear stalemate .11

The effects of Khrushohev's easing of tension were profound in the
satellite countries. The rapprochement with Tito threw confusion into
Party ranle. The new Moscow line necessitated a shift that in many cases
was difficult to make since it voided past decisions against Titoists
in their owm ranks .12 Then, when Khrushchev dethroned Stalin, the father
image seemed to crash to the ground. Poland and Eungary were parti-
cularly affected.

The Polish reaction began with the Jume 28, 1956 worker's revolt
in Poznan., Khrushchev!s so=called Secret Speech had been in Februarys
end the Stalinist Polish leader, Beirut, had died in March. The revolt
was in the form of a protest march in Posnanj; a serious and yet some-
what gay march in which many Communists joined. The marchers were pro=-
testing tight labor controls, and the movement reflected general un-
rest in the country. As & result of the unrest GComulka was released
from house arrest in August and took over the Party again. He gained
almost immediate popular support by demanding economic reforms and national

sovereignty. He fought it ocut with Khrushchev and won several concessions.

loﬂem'y Kissinger, "Reflections on American Diplomacy,"
Poreign Affairs, Vol. 35, October, 1956, p. 44.

llcf; WeWo Kilski's reply to a Disarmament Subcomittee
questionaire recorded in: (Control and Reduction of Armements,
Report 2501, p. 400.

125 exemple of this is Slansky's execution in Czechoslo~-
valda partly because of alleged Titoist ideas. cf. Sir Robext
Lockhart, "Report on Czechoslovakia," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 33, April,
1955, Pe 4840




The Soviet Leader was not satisfied with Gomulka; and yet Khrushchev'!s
hands were somewhat tied in that the crushing of Gormlka would have re-
versed the direction of his own policy in regard to Tito and Staline

This same reasoning could have also applied to Hungary's subse=
quent attempt to attain sovereignty. Imre Nagy seemed slated to be
Hungary's "Gomulka", but by the time he had been called in,

", sethe panicked Cormunist leadership had already called

for military aid asainst the people. In consequence, the

revolution, under the opressure of conflict, quickly moved

beyond the 'national Communist' position to one that was

increasingly anti-Communist and anti-Soviet. The Soviet

decision to crush the revolution by force seems to fol=-

low directly from this movement_ beyond the confines of

Communism and the Warsaw Pact,"

Hungary was far too important in the buffer wall of states for
Russia to relinquish, especially with Ausiria non-aligned. Khrushchewv
could not have explained that breach in the wall at home. Besides, a
Hungarian success would undoubtedly have begun a wave of such revoltss
he might have thought that armed intervention would be necessary sooner
or later anyway. Fortunately for Khrushchev, Britain and France were
involved in the Suez fiasco at this time, and the Eisenhower Adminis-
tration in Washington seemed to have no intention of carrying out the

campaign declarations of Eisenhower with regard to the freeing of the

1L
captive nations of East Europe. The risk of a general conflict in

13
Henry Roberts, "The Crisis in the Soviet Empire," Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 35, January, 1957, p. 193.

1
"Tke Would Free East Europe," New York Times, June 8, 1952,
Po 523 See also a clarification in regard to whether violence would
be used to free East Europe, August 1L, 1952, p. 1; and August 26, 1952,
pp. 1, 12,




10
which everyone would lose seemed too great to the United States.

The Polish and Hangarian revolts did prove that resistance to to-
talitarianism was possible albeit shortlived, and a possible reason for
this was the apparent fluctuation in Soviet policy since Stalints death.
The policy seemed to fluctuate between a reluctance to alter the old
order and a desire to grant concessions. But the net effect of any
thaw in Soviet policy on Central Europe was slight. The propensities
for change seemed enlarged but within definite limits. Those limits
wore dictated by the security interests of the Soviet Union that were in
turn apparently dictated by the confrontation of opposed forces in
Central Europe.

The Rapacki Plan attempted to break this deadlock by removing
part of the reason that the Soviet bloc was becoming increasingly con-
cerned about Central Europe—nuclear weapons. The proposal was a TIee
action of concern not just because of the deadlocked security aspects
of the area; but also because of the known American desire to share
its muclear devices with the West Gerzna.ns.15 The May NATO Confer—
ence in 1957 at Bonn had deferred the question of the sharing of
these weapons by the NATO allies until the December meeting in Paris.
This deferral was for the purpose of aiding Adenauer in his election -
in Germany, in which he was under considerable pressure from the
Social Democrats to refuse nuclear armzments entirely.16 The SIP main-

tained that German possessions of such wsapons would weaken the

15ugato," Tims, Vol. 70, December 30, 1957, p. 18.

16n0ur Atomio Defense," Newsweek, Vol. 49, May 13, 1957, p.50.



11
possibilities for reunification by endangering the Soviet Union. There-
fore the timing of the Rapacki Plan in early October of 1957 scught the
beginnings of a solution to the security problems of Central Europe, tut
with specific reference to the rearming of Poland's former enemy with
muclear potential.17 This was most undesirable both to the Poles and

to the Soviet Union.

17
“"Poland Will Cut Forces,", New York Times, February 17,1960,
DPe 2+4 and Arthur Olsen, "Poles Disappointed in U.S. Rejection," New
York Times, April 8, 1962, p. 19.




DISARMAMENT IN A CENTRAL EUROPEAN CONTEXT

Rapacki's proposals are also part of the age-0ld quest for dis-
armament. The beating of swords into plowshares was a goal already
in ancient Biblical times. But, seemingly, man had never been ready
for the utopia called for by such a goal; the ideal of disarmament
had often been followed by the reality of war, and quite often the
war had been followed by the hope for an end to arms. So it was again
when the death of Stalin seemed to change the direction of events.

.Winston Churchill tied Western hopes'for a new era to the reduction
of arms in a speech before the House of Commons in May of 1953. He
said:

"We all desire that the Russian people should take
the highest place in world affairs that is their due,
without feeling anxiety about their security. I do not
believe that the immense problem of reconciling the se-
curity of Russia with the freedom and safety of Western
Europe is insolvable. Indeed, if the United Nations
organization had the authority and character for which
its creators hoped, it would be solved alreadyesee

"The Locarno Treaty of 1925 was in my mind. It was
the highest noint reached between the wars...it was based
upon the simple provision that if Germany attacked France
we should stand with the French, and if France attacked
Germany we should stand with the Germans. The scene today,
its scale, its factors, is widely different and yet I have
a feeling that the master thought which animated Locarno
might well play its part between Germany and Russia in the
minds of those whose prime ambition it is to consolidatel
the peace of Europe as the key to the peace of mankind."

Perhaps Churchill was ahead of his time. But the hope he ex-

pressed was widely shared. Even though this beginning of optimism

"
Bryon Dexter, "Locarno Again," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 32,
October 1953, p. 3L.

12



13
was expressed, there also existed the strong desire to strengthen
both defensive and offensive capabilities. Recent showdowns of
force throughout the world, the crushing of the East German re-
volts, and repeated difficulties in Berlin were convincing reminders
of the necessity of continuing to arm. Malenkov spoke of the
danger for all men in a nuclear War2, but these official pronounce-
ments could not always be taken at face value. The West could not
turn from the path of strength--the trust was not there. Vice-
President Nixon expressed this when he said that the United States
had adopted a new principle of foreign policy.

", ,.the new principle summed up is this; Rather than let
the Communists nibble us to death all over the world in
little wars we should rely in the future primarily on our
massive mobile retaliatory power which we would use in our
discretion against the3major source of aggression at times
and places we choose."
In this Nixon was echoing Secretary of State Dulles' policy of
massive retaliation4, and responding to the threat from the Soviet
Union., 3Bloc stood against bloc in an organized fashion by 1955;
like "two old time gunslingers each with a loaded six-shooter,

each with the drop on the other."5 There seems to be no doubt

that these were days of extreme tension.

2U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee

on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments, 85th Congress,
2nd Session, 1958, Report 2501, p. 378.

3
1954, p. 1.

"Nixon Takes Strong Stand", New York Times, March 14,-

4J‘ohn Foster Dulles, "Policy for Security and Peace,”
Foreign Affairs, Vol. 32, April 1954, pg. 353-364.

5"Where We Would Disengage If," Newsweek, Vol. 54,
August 24, 1959, p. 37.



Disarmament activity was given a great imuetus by the major
Soviet concession concerning Austria. It seemed like a tremendous
brealk-through, a beginning of a new thaw in the Cold War, and the
possibilities of German reunification seemed much brighter. It
was in this atomosphere both of strength and of hope that the
Summit Conference of the Heads of State met in Geneva in 1955. The
important conferees were Eisenhower, Anthony Eden, Bulganin,. and

Khrushchev.

The conference almost immediately ran into a procedural
problem that forestalled any real progress. Bulganin wished to
emphasize Russian security in Central Burope: "...our eventual
objective should be to have no foreign troops remaining on the
territories of the States of Europe."6 He added that German
rearmament and inclusion within NATO were obstacles to German
reunification because they represented a threat to the security
of the Soviet Union.7 Eisenhower remarked that while he under—
stood the security interests of the Soviet Union, prior considera-
tion should be given the reunifying of Germany by free elections,
and the new nation must be free to choose its own defensive alliances.
Besides this, Eisenhower felt that it was time to consider giving
the peoples of East Europe the freedom to choose their own form

and type of government.{3 Vhether Germany or security came first—

6Anthony Eden, Full Circle, (New York: Houghton Mifflin
Co., 1960) p. 330.

T1pid.

8Ibid.z pp. 328-329.

14
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that was the problem. \

Anthony Eden sought to remove this deadlock by dealing with
both security and reuwnification simultaneously.

"The original Eden Plan was advanced by Sir Anthony

Eden, then Foreign Secretary, at the Berlin Conference

in January 1954. Its twin objectives were to unite Germany

in freedom and at the same time convince the Soviet Union

that it had nothing to fear from such a development. In

addition to stipulating the conditions under which free

elections should be held to establish a government of a

united Germany, the plan also suggested that as evidence

of good intentions there should be a zone of inspection

and control comprising areas of comparable size end depth

on both sides of the demzrcation lige between reunified

Germany and her eastern neighbors."
In 1955, Sir Anthony added the concept of a zone of withdrawal by
both sides. The original zone of inspection was expanded to in-
clude the withdrawal of forces,.leaving a rather narrow demili-
tarized strip between the two blocs on either side of the Iron
Curtain. The plan also included inspection of the buffer area,
limitations on armaments in areas of Europe, and a security pact
between East and West.lo Both the United States and Russia were
willing to consider the proposal, but each favored different
elements in the plan, as might be expected. The Eden plan was
relegated to the background of the conference, however, after
Eisenhower's plans for total, world-wide disarmament were pre-

sented to the conference. "Open-Skies", as it was called, was

a grand plan for complete disarmazment to be inspected both by

9"Macmillan Refuses to Discuss Eden Plan in Commons,"
New York Times, May 1, 1957, p. 6.

10Sir Anthony Eden, Full Circle, p. 325.
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ground control posts and by aerial inspection of each other's
territory; including the exchange of strategic blueprints.
The October Conference of Foreign Ministers was unable to
reach a decision on any of the proposals; but the fact that meetings
were taking place gave rise to the "Spirit of Geneva', a feeling
that men could work their problems out at the conference table
rather than by mutual destruction. The hope seemed to have been
erected on little more than the desire for such hope. East and
West, after the Geneva meetings, were still far apart. The same
procedural problem remained even for Eden'!s plan which had been
altered prior to the October meetings in that German reunification
was made the first step of his proposal.11 Both Zast and West
remained rather inflexible, and the build-up of arms and the
testing of nuclear weapons continued. Very little had been ac-—
complished at Geneva; and yet, as Harvard®s Dr. Berman pointed
out, the door seemed open for further negotiation.12
On November 17, 1956, Bulganin sent a comprehensive disarmament
proposal to Great Britain, France, India, and the United States.
The disarmament door did seem to be still open. Bulganin pro-
posed "a world-wide reduction in armed forces with a corresponding

reduction in armaments, a total ban on the use and production of

11"Eden Plan for Germen Reunification," New York Times,

September 27, 1955, p. 12.

12Harold Berman's reply to a Subcommittee questionaire,
quoted in U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee
on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments, Report 2501,

p. 375.
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nuclear weapons, the destruction of existing stockpiles, a re-—
duction of forces stationed in Central Europe and a removal of all
forces stationed on foreign soil within two years, reduction in
armament expenditures, a ban on nuclear weapons in foreign states,
international inspection and control, and a zone of aerial inspec-—
tion 800 kilometers on either side of the demarcation line between

Last and West.13

The West seemed to be cautiously intrigued at
first, but after a short time all of the objections were solidi-
fied under a "threat to NATO" concept which overshadowed the parts
of the Bulganin proposals that secmed acceptable.14
Evidently the Russian leaders were interested in the dis-
engagement parts of the Eden plan. This became a strong element
in their proposals in 1957, but the Soviet Union was proposing
withdrawal of forces from the demarcation line between East and
Yest Germany; whereas Eden had suggested the withdrawal of forces
from the border between reunified Germany and its eastern neighbors.
This is why Konrad Adenauer could agree to disengagement in 1955,
but disagrse emphatically in 1957.15
On April 20, 1957, Bulganin tried again with a simpler plan,

First, a temporary ban on testing; second, a non-aggression pact

between NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries; third, the conclusion

13C.L. Sulzberger, "The Bulganin Proposals;" New York Times,
November 18, 1956, p. 33.

14“Adenauer Sees Merit in Russian Proposals," New York
Times, January 12, 1957, pp. 1, 9. "Adenauer Replies to U.S.
Criticism," New York Times, January 13, 1957, pp. 8, 40.

15Sir Anthony Eden, Full Circle, p. 325.



of an all European collective security pact; fourth, discussion of
the Eden plan for demilitarization and partially armed areas; and
fifth, serious consideration of other Soviet disarmament idegs.16
The timing of this proposal suggests the probability that the
Soviet leaders were concerned about the nuclear rearming of Vest
Germany; a question to be discussed at the May ﬁATO Conference in
Bonn. Whatever the motivation, the proposal stirred up a variety
of reactions. Harold Stassen, attending the London Disarmament
Conference, seemed interested, but when he expressed his interest
some Western leaders were dismayed.17 Eisenhower replied to a news
conference question that the Bulganin proposal deserved serious
study in regard to the Eden ideas, and that "...I personally
believe that...mutual inspection is going to come about through
some such evolutionary develorment that is envisaged in that kind
of proposal."18 Leaders in West Germany saw this answer as
hedging over a proposal that would tend to perpetuate the division
of Germany. Vhen Washington seecmed interested in the zone of
aerial inspection and arms reduction in Central Europe, West
Germany thought thay the official sources quoted were referring to
demilitarized areas, and they were very critical. Washington

denied favorable consideration of areas of demilitarization and

16"The New Bulganin Proposal," New York Times, April 25,
1957, ». 1.

17Jerome Spingarn, "Five Months in London," Bulletin
of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 13, September 1957, p. 258.

18"Text of Eisenhower News Conference,”™ New York Times,
May 9, 1957, p. 18.

18
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blamed the whole misunderstanding on Harold Stassen, chief U.S.

19 Secretary of State Dulles began, under-

disarmament negotiator.
standably, to feel that Central Europe had too many political
complications, and that a more politically barren area should be
the first step for a zone of inspection.zo Accordidingly, Dulles
later flew to London, the site of the Conference on Disarmement,
and proposed a possible Arctic inspection zone including parts of
the United States, Norway, and Russia.21 This got nowhere, mainly
because Russia refused. The Soviet Union also rejected a
twenty-four nation proposzl at the United Nations that would have
progressively reduced armaments and armed forces with both air and
ground inspection, even though the proposal was passed by the
General Assembly.22
Disarmament talks continued--but nobody disarmed. The
hard line on both sides of the Iron Curtain held fast. As one
writer put it: "For more than a year now the contending parties
have been more concerned with twisting arms than with reducing

23

them."™ Each side was afraid to stop testing and developing nuclear

weapons for reasons of their own security. If there was to be

19"Eisenhower on Troop Reduction," New York Times,
May 12, 1957, p. 1.

2O"U.S. Concerned about Troop Cuts," New York Times,
May 30, 1957, p. 1.

21"Arms—-Putting the Chips Dovm," Newsweek, Vol. 50,

August 12, 1957, p. 38.

