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Memorandum of Conversation

e

Ci) Mr. Foy D. Kohler - BEUR
: Mr. Robert H. MoBride - WE P
Mr., Frank E. Maestrone - WE /!j
COPIES TO: EUR {2} -~ American Embassy, Rome (2)
WE-Mr. McBride/Mr. Cameron (1) USRO, Paris

WE-Mr. Stabler/Mr. Maestrone (3::?0@)

"SAR

Mr., Kohler referred to the statement made by President Eisenhower -
during his news conference of February 3, 1960 regarding the sharing by
the United States of its nuclear secrets with its allies. Mr: Kohler
characterized this statement as an honest expression of the President’s
feelings. However, he was auvthorized to say that at the present time thers -
was no legislation in existence or under preparation to amend the Atomic

Energy Act.
legislation.

He thought that perhaps the disarmament conference might pro-
duce certain developmenis which would stimulate the preparation of such

Mr. Kohler remarked that there was still no agreement as to .- -~ =
whether it was theoretically practical to disperse nuelear weapons or to '
retain the present close contrél. Ambassador Brosio recognized this problem
but expressed the belief that the present restrictions were not in kesping

with the spirit of the Atlantic Alliance.
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February 26, 1960
MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Courtney

SUBJECT: Draft S/4E Memorandum of February 19
Concerning Nuclear tharing

¢// 1. I am troubled by the recommendation that
we should initiate preparations to liberalize sharing
arrangements including asmendment of the act with
particular reference to the deployment of joint
arrangement or custody and control of weapons deployed
abroad, and the transmission of information.

If by this is meant only the Canadian case,
I think we ought to say so explicitly.

If 1t is meant to open the door to changes in
our present posture vis-a-vis the French, then I
would strongly dlsagres and I am reasonably confident
that this disagreement would be shared by Gerry Smith
who 18 out sick today., It seems Lo me that our posture
toward France should be that set forth in the WE
memorandum by Fd Beigel which you, Gerry, and I all
¢leared and which opens no door to change of any kind,

If that is our posture toward France then surely
it must also be our poliey toward other continental
countries less advanced in this field,

, I unierstand that in the revised draft there
will be no conclusions but in the discussion of this
alternative 1t seems to me that you ought to clarify
its lmport and disadvantage if it applieﬁ to more than

Canadsa,
P 2. I think the paper ought to treat more %
- ostensibly the possibility of some multilateral %
}

arrangement, Gerry tells me that In the last NSC
discussion efmbiriew wodrre the President showed
great Interest in this and that his favorable view of
sharing seemed to relate to multilateral rather than
I aispitateralerrangements., I am attaching a draft of
TO aupaper “Bob:Magill and T have been working on in
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response to another NSC directive, which calls for

a study of more multilatersl sarrangements. Perhaps
some of this could be usefully reflected in the present
paper.

3. You may also find helpful the attached
summary of an S/P discussion of this problem some
time ago which sets forth some of the basie long-term
policy considerations bearing on the question of
sharing and particularly multilateral sharing, Perhaps
some of this broad philosophy regarding the effect
of alternative lines of action might go into the
paper. I would presume the NSC would want primarily
to focus on these kinds of basic consjiderations?

Henry Owen

SECRET
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Hr. Iruin of Defynos gove us orslly on Haveh 2 4be -
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officisl reply to the Under Ssorebary's lotier of
Januwary 16, 1960 to Secretary of Defenss Gabes. In g
egsence 1T is 2 atraight repatiliocn of Mye. (abest proposal -
sonbained in his letbter of Hovester 24, 1959 bo ne, 7
Defense proposes thet we provids to g BATG chnsortium
technical and fscilivler spalistanes in the smount of =
247.5 mlilion and a8 grent aid 50 complebe mimgiles and
gpapes 8% an estimsbed valve of 550 nmillilon. ‘e terms
on whisch this ald would be made gvallable would include :
acegptance by BATO of deployment of the missiles produged .
e &8 regqulvsd by SACEUR, the signing of relevant siookplls ;
wjﬁ agvesnents, and dpreed grrsagemenis Lor national maming,

MLom

@ﬁ %er i There is no guestlon thet Defenss is soxious to mske
ﬁyﬂ$ ﬂ an offer sulfiiciently stirzcitive io lnvibe aucepiance.
They place great opphallis upon the advaniages of HATD

ol golidarity which they consider would be advanvsd by
woriking out & congortium arreghgement along these lines.

There are bwo needs Lo be served which dre now
gnbangied bub separable., Flrst iz the honowesble discharge
of the President’s offer pade at the HATO mesiing of
Degepber 1957. The second 15 the ngsurance that Gensral
Hopsbad gets the MABEMs he stotes as & reguirvement {se
grpproved by bthe JCB} in proper guantisy and time phass.

(AT this peinb et we say that I have %ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ&lly_
. roesshed the cenclusion that 1t would not be in our Intepes
; el Yo gontribute Lo op sneourage the estgblishment in Rurops
. Jb % a produstive sapeblility v wake MEBMs., The French
Lo Babers besl, various recent German abervetlons, the WEU
: ?n@l&, and very recent Feshich atbibudes all fortlify me

;w-gffjﬁ -f | in thie
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in fhis conwiction.,  Mopgover, I think fhe ssbsblistment

of a sonsgrilus for this m¢ﬁﬁ¢s& might well e ﬁ”ﬁ
divigive than Gii&ifv&a@ within HATO., The Briﬁi%hg
Por exenpls, &8 you oW, 0% HOwW m@#@m@m te sunh &
seheme., The pMQtﬁnaﬁd parlod regulred for negotiating
such an %grﬁhm@ni with & congorblue and thgmxﬁha soetual
cresbion of the physical plant faesliities lead me %o
doublé that ﬁa program could wc&a @V&m & warﬁ o

Horatsdts EﬁJui“ﬁﬂ ants in iwam ingliy,: bhere soenmg

1itble doubt bhat Lhis sourEe 1 Qiﬂ resulit In & Digher
ama“ m&r misslle produod %h&ﬁ.i¢ they wers Q@&ﬁ%w@& in
the Unlted Stabses frop producsiicon Llves glressdy in
%ﬁistﬁm&@.

FoF

ot

sa,

iu'i:

ﬁ*&@rdiﬂglyg i reoom rindnnam
offer whilah would meelt The Preeldant’s obligatilon, Hy
hope would 3$ Lt HATO wg Q4d reject 4¢ anﬁ we gould

hen turn bomedistely 4o &l ernwh@gag and o wmy ming

more abbractive, mebhods of neeting Horstad's regrirenmenis,

o N
ﬁ@%@ hat ve nale b
b =T .

o

This leads: me Lo the gonolusion bhald we shouwld sdd
Lo ;ﬁ“ terms of the propozal Eﬁiﬁaii ed An My, Dillon’s
lstier of Januery 15 So M. Getes the further sondiiions
which Defense BUEESs5E be abtachad bt atheruise sband
on Mr. Ditionts propossl. I believe that $his wiil
honerably DPulfili Tﬂﬁ_%r*?iﬂﬁﬁtgﬁ 1957 offer 4o HATO.

T8 wpon eommunicabion of this posivion offliclally
to Defonee they sLAll Lasisy that s more generdaes ofiler
be made Lo &8 NETD o onsortium, I vedsompmend tha% e mabier
then be pubt Lo the Pregident for Gecision. In thls caag
the pros and cons fogm the point of view of ouy oalional
inuaﬁﬁ& S uf conbributiog o o alssile-maklng Qﬁ@ﬂﬂiii“”

thae Conbtinent should be spelled oub so that 3% does

ﬁwa sppeay that sl thabt is ub Azpue bebwsen Eﬁfﬁﬁ%& and
RBtate iz whether or not we olfer gé?*; million or 297.%
mililien as & graab-in-gid contribublon,

E: o, L i " . i o b ha TN s it g A
T oabineh & draft labter for youpr signaturs Lo
Secretery GRUes Ln the fovezolng oenss,
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e have conbimed $o wresile with the tl’xam,;‘

renge nailistic missiles Do HATC )
i two Depariments, -‘!;L“‘
FOUrsS as mt osub in yous ui.ﬂz:m of Hovember 24, 195391
to Livie Merchant, dnd A in Doug ?"M ionta
letter of Jonuery 18

5o

1,
Jack Imvin teld Livie Merchant on Mareh 2nd that

Defenre stood on the Movenber 28th proposal, iL.e
ulmi we provice o o HATO eongortlum stechnical a::m

Q.,..}.J_ti{:sﬁ assidbanee Ia Aﬂ?&“&f‘ﬁ x::z. ‘isi?fw‘a miilion
a:rm &3 grant mia Sirey ﬁ*’“l Llets missiles o e Ep&m"’i

ab st eshine m value of §50 ,;a_..s..m_@m T “.m X
wh‘! chh this sid would be made available Wm:s;ld. wluée
acseptance by HATD of "iﬂ;mgnmm of the mispiles pro-
auced a3 regulired Ly SAGEUH, the signing of myav*"zm,
stockplle agreensnts e:m& wmm arrengensats for
national manning. bc- of pur Depss *%;mmm hm@f{a sgreed
that snother ﬂ@i‘dﬁ.‘i};ﬁfi Fust be the commitumeni to SAUEUR
for HATS pu '*&,;used of 21l missiles produced under this
progren until BACEUR' s present pad futurs regulrements
are mat, a

e urther consldisrsiion, we In this Departsent
atill stand on GJ‘.’."Z’ Ja’}""uﬂ,z“’ 1Hth g} ;gya}m&i}: J.€.s Bhat we
should iimis our 1 ..,.a.w nmwm“ i this progran o

o NAT woel and fa ‘éi’“‘:ﬁ;m pasistance

;‘:«wvim;g o HATO ¢
in the smount of _ ;; iiim, snd that we should not

contempliate #dd iﬂiﬁﬁi‘a:u., tephuionl and fasillitles aszistance
gyond
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ASSISTANT SRCRETARY -

Farch 18, i
TO: The Sporebary - Lo
' LR
THROUGH : S48
FROM: EUR - Foy D. £
SURJECT: Mr. umith” Mems rendum of March 16 om
Second-Ceneraticn ¥ERMz.

I agres that Defense will continue Lo object to
the State positiom that we should limlt our offer to
$47.5 milllon in bechmlicel assistance. I do not agree,
however, with Mr. Smith's conclusion that we should
continue to adhere rigldly to the Stalte position. The
differencss between Defense and Stabe are now narrowed
to a single issus: should we or should we not accompany
our offer of technical assistance with 50 U,.5.-produced
POLARIS missiles?

The declislon on Tthis gussitlon is a2 most difficult
one. Mr. Smith cites cogent arguments on one side; I
will not review all the argumsnts on the other, bubt will e
point out twe major considerations only. Thesv, in my -
view, are sufficient reason for our flnding s middle
grouni wlth Defense,

(1) WMr. Smith assumes that an offer of technical
asslistance only would be rejscted by the Buropeans. EUR
1 feels, on the contrary, that there is a reasocnably good
chance that the offer would be acceptable. In fact, an
offer of technical assistance only would have certaln
advantages to tha Buropeans {i.e., to bthe French) in
their effort to develop their national capability. They
could attempt to negotiate for a Ltype of misgsile more
sultable than the POLARIS to thelr natlonal reguirements
{i.8., longer range and a Dblgger warhead). If we accom-
pany our offer of techmical assisbtance with 50 U.S.-produced
POLARIS misslles as a2 starter, we will automatically tie
the Burcopean production program o POLARIS,

(2} The most imporbtant consideration, hoWwever, 1=
t that an Eurnppan MRBM production effort is inmvitablco
The gquestion iz whether we are Lo have ong integrated
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1 within the NATO framework, or, alternatively, develop- -
| ment of national capablilities by the French, and,
subsequently, by the Germans. Theres is already no
question about this in France; in spite of the cost,
there is every indication that the French are deter-
mined %o go ahead. This is certain to be de Gaulle's
view, as witness his positlon on the French nuclear
program. It is also certain to be the position of a
post de~Gaulle govermment, wnich 18 bound %o be heavily
influenced by the military.

