
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
WITH AMBASSADOR ROLF BUSCH,
NORWEGIAN PERMREP
THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 1974

Ambassador Rolf Busch called and said he wanted to see me.

We met at 11:15, March 21.

He opened by saying that his understanding was that

the President's letter to Brandt said "we will have further

views to convey to the Allies concerning the NATO Declaration

at an early date. He asked if I had anything on that. I

said no and my impression was that I would not for a period,

as Franz Krapf briefed in the Permrep lunch, Secretary

Kissinger had indicated to Ambassador Von Staden what the

problem was, its significance and he was waiting to hear from

the Nine on their view about the options that the Secretary

put forward as seeming self evident and thus far to my

knowledge he had not heard back. I said that until he had

I certainly had the distinct impression that I would not be

receiving instructions with respect to the NATO Declaration.

Busch asked me about the President's statement in

Houston, whether that was intended in any way to modify the

statements in Chicago. I said absolutely not. They are not

in conflict, they may be different ways of saying the same

thing, but that the problem is serious and the problem remains

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 
WITH AMBASSADOR ROLF BUSCH, 
NORWEGIAN PERMREP 
THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 1974 

Ambassador Rolf Busch called and said he wanted to see me. 

We met at 11:15, March 21. 

1. He opened by saying that his understanding was that 

the President's letter to Brandt said "we will have further 

views to convey to the Allies concerning the NATO Declaration 
II 

at an early date. He asked if I had anything on that. I 

said no and my impression was that I would not for a period, 

as Franz Krapf briefed in the Permrep lunch, Secretary 

Kissinger had indicated to Ambassador Von Staden what the 

problem was, its significance and he was waiting to hear from 

the Nine on their view about the options that the Secretary 

put forward as seeming self evident and thus far to my 

knowledge he had not heard back. I said that until he had 

I certainly had the distinct impression that I would not be 

receiving instructions with respect to the NATO Declaration. 

2. Busch asked me about the President's statement in 

Houston, whether that was intended in any way to modify the 

statements in Chicago. I said absolutely not. They are not 

in conflict, they may be different ways of saying the same 

thing, but that the problem is serious and the problem remains 



2.

and it needs a resolution because of the effect of the trend

of the present relationship between the US and the Nine, on

US public opinion and on the Congress. Busch cited the

recent Washington Post editorial as putting it well when it

said that the President's statement was not a threat,but a

truth. I said that is absolutely correct that for over a

year here in the Council I had been talking about this problem,

the President has, the Secretary has and its real. The progress

toward this resolution has been very limited. Indeed in some

respects things have become worse.

3. Busch then said he wondered what members of NATO

who are not members of the Nine might do. He said it struck

him that possibly a country like Norway, although very small,

might be able to add a voice to the Nine, to the effect that

while this is a problem between the Nine and the US, they

are dealing with a subject that has direct bearing on other

countries, namely the other countries in NATO, the security

relationship, the Atlantic relationship at the Fifteen. Norway

and those countries want those countries to know what they

think. He went on to say that in his judgment the problem

was because the Eight had not been sufficiently firm and

successful with France in making them understand that.
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Certainly they were not anti-American and certainly they were

pro-Atlantic relationship, but that they had not successfully

overcome France's intransigence. I said while I had no

instructions on it I wanted to say personally that while the

President's letter was sent to Brandt because it involved

something between the Nine and the US it should not be taken

in any way to inhibit the offering of views and comments by

other members of the Fifteen who are not members of the Nine,

such as Norway. I was absolutely sure that Norway's views

expressed either to France, or to the eight members of the

Nine other than France, or among the other members of the

Fifteen, or for that matter to the United States, would be

very, very welcome and certainly it is something that affects

their circumstances.

4. He said he was very pleased to have an answer as

to the possible difference between the Houston speech and

the Chicago speech by the President, because he sensed that

some might be taking that as a signal that while there is a

problem it is almost over. I aaid there may be some who

would like to take it that way, but the fact of the matter

is that the problem is there. It doesn't matter whether the

problem is papered over or not, unless it is solved it remains

and it is a serious one.
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He went on to say that he recalls the Secretary in

San Clemente pointing out that the April 23rd speech was not

because of US pressure, quite the reverse, there was no

pressure for it. He took that speech and understands the

problem now in that context and therefore he, Busch, under-

stands when I say it is serious and that problem remains

because the essential points in that April 23rd speech have

in fact not been met by Europe. As we walked out I told

him if he had any thoughts or suggestions we, of course,

would be happy to receive them as I am sure other members

of the Alliance would.

Jim Goodby: This ought to be reported fast. It

does raise the question as to whether we want to say some-

thing in the Alliance to the effect that it states what the

US position is and where we are. While we recognize that

the President's communication was directed at Brandt as the

head of the EC, we also recognize the very fundamental point

that the USEC relationship bears directly on the circumstances

within the Fifteen, not only the circumstances of the eight

members of the Nine that are in the Fifteen with respect to

the Fifteen, but also other members of the Alliance that are

not in the Nine. We are not positioning ourselves so that
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the Nine can determine what NATO does with respect to the

NATO Declaration. What we have said to the Nine is these

options seem self evident, here they are. We want your

response. We have not said what we will do or what we will

propose with respect to the Fifteen at that point where we

have a response from the Nine. A statement like that then

says that not only are we interested in the views of the Nine

on the Kissinger - Von Staden discussion, but that we are

also interested in the views of the other members of the

Alliance, certainly they have a stake in the Atlantic relation-

ship.
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