22"The Partial Measures Approach to Disarmement," United

Nations Review, Vol. 4, December 1957, p. 4.
23

"Mwisting Arms," Iconomist, Vol. 189, February 22, 1958,
p. 481.
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any progress at all in this Spirit of Geneva, a first step was
needed, particularLy in Central Europe. As a writer in Nation
put 12t, there seemed to be no sense in a "foolproof inspection

of polar bears, while Burope, which both sides have packed to
overflowing with military installations and troops, would be ig-
nored.“24 Harold Stassen sought a rather large first step when
he proposed a two year moretorium on tests and the production of
nuclear devices, an enforcible: sysStem-of ingpe¢tion and an initial
reduction in conventional arms and armed forces.25 Premier

Khrushchev suggested on a taped Face the Nation interview that

both sides withdraw their troops from foreign bases.26 United
States officials did not like this kind of a first stép, however.
A few days later Senator Knowland (R - California) suggested that
Norway be neutralized in exchange for the neutralization of the

27

Warsaw Pact country, Hungary. This proposal was rapidly re-

jected by Norway, Hungary, Dulles, and the New York Times edi-

torial staff;28 even though Knowland was advocating free elections
in Hungary only a year after the bloody revolution was crushed by

the armed might of the Soviet Union, and feeling about Hungary was

240 The First Little Steps," Nation, Vol. 184, June 8, 1957,
p. 489.

25"Answer--A—BlaBt," Newsvicek, Vol. 50, September 12, 1957,
p. 38.

26"Text of Khrushchev's Remarks,”" New York Times, June 3,
1957, p. 6%

27"Knowland's Plan." New York Times, Jums 10, 1957, p. l.
28"Norway Irked by Neutrality Plan," New York Times,
June 11, 1957, pv. 5, 34; "Dulles Against Knowland Plan," Ibid.,
June 12, 1957, p. 12; "Hungary Dismisses Knowland Plen," Ibid.,
June 15, 1957, p. 4.
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29

still very much in favor of doing something to alter the situation.
Hugh Gaitskill, leader of the British Labor Party, sought the

first step in a proposal that wes specifically Central European.

His plan included the removal of all foreign forces from East

and West Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary; international

control over the national forces that would remain; the reunifica=

tion of Germany; a security pact guaranteeing Buropean borders;

and the removal of Germany and the three satellites from their

respective alliances in either NATO or the Warsaw Pact.3o Mr.

Gaitskill was gquoted as saying that he would much rather test the

31

Russians than go on testing bombs. His ideas were not championed
by the Conservative Government nor by the .West generally; but
they did stir up interest and discussion.

Another man that created discussion in early 1957 was George
F. Xennan, the lMr. X of the containment policy. He testified be-
fore the Disarmement Subcommittee on January 9, 1957, making
suggestions similar to those of Gaitskill.

"I have never felt that there was any grect possibility
of arriving at any multilateral agreement for reduction

of armements, so long as you (sic) had Americay,and Soviet
forces face to face in the middle of Germany."

29

30Hugh Gaitskill, Adlai- Stevenson, Pierre llendes France,

"Three Oprosition Leaders Discuss Russia and the West," New Republic,
Vol. 139, March 24, 1958, p. 12.

"Knowland's Plan," New York Times, June 10, 1957, p. 1.

3l"Gaitskill's Plan," New York Times, June 17, 1957, D+ 42

32U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations., Subcommittee
on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments (hearings), Part
Two, 85th Congress, lst Session, January 9, 10, 1957, p. 1003.
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The next question concerned NATO, in which Germany was by now a
prominent member. Senator Symington (D - Mississipri) asked:
", ..would you be willing to scrap NATO in order to have our troops
out of Western Germany and Russian troops out of Poland or East
Germany?"3> Kemnan replied: "I an inclined to think that the dan-
gers might be less by not haying Germany in NATO, if the Soviets
would really get out of Eastern Europe."34
Kennan's ideas received worid wide attention in late 1957 when

35

he delivered the Reith Lectures™  over the British Broadcasting
Company facilities. The lecture on Central Europe was given on
November 24, 1957. The main element in his prescriptive remarks
was disengagement, or the pulling back of opposed forces leaving
a buffer area in between. This was not a reversal of his contain-
ment article ten years earlier, but rather an adjunct to that
policy. It represented an answer to the question implicit in
containment: low what? Xennan's answer reflected many expert

36

opinions that Soviet withdrawal could not be expected without

some sort of negotiated quid pro guo agrecment between the two

powers. The rigid policies of the United States and the Westera
nations, Mr. Kennan said, generally ask lioscow to abandon

"the military and political bastion in Central IEurope
which it won by its military effort from 1941-1945,

331bid., p. 1013.

34 1pia.,

35These lectures are now a Harper & Bros publication,
Russia, the Atom and the West, (New York: Harper & Bros, 1957)

36U.S. Senate® Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee
on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of irmaments, Report 2501, p. 11.




and to do this without any compensatory withdrawal of 3
American armed power from the heart of the Continent." 1
"I think we are justified in assuming tha+ it is

this question of the indéfinate retention of the American

and other Western garrisons on Gggman soil which lies at

the heart of the difficulty...." {TSE %§signs half of

Europe, by implication, to the Russians.,
In that other half, he continues, it is the retention of Soviet
troops that prevents the evolution of the satellites to insti-
tutions and social systems most suited to their needs.4o There—~
fore, whzt more logical solution than reciprocal withdrawal? In
regard to West Germany's part in NATO, Mr. Kennan said:

"I would only say that it seems to me far more desir-

able on principle to get the Soviet forces out of Central

and Eastern Europe than to cultivate a new German army
for the purpose of orposing them while they remain there.™

41
Kennan's ideas were accepted by a2 great many people, but on the
official level they were rejected by the Western powers. The
interesting part of the matter was that increasingly both sides
were suggesting the same thing: some sort of zonal area in which

a beginning might be made to make Europe more secure by the reduc-
tion of arms and forces. Eowever, progress was not being made.
Would a more modest proposal be accerted? Evidently reduction in
conventional armed forces and in conventional arms faced certain
oprosition--but what about a proposal to ban just nuclear weapons,

and in just a small area? This was 2 question Adam Rapacki

probadbly asked.

37George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom and the West, p. 38.
38Ibid., p. 41. |

31vi4., p. 40.

O1pia,, p. 36.

H1pid., p. 45



THE PROPOSAL ITSELF

Adam Rapacki has been Foreign Minister of Poland since
Gomulka came back to power in 1956, during the Polish October.
As PForeign Minister Rapacki is the official head of the Polish
delegation to the United Nations. It was here that his proposal

was initially made, in a speech before the General Assembly, on

October 2, 1957.

"The special responsibility of the great powers as
stressed by the United Nations Charter, by no means limits
the responsibility or the part to be played by the small
states. DPoland will mzke its contribution.

"Poland is a socialist country and is therefore able
to overcome the consequences of its age-long backwardness
and insure its growth in all fields. It can also be a
positive fzctor in the peaceful develorment of relations
among states.

"Strong and stable ties of solidarity, springing from
mutual needs and common basic problems, link it with other
socialist countries, but it wishes to maintain at the same
tirce the friendliest relations with other states. There
canmot be any contradiction in this regard, for this is the
esssnce of constructive peaceful coexisterce.

"Poland has embarked on a great effort to reorganize
its forms and methods of government and its economic
administration. Favorzble pros,ects, however, are linked °
with the progress of the international situation.

"At this session of the Assembly, attempts should be
made to reach mutual understanding on controversial issues,
or at least partial soluticns.

"Disarmament is the key problem. The first obstacle
which the Disarmement Subcommittee proved unable to over-—
come and the main reason for its lack of success was the
concept of the so-called "global strategy" of the Western
powers in which so vital a role is played by nuclear
weapons.,

"Another was that the Western powers made concrete
steps toward disarmament conditional upon the simultaneous
solution of other controversial international problems.
And the third obstacle arose from the opposition of the
German Federal Republic and from considerations concerning
the remilitarization of Western Germany.

c4
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"Time is running short. Every month of the armaments
race imposes on humanity an increasing burden. The armed
forces of the great powers azre being speedily re-equipped with
nuclear weapons, and the danger of the armies of an in-
creasing number of states being equipped with such weapons is
growing. The denger of weapons of mass destruction being
used even in local conflicts will soon become imminent.

"Therefore, if an agrecment on a final and complete
ban on nuclear weapons is not possible at present, the
Soviet proposal for a pledge by great powers not to use
such weapons for at least five years is an appropriate
initial step. Poland also supports every initiative which
will lead, in the shortest possible time, to the cessation
of nuclear tests.

"The remilitarization of the German Federal Republic
and the concentration of arms and troops there are dangerous
to the cause of peace in IKurope and in the whole world.-

The rightful aspirations of the German people toward
nationtl unity are in the gocd interests of Europe, but

the process of rewnification cen develop favorably only in
an atomosphere of relaxation of internationa] tension, dis-
armament, and a growing sense of security on the part of
Germany's neighbors, only by rapprochment and understanding
by the two German states.

"The existing tension is being intensified by revisionist
claims concerning Poland's western frontier, a frontier which
is final, inviolable and not subject to any bargaining.

"Poland is against the division of Europe into opposing
blocs and military pacts, but in view of the danger which
West German rearmament within NATO poses, Poland and its
allies had to conclude the Warsaw Pact, which safeguards
security until an effective system of collective security is
set up to revlace tas existing division of Europe. Poland
supports even partial measures leading toward that ultimate
objective. That is why the setting up of a zone of limited
and controlled armaments in Europe would serve a useful
purpose.

"In the interest of Poland's security and of European
detente, and after consultation on this initiative with
other members of the Warsaw Pact, the Government of the
Polish People's Republic declares that, should the two
Goerman states express their consent to putting into effect
the prohibition of production and stockpiling of atomic and
thermo-nuclear weapons on their territories, the Polish
Peoplet's Republic is prepared simultzneously to take the
same action on her own territory.

“Should this initiative be adopted, it would be at
least an initial step forward on a matter of paramount
importance not only to the Polish nation and to the German
people, to their good mutual relations, but also useful
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to Europe and to all nations."1

The remainder of his address dealt with related matters such as
the reduction of tension in the Middle East, and the improving
of trade relations between East and West.

Immediately after Adam Rapacki's speech, Vaclav David, of
Czechoslovakia, made the following speech of affirmation.

"In the interests of reducing international tension,
Czechoslovakia is prepared to associate itself with the
proposals of Poland and to assume an obligation to re-
nounce the production and stationing of atomic weapons on
its territory if both German states come to an agreement
for the prohibition of the preduction and stockpiling of
atomic weapons on the territory of Germany, as was pro-
posed by the German Democratic Republic.

"The readiness of Poland and Czechoslovakia to assume
these obligations can make it easier to reach such an
agreement which would, no doubt, constitute a step forward
in solving the problems of peace and of European security.
At the same time it would help considerably in improving
the intermational atomosphere ﬁnd reaching agreement on
further disarmament measures."”

The two speeches were summarized by the New York Times as

United Nations news. It was a brief summary on page four, and the
reporter concluded with the observation that Rapacki had not

mentioned any provision for control and inspection if the proposal
were accepted by West C-ermany.3 Rapacki does speak of controlled

armaments but not the control of the reduction nor the inspection .

1"Summary of the Debate, U.N. General Assembly," United
Nations Review, Vol. 4, November 1957, pp. 84-85.

°Tbid., p. 85.

3"Rapacki and David Pledge Disarming," New York Times,
October 3, 1957, p. 4.
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of the control. Rapacki replied to this objection in a speech
before the Sejm (Polish Parliment) Foreign Affairs Committee on
December 13, 1957. He said that Poland was greatly interested
in a most effective control to provide maximum security for all the
interested states. But he would rather work out the control and
inspection aspects of his proposal after there was agreement on
the principle itself.4 As far as Rapacki was concerned at year's
end, matters of control could be worked out.

The timing of the proposal was, as mentioned above in connec-
tion with Bulganin's proposals, connected with the December meeting
of NATO to be held in Paris. Already during the May meeting in
Bonn the United States had expressed its desire to station nuclear
weapons on the territory of its allies. The matter had been
postponed until December and the issue was pending. The United
States made it quite clear in the intervening months that as soon
as intermediate range missiles and their warheads could be mass
produced, it would like to see them distributed amongz the NATO
allies., The primacy of this issue in terms of the denucleariza-
tion proposal is clearly vigible in the remarks Rapacki :ade before

5

the Sejm, and this in turn is based on an apparently real fear
of Germany which will be discussed in Chapter Four. However, the

Rapacki proposals did not get much attention from October to

4Adam Rapacki, "Poland's Active, Constructive and Peace-
ful Foreign Policy," DPolish Facts and Figures, No. 584, December 21
1957, p. 3.

SIbid., pp. 1, 2.
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December. Therefore, in the week preceding the Paris meetings,
"M, Rapacki quietly called in the diplomatic representatives
of a number of Western countries, including the United
States, expressed Poland's grave concern over the possi-
bili?y of West Gerpany'g receiv?ng missiles, agd urged re-
consideration of his United Nations proposal."

Similar motivation was apparently felt by Soviet Premier
Bulganin. On December 10, 1957, he wrote to Eisenhower urging
the acceptance of peaceful coexistence. The letter attempted
to be a calm, objective approach to the problem. Bulganin urged
Eisenhower not to put nuclear weapons in West Germany; to con-
sider the merits of the Rapacki Plan, and to join him in a declara-
tion against the use of nuclear weapons and in a non-aggression
pact.7 Eisenhower replied that the proposals did not meet the
heart of the problem which was the mounting production of new
nuclear weapons. Besides, he said, of what value is the Rapacki
Plan in view of long-range missiles?8 The Soviet leader also
wrote to the Bonn Government on December 1lth. In this letter
he urged an immediate freeze on armament levels, troop withdrawal
or disengagement in Central Iurope, the Rapacki Plan, and the
signing of a non—-aggression pact.9

Only seventeen days after George F. Kennan's lecture on BEC,

6Sidney Gruson, "Rapacki Pushes Plan," New York Times,
January 6, 1958, p. 12.

7"Bu1ganin's December 10th Letter to Eisenhower," U.S.
Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 38, January 27, 1958, pp. 127-130.

8Ibid., pp. 124-~125.

9"Text of Bulganin's Proposal to West Germany," New York
Times, December 12, 1957, p. 4.
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the Soviet Premier had ideas of disengagement linked to the pro-
posals of Adam Rapacki; as well as great power declarations of
peaceful intent. The main motivation for this evolution of Soviet
policy seems to have been the approaching Paris meeting. The

January 6, 1958 issue of the New Republic stated that there were

two unseen guests at the Paris meetings; Kennan and Bulganin.
They might well have added Adam Rapacki.

The December meetings did not reach complete accord in regard
to nuclear weapons in Europe; but enough agreements had been made
that Eisenhower suggested to Congress that the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954 be amended so that nuclear weapons could be supplied to
allies of the United States. The result was Public Law No. 85-479,
85th Congress, 2nd Session (July 2, 1958).11 Eisenhower referred
to this authority on May 26, 1959 in a messageé to Congress in which
he specifically asked authority to supply West Germany, Turkey,
and the Netherlands with nuclezr vreapons.12 But this was not yet

a fait accompli in early 1958, and Bulganin sought to maintain the

pressure on the West by suggesting a chief of state's meeting with
an agenda cleared of controversial matters. His agenda included

tests suspension, renunciation of nuclear weapons, the Rapacki Plan,

10"Kennan's Advice," New Republic, Vol. 138, January 6,
1958, p. 3.

11"Atomic Data Exchange," Congressional Quarterly
Almanac, Vol. 14, 1958, pp. 62-63.

27p4d., Vol. 15, 1959, pp. 104-105.
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non—-aggression pacts, conventional force reduction with inspection,
and the extension of the nuclear-free zone to Scandanavia and
Italy.13 Dulles replied that the nuclear-free zone would lead to
the total neutralization of the area, and he stressed the primacy
of German reunification by free elections, and freedom for Eastern
Europe.14
The Rapacki Plan was also used by Bulganin in other proposals,
leading some.observers to conclude that the Plan was in essence
a Soviet concept. Since, however, Rapacki states in his United
Nations speech that he made the initiative only after consultation
with the member countries of the Warsaw Pact, the question of its
rezl authorship serves no real purpose. However this may be, the
Plen was still only a paragraph in a speech. As C. L. Sulzberger
editorialized, the Plan necded more elaboration.15
Rapacki provided that elaboration on February 14th, 1958,
when he handed United States Ambassador Beam a Note and Ll'emorandum16
in which the original proposal was expanded to answer questions -
raised against it. The ares involved was the samej; viz., West and

East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. The states agreeing

to the proposal obligated themselves not to produce nor to import

13"Text of Bulganin's Proposal," New York Times,
January 10, 1958, p. 4; "Bulganin Would Ixtend Nuclezr Free Zone,"
Ibid., Jenuary 12, 1958, p. 1.

14
1958, p. 6.