More in the future -- bult far more serious for its
long-term political implications -- is the inevitabllity
of a Gorman program. Embassy Bonn feels this to be the
case, As General Norstad made clear, the real problem
is a German problem and it 1s essential that we provide
now an "out'! for the Germans that will enable them to
move forward in a program firmly tied in with NATO  Only
by doing this now can we head off later German predsures
for an independent national progran.

Our choice, therefore, is whether we make an offer
which firmly channels the Furcopean drive in a NATO
direction or whether we make a minimal offer which will
free Buropean energles in the direction of mnational,
independent programs.

It 3
AT
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' Briefing Sheet for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff for the
Operations Deputies Meeting, Tuesday, 10 May 1960, :
Agenda Item No. 7.

4r0E

J.C.8. 1907/266
Subject: Berlin Contingency Planning (U)

‘*“Mlx{JM,. /
{2 S O] s )

Background: - On 28 Mar 60, a SecDef memo included the follow-
ing statement: "Mr. Khrushchev has stated that unless a satis-
factory agreement on Berlin is reached at the Summit meetlng, he
will proceed to slgn a separate peace treaty with East Germany.”
Further, the SecDef requested the views of the JCS on the
following questions related to the above situation and to the
Joint Study on Berlin access.

iy 1B

a. Will the U.3. military posture in mid-summer of 1960
be such ag to permit implementation of the contingency plans,
accepting and being prepared for the risk of general war?

" b. What actions are recommended to be taken relatlng to
the Berlin Garrison and the U.S. military interests in
Berlin in the event the USSR announces its firm intention
fo sign a separate peace treaty9 \

- The Joint Study referred to above was prepared by State-

" Defense~-JC8-CIA, at the directlon of the Pregsident. The paper
outlines the preparatory and supporting political and military
actions that are considered necessary for any of the alternative
uses of force. It then indicates for each of the four alterna-
tives the specific political and military actions required,
political limitations that should bhe observed and probable Soviet
and Free World reactions.

Current Paper: - The current paper contains a proposed memorandum
to Sechel stating that:

a. The JCS agree that the U.S. mllitary posture in mid-

- summer of 1960 will permit the implementation of contingency

plans, and the acceptance of tThe risk of gerferal war,
— ¢ Further, 1t is pointed out that when it becomes evident that
- implementation of such plans ls ineviltable, certain political,
economle, psychological and milltary measures should be taken
to convince the USSR that the U S.‘lS W1lling to accept the
risk of general war, ~<7, st

b. There are no additional milita%y actions to be taken
relating to the Berlin Garrison and U.S. mililitary interests
in Berlin, other than those that are currently foreseen in
tripartite and unilateral plans.

Service Comments: - It is expected that the Marine Corps, Navy.
and Alr Porce will support the paper as written. The Army is
expected to propose certain modifications of z more substantive
nature. ,

Cnmments and Recommendations: -~ The International Polley Branch,
~mmands that the Chalrman, JCS, support the paper as -

Jationg: - - _
F: ﬁjConcursJ o=

oncurs) {Ne
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TO: Sécretary of State
S8

-G NO: 2336, JUNE 11, 3 PM
SP S

L~ SENT DEPARTMENT 2336, REPEATZID 1HFORMATION LONDON 585,

H PARIS 839, f

INR - o

UMSC ~ REFERENCES: PARIS® TEL 510 TO BONN RPTD TO DEPT 5375, .

SAE " TO LONDON 1080; LONDON'S 358 TO 30NN RPTD DEPT 5624, TO
RMR PARIS 927.

&ﬁ i Siale C
oF

5 NO DISTR!BUT!ON OUTS IDE DEPARTMEHT,

/%“/% /%4ﬂwH1LE DECISION HAS APPARENTLY BEEN MADE TO SEFK PARTICIPAT!ONu
(474 NATO MRBM_PROGRAM (SEE EMBTEL 2273} AND THERE 1S GROW!NG
;/ﬂ~//‘mztfﬁ?iwca IN FEDGOVT FOR SOME KIND CONTINENTAL DETERRENT
/ /}WITH GERMAN VOICE IN ITS CONTROL, AT PRESENT TIME THERE IS
NO ‘DISCERNIBLE MOVEMENT IN FEDREP ACQUIRE INDEPENDENT
'NAT IONALLY CONTROLLED NUCLEAR -CAPABILITY. MEMORY OF LAST
WAR STILL FRESH AND CHANCELLOR HAS BEEN SEVERELY PRESSED TO
‘OVERCOME, GERMAN SUSPICION AND UNEAS INESS ABOUT DEVELOPMENT
\3BUNDESWEHR AND PARTICULARLY ITS EQUIPMENT (WITHOUT WARHEADS)
L WITH ATOMIC WEAPONS, DEVELOPMENT OF BUNDESWEHR WAS ONLY

\ E;ADE PALATABLE TO GERMAN PUBLIC 1S PART OF NATO IN WHICH US

1 {WOULD PROVIDE CONTINUING LEADERSHIP. THERE STILL EX!STS
NN GERMAN PUBLIC STRONG RESISTANGE TO MAKING THEIR NATIONAL
FORCES [NDEPENDENT AND EMBASSY HAS OBSERVED NO INCLINATION

FAMONG GERMAN LEADERS MOVE TOWARD NUCLEAR INDEPENDENCE.

j_
3
3
waunatg SR

SEH 0911L-9/119G oy

Mo ITAty

T T

Latlng e

i

*}l\\_ SERMAN INDUSTRY 1S ENJOY ING BOOM AND: NO: GREAT PRESSURES.
Sad B RE FELT THIS SECTOR TO UNDERTAKE ALONE' COSTLY RESEARCH ™y
g SAND DEVELOPMENT NECESSARY FOR NUCLEAR WARMEAD PRODUCTFONf»
=~ TGERMANS IN GENERAL AGREE WEU RESTRICTIONS ON ABG WEAPONS:
s g \RE WISE BOTH FOR .INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL POLITICAL ‘REASQNS .
. 5 yEMBERs FONOFF 'AND MOD AWARE DOMESTIC DIFFICULTY INVOLVED fN
g g_ REVERS ING POSITION REPEATERLY. TAKEN IN PUBLIC RE GERMAN
PRODUCTION OF, OR EQUIPMENT BUNDESWEHR WITH STRATEGi
| | s - ”%m?ﬁ%ﬁmﬁh
PERMANENT ' ECRET ' Eop%afslj PROHIBITED. -

RECORD COPY e This copy must be returned to RM/R central files w1th—notat10n of actlon takene
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-2~ 2336, JUNE 11, 3 PM FROM BONN

NUCLEAR WEAPONS, IN CASE OF MRBM PROGRAM, HOPE OF GOVERNMENT

OFF1CIALS 1S THAT ADEQUATE EXPLANATIONS CAN BE FOUND IN
TERMS NATO FRAMEWORK IN WHICH PROGRAM WOULD OPERATE.
PERHAPS MOST [MPORTANT IS FEELING DEEPLY ROCTED IN-PUBLIC

' THAT 'MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF FEDREP AND- US MUST BE PROMOTED BY
'ALL MEANS, BECAUSE US POLICY {N EUROPE NOT ONLY PROVIDES
SECURITY FROM EAST BUT ESPOUSES OTHER POLITICAL GOALS TO
“WHICH GERMANS ARE DEDICATED.

“THERE COULD OF COURSE BE FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE THIS PICTURE,
-SHOULD Us POLICY RE GERMAN PROBLEMS BE MODIF!ED OR SHOULD
‘THERE BE WEAKENING OF US LEADERSHIP IN EUROPE TO DEGREE

THAT GERMANS FELT US COULD NOT ENSURE SECURITY OF WESTERN
EUROPE NOR INFLUENCE POLI!TI!CAL POLICY OF NATO COUNTRIES,
OVER PAST YEAR WHEN THERE HAS BEEN SOME DOUBT OF WEST'S
UN]TY AND RESOLUTENESS AGAINST SOVIET THREATS TO BERLIN,
SOME "YOUNGER CDU/CSU. LEADERS {(E.G. GUTENBERG AND MAJONICA)
HAVE: "ADVOCATED DEVELOPMENT OF FUROPEAN NUCLEAR FORCE TO.
STRENGTHEN CREDIBILITY WESTERN DETERRENT, AS CAPABILITY
SOVIET STRIKING POWER AGAINST NORTH AMER!CAN CONT INENT
INCREASES,  ALTHOUGH THESE IDEAS ARE YET LIMITED TO SMALL

CIRCLE, EMBASSY HAS NOTED GROWING TENDENCY ON PART OF OFFICIALS
IN MINISTRY OF DEFENSE TO SUPPORT [DEA OF CONT!NENTAL DETERRENT

AND TO EMPHAS1ZE NEED FOR FEDREP VOICE IN [TS CONTROL.

THERE WAS NO QUESTICON BUT THAT TWO YEARS AGO STRAUSS TOYED

- WITH .1DEA COOPERATION WITH FRANCE AND ITALY (FIG) RE ATOMIC

RESFARCH. STRAUSS®' EFFORTS WERE FRUSTRATED THEN, AND HE

HAS 'CONCLUDED AFTER VISITS TO NORTH AMERICA THAT GOING IT
ALONE WITHOUT HELP OF US KNOW-HOW WOULD BE TOO COSTLY FOR

CONTINENTAL POWERS. GERMANS, HOWEVER, NOW HAVE CONSIDERABLY
EXPERIENCE IN ATOMIC RESEARCH WHICH COULD BE TRANSLATED'

- RELATIVELY QUiCKLY INTO PRODUCT ION PROGRAM |F WEU RESTRAINTS

REMOVED AND POLITICAL REACTIONS OF NATO ALLIES NOT NEGATIVE.
FEDREP HAS, IN ADDITICN, ECONOMIC RESCURCES AS CAPABLE AS -
ANY CONTINENTAL POWER TO SUPPORT ATOMIC PRODUCT ION PROGRAM,
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FOhMULA AS SET FORTH IN PARIS REFTEL TO CONTROL DEVELOPMENT

OoF NUCLEAR CAPABILITY BY COUNTRIES OF CONTINENTAL EURCPE IS
PERHAPS MORE RELEVANT TO EXISTING PROBLENMS IN FRANCE THAN TO
POTENT!AL PROBLEM OF FEDREP, T DOUBTFUL, HOWEVER, WHETHER
TRIPART!TE CONTRCL OF NUCLEAR DETERRENT WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE

TO FEDREP ANY MORE THAN |T WOULD ACCOMMODATE REAL PRE-
OCCUPATION OF FRENCH. GERMANS ARE BECOMING INCREASINGLY
SENSITIVE TO WHAT THEY CONSIDER TO BE DISCRIMINATORY FACTORS
WHICH RELEGATE THEM TO SECOND CLASS STATUS, AND IT WOULD BE
DIFFICULT FOR CHANCEZLLOR TOMAKE ACCEPTABLE ANY PROPOSAL WHICH

. MIGHT INDICATE US HAS ADOPTED DE GAULLE!'S TRIPARTITE

DJLRECTORATE CONCEPT. 1T POSSIBLE CHANCELLOR MIGHT LOOK

UPON RIGHT OF THREE CONTRIBUTING NATIONS TO MAINTAIN STRATEGIC
FORCES ON INDEPENDENT NATIONAL BASIS AS THREAT OVER HEAD OF

US TO MAINTAIN ITS INTEREST IN EUROPE AND SUPPORT AND
LEADERSHIP OF WEST. IT DOUBTFUL, HOWEVER, HE WOULD BE ABLE
EFFECTIVELY TO USE SUCH ARGUMENTS PUBLICLY.