150. L. Sulzberger, "Disengagement, What it Means,”
New York Times, editorial, February 5, 1958, p. 26.

16

"Text of Dulles Speech," New York fimes, January 11,

Complete text of the Note and lemorandum in Appendix A.
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nuclear weapons of any kind, nor zllow them on their territory.
The four states bind themselves not to maintain nuclear weapons
in the armezments of their forces in the area, nor service in-
stallations, nor missile launching eguipment; and not to transfer
such to another government or persons in the area. Other states
having forces in the area undertake similar obligations. Those
states possessing nuclear weapons pledge themselves not to use
those weapons against the zone.

Rapacki received Soviet approval for his inspection pro-

1

visions on the 28th of January.l As a matter of fact, XKhrushchev

stated in Die VWelt that the "Soviet Union was ready to give re-
liable international guarantees for such a zone and believed a *
broad form of control was possi’ble."18 Rapacki, therefore, sug-
gested both ground obssrver posts manned by members or both blocs
and aerial inspection of the territory involwved.

The means of agreeing %o such a proposal could be by inter-
naticnal convention or by unilateral declaration of the states
concerned. This second method would avoid West Germeny's reluc-
tance to do anything implying recognition of East Cermany. The

19

Memorandum corcluded with a plea for favorable consideration;
since it could be a step towards facilitation of agreements in

regard to the reduction in conventional arms and foreign armies

17"Russia Approves Polish Controls," New York Times,
January 29, 1958, p. 1.

18
1958, p. 5.

19The Memorandum was also sent to Great Britain, France,
Belgiuvm, Canada, Norway, Denmark, Czechoslovakia, Russia, Zast
Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and India.

"Khrushchev Pushes Zone," ¥New York Times, Februery 7,




within the zone.

The proposal as summarized here was not the final form of the
Rapacki Plan. It was, nonetheless, the best expression of the
1957-1958 Rapacki concept of cantrol and the limitation of arms
in a specified area. The reduction in conventional armements and
armed forces was not a part of the proposal, at this point in time.
In regard to these ideas, Rapacki said that he welcomed a revival
of discussion concerning those concepts, but they had previously
aroused too much opposition. "That wes why, among other reasons,
we put forward a more modest proposal, but a simpler and more
practical one."20 He did not wish the nuclear free zone agree-—
ments to be conditioned by necessary agreement to any other problem.
He sought a simple step, a basis for negotiation that could accom-
plish something desirable: a step away from the bloc confrontation
in Central Europe, the stalemated disarmament talks and the resul-
tant arms race; and a step awzy from the proliferation of nuclear
weapons.

"In this way we want to take part in the struggle of all
countries and forces of socialism and progress for the detente

in international relations, for peaceful coexisience, for
disarmament and collective security for a lasting peace."

20Adam Rapacki, "Poland's ictive, Constructive and
Peaceful Foreign Policy," Polish Facts and Figures, No. 584,
December 21, 1957, p. 3.

21

Ibid.
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THE PIVOTAL ROLE OF WEST GERMANY

There is no doubt that the Rapackd Plen is intricately bound up in
what had come to be knowa as tke Gorman question. The task of this chap=
ter is to trace the development of the German situgtion; first to attempt
to show that a fear of Germany was the prime motivation for the Rapacki
Plan; and second to attempt to trace the importance of West Germany in
terms of the acceptance or rejection of the Plan by the Western powars.

The European phase of the war had ended with the unconditional
surrender of the Gorman naticne. Allied land forces had simultaneocusly
pushed the German armies from the East and the West. When BRussian sol=
diers neared fmerican troops in Cermeny, the war had ended for all prac~
tical purposes. Germany lay im econcmic and political ruin. As the
dust of the war settled tie four wvictors divided Germany into occupa~
tion zones both to prevent the resurgonce of Nazism and to begin a
limited effort to rebuild the desolatecd ccuntry.

The conflict of intercests betweewn Russia and the Test developed
into the Cold War which had a profourd effect on Germany. The ori-
giopal wartime policy of stripping Germany of industrial assetis so as
to reducs its productivity was gradnclly reversed by the West. By
1946 the Western occupation authorities felt that zcual economic pro-
grens were futile, and in October of 1946 the British and American
zones were merged econocmically, and were Jjoined somewhat later by the
French. By 1948, the original attitude was so reversed that the
Onited States included Wost Cermazny in the Marshall Plan. This re=-

sulted in Soviet reorganization of East Cermany's economy and aid in
33



the form of long term credits on the foreign exohangoe.

As the West's apprekension of Russia increased, the fear of Ger=
many decreased. The economic union of West Germany was allowed to evolve
into the political union of the three Western sectors. The desire to re=
habilitate West Germenmy was very strong, and accordingly a constitutional
convention met in Bonn under the leadership of Konrad Adenauer., The
Social Damocrats at first opposed this because they feared political sov-
ereignty would perpetuate the division of Germany. But the convention
drafted the Basic Law with Allied help, and it was proclaimed on lizy 23,
1949 even though Germany remained under Occupational Statute until 1951.
The Basic Law merged the three zones into the German Federal Republic.
The Soviet Union followed this with the establishkment of the German
Democratic Republic on October 7, 1949+ Both West and East tied their
respective areas to themselves both politically and economically. East
and West Cormeny became really separate. :

The victor's garriscns, howsver, wore not removed. The ostensible
" reason for the contimuation of the presence of axrmed forces was pro—-
tection. Westerm troops protecicd VWest Germany and Russian forces
Egst Germary. The German State became thus not am area of occupa~
tion but a potential battleground for the victors. Iiowhere else in
the world was ths confrontation so intense and so filled vith tensione
Fo matter what else was problematic in regard to BEarope, the problem
of Germexny overshadowed it. The Gerran problem became the single great-
est obstacle to the solution of Central Furope's problems. As George Fe.
Kennon saidy any Central European solution that did not correct the

German situation was not a solution; a solution in Germany wes the key



to the whole Central European d.ilemma.l But therein ley the rub. Any
change in the situation: seecmed to imply either war or retreat; so that
the question of where does one go from here remained unanswored.

Cermany, as a burning issue in Central European politics had two
main facots in terms of the Rapacki Plan. In the first place, Germany
was the main motivation for the proposal; and secondly, Germany was a
major factor in the Western rejection of the proposal. The ability of
Gormany, in particular West Cormany, to so affect both is an index of
her importance not only in Central Europe but throughout the world.

The Polish people have a deep—seated fear and distrust of Germany;
and, particularly since the Cold War, a fear of West Germany. Vhether
this fear, which is apparently a viable thing, is manipulated by the
Polish Government is a speculative questicn. The fact is that there
are at least two bases for it.

FPirst, the Cerman occupation of Poland during the war would have
created fear in almost any pconlo. "The bestiality of the Corman oc=
cupation assumed unparalleled propor’cicns."z '1311ions died before fire
ing squads ard in concentratiorn camps. Those left alive were dsliber-
ately condemnzd to wadernourishmsnt and starvation."3 Well over three
million Polish Jews, and over three million Polish non-Jews were ex-
terminated by the German occupational foroos.4 It would seem that no

country suffered so ruinous an occupation as did Poland. Concentration

lgeorge F. Kernen, Russia, the Atcm and the West, p. 36.

2c1iffora B. Barnett, Poland, Its People, Its Society, Its
Culture, (New Yorks: Grove Press, InCey 1950)y De O ;

3

Tbides Do 236

4"Poland, " Encyclopedia Americana, (New York: American
Corporation, 1956), Vol. 22, p. 287.
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camps, such as Auschwitz, forced labor, a massive uprooting of people
in an atmosphere of inhumanity lead one to conclude that the CGermans
woro bent on the complete extermination of the Polish nation.

In the second placa, the fear of West Germany sprang out of con-
cern over the question of the Western boundaries of Poland. This ques=
ticn is bound up with the war and the eventual defeat of Gormany.
Winston Churchill, at the Teharan Conference in late 1943, proposed that
the 1941 Curzon line on Poland's eastern border be agreed to, and Poland
would then be compensated for the loss of this territory to Russia by
receiving territory from Germany. Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin
agreed to this in principle. At Yalta, however, the Soviets were anx=
ious to preserve their military geins. This was in February of 1945,
Russia wanted the city of Konigcsberg, and wanted the com;pensation from
Cermany to Poland to extend 21l the way west to the Oder and Neisse
Rivers. Roosevelt seemed indifferent to thi'ss5 but Churchill felt that
this was too much territory. So the question went unresolved. Be-
twean Yalta and Potsdam (July-fugust 1945) the Soviet Union made uni-
lateral arrangements with Poland wherein Russia simply granted the ter—
ritory to Poland without consultation with the other Allies. At the
Potsdam Conference an attempt was made to push the Polish nation back
in an easiward direction but no zgreemsnt could be reached. There-

fore, the final Agreement states:

5
Victor S. Mamatey, Soviet Russian Imperialism, (New Yorks
Van Nostrand Co., 1964), p. 67
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"The three Heads of Goverrment reaffirm their opinion that
the final delimitation of the western frontier of Poland
should await the peace settlement.

"The three Heads of Govermment agree that, pending the
final dstermination of Poland's western frontier, the fore
mer German territories east of a line runmning from the
Baltic Sea immediately west of Swinemunde, and thence along
the Oder River to the confluence of the wostern Neisse River
and along the western Neisse to the Czechoslovakian frontier,
including that portion of East Prussia not placed under the
administration of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
in accordance with the understanding reached at this confer=—
ence and including the area of the formsr free city of
Danzig, shall be under the administration of the Polish

- State and for such purposes should not bte considered
part of the Soviet zone of occupation in Germanyeeee"

Thus this valuable territory from Poland's point of view has never been
a matter of international agreement up to the present day. The Soviet
Union, of course, recognized the Oder-Neisse Iine. The East German
Governzment in the Zgorzelec Agrecment of 1950 did also.7_ But very
definitely not West Germany.

The Polish acquisition of this tezritory forced many millions of
Germans to leave. The same evacuation occurred in regard to Sudetenland
waich was returned to Czechoslovekia. Most of these refugees ended up
in Viest Cermany tut they woere not happy there: "...millicns of refu-—
gees have their eyes fixed towards the east. Many of them aze ready
for a new war if that is the cnly way they can regain their old homes.“8
Every week another thousand of these people crossed the borders. By

Jarmary.l, 1950, there were well over nine million refugees in West

6
Tbid,, ;))p. 144-145. (His appendix contains excerpts of the
official document,

Tw. Gomulka, "The Polish People's Republic," Foreisn Affairs,
Vol. 38, April, 1960, p. 143.

8Edgar Salin, "Social Forces in Germany Today," Foreign
Affairs, Vole 28, Jamary, 1950, p. 275
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Germany, over a fifth of the total popula.tion.9 This high a percentage
suggests that the refugees strongly affected national policy in areas
of concera to them, and that the Adenauer refusal to recognize the
Oder—lleisse line wes stronzly conditioned by the presence of the refugees.lo
The erming of Germans with nuclear weapons was a fearful thing to the
Poles, They feared the Germans because of occupa.tion terror and thse
threatened loss of the valuable irdustrial territory Poland had receivede.
Vhile these weapons wore in West Cermana hands in 1959, with U. S. con=-

11 ihe Rapacki Plan in 1957-1958 is an undere

trol of ruclear warheads;
standable Polish effort to forestall thise. Arthur Olsen, New York Times
correspondent in Poland, writing from Varsaw in 1962, stated that Polish
official sources there mads no secret of the fact that the first objec—
tive of the Rapacki Plan wes to forestall the acquisition of nuclear
weapons by West Germarw.lz
it is interesting, parenthetically, that the East Gorman regime was
also vory active in support of the Rapackd Plane. The motivation was some=—~
woat similar in that their support of the proposal probably reflected a

feer for their owmn government if the West CGormens were to be given nuc—~

lear arws. At any rate, the effort was a strong one. Premicr Grotewohl

91’£a.rion Donhoff, "Germzany Puts Freedom Before Unity," Foreisn
Affairs, Vol. 28, April, 1950, p. 403. 2

1

10 ffice of High Commissioner for Germany,"Political Aspects
cf the Refugoe Problem," Report on Germany, No.4, July l—Sepiember 30,
1950, pp. 30-34.

11Noman Thomas, "Support For Rapacki Plan," Lettsr, New York
Times, Juns 17, 1959, p. 34.

12 prthur Olsen, "Poles Disappointed in U.S.Rejection," New
York Times, 4pril 8, 1962, p. 19.
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troadcast a radio speech into West Germany urging that all tke German peo—
ple be given the right to vote on the Rapacki issue.13 The East German
Coxmunist Party wont so far as to suggest that the West German Socialist
Party unite with them in a campaign for the muclear—free zons .14

Thus, the West German potential for aggression was a prime motivator
of the Rapacki Plan. Put the Viest German State also played a large role
in regard to the Western reaction to the proposales As a matter of fact,
Viest Germany exercised a powerful influence over all disarmement pro-
posals. At the Bonn NATO Conference in May of 1957, Eisenhower had as—-
sured Adenauer:

",.osthat (1) the nation would make no disarmament agreement

vhich might prejudice later Germen reunification and (2) that

any comprehensive disarmement proiosal necessarily presupposed
solution of the German question." >

Later in the year, this same viewpoint was adopted by Britain and FJ:a.nce.]'6
However woll this sounded, the results of such an attitude, as Jo P.
Morray, a spokesman for the American left, points ocut wore that the Ger—
man Chancellor had beem accorded a veto on any comprehensive disarma=—
ment zza.ea.suzlz'e.l7 Morray fails to add, howaver, that this veto also went

the other way. On page four of the Bonn Agreements of 1952 as amended

by the Paris Protocol of 1954, oxne finds the statement that the three

13
"Text of Premler. Grotecwohl's Speech," New York Times, Jamu=

ary 23, 1958, p. 4.

14“East Germany Corresponds With West Germany," New Yorl
Timos, Doecember 26, 1957y D+ 9

1Cecil V. Crabb, Jr., Americen Foreign Policy in the Nuclear
Age, (Blmsford, New York: Row Pelerson, 1960), p. 468.

161hi4.

175.p. Morray, From Yalta to Disarmaments Cold War Debate,
(New York: FHarper & Brose, 1961), p. 30le
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Western powers retained their full rights amnd responsibilities in West
Germany in regard to matters affecting German reunification and a peace

settlement.18

Even though this veto went both ways, it may te suggested
that Konrad Adenauer would not be the first to propose greater flexibility
in dealing with the Soviet Union and her satellites. Adenauer firmly be-
lieved that the future of Germany depended to a great extent on her orien—
tetion to the West. A developing prosperity and great possibilities in-
herent in the concept of the Commecn Market would tend to confirm a de—
cided reluctance to alter the course of events.,

Another possible cause of Adonauwer's inflexibility in regard to the
Repacki Plan was the boundary dispute with Poland. From the Chancellort's
point of view there was no reason to agree to the creation of a zone such
as Repacki suggested; certainly a part of the treaty or declaration pro=
hibiting nuclear weapons would describe the exaot territory involved.

Such a description would tend to legalize the Oder=Neisse line and Po-
lend®s sovereignty over the area East of the line; Jjust as it would tend
to confirm the sovereignty of East CGermary. Either of these would be op-
pcsed by the Western powers anyway; but it v:cuid probably also have been
politically unhealthy for Adenauner to even apparently reccgnize these
borders, because of the preponderance of refugee voters. Arnold Heiden-
heimer suggested that betwesen elections the Chancellor was largely in-

sensitive to the desires manifested in publiec opinion,l9 but it must be

18
U. S. Senate, Cormitte® on Foreign Relations, Hearings on the
Proteocol on the Termination of the Occupation Regime in the Federal Re=
public of Cermany, 84th Congress, lst Session, March 29, 1955 Z‘E-’Ia.shing—
ton: CGovernment Printing Office, 1955), p. 26.

19Arnold J. Heidonheimer, The Governments of Germany, (Mew
York: Thomas Crowell Co., 1961) p. 220.




remembered that Adenaver first got the Chancellorship by oxnly one vote;
and the independent parties that forwmed part of his several coalitiona
were often supported by refugee groups. Even after the refugees formed
their own party, the Expellees party (BHE), many still voted for inde-
pendent groups. This was a powerful factor in the 1950-1960 Germen
politicel situation. Even though the five per cent clause 20 of the
Basic Law kept them from exercising too much power, by 1966 the refu-
gee population exceeded thirteen million, or one=fourth of the total
population of West Germany.21

Some writers have gone so far as to suggest that Adenzuerts in-
flexibility was occasioned by his lack of desire for reunification.
Cne such is Norman Thomas, American Socialist leader, who maintained
that Adenauer wont along with the West on reunification only as an
issue, not as reality. In other words, Thomas charged that Adenauer
thought first of the political benefits frem the division and sec-
ondly of Germany or Corman welfare. IMr. Thomas states that Adenzuer

was opposed to German reunification bacsuses

20mhis clause of the Basic Law reduced the number of splinter
parties by maintaining that parties failing to receive 5% of the total
federal sescond ballot vote, oxr which fail to elect 3 deputies in direct
constituency seats cannot share in the distribution of seats on a pro-
portional basis.