NATURE FEDREP RELATIONS WITH FRANCE ARE SUCH THAT FEDGOVT
PROBABLY. SEES FAR MORE ADVANTAGES I[N PROCEEDING I'N COOPERATION
WITH FRANCE AND WHATEVER EUROPEAN POLITICAL ENTITY WHICH

MIGHT COME ABOUT, THAN CONDUCT!NG SOLO ADVENTURE !N NUCLEAR
FIELD. PRESTIGE 13 NOT PREOCCUPATION WITH FERGOVT AND,

AS LONG AS FRANCE COMMITTED TO FIRM POLICY ON BERLIN AND
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION, THE CHANCELLOR APPEARS WILLING TO

FOLLOW FRANCE'S LEAD.

"IN SUMMARY, EMBASSY BELIEVES REAL PROBLEMS TO BE CONS!DERED

ARE THOSE OF (1) NUCLEAR CAPAB!LITY OF FRANCE, (2) PLACE OF
FEDREP IN NATO MRBM PROGRAM, AND (3) STEPS THAT MAY BE

TAKEN INFUTURE TO PROVIDE. CONT INENTAL EUROPEANS, INCLUDING
GERMANS WITH SOME SHARE IN CONTROL NUCLEAR DETERRENT UNDER

NATO OR OTHER AEG!S, WHEN WEST EUROPEAN DEFENSE IS AT ISSUE,

AS LONG AS US LEADERSHIP IS EFFECTIVELY EXERTED, IMPETUS

TOWARD [NDEPENDENT FEDREP CAPABILITY CAN PROBABLY BE CONTROLLED
FOR FORESEEABLE FUTURE.
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SPECIAL ASSISTANT DATE: August 2, 1960
TO THE SECRETARY |
S/AE % .
SUBJECT: Kuelear Shari i oaene <
"8G 17 1950 2
" | AM PY g o
7i319:18,11:12) 14243, 4. 5,4 ‘ -
PARTICIPANTS: Department, of State EJAFE /Pf{
The Secretary General Norstad, SACEUR —
The Under Secratary Mr. Bay L. Thurston, Politicsl
Mr. Ivan B. White, EIR : Adviser to MEIIR :
Mr. Gerard Smith, 5/P ) .
Mr. Philip Farley, S/AE Joind Chiefs of §taff
Mr. Robert Bowie, B '
Mr. Jack Bell, U/MSC General Twining, Chairman
Mr. Russell Fesssnden, _
EUR/RA Atomic Fnergy Commission
_ Department of Defense Mr. McCoﬁe » Chairmen

Deputy Secretary of
Defense Douglas
Assistent Seerchary of
Defense Irwin (DSD/ISA)
General Miller, 0SD/ISA
Colonel Billingsles, OSD/ISA

COPTES TO: s/s, @, 8/P, INR, EUR, RA, O, WE, GER,(S/AEy Defense/ISA, USRO Paris,
- ' Amenbassy Pavis, Amemba@ay Bo:zm; AEG SEAPE/L Mr. Thursten
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The Secretary asked General Norstad for his views on the question of nuclear
sharing. GCeneral Norgtad began by ssying thet he felt there was sbsclutely no
wilitary necessity for sharing nuclear weepons with our Allles. The present NATO
gbockpile arrsngements sre completely zsblsfectory as far as the militery require-
ments are concernad. Oeneral Norstad ssid that he would testify to that effect In
any Congressional hearings on ths subject. He wentioned the deep moral responsibllity
which the United States has to the whole world in this matter and to the kind of
regpongibility which would attach to deliberate U.8. action tending to speed up the
establishment of independent national nuclear wespens capsbilities. He expressed
-the thought that to hasten this process by even a few years was a responsibility
not lightly to be undertaken, particularly since those yearsg could be devoted to
attempts to arrive at sstisfactory nuclsar controls with the other side.

_ General
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General Forsted sald that sharing nuclesr weapons information with the
French will not "buy" any better French cooperation in NATO, Prestige is
the reel French motive for desiring an independent nuclesar capability. -
There is nothing to be galined from the U.8. point of view in helping them
attain an independent cspability more guickly than they will by their own
efforts.

General Twining., in responge to a guestion, indicated that the Joint
Chiefs of 8taff did not agree with this position. The JCS felt that France
is going to have its own nuclesr capability inevitebly, snd thst it is &
wagte of time and money for the French to do this entirely mlone. We should
therefore aid them by sharing nuclear wespons informstion. _

General Norstad raised the German problem. Under Adenmuer, we aye
confident of the German position, bub we must also think of the time beyond
Adenauer when no one can be certain as to the position of Germany. The
Germans themselves sre concerned about this. If the U.B. creates another
nuclear power, it will make it much more difficult for the future Germany
to resist getting inte the field also. It is also difficult to Justify a
specisl status for France. Germany is as much a "great power" ss France
in temms of population and gross national product. It is alse very difficult
to explain to Italy that France should have & special stabus.

Mr. McCone, in response to a question as to his views, said that he
sgreed with General Horstad about the inedvisebility of supplying nuclear
weapons or information sbout them. He had felt at one time that the U.8.
could esslst by supplyling enriched U-235 for weapons purposeg. The Atomic
Energy Commission estimates that we could quickly supply &1l the U-235 the
French could produce over the next fifteen years and save the French & large
smount of money-.

Mr. Smith noted that our willingness to supply the U=235 would be likely
to make the problem more acute, rather than less. If we were to supply the
material for weaponsg, 1t would be all The more Aifficult to resist requeste
for wempons themselves or informatlon about them. It is best to hold the line
firmly on ell aspects of weapons assistance.

Mr. McCone observed that the question wes more or less academic and
that the U=235 question should be considered in the context of our over-all

policy on nuclear sharing, sbout which he was in full agreement with
General Rorstad.
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o al | 5 August 1960
Briefing Sheet for the Chairman, JCS, on a Report by the J-5,

for the Operations Deputies Meeting, Tuesday, 9 August 1960
Agenda Item No. 8

J.C.S, 1907/274

Subject: Military and Non-military Countermeasures
in the Berlin Crisis (Checklist) (U)

Background - As a result of the 23 Aprll 59 NSC Meeting, the
Pregident approved in principle sbtudies related to further

Berlin Contingency Plamning. The Presldent specifically charged
the U.S. Coordinating Group for Berliin Contingency Planning

with the responsibility for the development of general political,
economic and military measures as outlined in the studies, with
particular reference t0 selectlion and timlng, with major decisions
being referred to the Presildent for approval as necessary.

- At the 23 May 60 Meeting of the U.S. -Coordinating Group

- for Berlin Contingency Planning, the JCS representative recom-

mended that a Working Group be established to develop a
coordinated checklist of military and non-military measures for
Berlin contingencies in accordance with the above, The purpose
of the checklist would be to faclillitate the actlon of the
Coordinating Group in making its recommendations to the Presi-
dent regarding the selectlion and timing of ‘any measures rec-
commended, It was decided that sush a Working Group would be
established under the Chalrmenship of Mr., Hillenbrand, Depart-
ment of Wtate, with repressentatives from JCS, OSD(ISAS and

CIA to prepare such a checkllist of possible military and non-
military countermeasures.

- On 10 June 60 the SecDef also requested the JCS to furnish
him with a list of those milifary measures with respect to the
Berlin Crisis that will require his attentlon and,decision,
including where approprlate the estimated lead time from de-
cision to achlevement of capability.

Current Paper-

a. Contains, for notation by the JC3, a checklist of
mili%ary and non-military measures thay could be taken under
various contingencies with regard to the Berlin situation.
This list has been prepared in collaboration with representa-
tives of OSD{ISA), State and CIA, and 1s responsive to the
requirements established by the President.

b. Incorporates a memorandum for SecDef whlch incloses
this same checkllist for his information and informs him that
the JCS would apprise him on a case-by-case basls of items
therein which might require his personal attention and
decision.

Service Comments - It is expected that the Services will sup-
port the paper as written.

Comments and Recommendationsg -~ International Policy Branch, J-5,
recommendas that the Chalrman, JCS,; support the paper as
written,

Opinion as to Recommendations:

Director, J-5 /A~ (Concur) (Nen-econcur)
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N TO: CJCS WASH DC D,ﬂef
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- NR: ECJCBT 9-10679 24135327 AUG 60
Jgf Subject:‘ Federal Republic of Germany Participation
i3 in LIVE CAK Planning (S) -
- i This message forwards below a LIVE OAK letter, _
- & subject: "Fedsral Republic of Germany Participation in LIVE
L OAK Planning (S)" signed by General Lauris Norstad to Chair-
e man, United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff,
> National Defense General Staff, France and Chief of the
e Defense Staff, United Kingdom, dated 22 August 1960, Gene- ;
. ral Norstad's letter is quoted as follows: i
%;ﬁ “Headquarters %
5~ United States European Command '
. Office of the Commander-in-Chief o~
ey ECLO 600/63 - APO 128 Rig
o~ New York, N, Y. g B
22 Aug 1960 s
Subject: Federal Republic of Germany Participation in LIVE: % .
OAK Planning (S) S {;;m“_“_m:§
To: Chairman, United States Joint Chiefs of Staff AREED Gy
Chief of Staff, National Defense General Staff, France : G
Chief of the Defence Staff, United Kingdom o e B

R

1. it has become apparent to me that implementation of - iel
any LIVE OAK Berlin contingency plans will most certainly

-3
require some coordination and liaison on the part of the . Ng;g
Federal Republic of Germany, i

N

2. Now that the principal LIVE OAK plans are in ¢g$
existence, | think it is an opportune time for the Federal £
Republic to be brought up to date on these plans, With -
MM s e e T I mmssmommpry #m momsemsmmmbe $ho Mo e B o h e \K
YoUr Qppriva:y, 1 ProposSy 0 agprovacn wn ud@rmain minidver ol *%3::-7
Defense with the suggestion that he assign a liaison officer ~ i
to the LIVE OAK group. This officer would have access to all e b
planning and would serve as an advisor to the LIVE QOAK staff; e
he would not, however, be a fully participating member. N
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3. Because of the progress of the planning, it may
now be advisable that selected members of the Ministry of
Defense, Federal Republic of Germany, be briefed on LIVE
OAK's work to date.

4, | would appreciate your views on this subject,

/s/ Lauris Norstad
General  USAF"

ACTION:  CJCS |
DA IN 35535 (24 Aug 60) reb/4
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SURJECT o Vour Discussion of Myolesy Weapons Custodlel Arrengements
/ dth General Norsted

I mderstend you mey hove an opportunity te discuss with
Genersl Worsted ctstodizl srraongevents for muclesy weapons in the
- HATO stockpile. In this 00nn¢c?ioﬂ vou will recsll Mr, Thursionls
letter to you of Junme 9 {Tab B} ralsing objsctions to the projestsd
June viasit of Mr, Millar of #A to certein EATO stoekpile instellstions,
If General Norstad dess not raise the sublect, I suggeed thet you
dn 20 with a view to removing his pessﬁble misund&rqtaudlhg of the
Department's position in this field and slso to oblaining his vohsent
in prineiple for Depsrivent officers to aceompeny DOU offlcerg from
General lLoper's office on visits to ¥ATO ghockpile sites, Yor such
a discussion you mey find useful the talking paper atisched st Teb 4
as woll as the following becksround meieriel,

BACKGROUND

Ag 8 resull of the lepariment'e respopsibilitles in the field of
foreign alffairs end neticongl seevrity policy, it hes from the shart
followed mcleer woapons develepments closely. Althovgh atomic

_ legiglation does not aseigr definite pesponsibilities to the
Department, it obviocusly has s respensibiliiy under the Atomle Lnergy
Act of 1954, ss smended, for thae megotliatien of internstionsl -
agreements in the stomic field, Furthermors, Ewecutive Urder Mo, 10560
of September 9, 1954 (Tab U) recouniszes the Department’s pentrel
redponsibllity in sonducting negotistions pursusnt to specifie
legisiation. Guite apart from its slatubory responsibilitiss, the
Department attaches great Imporbancs to the cerrying out of the
nationsl poliey of discoursging the proliferstion of independent
nuclear capebilities and protecting U.8. »ilitsry sssets, In
pursult of these policy objectives the Department pays partncnlar
attention to the effsctive implemwentaiion of the provisions for the
retention of U,8, custody and contrel of muclear weapons Jeployed
abroad for the use of ailissz in sn swergeney which are the key
festures of our stockpile agreements negotisted and inplemented
under the HATO stockpile concept of 1957.
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Until 1959 the Depariwent had no need to pley an active role
in the determination of polley on custedisl arrengswents or its
implememtstion. It sccepied the decision of the Department of
Defense and the services that they would establigh and wmeintain
appropriste safezusrds to ensure that U.5. custodisl personnel
would be in the position to prevent wmwuthorized sccess to or use of
nuglear weapong by forsign personnel under all ressonsble contingencies.
Cur understonding wes that the spplicsiion of that principle wes =2
ralatively aimpla mebier becanse (1) the wesponsg or puclesr capsules
were stored in igloos under exclusive U.8. custody and {2} they weve.
not removed unntil the outbresk of hostillitiss, There was, therefors, 4/ J
conesrn that U.8. physical possession of the veapons wonld be endangered
except ma & result of merious disturbances in the country where the
weepons were deployed or the coming into power of s government
deterninad to take posssaslon of the wespons.

This situation changed with the development of pew muclemr weapons,
sapealally tsctical wespons. The problers has ihus arisen thaid to vetein
the operationsl efficlency of these wespens there st neceassrily be
a shift from the so~celled "plooc® type of custodisl srrangements.

This transition is sspecially evident in cases such me the fenle
alr-to-air wespon, the Iulu anii-submerine wespons, the Davy Croekett,
sore of the shorier range surface-to-air and air-to-surfsce nissiles,
gnd probably mobile MABM*s, Ubvlously to achicve wide dispermal, fast
regetlion $times in the use of ihe weapons snd sa%isf&aﬁbry maintanance
procedures, it is necessary in & number of eases to affix weapons on
forelgn sirersft kept on en slert status or te incorporate (i.e, ™o
maia“) weapong inte mlasile delivery smystems at the lsunch sgites,
Thie process necessarily imvelves the pregence of forslgn personnel
in the near vieinity of armed sirvcrafd or fmaled?® ndsailes with the
result that the esgtablishment of sdequate oustodial arrangements has
become more difficult. In the case of the Genie or 'the Imlu wespons
another complipation is that if the interceplor or marine patrol -
sirevaft are to fumetion properly, they mumst be sble to leave the
ground (yiz. the weapons sve removed from U.S. oustody) when hostilitios
sre imminent. {e¢,7. s stete-of Mawfmum Resdinsesa). Notwlthetanding
these changed circumstances, which asre largely to be Implemented in
the foture, we aniicipste that evrangewents can be made which are not
in eonflict with the Isw and are consistent with the Departwentts
poliey. But th insure that thds situstion will be the case, the
Department mabt lnow what arrangements are coni&mﬁlaue& by Defense

‘and/or Oenersl Horstad hefore negobistions toke place which will

permit the derloywent of new weepons. It is sliso necessgsry for the
Pepartment to review existing srrengements about which we know very
1ittle (i.e, the V-bomber and Cemberve arrsugewents with the U,K,)

as wall as fo review nov errangevents which mey be sstsblished under
the authority of azresments alr@aﬁ? in effect. It wae this situabion
which lad you to write Mr. Tounlss on June 3 (Tab D) stressing our
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need for eddiitionsl informsbicn and te sprveve Mr, Willer's projected
trip to steckpile ingtallotions vhieh Geneyel Horsted opposed.

In speelific terms the projected Genle arvongemenbshas brought
shout & change in the Depariment!s role in this fileld.’ In Jume, 1959
Secretary Gates asked the Secrelary to joln kim in seeking the Presidert's
suthorizetion for the Genle rockel propessl. You will recall our
prolonged exeminetion of this roguest which led to thu FPresidentls
spprovel in Cetcber, 195% and to the sppeersnce of you and Mr, Hager
before the Congreamsional Joint Compdttee on Atomie Energy on Februsry 2
when eertein wombers objlected to the propessl on the grownds thabt it
right be In conflict with the Atomic MHaergy fot znd an wnwarvanted
extension of the Fresldentis povers as Chief Execuiive and Commsnder-in-
Ohief, In this gonpection one polnt iz noteworthy. Ceortain Commitise
werbers took the visw ihst State spd Defense had a jolint responsibility

for the sustody and corntrol of V.5, atomlc weapons deployed sbroad for

the use of slliss. They did pot gifferentiate telween Delense's
responaibilities for the forwulation and implerentation of delslled
cusbedial grrangements and the Depsriwent's fiading thet these were

congistent with law and policy.

At tha Februaxy 2 hemving membhers of the Joint Commditee not only
ghlecied to the Genle promosal ot gleo expressed conceyn sbout other
cugtodial arvengewments eepecislly the IREM's., This concern wes
reiterated in Senztor Anderson!s May 14 leller to the Scepetery (with
e copy to Sscretars Gabes) {(Tab B} in which he referred to “ietlons®
in exlating gnd contemplated arrengements, Again, at Yhe June 2,
hearing members of the Jolnt Comnittes expregsed the view that there
wag & joivt 3ste-llofense responsibility for the establishment and
malntenance of enskodizl srrangerents which were sobtisfacbtory to the

Comnlttes,

Subgequentiy, this subiect was discuszed ad your meeting with
Zgeretary Galtes and Mr. Yolone on July 72 vhen % was sgreed thet the
three sgeccies should review the enstedisl situation with partioniar
reference to the Gewnie propossl. The vosuiis of this review is the
draft Jetter to Senaltor dnderson sbtached ab Tsh F whieh hes four
purposes: (1) to nobify the Commities of our decision to proceed

with the Genie propossl, {2} indirscily to enswer Sepstor inderson's
letter of ¥ay 16, (3} to indicete the Departuent’s support ef the
Defense position that the dreft onstedisl lesieleiion prepeyed by the
stalf of the Joind Comritleze emd piven o Ztste-léfense reprosentatives
at the June 24 besring is not accepbable, and {4} to clarify for ihe
Committes the Departnentls peller and vole in this flald,

Ay
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Ap Andicated sbove, the Sepasriment wust have more detalled
L informabion on existing snd contemplated custodial srrepgewents i 1T
is to discharge ite responsibilities in this fleld, In view of the
Jeint Commdtbee's cuestions bto the Deparimsnt on custody-contyrol
matters and in view of past and projecied visils by Cowmittee members
to HBATO sioekpile instsllstlions, 1% is essentisl that we have a betier
wnderstanding of this cowpliceted field, A% preseant we rely on three
principsl sourcss: (1) Cenmeral Ioper's staterenis on custedy te the
Planning Board onfmmil 26 (Tah ¢), (2) his stalewent to the Joint
i Comnittes on June 24 on the seme subject (Teb H} and {3) the USCINCEUR
| Plan for Support of the NATO Specisl Awme Storsge Program (Tsbh I),
| , These sources sre informsiive, but we still need %o know more aboub
{ , certain exisbing arrangements and to know the stabus of lsfense thinking
{ on arrangements for new weapons gyshoms,

% _ e hops you uwill be abls to assure Genersl Horstad theb the

\ Department’s interest in this Field in no way reflects any doubt about
hig competence sud slacerity in affording proper protection for U,S5,
meleay wespons, We belleve thet it would be To his advanbege as well
ag the Department of Defense for us to have s bebier understending of
cugbodial-cusiody procedurss in his compend,

|
|
y
| BECOMYENDAT IONA
|

-1, That you mme the talking paper siitsched ab Tab & to explein
to General Horstad the hasis for our inlevsst in custodiel srranyementsa
and the reasons for our nesd o ¥now in gounsideratle detail existing
and contemplated custodizlecontrel srrangements under the NATO
stodkpile conceph.

2, That you luguire of Jeperal Horstsd whether, in view of the
above circumgiances, he would asgree to Departmont officers sceompanying
Befense officers on a visit to SHAFE for s discussion of this field
and for a subsequent tour of HATC stockpile instelletilens fllustroting
the several wespongs systems now depleved in NATQ,

CIEARANCES

L/SFP - ¥y, Pender {in drafi) BA - Yr, Pessenden (In drafi)

8/85: PRutters br
Septembor 12, 1960
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proposal, the Joint Oommities hos been pressing the Deporbtmenk, 25 well as
Defanze, %:,c. speak with authority and knovdedps on the psrtimglars of chese
matbers., Fince inw@rwwmmmﬁd oumerne wul g ;::m&.mﬂ.arﬁﬁ delicute
area of forsign polley ave lrwolved, Yhe Depurtment oot properly profess
igrorance of these perticoilars, '

5. ine Desartment cortaiyd » leferme thabt the precise security
arrangements st esobh site ars “*~ '.‘ﬂ.,f fr”""ara For the regponsible military

aovmmandor to resclva.

G, Yet, if ihe -m‘wem 15 to deferd our positieon thet we $till maine

talin ef.‘:ifecLim custody and pontrcl despile the newsr deployment techuicues,

we must be shle to spesk with knowledge. And in view of the complicsted nature

of these newsr arrangements, wo doubt thal we gan MILLLL our responsibilities
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AF IN : 56214 (17 Sep 60) N/g
ACTION: JCS-28

INFO : ARMY-30, NAVY-50, CMC~6, XPD-4, XDC-1, ODC-1, CIN-=1, OOP~-1
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P 171 6452 e DECHA g%l
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SECRET 68-2 FROM JCSLG.
FOR THE DIRECTOR JOINT STAFF, SIGNED SPIVY, THIS IS THE SECOND

WEEKLY JCSLG ACTIVITY REPORT. THIS MESSAGE IN FOUR PARTS. |
PART I. JSTPA ACTIVITY: (A). DURING THE PERIOD 15, 16, - pi

_ Ll
17 SEP 60, THE JSTPA CONDUCTED AN EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR oM
a8

rLANNING. INCLUDED WERA BRIAFINGS BY SAC ON EMERGENCY WAR

| (RDERU ANDRONTINGENGY PLANS AND BY PAC, LANT, AND EUR ON .

THEIR WAR PLANS AND PECULIAR SITUATIONS. COPIES OF THE | '}i

AGENDA ARE BEING FORWARDED SEPARATELY. (B). JSTPA POLICY

NUM EER ONE, DATED 13 SEPT €@, ESTABLISHES POLICY REGARDING i
THE PROC EDURES FOR THE HANDLING OF DIFFERENCES OF

CP INIONS AND DISSENTS., COPIES OF THIS POLICY MEMORANDUM _ ’ji

ARE BEING FORWARDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER.G (C). THE
INITIAL MEETING. OF THE JSTPA POLICY COMMITTEE WAS
CONDUCTED ON 13 SEPT 6@. MINUTES OF THIS MEETING ARE
BEING FORWARDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER. PART II. JCSLG.