2lplora Lewis, "The Unstable States of Germany," Foreigzn Af-
fairs, Vol. 38, July, 1960, pp. 588-59T7. For additional information on
the refugeets political impact sece also James Pollock, "The Electoral
System of the Federal Republic of Germany," APSR, Vol. 46, December,
1952, pp. 1056-1068; Otto Kircheimer and Arnmold Price, "Analysis and
Effects of the Elections in Western Germany," Department of State
Bulletin, Vol. 21, October 17, 1949, ppe 563=573; and Peter Merkl,
Tao Origin of the West German Republic, (New York: Ozford Univer=
Sity Press, 1963)e ‘




"He did not want an accession of Protestant and Socialist

strength in his Republic. His refusal to abandon claim to

what was German territory east of the Oder—Feisse lines be-=

fore 1945 is evidence of his desire for an issue rather than

its solution. Poland will not give up that territory with=-

out war; its German inhabitants are mostly well resettled

in West Germany, and the German threat forces a somg t

reluctant Poland into the arms of the Russian bear,

Thatever the reason for his lack of flexibility, Adenauer pos-
sessed a major role in the formation of Western policy with regard to
Central Europe. He used his veto power often, and always with success.23
He seemingly could not agree to any proposal adversely affecting the
strength of West Germany or its basic orientation to the West.

As late as 1963, the role of West Germany was seen by West Germans
at least as no less powerful than it had been. In regard to the test ban
treaty during the Kennedy Administration, the West Gemans were very un=
happy that they had not been shown the treaty before it was initialed in
Moscowe. DBefore West Germany would adhere to the treaty, they asksd that
the Western Allies promise that any future proposals that came up for
negotiation with the Soviet Union be sutmitted to West Germany for
scrutiny prior to acceptance.24

In terms of disarmament proposals affecting Central Europe, the West
was committed to the first step of the rewmification of Gerrany by free

elections as a prerequisite; and this was very definitely not a part of

22
Norman Thamas, "The Situation in Central Europe," New York
Times, May 8, 1959, p. 15. (Advertisement) B "

23 "U.S. Position Explained to Adenauer," New York Times,
June 19, 1957, De 3.

=4 "West German Reservations About Test Ban," New York Times,
Avugust 9, 1963, p. 11,
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the Rapacki Plan, which purported to be but a small beginning of a solu-
tion to Centzral European problems. The West German role both in terms
of motivation for the Plan and in terms of the Western rejection of the

Plan appears to have been a major, even a pivotal one.



WESTERN REJECTION OF TEE RAPACKI PLAN

The initial Rapacki proposal in the United Nations received
very little attention in the Western world. It seemed in the be-
ginning that the only person actively aware of possibilities in
the proposal besides Rapacki and David was Nikoiai Bulganin. Twice
in the months following the October speech Bulganin included the
denuclearization concept as a part of his package proposal. But
Bulganin was not the only one interested. He merely got more
publicity. There was reaction throughout the Western world.

The Western reaction was somewhat confused in the sense that
many persons confused the Rapacki Plan with disengagement in
Central Europe. This seems understandable. George F. Kennan had
given the widely publicized Reith Lectures only a month after
Adam Rapacki had made his speech. 3Both had called for a small
beginning in the reduction of tension, both asked for the creation
of a zone between the two opposed blocs that was in different ways
to be partially demilitarized; and both granted the primacy of
Germany as a source of friction and sought in different ways to
neutralize this. Neither disengagement nor denuclearization
called for a neutral status for Germany; but rather a neutralizing
of what each considered the prime irritant in Germany: foreign
armies or nuclear weapons. But because both plans attempted to
reduce the defense capacity of the German States, the Rapacki Plan

and disengagement were often confused with the concept of a neutral

44
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status for Germany. The neutrality of the two Germanies might be
an interesting discussion topic, but the neutrality of West
Germany was the direct opposite of the United States policy since
1949, and to a lesser degree the opposite of the NATO policy.

Part of the confusion was perhaps due to the initial vague-
ness of the Rapacki Plan.1 After all, it was just a paragraph
in a speech. The ccnnection with disengagement was unfortunate,
however, because Rapacki was trying specifically to keep his
proposal free from other entanglements. As time went on this
situation began to change; from the original aloofness to the con-
cept of disengagement in the hope that his modest proposal would be
accepted, the variants of the Rapacki Plan began more and more to
contain elements of disengagement. The concluding paragraph of his
February 14, 1958 Memorandum states:

"The Goverument of the Polish People's Republic has
reasons to state that acceptance of the prorosal concerning
the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe
will facilitate the reaching of an agreement relating to
the adequate reduction of conventional armaments and of
foreign armed forces stationeg on the territory of the
states included in the zone."

But in terms of his original proposal he was at pains to state that

it must not be confused with other plans.

1F'or example, Senator Douglas, after interrupting a dis-
armament speech of Senator Hubert Humphrey, stated that George F.
Xennan had proposed the atomic neutralization of Central Europe to
be followed by conventional forces withdrawal. See "Speech of the
Honorable Hubert Humphrey," Ccngressional Record, Vol. 104, Part 2,
January 31 to February 25, 1958, (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1958) February 4, 1958, p. 1615.

2See Appendix A this report.
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"It would mean losing a simple gquestion in a jungle of more com-
licated matters. It would in practice mean the rejection of

3

our proposal,..."~ Also the connection between Kennan's disengage=-
ment and neutrality was unfortunate because the latter represents

a conclusion in regard to the consegquences of the former. Kennan
said:

"People will ask: how do you envisage the future of
Germany if not as a full-fledged member of NATO? Is it
neutrality you are recommending, or demllltarlzatlon, or
a general,Huropean security pact? &

"These again are problems for the plannerg. The com-—
binations are many; and they must be studied minutelz as
alternatives. No outsider can judge which is best."

Moreover, as Rapacki began moving toward disengagement,
Kennan seemed to be moving in the direction of denuclearization.
While discussing the withdrawal of forces, Kennan cannot avoid
pointing to an apparent obstacle to that disengagement, namely,
the placing of nuclear weapons in the hands of NATO allies. "If
therefore the Western continental countries are to be armed with
them, any Russian withdrawal from Central and Eastern Europe may
become unthinkable once and for all...."5
The relationship between the views of Rapacki and Kennan is

a close one, therefore, and the fact that the West very often re-

acted to them both at the same time is understandable. However,

3Adam Rapacki, Polish Facts and Figures, p. 3.

4George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom and the West, p. 45.

5Ibid., p. 59.
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those favoring one did not need to favor the other. Denis Healey,
British Labor lember of Parliament, favored disengagement but saw
only a small amount of merit in the Rapacki Plan.6

The reaction of the West was also conditioned by a view of
the Polish proposal as a Soviet proposal. This impression was
without doubt greatly strengthened by Bulganin's almost immediate
snapping up of the Plan as a part of Soviet disarmament suggestions.
The question of the authorship of Rapacki's proposal, as stated in
Chapter Three, is a speculative one and is perhaps unnecessary to
answer. Denis Healey felt that it was a peculiarly Polish sug-
gestion "without Soviet prompting or support."7 At about the same
time Gomulka had said: "It was the result of our own deliberations
and studies. We wanted to take a first...simple and effective step
in reducing international tension."8 Certainly the fact that any
proposal would originate in a satellite country was itself signifi-
cant even if it were part of general Communist disazrmament policy.
However, the evidence évailable to the West indicated more of a
connection with the policies of the Soviet Union than a separation.
Vaclav David, in his speech of affirmation following Rapacki's at
the United Nations, stated that Czechoslovakia agreed with the de-

nuclearization concept "as was proposed by the German Democratioc

6Denis Healey, "How to Start Disengagement," New
Republic, Vol. 138, March 31, 1958, pp. 14-16.

T1pia., p. 16.

8Arthur Olsen, "The Polish Memo," New York Times,

February 18, 1958, p. 7.




Republic."9 This referred to a July 27, 1957 program of the East
German Governmment calling for a prohibition of the stockpiling
and manufacturing of atomic weapons in Germany, the withdrawal of
the two German states from the North Atlantic Alliance and the
Warsaw Pact, abolition of conscription, agreement on the strength
of the respective armies, and a joint request to the Big Four to
withdraw their forces from Germany.lo Besides this, previous
Soviet proposals made prior to Rapacki's speech had advocated the
creation of a Central European zone of limited armaments. Those
who sought a peculiar Polish authorship had to ignore or explain
this evidence if they wished to advocate consideration of the Plan
simply because it was not part of general Communist policy. The
fact that the Rapacki proposal might not have been Polish need not
indict the Planj; the discussion here is merely an attempt to ex-
plain why the Western leaders did not in fact distinguish it as a
Polish proposal.11 The Netherlands' Foreign Minister, Dr. Luns,
returned from the Paris NATO meetings "very pleased with what he
called the failure of the latest Soviet effort to sabotage the

North Atlantic Treaty Conference."12

The West German reaction was a definite rejection. Adenauer,

9"Summary of the Debate," United Nations Review, Vol. 4,
November 1957, p. 85.

1O"Khrushchev Repeats his Denuclearization Proposal,"
Néw York Times, August 9, 1957, p. 2.

ll"Remove Nuclear Weapons from Central Burope?," New
York Times, December 13, 1957, p. 1.

12
1957’ p. 3.

"NATO Meeting Adjourns," New York Times, December 21,
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at the Paris Conference, had not really insisted on nuclear arms
for West Germany, but by January he was seemingly most anxious
to correct an impression that he had been influenced by George F.
Kennan. The Chancellor made it quite clear that he was not so
influenced, and rejected the Rapacki Plan because, like Dulles,
Adenauer felt that the proposal would lead to the neutralization
of Germany. Such a zone, he said, would give the people in it
no protection; it "would mean the end of NATO, the end of freedom
in Western Europe, and thereby the end of our own freedom."13 Dr.
Adenauer was stating this rather strongly, and his remarks were
misleading. Certainly the decision to rearm West Germany with
nuclear weapons was a step away from neutralization, but the
decision not to so arm West Germany is not a step toward neutra~
lity. Most of the nations of the world did not possess nuclear
weapons; they merely possessed their own national fofces, bound
together with others in alliances. Formosa, for example, could
not be called a neutral nation and yet does not possess nuclear
weapons. To say, as Adenauer did, that the proposal would afford
the people in the zone no protection, is to ignore the fact that
the people in that zone had no protection against nuclear war
anyway outside of the guarantees of Russia and the United States.
The acquisition of nuclear weapons still under the control of the

United States would not alter that; it moreover would probably

13"West German Bundestag Backs Adenauer," New York
Times, January 24, 1958, p. 5.



result in West Germany's rise in importance as a primary target
in the event of war. In addition, there was a étrong feeling
among many Germans, especially Social Democrats, that the nuclear
rearming would decrease chances for reunification of the entire
German State. The country was in a furor over the Rapacki and
Kennan concepts with meetings being held, and pétitions being

14

even though Adenauer was firmly against them. EHe

15

circulated;
said that he would "never, never agree to the Rapacki Plan."
Foreign Minister Heinrich von Brentano denounced the Kennan ideas

16

as "senseless". Wilhelm Grewe, Acting State Secretary in the
Foreign Office said that he would not negotiate on the Rapacki
Plan even if reunification were also on the agenda.l7 But the
Social Democrats and even some members of the Christian Democratic
Union were very stirred by the large amount of public support for
the Rapacki Plan and for Kennan's ideas, but the Bundestag none-
theless gave Adenauer a vote of confidence on January 23, 1958;18

and on March 25th it approved the nuclear rearming of West Germany

.by a vote of 275-161 with 26 abstentions.19

14"Polish Proposal Popular in West Germany," New York
Times, February 9, 1958, p. 3E.

15"Hope vs Illusion," Newsweek, Vol. 51, February 10,
1958, p. 59.

61114,

T Ipia.

18"West German Bundestag Backs Adenauer," New York Times,
January 24, 1958, p. 5.

19
1958, p. 10.

"West German Nuclear Rearming," New York Times, March 26,



On the other hand, Field Marshall Harding, retired British
Chief of the Imperial General Staff, said during a Bonn conference
in March that the dangers of a military pull-back were actually
less than the dangers in the existing situation.zo This concurred
with the position of the Social Democrats in West Germany. Fritz
Irler, prominent spokesman for the Social Democrats, supported the
Rapacki Plan, he said, because missiles that could overfly the
zone made the bages in that zone meaningless; so therefore why
not denuclearize in the hope of reducing tension.21 Eric
Ollenhauer, the Social Democratic leader, called the Plan a first
step toward controlled disarmament; the socialist newspaper Neue

Ruhr Zeitung said after Adenauer had rejected the Plan: ""The only

plan that might have checked the armament race has now been re-
buffed most strongly."22 When the Bundestag approved the issue of
nuclear rearming Ollenhaﬁer declared that his party would intro-
duce a resolution asking that the issue of nuclear weapons be taken

23

to the people in a referendum. This was far more than mere
opposition to the party in power; the Social Democrat position
reflected a consistent view of nuclear arms and of West Geimany's

place in the power picture. They feared such weapons would

20
1958, p. 45.

21Fritz Erler, "The Reunification of Germany and Security
for Burope," World Politics, Vol. 10, April 1958, p. 3T1.

22"Adenauer Opposed on Nuclear Zone," New York Times,
January 16, 1958, p. 6.

23"Ollenhauer to Request Referendum," New York Times,
March 26, 1958, p. 10.

"Conference on Disengagement," New York Times, March 31,




increase the separation between East and West Germany.24 For this
same reason they had initially opposed the formation of the
FPederal Republic.

However, the official position prevailed. Felix von Eckardt,
West German Press Chief, summed up Adenauer's reaction. (1) The
plan made no advance to reunification but asked a sacrifice by
the West. (2) Western security would be harmed because the mili-
tary parity would be destroyed. (3) The United States withdrawal
from Central Europe would harm NATO. (4) Controls and inspection
in the zone would be impossible to organize. (5) The pledge of
the nuclear powers not to attack the zone was not a strong enough
guarantee.25 The rejection was made official by means of a note
delivered to Warsaw on the 25th of February, 1958.26

In Great Britain the situation was somewhat similar, in that
the Conservatives generally opvosed Rapacki and Kennan, and the
Labor Party was generally in favor of both. However, in Britain
the Labor Party was much stronger than were the Social Democrats
in Germany: this may account for the more moderate position of-
ficially taken in London. Back in December of 1957, Foreign
Secretary Selwyn Lloyd had stated in response to questions in the
Commons that:

"In military reality the buffer zone concept is as outdated

24Fritz Erler, '"The Reunification of Germany and
Security for Europe," World Politics, Vol. 10, April 1958, p. 372.

25"Pros and Cons of Polish Proposal," New York Times,
.Pebruary 20, 1958, p. 4.

26
1958’ P. 3.

"Bonn Rejects Polish Plan," New York Times, March 1,



as the medieval moat. With longé?ange aircraft, and missiles
with ranges of 150 miles or more it is impossible to dis-
engage in the sense that may have been possible in the age

of conventional weapons. The choice is between a clearly
defined line...and a no-man's land, into which it may be
tenpting to infiltrate, to try some kind of coup in the be-
lief that undefended territory can be taken without risk

of war. In present circumstances and on the present de-
marcation lines, to dissngage might We%% lead to a greater
insecurity and a greater risk of war."

‘fhis position did not satisfy the Labor Party in the least. Back
in April of 1957, a similar response of Macmillan to Bulganin's
invitation to discuss the Eden Plan had not satisfied the Liberal
Party either. '
"Jo Grimond, leader of the Liberal party, pressed the Prime
Minister to take up lr. Bulganin's proposal for reopening
discussion of the Eden Plan through ordinary diplomatic
channels. The object. Mr. Grimond suggested, should be
to ease tension in Kastern Europe and obtain wgthdrawal
of Soviet troops from the satellite nations."2
A public opinion poll taken in early 1958 had registered 75% of the
people questioned as being in favor of some sort of disengagement.

This did not imply that this high a percentage of people would vote

against the Conservative Party; but the electorate was certainly

27Mr. Lloyd is being quite conservative here. Just a few
weeks after his Commons' remarks the New York Times (January 26,
1958, p. 3) carried a news article concerning the successful firing
of the Snark missile which hit its target 5,000 miles away. These
were already in service in the Strategic Air Command.

28"Neutra1 Zone," Time, Vol. 70, December 30, 1957, p. 22.

29"Macmillan Refuses to Discuss Eden Plan in Commons,"
New York Times, May 1, 1957, p. 6.