LIAISON ACTIVITY: (A. IN A DISCUSSION WITH THE  gyorupen FROM GDE,

( Beproduction of thiz message in whole or in part i{s prokibited without approval of THE OFFICE OF PRlIMA.RY INTEREST.)
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STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION
INCOMING MESSAGE

e

AF IN: 56214 (17 Sep 60)

DIREC TOR JSTPA ON 13 SEPT 6@, GENERAL POWER REAFFIRMED

THAT HE FEELS VERY STRONGLY THAT SOME MEANS MUSTBE
FOUND TO IMPLEMENT INTEGRATION OF THE SACEUR ATOMIC
STRIKE PLAN WITH THE SIOP EVEN IF IT MEANS DISCLOSING
TO CERTAIN ALLIED ATOMIC PLANNING STAFFS THAT PORTION
(F OUR STRIKE PLAN THAT PERTAINS TO THEIR AREA. HE
STATED THAT HE WOULD RATHER TAKE THE CHANGE OF SECURITY
COM FROMISE THAN TOHAVE UNCOORDINATED.PLANSq GENERAL
POWER RECONGNIZES THE COMPLICATIONS OF THE INTER-

GOV ERNMENTAL AGREEMENT AND THE FACT THAT GENERAL

NORSTAD MIGHT NQT BE GIVENEOPERATIONAL CONTROL OF

ALLIED FORCES IN TIME FORTHEM TO BE EFFECTIVEQ

/_.'_“‘*-*-_uﬁ,,,,.« i

IN NATO TO THE SIOP IN APPROXIMATELY THE SAME MANNER

FRESENT PLANNING EFFORT ON THE TERMS STATED BY THE

SAC EUR REPRESENTATIVES AT THE INITIAL MEETING HERE IN
AUGUST. RECENT STATEMENTS MADE BY PRESENT SACEUR.
REPRESENTATIVES ( SENIOR REP IS COLONEL P. J. LONG, USAF)
INDIC ATE THAT THEY HAVE CONSIDERABLE FLEXIBILITY IN
PLANNING ADJUSTMENT. FURTHER, INFORMAL DISCUSSIONS

{ Reproduction of this message in whole or in part s prokibited withoud approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST.)
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AF IN : 57353 (19 Sep 60) Plug
ACTION: JCS-28, XPD-4
INFO : ARMY-20, NAVY-25, CMC-6, XDC~1, ODC-1, CIN-1l, OQP-1 (88)
FRAMS 722 Rx
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Jiwe N 2 PARTS. PART I: THIS COMMAND REGARDS THE NRBM AS A
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SECRETC 15 FOR DIRECTOR JOINT STAFF.

SUBJ: () MID-RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILE REQUIREMENTS.

FOLLOWING ARE CINCSAC COWMENTS IN REPLY TO YOUR JCS
80 X5 DATED.S AUG 6@, ON THE MILITARY REQUIREMENTS STUDY
FOR MID-RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILES (MRBNM'S), THIS MESSAGE

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR DELIVERY SYSTEM THAT WILL PRIMARILY BE
UTILIZED FOR EMPLOHMENT AGAINST SINO-SOVIET TARGETS
CATEGORIZED AS STRATEGIC. FURTHER, IT RECOGNIZES THERE
ARE IM PORTANT POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVE ) IN MAKING
AVAILABLE TO OUR ALLIES MRBM S aND THAT SUCH AN ECTION IS

INTERESTS. HOWEVER, ANY DELIBERATIONS RELATED TO MRBM
REQ UIREMENTS SHOULD GIVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO THE
FOLLOWING FACTORS: A. THE MAJOR CPERATIONAL PROBLEMS

ASSOC IATED WITH THE COMPLEMITY OF COMMND AND CONTROL

( Reproduction of this message in whole or in part is prohibited without epproval of THE OFFICE OF FPRIMARY INTEREST.)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE MR FORCE
ol STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION
INCOMING MESSAGE

AF IN: 57353 (19 Sep 60)

ARRANGEMENTS COF DEPLOYED MRBM'S. B. THE POLITICAL
INSTABILITY OF AFFECTED COUNTRIS AND THE UNCERTAIN

RESP ONSE OF THESE COUNTRIES IN THE EVENT OF GENERAL WAR.
D. THE VILNERABILITY OF DEPLOYED MRBM'S AS RELATED TO

AV AILABLE WARNING. E. THE COMPETITIVE POSITION COF ZI
BASED ICBEM'S ( MINUTEMAN) CONSIDERING COST FACTCRS,
VERSATILITY AND CAPABILITY OF COVERING A FAR GREATER
SPIC TRUM OF TARGETS THAN A MID-RANGE MISSILE.

PART I1: RECOGNIZING THAT WHILE LIMITED NUMBERS OF

451" MRBM®S AND IRBM'S DO SERVE TO SUPPLEMENT AND COMPLEMENT

el
\..3/

THE STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE IT APPEARS THAT THE GREATEST

CONTRIBUTION ALLIED MRBNM'S MAKE IS IN STATISFYING CERTAIN
FGLIT*CAL 0BJECTIVD ;3 IGME., ENHANCING NATIONAL PRESTIGE,
STRENGTHENING ALLIANCES, ETC. IN VIEW OF THIS, IT IS

REC (MMENDED THAT THE NUMBER OF MRBM®'S MADE AVAILABLE TO
QUR ALLIES BE LIMITED TO THE MINIMUM NUMBER NECESSARY

TO ACHIEVE THIS PRUPOSE AND IN THE INTEREST OF CON-
SERVING NATIONAL RESOURCES THOSE MISSILES SUPPLIED BE

PROV IDED FOR FROM INDIGENOUS FUNDS RATHER THAN‘UGS= MAP.
- :

NOTE: Advance copy delivered to JCS
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Brlefing Sheet for the Chairman, JCS on a Report by the J=-5,: for
the JCS Meeting Friday, 7 October 1960, Agenda Item No. 5.

J.C.8, 2305/239

Subject: Department of Defense Position on Nuclear Sharing
with Allies (U)

Background ~ NSC action of 25 Au%060 calls for a report to the
President, no later than 15 Oct 60, on "U.S. Policy Regarding Future |
Nuclear Weapons Capabilitlies in the NATO Area, including recommenda-
tions as to whether or under what clrcumstances it might be in U.S.
securlty interests to enhance the nuclear weapons capabllity of :
France. Thils report should contain suggestions regarding appropriate:
legislative action, if necessary, to carry out policy recommenda- :
tions. This report should take into account two studies on NATO, one:
by Mr. Robert Bowie for the Department of State and the other by the
DOD which is being prepared in connection with the Jjoint State-Defenst
report to the Planning Board and the Councll on 'The Future of NATO',
as called for by NSC Action No, 2219-b, and the forthcoming consulta—'
tions with General Norstad."

- By memo dated 26 Jan 60, the JCS provided to SECDEF
thelr views regarding NATO arrangements for nuclear weapons custody

. and control. Para 9, JCS 2278/16)

- By memo dated 4 Aug 60, the JCS informed SECDEF that
although they recognize that such action will entall complications,

! they consgider 1t to be in the U.S, security interests to assist

France in her efforts to achleve a nuclear weapons capabllity.

- By memo dated 9 Sep 60, the Chairman JCS forwarded to
SECDEF views of the JCS on subject of U,S. Policy Relative to En-
hancing Nuclear Weapons Capability of France which:

2. Clarified and amplified previously expressed views,

b. Reaffirmed previously expressed views on NATO arrangements
(26 Jan 60 memo).

- On same date, 9 Sep 60, ASD/ISA forwarded memo to the
Chairman, JCS requesting, by 26 Sep 60:.

a. Views of the JCS on a State-Defense~AEC Ad Hoc Working
Group Study on the pros and cons of nuclear sharing.

b. Advice of the JCS on four specific questions regarding NATO
and France.

c. Any other pertinent comments 1ln connection with nuclear
sharing. '

- By memo dated 15 Sep 60, ASD/ISA requested that JCS
ineclude, in their reply to his 9 Sep memo, their views on the pro-
posal on nuclear sharing, spongored by Gen Norstad, contained in an
American Embassy message dated 21 Aug 59,

~ By memo dated 23 Sep 60, the JCS in responding to the
memoranda from ASD/ISA cited above, stated that they were conslder-
ing tThe nuclear sharing aspects of the Bowle study so that the DOD
position may reflect the desire of the President that this study be
considered in the preparation of the full repert clted in the first
background paragraph above.

- At the request of ASD/ISA, the Joint Staff 1s currently
preparing, as a separate actlon, JCS comments on the DOD study which
1s similar In scope to the Bowle study. Although related in some
aspects to the report cited in the first background paragraph above,
both of these studles were prepared in response to a separate NSC

‘requirement for a report on "The Future of NATO".
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-~ On 28 Sep 60, the Jcs approved .. talking paper for the: .
purpoge of providing guidance to the SECDEF on the subject of MRBM's
for NATQ, This constitutes JCS views relative to certain aspects of |
the Bowle Study as well as views with respect to arrangement, within 2
NATO, for employment control of NATO MREM's. |

e E’Wﬂﬁ\ i Eagt BRI B R | o e

Current Paper - Contalns a memo to SECDEF, In accordance with the
23 Sep 60 memo from the JCS to SECDEF (cited above), which states
that:

a. The 15 Oct report to the NSC should encompass:

(1) U.S. assistance to the nuclear effort of selected NATO
Allies, on a bllateral basis, and

(2) Arrangements, within NATO, for the custody and employ-
ment control of NATQ committed nuclear weapons.

b. Any review of NATO strategy, etc., should be undertaken in
connection with the report to the NSC on "The Future of NATO".

¢. JCS non-concurs with the Bowle view that the problem of
nucIear sharing can be dealt with and resolved exclusively by
establishing multinatlonal arrangements within NATO for custody
and control of nuclear weapons. Refers to and reaffirms JCS
views recently forwarded to SECDEF,:

o

LS

d. From a military standpoint, arrangements under NATO Atomlc
Stockpile Program, as supplemented by recommendations for NATO
arrangements previously submitted by JCS, are satisfactory.

e. In view of the possibility that political pressures may
necesgitate establishment of further multinational arrangements
for custody and control, NATO arrangements which are militarily
acceptable are identified. In formulating these views, pertinent
aspects of the Bowie study, as well as the knhown views of Gen
Norstad, were conslidered. For the purpose of ldentifying NATO
arrangements, the requirement presented 1ln the Bowle study for ’
multinational manning and common. ownership is manifestly impractl-
cal from a milifary standpoint. \>

Service Comments ~ The Army and Alr Force are expected to support the

paper as wriltten. The Marine Corps has expressed NDC, The Navy has
submitted a non-concurryence which:

a. Dissents with the judgment that multinational manning and |
common ownership is manifestly impractical. L

b. Introduces the additional lssue of the NATO MRBM program.

Comments and Recommendations - In view of the 15 Oct 60 deadline for

the NSC report, 1t is urgent that the inputs thereto, as provided in
subject paper, be forwarded to SECDEF as soon as possible, The views
expressed in the non-concurrence of the Navy cannot be supported by
the Joint Staff. The Policy Division, J-5, recommends that the
Chairman, JCS, support the paper as wrltten.

Opinion asg to Recommendations:

Director, J-5 .,/:r (Concurs) (Nor=goncursy-
Director, Joint Staff (Concurs) (Non-concurs)

Briefing Sheet prepared by: Coi R. F, Shaefer, USAF
R & D Branch, J=-5;
Extension 71688

Capt R, E, Sinnott, USN
International Pollcy Branch, J-5
Extensilon 71477
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Talking Paper for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, for use
in discussion with the Secretary of Defense on 31 Ocbtober 1960

Subject: Third Generation MRBM's (U)
Reagon for Discussion - Mr, Gates has requested the Director of

Defense Resgearch and Engineering (DDR&E) to brief him on the
status of third-generation MRBM requirements and development

prospects., The Joint Chilefs of Staff and the Assistant Secretary

of Defense (ISA) have been invited to attend.

Background - In response to a Secretary of Defense request to
study MAROM requirements, dated 1 August 1960, the Joint Chiefs

of Staff, by memorandum dated 29 September 1960, informed the
Secretary of Defense that they considered that there is a valid
requirement for a third-zeneration MRBM and recommended the
inltiation of the develonment of a new system with a maximum
range of at least 1200 nautical miles which would be adapitable
to land mobile, hard flxed, and water-borne configurations,

~ Initiation of the development of a third-generation.
MRBM will have an impact upon the FY 1962 DOD budget. It is
understood that this facet of The problem motivated Mr. Gates!
reguest for a presentation. The briefing is now expected to
take the form of a short introduction followed by key questions,
and the answers thereto, covering major political, military,
economic, and technlcal aspects. ISA and Joint Staff repre-
sentatives have assisted the DDR&E in formulating these
questions and answers. _

Digcussion - The anticipated questions and DDR&E answers,

together with Joint Staff comments thereon, af atiached.

- atv

Prepared by: T.J.B. SHANLEY
Colonel, USA
AB&GM Branch, J-=5
Extension 53é38
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QUESTION 12: What 1s the Position of the State Department

on NATO MREBM'SY

ANSWER: It is anticipated that the Assistant Secretary of

Defense (ISA) will provide the answer to this
question. The principal aspects of the State
Department views are as follows:

(1) State desires to defer consideration of
third generation MRBM's until current
negotiatlons on second generation systems
for NATO are complete.

(2) State is in favor of exclusively water-borne

deployment of MRBM's

DISCUSSION:

i

a. The most important State Department position with respect
to the guestion of third generation NATO MREM's was expressed
by Secretary Herter in his meeting with Mr. Gates on 14
September 1960 when he deferred consideratlon of a third
generatlon MRBM phase in the NATO MRBM program. He considered
it more important to get on with the phase wherein second
generation MRBM!'s will become available to NATO,

b. Another important aspect of the State Department's
posltion with respect to NATO MRBM!'s is the firm conviction
held by influential people in the Department, including

‘Secretary Herter himself, that there is no politieal advant~

age to be gained by basing MRBM!s ashore, They point up the

"host country" problems which could result in veto on the

~—

use of land-based MRBM forces, the fears and controversies
which would result from thelr movement over European roads
wlth the possibillities of nueclear accidents and particularly
the magnet effect or damage to a nation that would result
from the enemy's attacks on MRBM forces on 1ts soil. State,
however, strongly supports the concept of providing NATO
with a sea-borne MRBM capability.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subjeets NATO Strategy and Nuclear wbapana {8}

e

1, Reference is made to your memorangum £¢r the Cha
Joint Chiefs of Staff, dated 11 February 1961, subjest 33 abava*

2, The Joint Chiefs of Staff congider thatwﬁﬁﬁa strategy te
stated in suffieiently broad terms to permit the necessary

planning flexibility. They reaffivm thelr confidence i :
existing strategle concept and implan#ﬂﬁ%ﬁg,; wres o
terpreted in the principles recently enunsiaste ACE]

3. It i8 the opinion of the Joint:
strategy, together with SACEUR'Ys inteprpretati
contemplates a flexible response to the vard ; ‘
sion which might take place in the NATO ares, - There should be
no over-gll change in the NATO basic diregtives:as: nﬂ&g_h,
They should remain subjest to broad and f&axihlﬁ BTpTe
Pefinitive changms therein, pariicularly w: ;
threshold of nuslear empldyment, would ity d3; L
alert the Soviets as to speaific ﬁlliauaﬂ &nww_ﬁpﬂkéthv;;_.
faellitate Soviet planning., o oo F

%, It is considered that implieit in the pleaning fIssibiisty
permitted SACEUR by the strategie consept and fmpler g .
measures there is at present adequate latituds”
"pause" in-certain contexts of aggression. Henoce;
purpose would be served by formal Nﬁ%@-adonté._y_fﬁ_ “pa
strategy”. ”j‘_' ‘4JH

5. With respect to the rolé and aapabili%y" 'ah&alﬂﬂtnreaa“*ﬁ;'
they are designed to ecounber and halbt _ﬁahﬂxt.ﬁﬂ_ A
general war and in general war; %o 3@3%%&3&&%

Given the neeessary im@rovemant i weapana aﬂﬁ anr
the programmed forces are minimally adequatey 'aaa
should be attained as a matter of urgsney: e
later periods will be addressed. saparataly. . ﬁ

Copy ;gﬁof_ﬂwvszCoples each

H
nf__. 2% pages series __ B

whele

Foureduction of this docuwont 1o -
srodin purt i3 pronihited € excant with
prermission of the dssuing office.
(ﬁag 7xs¢j/ CBave AP (1ERA éf } . //
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regardless of the nature of the Soviet attack. Prompt and
‘effective response by NATO with all necesSdry force to restore

the status quo will prove to the Sovieté‘that the Allies value
NATO territory too highly to %%Sept its loss under any conditions.

KED(J> GfSi) 10

A. Present NATO strategy, together Wiéﬂ ShCEﬁR'é interpretation, 28
is sufficiently flexible to permit the discriminate use of nuclearz29
weapons against Soviet aggresslion as required, The Joint Chiefs 30
of Staff have indorsed General Nors?ad‘s vlew that the selective 31
use of limited atomic fire power qill_not.necéssaril§_§ggazgﬁzgfmwé2
ﬁ6%5i‘%ZET“EIEKZQEEWEEMEZ§MEQZ;;€;n the risk{gFHenqéffﬁefidga of 33
imposing a "pause" on Soviet aguression against;NATC?terriﬁory 34
depends not on the size and intensiby 6f ferce cormibbed 35

but on the local naturc of the hostile actlion. In the absence
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of hostile action elsewhere apd any indication of enemy iﬁtent
. to engage NATO forces across the front or to launch a massive
nuclear exchange, the imposition of a "pause" may be possible,

g@ In thislcontext NATO response to this minimal level of Soviet
aggression must be swift and effective, employing forces and
weapons appropriate to the situation, with the objective of
demonstratiﬁg unmistakably to the USSR the determination of
the Alliance: /

a. To suffer no territorial loss as a result of the
action, and
b. To bring the hostilities to a halt.
<% It 1s conceivable that aggression could oceur agalnst
NATO by satellite forces without ldentifiable Soviet involvement,

4} Such aggression could be on a scale larger than an incursion,
and for the purpoge of attaining limited territorial objectives,
Necessarily, this kind of action would have to be regarded also
as a test of the will of the Alliance., In such an event, the

NATO response -- under the existing concept ~-- would be the

taking of zll appropfiate military measures wlth the objective of:

a. Limiting the geographic scope of ﬁhe conflict, and

b. Bringing i1t to rapid and favorable coneclusion.

These military measures should be immedlate and decisive,
entailing the use of whatever degree of force may be necessary
to attain local superiority and halt the aggression; this would
not necessarily involve the employment of nuclear weapons, but
selective and discriminate use of these weapons might be found .
to be appropriate in attalning superiority,1 | |

Subsequent to halting the aggressiog and prior to turning
it back by military force, it is possible that NATO 1nterests
would dictate political representations to_Allies of the ag-
gressor and neutrals with the aim of inducing withdrawal.\

The aim of the Alliance throughout, in countering both
minimal aggression and that on a larger scale, would be to
retain the territorizal integrity of NATO and demonstratbte
determination to achieve victdry on whatever level engaged.
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I NATO should plan to use whatever force is required to 3
defend NATO territory but should not plan to use more force 4
than is necessaxry. 9‘;Lr.r‘l‘xis principle is especlally important 5
within NATOlterritory;and agalnst the territory of European 6
Satellites.QLT?gmggiéggégghgfiwifﬁiiﬂited nucleafwﬁggpons will g8
not necessarily result in total War; although 1t may_gggghten 9

the degree of risk.é%Shield forces should have a dual capability 10
of employing either conventional or nuclear weapons. g%are 11

should be exercigsed in order to avold self-imposed inhibltlons 12

concerning the use of nuclear weapons when they are required 13

to defeat the enemy. e 14

. - i . ‘l”iS

Q) 0D 16

17

18

19

20

A, As indicated in answer to 11 (a),'shield forces should 21

be equipped with nuclear weapohs. In order to provide a 22

capabllity for selective use and an ablillty to live on the e3
R . .

battlefield, these weapons should: 2L

2., Be 1ln a yield range from & fractional klloton to 25

26

many kllotons.

b. Except for large yileld weapons and consistent with 27
technical feasibility, delivery vehicles should have a dual 28

capablllity of delivering either nuclear or conventional 29
weapons. 30
. ¢. No substantlal change in the gysiem of control'is 31
recommended. SACEUR's recent evaluation is considered to 32

be the most workable compromise between military neceésity 33

\ and political expediency. This evaluation is quoted as 34
H m - . —
a follows: 35
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March 10, 1961
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Thank you very much indeed for your most interesting
and informative lstter which Herr von Brentano brought to
me. The requeat which the President made {o me was not
qQuite as extensive as your letler svggests. It was rather
te review developmenta in NATO since the time I was officially
concerned with it and consider the future courses which will
do most to furtbher the political coherence of the alliance

and sirengthen its military defenses.

You do me great hopor in wriiting %o me so peraonally-
and with the fravkneas of & warm and tried friendship. Since
I fully reciprocate this trust and friemdship what you tell me
will be treated as your personal views snd I shall write you
in the same way.

You stress wisely and rightly the need for resl political
consultation within NATC as a means to more unity among the
allies. Your letler confirms what I hatt heard {rom others
that General de Gaulle was deeply offended by the abstention
of the Uniled Statea from the vole last year in the United
¥ations on the motion ageinst France regarding Algeria. I
thought at the time, and think now, that the absiention was
a mistake. I sm convinced, as I know you are, that the best
hope of a solutiom in Algeries liez jn General de Gaulle's
program and in his leadership. That hope would be greatly
strengthened if our Goverament would support him loyally and
upequivocaily all the wey. Whatsver powers of persuasion I
have will be used to this end, if, indeed, they are needsd
at all.

Full and capdid discussion in HATOw-even 1f ioformelly
conducted, at first--~can help to bring mutusl understanding

Dear Chancellor:

among

His Excellency
Dr. Konrad Adenauer,
Chancellor of the
Fedoral Rapublic of Germany.
Bonn.
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amngthealliesancriticaliasuasof thia aort. It is
much safer than relisunce upon unilateral versions of private
discugsions between heads of govermments, espascially when they
speak throughk an interpreter and are snxious to plsass, as I
asgunme was the case with General de Gaulle and Gemeral
Eisechowsr. I remember one “agreement® between Hr. Trumen
and Mr. Atles, supposedly using the same langusge, which was
reagonably understood by sach in a different way, and which

as undersiood by ¥r. Atlee was quite beyond ¥r. Truman's
. legal authority. It took us a day, after discovering the

Pagreement?, to stralghten it out.

Heads of government alone can give the desired goal a&nd
extent of joint efforts, but the csreful plamming of methods,
mezns and time can most surely snd safely be done in consule-
tations, leading up to and including the common councll of
the allies in BATO. These meetings should be restricted to
parrowest 1lmits as you poind out. PR

A new sgtaxrt in consulistion can, I hope, be made with a
new Administration, and the sort of consultation you and T
understand, based upon opan dealing, good faith and mutual
confidence. A&llies vho hang back, as we and others have
done, asserting the outmoded claim that matters which
obviously affect the sirength of the alliance lie solely
within the domestic concern of ons member doom amy useful
consultation. Today no nation is an island entire {o itself.
Before owr propaganda can be {irmly imit, owr midds zmst be.
On this I know that we are in agreement.

What you tell me of (General de Gaulle's attitude toward .
the evolution of the Six as shown in your last meeting is
most encouraging. I would venture the belief that in no
mmall part the development of the General's attitude comes
from your own efforts.