30
1958’ p. 59.

"Hope vs Illusion," Newsweek, Vol. 51, February 10,
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being influenced by the advocates of disengagement. A very in-
fluencial advocate was the British mathematician and pacifist,

Lord Bertrand Russell. He wrote open letters to the New Statesman

and the N_a.tion31 much like the letter he was asked to write for

the liberal American journal, the New Republic, in which he attempted

to make his view clear.

"A Neutralized Zone to be established in Central Europe com=-
prising, as a minimum -- Germany, East and West — Poland,
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. No alien armed forces, whether
Russian or Western, to be allowed in the Zone. Each country
in the Zone to be free to chooss its own political and eco-
nomic system and in particular, East and West Germany to be
allowed to unite with whatever form of constitution they
prefer. No State in the Neutralized Zone to conclude an
alliance with any State outside the Zone. Germany to

accept the Oder-Neisse frontier."

Hugh Gaitskill, leader of the Labor Party, was very emphatic on
this point, as was noted in Chapter Two.33 The Labor position
favored such a step as the Rapacki Plan as it favored the concept
of disengagement suggested by George F. Kemnan =-- as bases for

_negotiation.34

31"Soviet Stake in a Divided Germany," New Republic, Vol.
139, Mal‘ch 17’ 1958, Po 9'

32Bertrand Russell, "Bertrand Russell on Negotiations,"
New Republic, Vol. 138, January 27, 1958, p. 9.

33See page 21 this report.

34Even though Harold Wilson continues to support the
Rapacki Plan and phased disengagement, a Labor victory at the polls
does not mean that the British would adopt the Rapacki Plan as
such., Wayland Yound, a member of the Labor Party's disarmament
committee and of the defense committee of the Assembly of the
Western European Union, stated recently that the Polish proposals
could form "part of an orderly process to minimum deterrent
balance." (Wayland Young, "British Labour's Arms Plan," New
Republic, Vol. 150, May 23, 1964, p. 14)



These factors of opposition might help to explain why the
Conservative reaction seemed to leave room for negotiations. The
reply to Bulganin's 1957 proposal which contained the Rapacki con-
cept differed from the replies of the other allies in that it
cautiously asked for more information on the Rapacki proposal, and
on non-aggression pacts.35 They evidently felt that the Rapacki
Plan in its 1957 form was unacceptable, but saw it as a basis for
discussion, as a means of reducing the tension in Central Europe.36
But by February, 1958, the official reaction was a tentative
rejection.37

Italy saw the denuclearizing idea as a threat to European
security, even after Khrushchev promised Italian neutrality and
other concessions if they would join the nuclear free belt.
Foreign Minister Pella said: "The partial or total neutrality of
the great part or Europe as proposed by Khrushchev would not faci-
litate but rather make more difficult and impossible the solution

38

of Europe's security." Premier Hansen of Denmark, however, rec-

commended the Rapacki prorosals for the attention and consideration

39

of ths West. Albert Schweitzer called the Rapacki Plan a ray of

35"British Reply to Bulganin," New York Times, January 16,
1958, p. 12.

36uGaitskill Backs Polish Plan," New York Times,
January 13, 1958, p. 10.

37"British Reaction to Rapacki," New York Times,
Pebruery 12, 1958, p. 13.

38"Ita1y Rejects Russ Bid," New York Times, March 31,
1958, . 4.
39

"Denmark Favors Polish Plan," New York Times,
January 16, 1958, p. 12.




light.4o However, the few voices approving the Plan could scarce-
ly be heard.
The French reaction was quite definitely against the Plan.

They were not hostile to the ideaj; but they pointed out that the
original buffer zone concept of Anthony Eden had put the zone be-
tween a reunified Germany and the East, whereas the Rapacki zone
ignored the division of Germany and would therefore tend to con-
41

firm the unhealthy situation in Central Europe. Some, like

llendes France, former French Premier, favored the denuclearization
concept as a useful experiment,42 but the official reaction pre-
vailed. The status quo in Germany and East Europe was not to be

43

nor was the potential

44

recognized in such a formal fashion,
removal of West Germany from NATO to be admitted.
The reaction of the United States45 was a definite rejection
of the Polish Memorandum, February 14, 1958; even though, as in
other countries, voices could be heard in opposition to the official

position. The United States Department of State felt that the

4O"Schweitzer Backs Nuclear Zone," New York Yimes,
April 29, 1958, p. 14.

41"Premier Gaillard Revives Polish Plan,"™ New York Times,
January 15, 1958, p. 3.

42Hugh Gaitskill, Adlai Stevenson, Pierre lMendes France,
"Three Opposition Leaders Discuss Russia and the West," New Republic,
Vol. 139, March 24, 1958, p. 13.

43“Ftcance, NATO Reply to Rapacki Plam," New York Times,
January 11, 1958, p. T.

44"Text of Couve de Murville's Speech to French Assembly,"
New York Times, October 30, 1963, p. 14.

45366 Appendix D for U.S. Reply to Polish Memorandum.
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neutralization of Germany was a long-range goal of the Soviet

46

Union. This was opposed not simply because Dulles seemed against
anything suggested by the Soviet Union, but also because Dulles,
along with Eisenhower and Nixon, felt quite strongly that any
attempt to isolate or neutralize a ‘people as numerous, vital and
vigorous as the Germans could only create another climate for a
Hitler.47 The Rapacki Plan was viewed as leading to that neutra-
lization. At a news conference on January 10, 1958, Dulles was
asked about the Rapacki proposal. He replied:
",..such a step would in practice be indistinguishable from
an almost total neutralization of the area because, if it is
not possible to have in the area modern weapons then it might
be imprudent to maintain any forces in the area at _all, be-
cause they would be in a very exposed condition."4
A second element in the U.S. position was that the Plan did not
address itself to the political problems in the area; and in not
so doing tended to perpetuate the existing division of Germany.49

The same day that this position was announced by Lincoln White,

State Department Press Officer, the New York Times carried an

editorial on the subject in which thare was complete agreement with

the State Department reaction. The editorial maintained that one

46"Text of Dulles News Conference," New York Times,
December 12, 1957, p. 4.

47"Rapacki Plan," editorial, New York Times, January 28,
1959, p.. 30.
48

"Text of Dulles Speech,' New York Times, January 11,
1958, p. 6.

4%wy.s. Reply to Polish Plan," New York Times,
Pebruary 19, 1958, p. 5.




of the first results of the Plan would be the "formal recognition
of the East Germen State as an equal partner in an international
undertaking involving the West."BO A third element in the U.S.
reaction was that the Plan's adoption would seriously alter the
existing balance of forces. In terms of conventional forces the
Soviet Union had always been granted a preponderance; and the
great equalizer was nuclear weapons, both strategic and tactical.
It must be recalled at this point that the original Rapacki Plan
was being considered here; not the disengagement of forces that
was later to be incorporated into the Plan. The conventional
armies of both sides were to remain as they were; the only dif-
ferenco being that there would be a prohibition of nuclear
weapons in the area., Thus, the Plan was viewed by the State
Department as extremely dangerous, because the conventional forces
would be imbalanced heavily in favor of the Soviet Uhion?l As
General Norstadt, NATO Commander, pointed out, the removal of
nuclear weapons would destroy NATO's shield..52 This was an
understandable reaction, and one which Adam Rapacki should have
foreseen. This reaction should not be confused with the debate
in regard to total dependance on nuclear weapons that seemed a

part of the Dulles' policy. ZIven those advocating the build-up

of conventional or non-nuclear forces recognized the necessity

5O"‘I‘he Polish Proposal," editorial, New York Times,
February 19, 1958, p. 26.

51"U.S. Objects to Rapacki Plan," New York Times,
February 7, 1958, p. 1.

221bid.
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of nuclear weapons in Centrzl Burope as the equalizer of strength.
With the removal of nuclear weapons it was felt that a vacuun
might be created into which the Soviet forces would be tempted.
Lincoln White suwmmed this up when he said:

"This crucial element would depend merely upon the good

faith of the powers having possession of nuclear weapons

and would therefore be unenforceable." "This element

would not appear to make any advence toward disarmament,

but only underscore the need for b?oader disarmament54

measures as a guarantee of protection for any area."
Belgium's Foreign Minister Spack, later to become Secretary General
of NATO, agreed. "How can a responsible statesman face his people
with the proposition that their soldiers fight with outmoded
weapons against an enemy with the most mode;n arms?"55

One of the most consistent objectors to this stand of the
‘United States has been Hubert Humphrey, Senator from Minnesota,
and Chairman (1957-1958) of the Disarmament Subcommittee of the
Committee on Foreign Relations. He did not object in the sense
that he actively supported either Rapacki or George F. Kennanj
rather, like Repacki, he sought a way out of the deadlock in dis-
armament by breaking up the total package of U.S. demands and

negotiating on one item at a time. 1In his introduction to the

53For example see the report of the Foreign Policy
Research Institute of the University of Pennsylvania prepared for
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Quoted in New York Times,
October 15, 1959, p. 4.

54“U.S. Reply to Polish Plan," New York Times,
February 19, 1958, p. 5.

55“Our Atomic Defense," Newsweek, Vol. 49, May 13, 1957,
p. 50.
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Subcomnmittee's final report he stated:

"In its report of Sentember 6, 1957, the subcommittee
expressed the view that progress on disarmament 'can come
gradually, a step at a time', and that 'it is a mistake to
expect that the problem of disarmament can be solved in
one sweeping overall agreement!. The subcommittee also
concluded that 'if a first step disarmament agreement is
to be realized it should be limited both as to armaments
being curtailed and as to the amount of 1nspect10n to
be included'."d

His position at the beginning therefore was one that merely ad-
vocated the consideration of these limited proposals as a begin-
ning. This is visible in his speech to the Senate on February 4,
1958.57 But as time passed, Senator Humphrey began to publicly
advocate an attempt both at disengagement, and the removal of
nuclear weapons from Central Europe.58 He was very definitely not
alone in this position; but he did not affect the State Depart-
ment's total rejection of the Rapacki Plan, both in 1958 and in

later years.

The reaction of the Western powers was thus against the Plan.

56U S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcom-
mittee on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments, Report
2501, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, 1958, p. iii.

57"Speech of the Honorable Hubert Hubert BHumphrey,"
Congressional Record, Vol. 104, Part 2, January 31-February 25,
1958, (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1958) February 4,
1958, pp. 1617, 1629.

58 For example: "Humphrey Critical of Tke," New Yorl
Times, February 5, 1958, p. 1l; "West German Nuclear Arms," Ibld.,
November 23, 1958, p. 42; "hlkoyan Pushes Rapacki Plan," Ibid.,
January 17, 1959, p. 33 "Humphrey Says U.S. Studying Rapacki P Plan,"
Ibid., October 17, 1961, p. 33.



Besides the reasons given it was folt that inspection would be
almost inpossible since many nuclear weapons could be fired from
conventional devices, or could be carried in a brief case. The
Rapacki Plan tended to discriminate against West Germany, somé
felt, because she really gained nothing by joining the zone. The

Rapacki proposal seemed doomed to a limbo of oblivion. Yet this

was not the case.
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THE RAPACKI PLAN REFUSES TO DIE

On June 13, 1964, Soviet Premier Khrushchev left from Moscow on a
trip through Scandinavia with a first stop at Copenhagen. While travel-
ing, he was expected bj the Associated Press "to plug for a ban on nuc-
lear woapons in the countries he is visiting as well as central Europe.™
"As he tours Demmark, Norway, and Sweden, Khrushchev probably will try
again to crack the North Atlantic Treaty Organization northern defense
ring by asking the Scandinavian countries to join in turning the Baltic
into a sea of peace."l

Obviously the Rapacki Plan did not fade away as a result either of
Western rejections or the passing of time. The Plan remained influential
in two respects. Pirst, the proposal was a stimulus to other plans simi-
lar to Rapacki's and yet varying in one respect or another; second, the
initial Plan was sultmitted repeatedly by the Soviet Union, Gomulka of
Poland, and by the author himself. The reason basic to this continued
activity ley primarily in the continued impasse in regard to both Cen=-
tral Buropean security and general disarmament; almost the same impasse
and situation which had motivated the original proposal. As time went on,
the relaxation that occurred in both of the opposed blocs which made the
possibility of war seem less inevitable did not reduce the possibility of

the redsvelopment of tension; the problem remained and would remain wntil

1
Associated Press release, Kalamazoo Gazette, June 13, 1964, p.l.
See also "Soviet Proposal For a Nuclear Free Zone in Scandinavia" as pub-
lished in Izvestia, August 14, 1959, American Foreigmn Policy: Current
Documents, 1959, p. 1404.

62



63

the German question was solved and the opposed forces no longer faced each
other across the slender line of demarcation. Berlin furnishes an excel-
lent example of this. Even though an uneasy detente had developed, the
situation in Berlin provoked many days of anxiety and still does today.
The chief source of difficulty seems the very vulnerable and easily ex~
ploited access routes through East Germany. And as long as the German
question remained unsettled, Poland must remain unsure of her borders,
garrisoned with Soviet troops, and unable to play a more independent role
in either world politics or trade. Again, as long as the problem re-
mained, Central Europe had a potential for trouble. Since the large
package proposals did not result in any progress, the emphasis in solu-
tions increasinly was in the direction of small proposals like Rapacidi!s.
Several suggestions were now heard in terms of modest proposals; influ-
enced by the Rapacki Plan and by a desire for scme sort of a beginninge.
One of the first to publish such a response was Henry Reuss in June
of 1953. (Mr. Reuss wes a member of the House of Representatives from Wis~
consin, and former dsputy ccunsel.for. the Marshall Plan).’ By this.time: the
Memorandum had been rejected by the United States and the direction of
United States policy in regard to rearming West Germany with nuclear
weapons continmued unchanged. Eisenhower had proposed legislation that
would permit the United States to share its secrets with its allies, as
previously noted. Reuss felt that this was an ominous developement be-
cause it increased the chances that any European war would be a muclear
vary it increased the mumber of fingers on the trigger; and it could not

help tut result in the Soviet Union feeling compelled to strengthen their
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forces in Eastern Europe with a subsequent greater degree of control over
the satellites. The West, he said, demands that the Russians pull ocut of
East Europe with no guarantees. This is silly. Reuss, therefore, re-—
comends mitual withdrawal of forces west of the Rhine and behind Rus—
sian borders, a guarantee of free elections in Germany, self-imposed
arms limitations in Central Europe internally policed=—with the possible
prohibition of nuclear arms; a non—aggression pact against the zonej; and
a de-emphasis on nationalism in Central Europe in favor of regional poli=
tical and economic fed.eration.2

Reuss is not suggesting a totally demilitarized area; the national
forces would remain for their own defense. If either side cheated, the
situation would go back to what it was. In short, Reuss definitely felt
that proposals like the Rapacici Plan deserved to be tried..3

Reuss' proposals secmed like an echo of Anthony Eden with a dash of
Rapacki. The proposal of Selwyn Lloyd to the House of Commons merely
echoed Eden. ILloyd suggested that Germany be united by free elections
but that East Germany be left as a buffer zone; there would be ground
and aerial inspection and arms limits for all countries having forces
within the zone.4 This plan was attacked by the Labor Party because in
their words the proposals did not remove the cause of the tension; namely,
the foreign forces in the za:reza..5

A few months later United States Senator like Mansfield (D-Montana)

2Henry Reuss, "Breaking the Stalemate," Comhonweal, Vol.68, June 20,
1958y, ppe 295-293.

3tvid.
4"British New Plan," New York Times, December 5, 1958, p. l.

SThid.
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suggested that the German problem be solved by negotiations .’betwaen the
two German states under the United Nations supervision; or a United Nations
force in Berlin to replace East and West military forcese If the nego-
tiations failed the troops could always return. Secondly, he suggested
that both Russia and the United States guarantee the existing borders of
Central Burope. This would have legalized to a greater extent the West-
ern territories of Poland. Thirdly, he urged.that serious consideration
be given to an arms limitation and a mclear free zone in Europe as well
as a thinning out of opposed forces and a pull-back from contact. He
concluded:
"In short, Mr. President, it seems to me essential that our

policy, NATO's policies, do not exclude a careful consideration

of the Rapacki Proposal, the Eden Plan for a demilitarized zone

in m:}d@le E'}urope or similgr propositions in connection with the

rewnification of Germany.
As might be expected, lMansfield's suggestions received direct opposi-
tion from West Gemany,7 but they rated warn commendation from Xhrush-—
chev.8 Senator Fulbright revealed his agreement with ilansfield when he
said: "It seems to me, for example, if both wers to mowve back an equal

distance=—however slight the difference——the possibility of war, espec—

ially accidental war, would be rednced."9 Surprisingly, an editorial in

6

"Mansfield Supports Zone Study," New York Times, Fetruary 13,
1959y pe 2.

7"West Germany Rejects Mansfield's Suggestions," New York Times,
Fetruary 13, 1959, p. 1ll.

8usoviet Leader Praises Mansfield," New York Times, March 17,
1959, p. 6o

' 9"F\.ll'bz'ight Baclss Mansfield," New York Times, March 17, 1959,
P 18,
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the New York Times agreed with Mbright.lo However, like Humphrey's

suggestions these were largely ignored.

At about the same time as Mansfield, Macmillan was discussing the
Eden Plan with Xhrushchev. Both Adenauer and De Gaulle were very upset
with Macmillan because he was speaking of a confederation of the two
Germanies .11 A month later Russia proposed disengagement and a limited
force zone with :’Lnspec't;:i.ozzx,l2 and British diplamats were suggesting that
Macmillan®s ideas of armed force limits and a limit on weapons be pro—
posed at a foreign minister's conference with the Soviet Union.l3
Macmillan made it quite clear that he thought both the Rapacki Plan and
Gaitskill's ideas were extremely dangerous 14 but the other Western
leaders thought that he was negotiating on these plans. They converged
on Macmillan with criticism even to the point of General Norstad appear—
15

ing on television to voice criticism of the Prime Minister's position.

The Laborite Daily Mirror responded with the caustic remark: "I

10
"Disengagement," editorial, New York Times, March 25, 1959,

p. 4.

ll"Bonn and Paris Oppose Macmillan," New York Times, Fehruary T,

1959, pe S
l2"Sovi.e't:s Push Disengagement," New York Times, March 30, 1959,

polo
13
1959, Polo

1414,

"British Push Limited Disarmament," New York Times, April 1,

ols

15mia.
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General Norstadt wants to go into politics, he should resign and become
a private citizen. laking peace is a task for statesmen, not for sol-
d.iers."16 However, by the middle of April, Macmillan was again urging
the nuclear rearming of West Germany, and he tied the other ideas to
German reunification much as Eden had done years before .17 The errant
she¢p was back in the fold, but he wes not publiocally forgiven by Bonn
until November of 1959.18

During April of 1959.another proposal was put forward, this time
by Mendes France. He attempted to avoid Western objections in regard
to an imbalance of forces. He suggested the creation of three zones in
Central Europe. The first zone would 1lie on either side of the demar—
cation line, and it would be thirty miles wide. In this zone there would
be total disarmament, policed and enforced by United Nation's forces. In
the next zone, flanking the first zone on both sides, there would be only
the national forces of the countiries in the zone, armed only with conven—
tional weapons. The third zome, agzin on both sides, would contain fully
armed NATO and Warsaw Pact forces .19 Jules Moch, a short time later,
proposed a similar solution which had, however, circular zones beginning

20
at Berlin.

16Ibid.
1TvEritish Arms Plans," editorial, New York Times, April 11,
1959, pe 20. )

la“Adenauer and Macmillan," New York Times, November 19, 1959,

DPe 1.
19
1959, pe 3o

0
€ "Jules Mock Arms Proposal," New York Times, April 10, 1959,

"liendes France Proposes Three Zones," New York Times, April 3,

Pe 40



The Irish Minister for External Affairs, Frank Aiken, proposed in
September that a nuclear free zone in Central Europe be guaranteed by a
United Nations police force, and that the opposed forces should withdraw
from contact. Russian forces would retire behind the Russian border, and
Western forces behind French borders.21 Italian Foreign Minister Pella

tially supported Aiken, but the support was vvitﬁdrawn in December after
a visit by Eisenhower to Rome.22

Harold Stassen, chief U. S. disarmament negotiator, suggested a Cen—
tral European disarmament zone including a reunified Germany and small
parts of France and the Soviet Union.‘?3 President Kekkonen of Finland
proposed a Scandinavian nuclear free zone 24, China's Chen Yi proposed
such a zone for Asiazs, and zones were suggested for Latin America and
Africa.

Adam Rapacki was at least partly responsible for about ten other pro=
posals like the ones mentioned above; differing in some respects and alike
in others; but all favoring: some sort of control on the armaments a.nd/or

forces in the Central Iuropean area. Perhaps the continuing influence of

21"U.N. Force For Zone," New York Times, September 24, 1959, p.l.

22"Eisenhower Holds Talks In Rome," New York Times, September 25,
1959, p. 28; December 6, 1959, p.34.

2‘?""Earold. Stassen Suggests Zone In Central Burope," April 12,
1959, pe. 10.

24“Kekkonen Asks Scandinavian Nuclear Zone," New York Times,
May 29, 1963, peb.

25"Chen Yi Proposes Asian Nuclear Free Belt," New York Times,
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the Rapacki Plan wes due to the situation which stimnlated it, but it wes
also due to the repeated subtmissions and adaptations of the proposale.
After the Memorandum was rejected, and the Geneva delegates rejected it
again in October of 1958, Rapacki mey have felt that without adapting
his proposal there would be no change in the reaction.

At any rate he made an importent change in Oslo, Norway, where he
presented his ideas in a speech on October 31, 1958. He now did what he
had said he should not do; that isy to tie the original proposal to
something else, in this case—disengagement.

"If, as the situation seems to indicate the situation

has undergone a change, weo are ready to consider atomio

disarmament in Central Burope combined with an approved

reduction of conventional forces in this area. Under one

condition: that this will not cause the deferring of posi-

tive decisions and extending nuclear armaments to other ar—

mies in tgg meantime, which should be prevented as soon as
possible,

Basically his idea was to divide the enlarged proposal into two stages.
The first phese consisted of a zonal ban on the production of nuclear
weapons, on the building of muclear installations and the giving of
nuclear weapons to other parties. The second step was to be 2 ban on
all present muclear installations in the zone after the conventional
forces had been reduced to parity. Thus he sought to counter the West=
ern objection that to denuclearize the area would create a serious mili=

27

tary imbalance because of the preponderant Soviet conventional force.

26
"Rapacld Seeks Support," New York Times, November 1, 1958,

P ole
2T1hid,
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But the new Rapacki Plan was never officially presented to the various
govermments arnd was never, therefore, ever officially answered. However,
this revised proposal was quite likely a stimulus to Macmillan's wavering
in 1959.

The next major resubwmission of the proposal was by Gomulka, First
Secretary of the Polish Cammmnist Party. Speaking before the General
Assembly on September 27, 1960, Gomulka repeated the two-staged, 1958,
variation of the Rapacki Plan with this camment:

"The very reason for the failure of disarmament negotiations
which have been conducted hitherto lays in the damgerous and fal=
lacious theory that peace can bs only an outcome of the so-called
balance of terror between the East and the West, i.e., between
socialism and capitalism. This theory determines the policy of
the Western Powers. This concept is detrimental to peace— it
results not in controlled disarmament but in the control of
existing armaments by both sides." 28

He wont on to say that no matter how good inspection may be, the pos=
sibility of surprise attack is still present. Even though the United
States says she will never attack, the possibility of error exists. I
Rapacki's Plan had been adopted in 1958, Central BEurope would now be re-
laxed rather than tense. If it were adopted now it would "reduce the risk
of the outbreak of nuclear—missile war in this sensitive area and conse—
quently, also, the danger of the use of such weapons of mzass destruction
on a global scale."?? Back in Warsaw the following month, Gomulka chal-

lenged the West to show its sincerity by accepting the Rapacki Plan as a

28y, Gaxulka, "Peaceful Coexistence," Official Records: General
Assembly, 15th Session 874th Plenary Meeting, November, 1960, p. 161.

29
Tbid,. 9 Do 161




71
basis for negotiation. He asked Adenauer to permit a plebiscite in West
Germany to let the people vote on the issue;3o obviously confident that
the vote would favor negotiating the Plan.

This proposal, too, was unconditionally rejected by the United States.
This was &after Rapacki presented his full plan again to the Disarmament
Conference in Geneva in March of 1962. This rejecfion by the United
States was almost automatic by nowe. Llax Frankel, New York Times Wash=
ington correspondant paraphrased Dean Rusk's commentﬁ

"But all the thinking here appears to be based on the

theory that the admittedly undesirable confrontation of

Commmist and Western forces in Europe is nonetheless

preferable_to the creation of a military or political

'vacuum®."
The Poles had & difficult time understanding why the proposal was re-—
jectede It seemed to them that Washington did not even study the pro-
posal but just automatically rejected it.32

The advocates of the Rapacki Plan were still not discouraged. Dur—
ing the year 1963 the proposal was repeatedly sulmitted and rejected; and
for a time it was tied to the Test Baa Treaty. But to no avail. The
United States remained adamant—no troop or weapons withdrawal from

Central Europe,

30
"Gormulka Challenges West With Rapacki Plan," New York Times,
October 22, 1960, pe2e

31
lMax Frankel, "Rusk Opposes Disengagement," New York Times,
October 29, 1961, p. 3.

32
"Polish Press Scores U. S. Stand," New York Times, April 6,
1962, p. 1.
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Gomulka tried again on Jamary 19, 1964. He advocated a non-sggrestion
pact, the formation of regional security zones outside Central Europe where-—
in puclear weapons could be banned, a general disarmament agreement, better
trade relations; and significantly a freeze on nuclear weapons in Central
Durope. This freeze he regarded as an extension rather than a replace-
ment of the Rapacki .'r?la‘n.33 The idea of the mcleér freeze was represented
by Rapacki as an attempt to get around Westerm objections in regard to a
military disadvantage by permitting forces in Central Burope to main-
tain present levels of nuclear weapons. 34 Paw Underwood, Times cor—
respondent in Warsaw, said that Rapacki avoided the question of the pos=—
sible effect of the freeze on the proposed multi-national polaris fleet,
but that informed sources had stated that the fleet would be 'barmed.35
Nonetheless, the freeze idea was made a formal proposal and wes pub-
lished in the United States on March 6, 1964.3°

This is the current form of the Rapacki Plan and this, too, hes
been initially rejected by the West but not as strongly as before.

Villiam Foster, Director of U. S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,

saw the freeze plan as a most pramising area for agreement, linking it

33
"New Polish Plan," New York Times, Jamary 19, 1964, pe 20.

34
“"Freeze Plan," MNew York Times, March 1, 1964, p. 2.

35
"Text of Polish Freeze Proposal," New York Times, March 6y

1964, De 2.

36
See Appendix C for camplete text of the proposal.
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to President Johnson's message in January of 1964..37 Secretary of State
Rusk foresaw same difficulties and wanted to discuss it with the other
Western powors. The finmal reaction is not as yet completes The Rapacki
Plan is, thus, far from dead. The proposal began as a paragraph in a
speech, was later expanded, and then expanded again, before it contracted
to the modest proposal of today. The Rapacki Plan has adapted—the

West really has note.

37
"UeSe to Study Freeze," New York Times, March 7, 1964.
President Johnson's message was to the Geneva Conference; "...let us
agree: (a) That nuclear weapons not be transferred into the national
control of states which do not now control them." (New York Times,

Jamuary 22, 1964, De 4e)




CONCLUSIOCH

The Rapacki proposal made initially in the United Nations
General Assembly on October 2, 1957, was a proposal to remove all
nuclear weapons and the means of their deliverylfrom the countries
of West Germany, Last Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. It was
a proposal that arose out of the post-war division of Durope into
tow opposed groups facing each other in Central Buropej; out of
the deadlock betwen the great powers in terms of both Buropean
security and general disarmament; and it flowed out of the context
of specific proposals that had been made before. The Eden Plan in
1955 was a very definite forerunner of fhe Polish proposal. Rapacki
was not the only person who authored a simple beginning to a com-
plex problem. The failure of package diplomacy in disarmament
negotiations had resulted in the voices of several people being
raised in defense of a first small step. The voice of George F.
Kennan was one such voice, as was that of Hugh Gaitskill, and
Nikolai Bulganin.

But the initial proposal was not accepted by the West. The
recasons for the rejection were that the adoption of the proposal
would tend to weaken NATO and/or Western defenses generally, while
the Soviet strength would not really be affected. The resulting
imbalance would be prejudicial to the West. Rapacki sought to
counter these objections by including in his proposal the concept

advocated by Kennan, Gaitskill, and others; namely, the reduction
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in conventional arms and armed forces. Rapacki was still seeking
the simple first step, but in view of Western obdurance added the
disengagement idea. This, too, was rejected by the West for very
similar reasons. ZEven if the conventional forces were reduced to
parity, the Soviet Union was very much closer to the area of
Central Europe than was the United States; and 6pinion in the TU.S.
was that a withdrawal of forces from West Germany would result

in a withdrawal from Europe. This, in turn, seemed like a be-
trayal of trust to Western Burope. The repeated rejections forced
a retreat in the Rapacki concepnt. 3Beginning with the removal of
all atomic weapons from a specific area, then expanding the idea
to include conventional arms and forces; Rapacki contracted the
proposal in March of 1964 to refer only to a freeze of existing
armaments. This was also rejected.

If there is any single thread running through the brief his-
tory of the Rapacki Plan that thread is without doubt Germany. In
particular it is West Germany that provided some oI the strongest
motivation for the Plan, both for the original suggestion and for
the repeated submissions and variations. West Germany also pro-
‘vided the single most important cause of the Western rejection of
the Plan. As was seen, this primacy of West Germany is not just
because West Germany is the loczle of the confrontation of forces,
but also because West Germeny is intrinsically bound up with Polish
security, and with the foreign policy of the United States.

The Position of the United Stztes in response to the Soviet

threat that decveloped after the war slowly grew into a policy called
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containment. Whereever any Communist aggression was experienced,
the policy implied Western resistance. The concentrated effort
was intended, very simply, to hold Communism from further ter-
ritorial gains.- The policy was not always successful on a global
scale, but in Central Burope it was successful. It may perhaps
be arsued that Russia contributed to this success of the contain-
ment policy because she already controlled as much territory as
she could handle; but at any rate the policy of the United States,
as exemplified by Secretary of State Dulles from 1952-1959, was
a rigid enforcement of the containment concept by means of poised
defenses and global alliances with other nations.

This rigid policy was, of course, reflected in the disarmament
negotiations. The United States, as well as the Soviet Union,
very often proposed mutually unacceptable plans for disarmament in
the sense that very little room was ever left for ccmpromise at
the conference tables. To compromise was considercd a sign of
weakness by both sides. Both seemed to be seeking maximum security
for themselves without much cecnsideration for the opposite number.
A very often repeated proposzl of the Soviet Union, for exemple,
was that America must remove her foreign bases from around Russia.
This sort of withdrawal was understood in the United States as a
direct threat to American defense capability. On the other hand,
John Foster Dulles stated in 1957: "We seek collective security so
that the smaller and weaker nations cannot be attacked and overrun

one by one, and the United States in the end, left isolated and



encircled by overwhelming hostile forces."1 Both sides here seem
to be asking the same thing for themselves, This, moreover, is a
reflection of the entire disarmeament movement. There seems to have
been a complete inability to see any good in the other group's
proposal. Even if a member of the Western Alliance conceived

the plan, if it in any way resembled something the Russians had
suggested it was considered falling into a Soviet trap. This was
the substance of the criticism Mr. lMacmillan enjoyed from Bonn

and Washington in 1959 when he flirted with the idea of zonal

troop reduction and arms control.

There is rather an obvious question here — was either side
sincere in their efforts to negotiate diszrmement? Were the pro-
nouncements of sincerity by the State Department and/or by the
Russians merely intended for their influence on public opinion?

The answer to this question must, of necessity, be speculation.

But an affirmative answer to the question has been suggested by
reputable people. Hugh Gaitskill chzrged the West with con-

tinual prevarication in the handling of Soviet p»roposels — the
West called them all propaganda and did nothing about %Lem.z

James Reston of the FHew Yorl: Times suggested insincerity when

he wrote: "Problem number one is how to keep our promise to

negotizte, made at the recent NATO meeting in Paris, without

1“Text of Dulles News Conference," New York Times,
July 22, 1957, p. 6.

2"Gaitskill Scores West on Disarmament,” New York
Times, January 27, 1958, p. 8.
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risking the possibility of stopping the arms race at a point high-
ly favorable to the Soviet U'nion."3 Robert Wolff, Professor of
Philosophy at Harvard, wrote: "But llarx was no fool, and were he
alive today he would no doubt amend his dictum to read: capitalism
thrives on the preparation for war, whether that war is fought or
not. Can we so confidently deny this charge? i wonder."4 De
Inglis, Senior Physicist at the Argonne National Laboratory,
stated that it is difficult to tell in either the Russian or
American proposals whether there is sincerity or merely a desire
to look purer. He felt the latter intention prevailed more than
the former.5 Further substantiation for this position could be
sought in the numerous references in reputable newspapers to the
fact that the United States is either behind, is gaining, or is
dropping back in the propaganda war; or that the U.S. position of
leadership in the world is being challenged by a certain disarma-
ment proposal.