I quite agres that the equipment of NATO with nuclear
arms lg pecessary. RATO-commitied forces are already, as
you know, equipped with these arms to a considerable extent.
S0 the questions raised are rather how to balsnce non-nuclesr
and nuclear capabilities in view of possible eventusliiies,
and what sort of nuclenr arms are most sultsble for vhat

purpose
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purpose and how te control and command these weapons. I
have considered some of these questions with General Horstad.
It is hard to discuss them in private correspondence. They
reqguire the assured confidence of personal talk. I am to _
argue & case at The Hague Court on April 10th for perhsps a
week, and had hoped to stay on for s conference at Bologna
on April 22 and 23. The President has announced your visit
here for April 12th and 13th. Perhaps you will be in Europs
after thal and might be moved to take & rest at our matually
loved Como, or I might visit you at Bonn as dmbassader
Dowling has supgested. In some way or other, either in

Como or Borm, I hope that il may be possible for us to
exchange ideas in persocn. '

1 commend ouwr new President to you. He has the gquslities
that you like, frankness, declisiveness and command. I greatly
hoepe that you and he will establish a mmtusl confidence. The
naw Secretary of State is also a man upon whom you may wholly
rely. He is, aes you know, ar old friend and colleague of mine.
Be can also esse your less official discuscions by uasing your

oun language.
With best wishes for your journey and cordial greetings,

10T,
% 4
o 5y
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As sver yours,

Dean Achason
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FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
THE CHANCELLOR - Bonn, February 13, 1961
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Dear Mr. Acheson: f};“mr &
Dear Friend: o era
gl

It was a great joy and satisfaction to.me to learn some

time ago of your appointment as adviser to President Kennedy
for Special Projects. A confirmation of my satisfaction and
.joy 1s provided by the ﬁrder you have recelved to submit
proposals for a reorganization of the NATO.

This question is ofwsuch extraordinary importance to all
that I should like to take this opportunity to give you some
of my thoughts in connection therewith. Please do not consider
this letter as an official document Eut as solely a perscnal
expression of opinion. Our long-standing friendly relations,
T believe, permit me to write to you in such a personal nature.
In situations as difficult as now exdist in the world, unconditional

frankness among Iriends is twice as necessary.

His Excellency NATO
Dean Acheson,
Washington.
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NATG has been a matter of concern to me during the last
year. Since its foundation,rit has not experienced a systematic
expansion, although conditions have undergone a considerable
change since that time. I believe that both of us agree that the
work of NATO needs to be enlarged. It must concentrate a great deal
more intensively on the political area and én the field of propa-
ganda. It is sad to observe the way the Communist World uses
a firmly-knit and unified propaganda to serve lts purposes and,
on the other hand, to see the result of the scattered propaganda
carried out by the NATO countriese.

As regards activitles in the political field, I wish to
comment as follows on the attitude of France, so injurious to the
interests of NATC for a considerable length of time: I have closely
followed the attitude of General de Gaulle in connection with NATO
questions. Repeatedly, I have discussed these questions with him.
In my opinion, the whole discord is caused, as he sees it, by the -

stand taken by the United States in the UNO on motions of censor

|
4

-
7

against France because of its acts in Algeria.
Recently, T have gained the impression that de Gaulle is
slowly moving away from his opposition towards any integration.
In my opinion, the development of the Algerian question, on the whole,

has exercised some favorable influencee

4s you know,
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As you know, a few days ago we had a meeting of the six
Eeads of Government in Paris., DBecause of the somewhatb
incomprehensible attitude of the Foreign Minister of The Netherlands,
no definite resolution was achleved. Such & resolution willi be
achieved at a conference scheduwled in Born in May. The proposals
and statements made by de Gaulle, as well as the statements made
by‘him.to me alone, evidence that he has made a great step toward
Europe. Furthermore, I see in his stabement that no further nuclear
tests would be conducted in the Sahara a cautious turning away from
his previecus attitude concerning the question of nuclear armament.
If now, in connection with the arming of NATO, the question of
furnishing NATO with nuclear weapons could be solved satisfactorily,
I belleve that the attitude of France toward NATO would undergo
a change. It is necessary for us to exercise perseverance and
patience. I deem this decision by de Gaulle as a politically
important step. In my opinion, cne has to see jointly the present
trend toward Europe and the abandonment of further tests in the
Sahara. In my personal talks with de Gaulle, I found the latter
more in sympathy with my thoughts than has been the case for a long
time. The difficulbties, which had arisen between France and us
since my visit to Rambouillet in summer 1960, have been removed

since our meeting in Paris of last week.

For
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For military and political reasons, I deem it absolutely
necessary to equip NATO, as soon as possible, with nucleaf
weapons—-approximately in the form proposed by General Norstade
Declsive for the success of NATO will be the assumption of
leadership by the United States in the NATO Council, which
leadership, in my opinion, it must take as the strongest free power.
There has been often a lack of this in past years. With its
particular construction, the NATO Council is in need of strong
leadership which can be furnished iny by the United States.

I should like to mention one more matter. As I understand,
over 100 persons are present at each session of the NATO Council.
I do not know why so many persons need be present. Of course,
if s0 many persons are present, secrecy cannot be preserved. Thus
the discussions tend to lose their value.

Most probably, you will visit the NATC Council in Paris.
May I extend a cordial invitation on such an occasion to visit me

in Bonne

With cordial regards,
] aw-{)
g3 P00

N
L

as ever,

e
<

Yours,

/s/ Adenauer

/t/ ( Adenaver )
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' ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
International SecuritygAffairs o

In Repl Refer . o
to: §88 /62 .: e

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
Subject: Bulldup Planning for Berlin Crisis

i. The President, in NSAM 109,% deszribed the four phases
into which he expected progressive US ?nd Allied military action
would fall in the process of meeting éﬁd oountering Soviet/GDR
measures to force the Western powers.out of Berlin. The timing

of Phase I cannot now be determined with any accufacy, but it

~appears more likely than not that Phase II Wiil develop at

least to some extent before satisfactory solutions can be arrived
at, With always the very real possibility that Phase IIT and even
Fhase IV could follow

2. A considerable ﬁolume of planning has been accompllshed by
the US, the tripartite and quadripartite powers, and NATO, in
anticipation of such a situation. SACEUR has state@;'however,
in paregraph 3 of his letter®* of 24 March 1962 tojéﬁe,Chairman
of the Stending Group on the'subject of Berlin Contingency
Planning, that the foundation offered by our present force
posture is not strong enough to support satggfactorily the
BERCON operations. In addition, the timing of preparatory

measures required for these and for LIVE OAK plans has not been

‘determined

3 Your recommendations, therefore, are urgently requested on
the timing and extent of US and Allied buildup in Phase II.

Speciflcally, your best judgment is requested on the guestions

listed below.

a. Dlsregarding political impllcations, but from the view-
point of military readiness,

¥ AETachment T5 08 1907/ﬂ40
2% CHAPE 70-62: an file in Joint Qeeorpetartatr . ~sraddat .
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dependents be returned to the US?
d. What 1s your Judgment on the contributlons which are
realistically feasible for and required from the NATO Allies,
- and your best eetﬁmate on the times at which these should be

-_.me.de‘>

e. From a pra 1ca1 and realistic viewpoint, what 1s the

status readiness to execute the plans now,in being?

f. Are there Eﬁditional planning or preparatory measures

which you belieﬁjfshould be taken? If so, what are they and

prilately be execgted?

y, At least a preliminary estimate is required for ineclusion in
a briefing now being_prepared by the Department oﬁfstate for
presentation to the;Bresident,'whiCh is intendedlteldescfibe for
him the politicel, military, and economic planning which has been
accompllished 1in thefﬁerlin contingency, as well as to point out
what work remains toxbe done in this area,kand what decisions are,

or may be, required.  The exact tifme of this briefing has not yet
been determined, but it is anticipated that it will be presented

- within the next wee Hor ten days. For this'purpose, therefore,

the preliminary estimate is needed by the close of business

Friday, 3 August.

. /s/ Paul H. Nitze

Jcs 1907/326 L3091 Enclosure
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Introduction to NSAM 239 Review
Subject: Can the Cenle Be Put Back in the Bottle?

The smooth road down versus the rough road up.

In NSAM 239, the President wrote to the Comittee of Principels and
the Director of ACDA calling for "en urgent reexemination of the possibilities
of new approaches to significant messures short of general snd complete
disarmament." In doing so, he sa;id: "The events of the last two years have
increased my concern for the consequences of an unchecked cpntinuation of the
arms race between ourselves and the Soviet Bloc."

The first problem of such a policy review must be the ldentification
end formpmlation of U. 5. nationel interests. To date, U, S. nuclear policy
for srmsment and dlsarmement has been based primsrily on =8 Eilatera.l snelysis
of U, 5. snd Soviet miiitary capabilities. Accordingly, we find within the
government a debate among those whora.rgue for stra.tegié superiority vis-a-vis
the Russien's to advance nationsal secufity and others who argue that we should
negotiate reduction-of strategic forces .'by 50 to 75% to increase our national
securii:y. Actually both may be profoundly wrong.

A bilateral analysis is not & sound basis for formmlating U. S.

thermonuelear policy. The world 1s no longei- bilateral. Indeed, the most

slgnificent and potentielly most dangerous fact of the nuclear world is that
it iz on the verge of forever losing its essentially bilateral charscter.
The acquisition of even a small number of atomic weapons by China, Israel,

or the UAR decreases the power, influence and security of both the U. 5. end

GECLASSIFIED
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the Soviet Union. Chinese development of 5 fifty kiloton weapons decresses
the security of the U. S. more then the addition of 5 one megaton weapons to
the current Sovliet inventory., The enforced limitation on the diffusion of
atomle and thermomuclear wespons is therefore the prime q_uestiozi of U. S.
nationnl strategy snd consequently a major portion of the NSAM 239 review
should be focused on i:his problem. Clearly, if the U. 5. can take steps to
insure that other nations do not build atomic wespons, it would be in our
interests to do so and we should be prepered to pay a significant price to
achieve this objective, The overriding question is whether or not the U. S.
govermment can stop diffusion. The honest answer is that we don't know.

It is equally clezr that it would be irresponsible not to try.

Such an ggreement, to be meaningful to the U. S, and.lof interest to the
USSR, should consist of three parts:

2. The nuclear powers should agree not to assist any non-nuclear power
in the acquisition of nuclear wespons, (The acceptance by the USSR of France
88 a nuclesr power iz s mandstory requirement snd is considered feasible
provided the FRG is clearly estopped by the terms of the agreement from
ecquliring such weapons. -

b. The nations not currently possessing nuclesr weapons would have to
sgree not to ascquire such wespons.

c. Initially on the basis of a private understanding betwsen U. S. and
USSR (to which we should mske our principal NATO allies privy) anﬁ later
through egreement by &ll states which have acceded to the tresty, there should
be application of constraints adequate to insure that nom-gignatory states

would not orly eign but sbide by the terms of the ireaty.  The non-signatory

. ;




states would be induced by a combination of political and econcmlic rewards
and pressures to sign. The primary problem would, of course, be Communist
China. In this case, it would probebly be necessary to work ocut sn arrangement
with the USSR in which that country sought first to win Communist Chine's
eccession, but with the understanding that, should she feil, both super-
powers would endeavor to apply trede restrictions inecluding POL, chemical
fertilizers, food stuffs, etc., Later, if necessary, millitary attacks could
be carried out sgsinst nuclear production plants with the tacit consent of the
USSR. In the case of the smaller nations such es Israel end the UAR, there
would probably have to be a joint super-power guarantee of their borders or
other’satisf&ctory arrangements coupled with a clesr signalling of intent

by the super powers that these states must accede.

To date, there has been relstively little analysis of the possibilities
of an enforced international agreement againgt the diffusion, testing, or
production of nuclear weapons. Current strategy sppears to be based on the
assumpbion that modest steps such as the test ban are the best means to stop
diffusion. There is little evidence to support this assumption and considerable
evidence that it is not true. A Droad U. S. « USSR sgreement on en enforced
diffusion treaty may be easier to achieve than the plecemesl epproach which
we are currently pursuihg.

It is clear that the Soviet Union would not agree to enforeing a non-
proliferation agreement without agreement on at least some of the‘other nejor
issues. Therefore, it is the ﬁiew‘of the Department of Defense that
Pregldential interest and the pace of events require & new initistive consisting

of a four pert inter-related propossl which should be communicsted to the
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Soviet Union at a high level at the sppropriate time and place,

This packsge should co;xsist of:

a. A pon-proliferation sgreement including approprisate sanctions to
win sccession from recalcitrant states.

b. An sgreement to limit strategic vehicles to sgreed force levels.

c. An agreement on force levels in Europe combined with a Furcpesn
Non~-Aggression Pact.

d. A nuclear test ban.