Henry Kissinger tried to explain this by making the point that
this is not a legitimate world order but a revolutionary one. A
legitimate world order is one in which all the great powers accept
the international orders; whereas a revolutionary world order is a

system containing a power or powers which refuses to accept either

3James Reston, "Conference Preparations," New York Times,
January 5, 1958, p. 8.

4"Disarmament,“ letter, New York Times, September 25,

1959, p. 28.

5Dr. Inglis, "Arms Control Effort Buried in State,"
Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 13, May 1957, p. 174.




the arrangements of the settlement or the domestic structure of - *
other states. Diplomacy, he said, has a difficult function in a
revolutionary world worder. In a legitimate order diplomacy seeks
to compromise disagreements on the basis of a tacit agreement to
agree. But in a revolutionary order diplomacy has tactical sig-
nificance —- to prepare one's position for the next test of
strength. In a legitimate society negotiations seek to bridge
differences, to persuade by reason, and to compromise. 3But in a
revolutionary order negotiations are still possible, but the
diplomats cannot persuade —— different languages are spoken. Dip-
lomatic conferences become elaborate stage plays which seek to
attach the uncommitted to one of the contender's views.

What merit is there is this speculation? The point is that
even if Adam Rapacki was as sincere as Sidney Gruson, New York

i

Times correspondent, said he was', his propvosal may not so much
have entered an arena of negotiation but a stage on which positions
were determined beforehand, by the course of history up to that

point. Part of that history was the deadlock in terms of the

division of Germany. Both sides secmed unable to do anything other

than attemot to incorporate their side of the defeated state into
their own respective coalitions. For this reason, Fritz Erler,

felt that one should blame the West as well as the East for the

6Henry Kissinger, "Reflections on American Diplomacy,"
Foreign Affairs, Vol. 35, October 1956, p. 37.

7Sidney Gruson, "Rapacki Pushes Plan," New York Times,
January 6, 1958. p. 12.
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continuing division of Germany.

"The cruel fact is that both East and West, in basing
thair policies upon the integration of their respective
parts of Germany into their power systems, further con-
solidate the partition of Germany and destroy any hope for
a peaceful reunification.”

And a result of this, he continued, will be that "NATO will become
a symbol of the partition of the country instead of a symbol of
common defense."9 This position was considered Soviet propaganda
by John Reshetar;lo but an objective view of the matter suggests
that therce is at least the possibility that the Russians were not
alone responsible for the wall in Berlin. Xach side blames the
other: who is correct? Neither? Both? Who is telling the truth?
Perhaps an example will somewhat clarify the confusion. Konrag
Adenauer seems to be the pivotal figure throughout this whole
controversy. Part of a 1962 article written by him follows.

"In the disarmement conference which has been under-
way in Geneva since Mzrch 14th of this year, the United
States has submitted extremely far-reaching and well con-
sidered disarmament plans which we emphatically support.
The Soviet proposals, on the other hand, again and again
aim at shifting the military equilibrium in favor of the
Eastern bloc. This applies in particular to the plans
for regional disarmament and so-called aton-free zones in
Central Europe, by which it is intended to weaken European
defonse; as well as to the Soviet refusal to agree to any
kind of control, for fear that inspection would remove the
secrecy of the closed Soviet system in contrast to the open
system of the free world. It seems that the Soviets again
wish to use the present disarmament conference only as a
vehicle for pronaganda.

"Despite all disappointments, the efforts of the

8Fritz Erler, "The Reunification of Germany and
Security for Europe," World Politics, Vol. 10, April 1958, p.. 366.

o1pid.

10U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Sub-
Cormmittee on Disarmament, Control and Reduction of Armaments,

Report 2501, Reply to questionaire, p. 436.
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Western powers to find ways and means leading to disarmament
must be energetically continued. Our hope must be that con-
sistency on the part of the West in the disarmament field
will convince the Soviets of the necessity to enter into
serious negotiations which take into account the interests
of both sides."1ll
This speech tends to support Kissinger's thesis that the various
sides speak different languages. Adenauer is all for one side,
and all against the other. He szid that the regional proposals
would shift military equilibrium to the Soviet side, but would not
the Soviets be pulling out of Eastern Furope? The former
Chancellor goes on to state that the Soviets refuse any kind of
control. This is simply not true. There are repeated instances
of Soviet initiative in terms of control and inspectionj; proposals
to which the West did not agree. How can Dr. Adenauer expect
the inflexibility of the West to create a climate for Soviet
compromise? A compromise that takes into account the interests
of both sides is a désirable commodity but it cannot come from
only one side. Walter Lippman says, "Each side knows that its
asking price is impossible. The reason why both sides continue to
ask an impossible price is that both of them think that a divided
Germany may be better than any united Germany that can be brought
into ezistence."12
If there is any truth at all to these allegations, then the

Rapacki Plan did not have a chance from the beginning. The Polish

proposal would have altered the existing situation in Central

11Konrad Adenauer, "The German Problem, A World Problem,"
Foreign Affairs, Vol. 41, October 1962, p. 64.

12Wa1ter Lippmann, "The German Question," Newsweek,
Vol. 62, September 2, 1963, p. 15.
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Europe, it would have changed the devéloping situation in terms

of West German nuclear arms; and for these reasons could not aave
been accepted. Consider the specific objections. First, the
proposal would tend to perpetuate the division of Germany. But
other attempts at negotiations have not resulted in German unity
either. One could suggest that the formation of the West German

. Government in 1949; or the inclusion of Germany in NATO in 1954,
or the desire to rearm West Ge-many with nuclear arms in 1957 also
contributed to the division of the two German States. Secondly,
the area involwed is too small. Basic to this objection is the
fact that missiles could overfly such a zone easily. However,

the Rapacki Plan never was meant as a general disarmament measure.
but as a beginning for negotiations. If ballistic missiles can
overfly the zone, on the other hand, one could construct an argu-—
ment maintaining the position that in that case the adoption of
the zone would not involve any real shift in world power alignments.
Thirdly, the proposal is slanted in favor of the East. The sug-
gestion is coming from Communist Poland — it is not suprising that
it might be so slanted. But is the Plan thxt advantageous to the
Soviet Union? Russia would withdraw more than twice the distance
the West would. Russia would withdraw from an area of 457,000
square kilometers, whereas the West would withdraw from an area of
only 248,000 square kilometers. What seems behind this objection,
however, is the assumption that if American troops moved out of
West Germany there would be no room for them on the continent;

they would have to be moved all the way across the Atlantic. ZEven
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if this were true it need not lead again to American isolationism.
Modern weapons technology has made much of conventional warfare
obsolete anyway. Think only of the Polaris fleet, air bases in
Turkey, Greece, Britain, Portugal, and in the Arctic area. The
point that must be made here, however, is that the assumption
of complete American withdrawal if not in West Germany is not
based in fact. No one, besides Khrushchev, advocated a complete
withdrawal; it was merely assumed by men such as Paul Henri
Spaak and General Norstadt.

Cetrainly the West should not desert Europe, or leave West
Germany helpless in the face of threats to her survival. But
the Rapack Plan did not ask this of America; and it need not
lead to that result. It is one of America's goals to get the
Soviet troops out of Eastern Burope. It was to a great extent
America's lack of knowledge that assisted the Soviet forces in
attaining these forward positions. What other way to alter the
situation than by limited arms reduction coupled with reciprocal
troop withdrawal? If one adds conventional armed force reduction
with inspection the Western objections become wvaporous. Of course
this is what the Soviets wanted; it is what Poland wanted, too.
But this fact does not nake the Polish proposal bad for the U.S.
There is more than black and white — there is gray in between;
and the failure to recognize this is an admission of bankruptcy in
foreign policy.

Suppose the United States and the other Western nations, in-

cluding West Germany, had been interested enough in 1958 to have



84

negotiated Rapacki's proposals. What might have been the con-
sequences in such a hypothetical situation?

1) All nuclear weapons, systems of delivery, stockpiles, and the
- potential for production of nuclear weapons would have been removed
from West Germany. This, of courss, would mean a complete altera-
tion in the forward planning of NATO; for the nuclear shielf concept
would no longer be applicable to the situation.

2) Russia would have been required to remove nuclear weapons and
whatever pertained thereto from her forces in the three satel-
lite states. Thus the change in planning would have been an equal
disadvantage to both sides.

3) The Western nations would now be at a serious disadvantage in
regard to conventional forces. There would be an imbalance in
favor of Russia. Therefore, a major element in the negotiations
would have been the withdrawal of conventional forces and equip-
ment from the nuclear free zone; and an insistance on the part of
the West that the remaining national forces be reduced to parity
as soon as this could be arranged. The removal of nuclear weapons
would not take place until such parity hzd been realized.

4) Verification of this withdrawzl and reduction as well as the
complete removal of nuclear devices would be placed in the hands
of a United Nations special force reporting directly to the Dis-
armament Commission of the U.N. This special force would be com-
posed of an equal number of members of both sides; as well as a
nunber of representatives from uncommitted nations. Both Russia
and the United States would have the right of continuous aerial

observation of the zone in addition to the special force control.
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5) A settlement of the German problem of reunification by means
of a confederation of German delegates chosen on the basis of
population representation from both East and West Germany's con-
bined population. Such an arrangement would benefit West
Germany and would thus be a strong test of how much the Russians
were willing to compromise in order to get the non-nuclear zone.
The reunification would be in three stages. First, a constitutional
convention attended by the chosen representatives; secondly,
radification by both East and West German electorates in super—
vised elections; and thirdly, free elections to form a national
government of Germany. The resultant State would not be permitted
to become a part of any alliance; but rather would be the recipient
of guarantees from all of the major powers.
6) Russian forces behind Russian borders, and Western armies
west of Germany would be re:uired to reduce in strength so that
within one year from the date of the treaty reasonable parity would
exist. Since both sides would still possess nuclear weapons,
absolute parity would not be essential. There is not parity now
in conventional forces, but it is the VWestern view that a balance
is achieved by nuclear weapons equality.
7) Efforts to achieve general disarmament agreements would con-
tinue as before. Until such agreements could be worked out both
sides would retain their ability to destroy the other.

Is this kind of a hypothetical situation too idealistic for
consideration? The author submits that it is not. Much of the
above has already been proposed by the Soviet Unionj; her greatest

area of compromise would be in permitting a German confederation
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in which Bast Germany would not be of equal status with West
Germany. The greatest area of compromise for the West would be
to accept the idea of the buffer zone safeguards as being suf-
ficient. The hypothesis to be proven must be attempted. Such an
attempt is clearly preferrable to the balance of terror that
existed then, and still exists today.

The concept of preserving the peace through a balance of
terror, Denis Healey said, rests on two assumptions. First, that
no one will take the first step toward war knowing the conse-
quences. However, Hungary and Suez have both demonstrated the
futility of this assumption. Neither Russia nor America, Mr.
Healey said, has sufficient control over events on its own side
of the Iron Curtain to rule out the possibility of such a local
conflict. The second assum tion is that America will massively
respond to any major Russian attack. This assumption has steadily
dwindled ever since Russia developed the potential to completely
destroy the United States.13

One need not agree with Mr. Healey's analysis, but little
disagreement can be possible that the world is today quite dif-
ferent from the bi-polar world that existed immediately after the
war. No longer is either Russia or America the free agent. There
is France, and there is Chinaj; with many smaller centers of power

that one must consider. ‘'ne Communist bloc is loosening with the

13Denis Healey, "The Case for Disengagement," New
Republic, Vol. 139, March 17, 1958, p. 1l.
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with the increased trade relations that have becn made with the
Western nations. In the midst of this polycentrism an absolute
refusal on the part of the United States to consider limited
proposals, as Kennan pointed out, can only result in forcing a
unity upon the Communist bloc that would not be there otherwise.14
However, there are signs of the possibilities of change.
The test ban treaty, for example, provides a basis for hope in
that it reveals compromise by both sides: The United States in
agreeing to a limited ban without inspection, and the Soviet
Union in dropping the non-aggression pact that was originally
attached. The simultaneous reduction in fissionable material,
and the destruction of obsolete bombers are steps that would
seem to reduce tension between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.
In West Germany the five per cent clause, time, ;nd prosperity
have reduced the bloc effect of the refugee vote. Irhart has
replaced Adenauer. Khrushchev, because of his troubles with
China may be more willing to make concessions to the West. Agree-
ment on the Rapacki Plan does seem to be more possible now than
2t zny time before. The possibilities inherent in the proposal
include not only a reducing of tension; but the potential of the
freer development of the satellite states towards institutions
of their owm, a practical solution to the German question, and

a beginning of a type of solution of world problems that is both

peaceful and honorable.

14George F. Kennan, "rolycentrism and Western Policy,"
Foreien Affairs, Vol. 42, January 1964, p. 182.




Perhaps the Rapacki Plan will not work. Perhaps after it is
attempted, the situation will revert to what it is today. Perhaps.

Would anything be lost? We will never know until we try.



APPENDIX A

TROP CONCENTRATION

NATO

Benelux countries.e«250,000
DenmarKeeeseeccsccce 40,0(”
France
Fra.nce...........470,000
United Stateseeee 50,000
Great Britain
Great Britain...«530,000
United Stateses.se 50,000
Greece..............175,000
Italy
I:taly............350,000
United Stateseeee 10,000
Morocco...
United Stateseeees 10,000
: Norway.............. 30,000
Pa.kistan............l60,000
Portugal............ 60,000
Spain
United StateSeeee 3,000
Mkey..............400,000
West Germany
Germa.n...........lB0,000
United Stateseee 0200, 000
Great Britain.ee. 48,000
Franceeeccccccccee 30,000

NATO (General).ee140,000
3,1%3,000

EUROPE

WARSAW PACT

Albaniadeecccccccsse 35,000
Bulgaria...........ol50,000
Czechoslovakiaeeeee200,000
East Germany
Geman..........lS0,000
Sovie‘t..........400,000
Hungary
Mingaryeseccececoce 90,000
SOVietoooooooo.o 60,000
Poland
Poland........&.310,000
Sovieteseccccece 30,000
Rumania
Btma.nia.........ZS0,000
Sovietesessscces 30,000

Russigeeecccecceely 000
2,825,000

RAPACKIT PLAN AREA

NAN................548,000

Warsaw Pacteee 0001’080,000

1

Yow York Times, March 22, 1959, page 5E.
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APPENDIX B
TEXT OF POLISH NOTE AND MEMORANTUMY
FEBRUARY 14, 1957

"I wish to refer to the conversation which I had on December 9, 1957,
with the Charge 4' Affaires of the BEubassy of the United States in War—
sawe In this conversation I have presented the position of the Polish
Government in respect to the tendencies to make the nuclear armaments
in Burope universal and particularly towards the acceleration of arma=~
ments in Western Germany. The threat of further complications, primarily
in Central Europe, where the opposing military groupings come into a
direct contact and the apparent danger of am increase in the international
tension have prompted the Polish Govermment to initiate at that time dir—
ect discussions through diplomatic channels or the Polish proposal sub=
mitted to the United Nations General Assembly on October 2, 1957, con-
cerning the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe.

"This proposal has evoked a wide interest in government and poli-
tical circles as well as in the broad strata of public opinion in
many countries.

"Takding into account a number of opinions expressed in declara~-
tions made in connection with the Polish proposal and with the view
to facilitate negotiations, the Polish Government has resolved to pre-
sent a more detailed elaboration of its proposal. This finds its ex-
pression in the attached memorandum which is simultaneously being
transmitted by the Polish Government to the governments of France,

Great Britain, and the Union of Societ Socialist Republics as well as
to the governments of other interested countries.

“The Polish Government is conscious of the fact that the solution
of the problem of disarmament on a world-wide scale requires, first of
all, negotiations among the great powers and other countries concerned.
Therefore, the Polish Government supports the proposal of the U.S.S.R.
Government concerning a meeting on the highest level of leading states=—
men with the participation of heads of govermnments. Such a meeting could
also result in reaching an agreement on the question of the establish=
ment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe, should an agreement
anong the countries concerned not be reached in the meantime. In any
event the initiation at present of discussions on the question of a
demuclearized zone in Central Europe would contribute to a successful
course of the above mentioned meeting.

The Polish Government expresses the hope that the Government of
the United States will study the attached memorandum and that the pro=
posals contained in it will meed with the understanding of the

o | .
Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 38, May 19, 1958, pp 822-823.
: _ %
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Government of the United States. The Polish Government on its part
would be prepared to contimue the exchange of views on this problem
with the Govermment of the United States.

MEMORANDUM

"On October 2, 1957, the Government of the Polish People's Repub—-
lic presented to the General Assembly of the United Nations a proposal
concerning the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europee.
The governments of Czechoslovalda and of the German Democratic Repub-
lic declared their readiness to accede to that zone.

"The Government of the Polish Peoplets Republic proceeded with the
conviction that the establishment of the proposed denuclearized zone
could lead to an improvement in the international atmosphere and faci-
litate broader discussions on disarwament as well as the solution of
other controversial internal issues, while the continmuation of nmuc—
lear armaments and making them universal could only lead to a further
solidifying of the division of BEurope into opposing blocks and to a
further complication of this situation, especially in Central Europe.

"In December, 1957 the Government of the Polish People's Republic
reneved its proposal through diplomatic channels.

"Considering the wide repercussions which the Polish initiative
has evoked and taking into account the propositions emerging from the
discussion which has developed on this proposal, the Government of
the Polish People's Republic hereby presents a more detailed elabora=
tion of its proposal, which may facilitate the opening of negotiations
and reaching of an agreement on this subject.

"I. The proposed zones should include the territory of: Poland,
Czechoclovakia, German Democratic Republic and German Federal Repub-
lic. In this territory nmuclear weapons would neither be manufactured
- nor stockpiled, the equipment and installations designed for their
servicing would not be located there; ths use of nuclear weapons
against the territory of this zone would be prohibited.

"II. The contents of the obligations arising from the estab-
lishment of the denuclearized zone would be based upon the following
premises:

"l. The states included in this zone would undertake the obli-
gation not to manufacture, maintain nor import for their omn use and
not to permit the location on their territories of nuclear weapons
of any type, as woll as not to install nor to adwit to their ter-
ritories of installations and equipment designed for servicing nuc~-
lear weapons, including missiles' launching equipment.

"2, The four powers (France, United States, Great Britain, and
TU.S.S.R.) would undertake the following obligations:

"(A) Not to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of their
forces stationed on the territories of states included in this zone;
neither to maintain nor to install. on the territories of these states
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any installations or equipment designed for servicing nuclear weapons,
including missiles' launching equipment.

"(B) Not to transfer in any manner and under any reason whatsoever,
nuclear weapons nor installations and equipment designed for servicing
nuclear woapons-—to governments or other organs in this area.

"3, The pover which have at their disposal nuclear wsapons should
undertake tihe obligation not to use these weapons against the territory
of the zone or against any targets situated in this zons.

Thus the powers would undertake the obligation to respect the status
of the zone as an area in which there should be no nuclear weapons and
egainst which nuclear weapons should not be used. -

"4. Other states, whose forces are stationed on the territory of
any state included in the zone, would also undertake the obligation not
to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of these forces and not to
transfer such weapons to governments or to other organs in this area.
Neither will they install equipment or installations designed for the
servicing of nuclear weapons, including missiles' launching equipment,
on the territories of states in the zone nor will they transfer them to
governments or other organs in this area.

"The manner and procedure for the implementation of these obliga~
tions could be the jubject of detailed mutual stipulations.

"IIT In order to ensure the effectiveness and implementation of the
obligations contained in Part II, paragraphs 1-2 and 4, the states con-
cerned would undertake to create a system of broad and effective control
in the area of the proposed zone and submit themselves to its functioning.

"l, This system could comprise ground as well as aerial control.
Adequate control posts, with rights and possibilities of action which
would ensure the effectiveness of inspection, could also be established.

"The details and forms of the implementation of control can be agreed
upon on the basis of the experience acquired up to the present time in
this field, as well as on the basis of proposals submitted by various
states in the course of the disarmament negotiations, in the form and to
the extent in which they can be adapted to the area of the zone.

"The system of control established for the demuclearized zone could
provide useful experience for the realization of broader disarmament
agreement.

"2, For the purpose of supervising the implementation of the pro=-
posed obligations an adequate control machinery should be established.
There could participate in it, for example, representatives appointed/
not excluding additional personal appointments/ by organs of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and of the Warsaw Treaty. Nationals or
representatives of states, which do not belong to any military grouping
in Burope, could also participate in it.

"The procedure of the establishment, operation and reporting of the
control organs can be the subject of further mutual stipulations.

"IV The most simple form of embodying the obligations of states
included in the zone would be the conclusion of an appropriate inter—
national convention. To avoid, however, implications, which some states
might find in such a solution, it can be arranged that:

"l. These obligations be embodied in the form of four unilateral



93

declarations, bearing the character of an international obligation de-
posited with a mutually agreed upon depesitory state.

"2, The obligations of great powers be embodied in the form of a
mtual document or unilateral declaration/ as mentioned above in para—
graph 1/3

"3. The obligations of other states, whose armed forces are stationed
in the area of the zone, be embodied in the form of unilateral declara~
tions/ as mentioned above in paragraph 1/.

"On the basis of the above proposals the government of the Polish
People?s Republic suggests to initiate negotiations for the purpose of
a further detailed elaboration of the plan for the establishment of the
denuclearized zone, of the documents and guarantees related to it as
well as of the means of implementation of the undertaken obligations.

"The government of the Polish People's Republic has reasons to
state that acceptance of the proposal concerning the establishment of a
dermuclearized zone in Central Europe will facilitate the reaching of an
agreement relating to the adequate reduction of conventional arma-
ments and of foreign armed forces stationed on the territory of the
states included in the zone."



APPENDIX C
TEXT OF RAPACKI FREEZE PROPOSAL*

"The Government of the Polish People's Republic has already on mum—
erous occasions manifested its consistent desire in the search for solu-
tions aimed at bringing about international detente and disarmament and
lent its support to all constructive proposals designed to achieve this
end. The reduction of international tensions and creation of conditions
of security in Central Europe have always been and continue to be matters
of particular concern to the Polish Govermment. This objective can and
should be achieved above all by way of arresting the armaments race in
this part of the world.

"With this in mind the Government of the Polish People's Republic
presented same time ago a plan for the creation of a nuclear free zone
in Burope which, as is known, arcused the interest of mumerous states
and of world public opinion. In the view of the Polish Government that
plan continues to be fully topicale.

"The Polish Government believes that there are at the present time
suitable conditions for undertaking immediate measures the implementation
of which could facilitate further steps leading to a detente, to a
strengthening of security and to progress in the field of disarmament.

"Basing itself on these premises, the Govermment of the Polish
People's Republic is sutmitting a proposal to freeze nuclear and thermo-—
nuclear armaments in Central Europe. The implementation of such a pro-
posal would be of particular significance to the security both of Po-
land and all countries of this region as well as of the whole of Eur—
ope, since, while in no way affecting the existing relation of forces,
it would contribute to the arrest of the nuclear armaments race.

"I The Polish Government proposes that the freezing of nuclear and
thermonuclear armaments include in principle the territory of the Polish
People's Republic, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, The German
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany, with the re—
spective territorial waters and airspace.

"II The freeze would apply to all kinds of nuclear and thermo—-
nuclear charges, irrespective of the means of their employment and de-
livery.

WIIT Parties maintaining armed forces in the area of the prpposed
freeze of armazments would undertake obligations not to produce, not to
introduce or import, not to transfer to other parties in the area or to
accept from other parties in the area the aforementioned nmuclear and
thermonuclear weapons.

"IV To insure the implementation of these obligations, an ap=—
propriate system of supervision and safeguards should be established.

1
New York Times, March 6, 1964, page 2.
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"The supervision over the implementation of other oblication not to
produce nuclear and thermonuclear weapons covered by the freeze would be
exercised in plants which are or could be used ‘for such production.

"To insure the implementation of other obligations control would be
established to be exercised in accordance with an agreed procedure in
proper frontier railwey, road, waterway junctions, sea and air ports.

"The supervision and control could be exercised by mixed commissions
composed of representatives of the Warsaw Pact and of NATO on a parity
basis. Those commissions could be enlarged to include also representa=
tives from other states. The composition, structure and procedure of the
control organs will be the subject of detailed arrangement.

"Parties whole armed forces are stationed in the area of the armament
freeze, and which have at their disposal nuclear and thermonuclear woa-
pons would exchange at periodic mestings of their representatives all
information and reports indispensable for the implementation of the obli-
gations with regard to the freezing of nuclear and thermonuclear armaments.

"V Provisions relating to the implementation of the proposal submitted
above should be embodied in appropriate documentse.

"The Government of the Polish People's Republic is ready to enter
into discussions and negotiations with the interested parties to reach an
agreement on the implementation of these objectives.

"The Polish Government will give due attention to all constructive
suggestions which would be in accordance with the objectives of the
present proposal and would aim at the freezing of armaments in Central
Europe.

"The Govermment of the Polish People's Republic expects a favorable
attitude to the proposal submitted hereby."



APPENDIX D

TEXT OF U.S. REPLY TO POLISH NOTE ON RAPACKI PLANl

"United States Ambassador to Poland, Jacob D. Beam delivered on lMay 3,
the U.S. Government's reply to the Rapacki Plan proposals elaborated in
the memorandum attached to the Polish Govermment's note of February 14.
Ambassador Beam handed the U.S. note to Polish Duputy Foreign Minister
Josef Winiewicz. The text of the U.S. reply is as follows:

Excellency: I have the honor to aoknowledge the receipt of Mr.
Rapacki's note of February 14, 1958, enclosing a memorandum elaborating
on the Polish Government's proposals concerning the establishment of a
demuclearized zone in Central Europe.

"Recognizing that the initiative of the Polish Government stems from
a desire to contribut to the attairment of a stable and durable peace,
ny Government has given these proposals serious and careful consideration,
On the basis of this study it has concluded that they are too limited in
scope to reduce the danger of nuclear war or provide a dependable basis
for the security of Burope. They neither deal with the essential ques=—
tion of the continued production of nuclear weapons by the present nuc-
lear powers nor take into account the fact that present scientific tech-
niques are not adequate to detect existing nuclear weapons. The pro=-
posed plan does not affoect the central sources of power capable of
launching a nuclear attack, and thus its effectiveness would be depen-
dent on the good intentions of countries outside the area. The pro-
posals overlook the central problems of European security because they
provide no method for balance and equitable limitations of military
capabilities and would perpetuate the basic cause of tension in Europe
by accepting the continuation of the division of Germany.

"An agreement limited to the exclusion of nuclear weapons from the
territory indicated by your Govermment without other types of limita=
tion would, even if it were capable of being inspected, endanger the
security of the Western European countries in view of the large and
widely deployed military forces of the Soviet Union. Unless equipped
with nuclear weapons, Western forces in Germany would find themselwves

1
Department of State Bulletin, Vol.38, lay 19, 1958, pp. 821-822.
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under present circumstances at a great disadvantage to the numerically
greater mass of Soviet troops stationed within easy distance of West-
ern Europe which are, as the Soviet leaders made clear, being equip-
ped with the most modern and destructive weapons, including missiles
of all Xkinds.

"The considerations outlined above have caused the United States
in association with other Western Powers-to propose that nations stop
producing material for nuclear weapons, cease testing with such wea—
pons, and begin to reduce present stockpiles. The United States has
further proposed broader areas of inspection against surprise attack,
including an area in Burope, roughly from the United Kingdom to the
Ural Mountains. We remain willing to do this. Tou will recall,
moreover, that the Western nations offered at the London disarmament
negotiations to discuss a nore limited zone in Europe. With regard
to missiles you will recall that over a year and a half ago the United
States proposed that we begin to study the inspection and control needed
to assure the exclusive peaceful use of outer space now threatened by
the development of such devices as intercontinental and intermediate
range ballistic missiles.

"The United States, in association with other Western Powers, has
also proposed that a comprehensive and effective European security
arrangement be established in conjunction with the reunification of
Germany. The proposed arrangements would provide for limitations on
both forces and armaments, measures for the prewvention of surprise
attack in the area, and assurances of reaction in the event of ag—
gression.

"Your note speaks of the existence of opposing military groupings
in Central Burope as being responsible for tensions in the area. It
should not be necessary for me to recall that the present division
of Burope stems primarily from the decision of the Soviet Union not
to permit Eastern Buropean nztions to participate in the European
Recovery Plan. Nor need I rersat the many assurances given as to the
defensive character of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization which
is roflected in its entire organizational and command structure.

The entire history of its creation and develorment testify to this,
though persistent efforts are made in some quarters to portray it
otherwise.

"In' the absence of effective arrangements either general or re-—
gional in charaoter which would prcmote real security and in view of
the present policies and armaments of the Soviet Union, the countries
of Western Europe along with Canada and ourselves, joined in alliance
with them, have no other recourse than to develop the required pat-
tern of integrated NATO military strength and to utilize for defensive
purposes modern developments in weapons and techniques.

"The views which I have presented above on behalf of my Government
point out the basic reasons why the United States considers that the
Polish Government'!s proposals for establishing a denuclearized zone in
Central BEurope would not serve to advance their expressed objectives.
Nevertheless, the United States appreciates the initiative of the Polish
Government in seeking a solution to these problems. It hopes that this

exchange of correspondence will enable the Polish Government in seelkdng



a solution to these problems. It hopes that this exchange of cor—
respondence will enable the Polish Government better to understand
Anerican proposals in the fields of Buropean security and disarma=-
ment. I trust that the improved relations between Poland and the
United States will serve as a basis for a better understanding be-
tween our two countries on these problems, as well as on other
natters."



APPENDIX E

U.S. COMMENTS ON DEVELOIMENTS

AT GENEVA DISARMALTNT CONFERENCE1

"Discussions concerning general and complete disarmament are
continuing at the vplenary meetings of the conference. Preliminary-
discussions are focusing on the objectives and principles of gene-
ral =nd complete disarmament. What is needed soon is an exploration
of essential substantive problems requiring agreement before the
precise language of a comprehensive program on general and com=-
plete disarmament can be developed. The United States believes
that such a concentraticn of effort would quickly teke the confe-
rence to the heart of the issues which must be resolved and
hopes that substantive debate may soon begin.

"A Committee of the Whole has been established by the
conference to consider those partial disarmament measures which
the various delegations might wish to submit. The United States
attaches great importance to the work of the Committee. The
United States has given clear evidence of its support for those
measures which would increase confidence among the nations, faci-
litate the diszrmament process and reduce the risks of war in-
herent in the present intermational situation. Agreement on an
agenda has not been reached, with priority being given to pro-
posals on the cessation of war propaganda. Other matters such as
a cutoff of fissionable materizl production for use in weapons and
reduction of the possibility of war by suprise attack, miscal-
culetion, or failure of communicaticn have also been put forward
for consideration by this Committee.

"In connection with the agenda of this Committee, discussions
have developed as to the attitude of the United states toward the
provosals of the Polish Government which contemplate the estab-
lishment of nuclear free zones in Central Europe. While it is
recognized that the proposals of the Polish Government, usually
identified as the 'Rapacki plan', have been advanced from a desire
to contribute to the maintenance of pezce, careful study of these
suggestions has led the United States to the conclusion that they
would not help to resolve present difficulties.

"The United States, on the other hand, has proposed equitable
measures to this end. These include arrangements for advance noti-
fication of military movements, such as transfers of large military
units or the firing of missiles, the establishment of observation

1"U.S. Comments on Developments at Geneva Disarmement
Conference," Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 42, April 23,
1962, pp. 664-665.

99



posts at important points within a country, the use of aerial and
mobile inspection teams to improve protection against suprise
attack, and the establishment of a commission to examine the
technical problems involved in measures which could reduce the
risks of war. Ioreover, these measures proposed by the United
States could be put inté effect immediately without resulting in
one-sided political and military advantages.

"The princiral objections of the United States to the Rapacki
plan, which purports to be a confidence-building mcasure, have
been and remain: (1) that the measures envisaged do not address
themselves to the nuclear weapons located in the Soviet Union,
the use of which against Western Europe has been repeatedly
threatened by Soviet srokesmen; (2) that the plan would there-
fore result in a serious military imbalance; (3) that conse-
quently, while creating an illusion of progress, it would in
reality endanger the peace of the world rather than contribute to
maintaining it. The dangers to peace resulting from such an
imbalance wndcr present conditions have been clearly and re-
peatedly domonstrated by evenis within memory of all.

"The United States will continue its efforts to focus the
attention of the Committee of the Whole on the proposals it has
brought forward -~ at the same time, it is prepared to give
prompt and serious attention to the proposals and suggestions
advanced by other conference members which could offer some hope
of early agreement on concrete measures and which would, in turn,
facilitate progress toward the overal objectives of the conference.

"One initial measure where agrecment would do much to set
the work of the conference on the road to success is a nuclear
test ban treaty. On this subject, unfortunately, there has been
no progress at Geneva because the Soviet Union has refused to
accept even the concept of international inspection to monitor
a test ban. The Soviet Union takes this position in opnosition
to general scientific opinion and contrary to views held by the
Soviet Government itself since 1957. Nevertheless, the United
States has not abandcned the hope that the Soviet Government
will recognize that it is acting in defiance of the will of
people everywhere and will return to its earlier position that
international verification is necessary for a nuclear test ban
agreement."
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