In subsequent papers we propose to analyze such a set of proposals.

We recognize that it is easier to ignore these ciuestions than to face the
difficult issues they raise. Nevertheless, we would do well to remember
the words of Winston Churchill shortly before World War II:

"Still, if you will not fight for the right when you can easily win
without bloodshed; if you will not fight when your victory can be assured
and not tgo costly; you may come to the moment when you will have to fight
with =811 the odds sgainst you and only a precarious chance to survive. There
may be even a worse case; you mey have to fight when there is no hope of

victory and it will be better to perish then to live in slavery."
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7. The EUR paper at Tab B sets forth one approach which
might be made to the Fremch., A further explorstion of altermative
approaches, in somewhat greater detail, end specifically should
be the task of Sub-froup III. -

- 3. 'There remaine the gquestion of the Sermens, Italians
and the rest of HATO. Here I must record my feelings that theve
does not appear to be a clear enough apprecietion on the part of
the President as to how difficult the Cerman preblem is and can
become. The Germans cennet be relegated indefinitely to an
inferior ouclear status. Over the lomg rum, if the British end
Fraench are successful in meintaining their independent nuclear
forces it mey be impossible to vesist the German desire to secuve
an equal pesition. And, it should be made crystal clear that
this is not & development which we can ourselves completely
contrel. For this resson it is vital that the Germans have open
to them sn immediste alternative which 4if not just as good (in &
politicsl sense) as an independent nuclear capsbility, neverthe-
leass, presents an mnngptabia\rwia aot indeed one which has some
real atrrectien. Bo fer as we are aware, the only alternative
which fills this requirement, while at the same time avolding
the dangers to the Allisnce which independent German nuclesr
capability would present, is the development of & multilatersl
force in whieh the Germans cau participste. The exploration of
the exact nature of thig forse is the task of Sub-Group 1IV.

Here I think we can veport to the President that we would hope
to have specific recommendstions for his approvel in the reasonably
near future. UnEil that Group has completed its study and pro-
vided recommendatisns for review by the Becretaries of State and
Defense, it is difficult to antinigat@ the detuailed character-
igtics of the multilsteral force which would be proposed. One
thing, however, is certain, namely that the development of this
foree should go forward at a rapid pece and that it is quite
feasible for this to be accomplished without baving every detsil
of the nature of the force agreed to. TFor example, 1f we are

to propose an accelevatad training program for the British and
the Prench, there is absolutely no resason why the Germans,
Italians, Belgians, and others, who might participste in the
multilateral force cennot be similarly invited to participate

i at once, In auy event, I deo think it highly important te attempt

} to impress upon the President and Mr. McNamara that we should not

: accord a priovity to the development of the British and French

| national forces which is well above that sccorded to the multi-

{ lateral force.
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& -~ The Secretary

Jeffrey C. Kitchen
Sﬂﬁ&&ﬁ?: Meeting with the President on Hasssu FollowUp

1. From our discussions with White House staff we . .
gather that gt your meeting with the President on Baturdasy
worning he will be interested in {(a) a review of the status i
of the various follow-up actioms which are under way and (b)
exchanging views on the substantive question of how we proceed j
with the lementation of the policy intent embodied in the
Rasgau dgreaements.

2. At Tgb A I have attached a summary status report of 5 |
all of the major followeup activities. :

3. A to the gquestion of how we proceed to implement |
the policy intent embodied in the Nasseau agreemeuts, my judgment |
is thaet this issue is likely to center around the guestion of i
how we proceed with the French, altbough there are other important, j
even 1f subsidiary, questlong which should also be explored. In a
connection with the French problem, EUR has produced a separate
memorandum which bas been forwarded to you by Bill Tyler. My
suggestions as to how we should describe to the President the
manner in which we believe the Hagsau agreements should be im- :
plemented, are set forth in the paragraphs which follew. |

&. Presumsbly Nasseu was intended a8 & new departure in
our policy toward the Alliance a8 a whole, and the French in
particuler, which in no way represented an sbandonment of oux
ultimate cbjective of a politically, economically and militarily
integrated Eurcpe in the closest possible association with the ;
U8 in a broad Atlantic Community. However, Nassau did imply, i
or se I interpret it, that we are now prepsred to pursue & new
path towsrd attalimment of that ultimate objective., This path
aeéagts ag 3 fact with which we will have to live that the
British are not yet resady te asbandon their independent nuclesr
capability and that the French, at least for the immediate
foreseeable future, will persist in developing such a capability.
it is, thervefore, agsumed by the Nassau approach that the abillity
of the U8 to influence the policy of these two priacipal Allies
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will be directly related to the extent te which we accept their
nuclear pretemtions, at least over the short run, and indsed
aspist b in developing their capebilities. But, at the

pame time the Hassau sgresment clearly contemplates that our
ultimate objective in the nuclear field is & mltilateral
Buropean effort, by which I undevrstand an intagrated Rurgpesn
-effﬂrgé Thus, the principal questions which must be answeved
are these:

a. At what pace do we wish to move in providing asssistance
to our principsl Allies consistent with the above assumptions?

b. What aye the pinlmum assurances which we require frowm

them which will satisfy us that they ave prepared to work with

g§n§g§aré the ultimate obiective of nuclear multilateralism and,
¥s

¢. How, in pursuing the paths described in a. and b.
above, do we carve out & logical and persuvagive policy which-
meets the political aspirations of the remalnder of the Alliance,
but particularly of the Germans and secondarily the Italians.

It is the amplovation of these three questions which I
think the discussion with the President should center upon.

5. it is entirely likely that we mey encounter & position
on the part of Mr. McNamsrs whichk suggests that we should "go all
put™ to expedite the avrangements reached at Ssssau which provide
for assistance to the British and to the French, He may equate
this with cutting comers in order to (a) make the financial
arrangements as reascnable and palateble as possible, (b) press
hard en establishing tveining arrengements, {c) move rapidly
forward on exchanges of information, ete. All of this geiwie
directed toward assisting the British and the French.

6. My own view is that expediting the arrangements with
the Britisb and the French represent only one part, although,
adnittedly, a very important part, of the objectives which we
should continue Lo seek in implementing the Nassau agreements,
Essentially what this DOD approach ignoves is: (3) how fast
and how far the British, sod much more importantly the French,
are willing to come in the direction of supporting our ultimate
ohjectives and (b} how rapidly we can and must move in facilitating
the establislment of the multilateral foree.
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In commection with the former polnt, we are not yet in
s position whare we ean reach s final judgment en heow far ocur
Allies ave willipg to go teo support ouy ultimate policy objectives.
The British go far seem to be coming along, if slowly. They
supported the U8 position as set forth by Me. Ball to the WAC
and have, 8o far a8 we &re aware, shown no positive glgng of
backing sway from the sgreement rvesched at Hasssu, On the other
hand, a8 one would expect, the British are not anxicus to push
the pace of theiy commitment to support the multilateral force
while they ere anxious, on the other hand, te expedite develop-
ment of thelr national cepabilities. My conclusion would be
that with regsrd to the British our problem, for the time being,
ie menageable. Seo long s we continuwe to work earnestly with
them on arrvangements for providing thew with the necesgary
assigtance for the development of thelr national @&gﬁbﬁl&t&aﬁ,
I believe they will be prepared to suppert our initiatives o
move forward on the mulbilsteral force. The diseussions with
80ily Zukerman and the work of Bub~Croup I suggest we are moving
forward about as repidly as practiecal with the Britigh.

The problem with the French is both more difficult and
more uncertain. We have se far bad no real indigetion that
President DeGaulle is prepared Lo sccept any of our objectives
as a valid basis for ultimete Allisnce planming. For ezample,
in bis initiel discussions with Asbassador Bohlen he veminded
the Ambagsador agaln of bis great skepticism sbout the feasibility
of a multilaterel nuclear foyce. On the other hand, It is not
insignificent that President DeGaulle did not foreclose further
digcusslon and in fact seemed to leave the initlative in our
hands. My conclusion, therefore, ls that the issue is yet to
be joined with the French. There is little likelibood of
DeGaunlle going very fayr at this time toward committimg himself
te an integrated Burope of the sort which we hold ortant.

Oa the other hand, if our offers of assistance for the develop~
ment of French nuclear forces ave sufficiently attractive this
may well pose a difficult dilemma for BeGeulle. . In essence

this is what 1 believe our pollcy towsrd the French should
attempt to achiewe, that is, the development of a proposal for
providing assistance, in furtherance of the "similar terms” to
be offered the French, which will be so attractive that DeGaulle
will find it difficult to tuxn It down even though thls involves
bhis accepting an ultimate commitwent to Hurcpesn multijaterallsm.
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Jan. 19, 1963

(transcript of telephone conversation between President Kennedy and
Prime Minister Macmillan)

Prime Minister: Hello.

President: Hello.

PM: Hello.

Pres. Prime Minister?

PM: Yes.

Pres: Mow are you doing over there ?
PM: Very well,

Pres: Oh splendid, good. Listen, I appreciated your cable, and
you got a copy, I think, of the letter we sent to Chancellor Adenauer?

PM: I've just gotit -- it's splendid.
Pres: Oh fine, well, we were going to get the German Ambassador in
this afternoon -- the Secretary of State was -- and say this in strong

terms. And ]l just wondered if there was anything else you might suggest.

PM: No, I think it's absolutely fine. I think you've got to work on this
man with a bit of flattery, you know.

Pres: Yes, Yes, Yes.

PM: Because he likes to think he's doing a fine job.

Pres: Right. Right.

PM: We all do, I suppose.

Pres: Yes, I know -- whether we are nor not!

PM: I say, did you enjoy Nassau? 'Iloved it, didn't you?

Pres: Which, the...
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Pres: Which was that?
PM: The Nassau meeting.
Pres: Ohvyes, very good, very good,

PM: And look, our thing here, which started rather badly, is all
quieting down. I'm quite confident about it.

Pres: Oh, fine, good.

PM: It's all coming right. People are being sensible now.

Pres: Well, now I understood there was some matter at issue between
Peter Thorneycroft and Bob McNamara. If there's any question on
that, you can let me know.

PM: Yes, I'll let you know. I think they're hammering it out here,
Pres: Oh, I see, fine.

PM: AndIwon'tworry you unless we have to.

Pres: Good, well, Prime Minister. ..

PM: And I'm very pleased because I thought you were perhaps a little
worried. Both you and I thought we'd done a fine job -- when we got
home we were told we'd made an absolute mess{?) of it.

Pres: Well, perhaps we did.

PM: ,..I'll leave it alone, Itis all quietly done. I think when we get
to debate in about a fortnight I can put the whole thing in the proper

perspective and I think we shall get it right,

Pres: What is your judgment about the course of events in the next
few days on the Common Market?

PM: Well, Ithinkit's a very bad situation, I think this man's gone crazy.

Pres: Yes, yes.

PM: Absolutely crazy.

Pres: Well, what do you think itis that's made him crazy?
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3.
PM: He's simply inventing any means whatever to knock us out.
It's a real simple thing -- you see, he wants to be the cock on a small
dunghill instead of having two cocks on a larger one.
Pres: Yes, yes, yes.
PM: What" -
Pres: Well, that's very sound, I suppose, from his point of view.
PM: Yes, butI mean it's very dangerous because all things we've
worked for, he may break it up, On the other hand, the five have stood

stronger than they've ever been before.

Pres: Right. Well, I think the important thing is to try to get him as

isolated and make him appear to be really taking us all back 20 years, and, ..

PM: I think what we've got to do... our people have done quite well. ..
if he wants to blackball us, then he must do it.

Pres: Yes,

PM: We mustn't let him get out on this small 61‘ that small issue.
Pres. Right, Right.

PM: Make it a big issue.

Pres: That's right,

PM: And put the whole burden on to him before the world.

Pres: That's right, because then in time it would have to change.

PM: Of course, a lot depends on this old gentleman he'll get a hold of
tomorrow or the next day.

Pres: Well, he'll...
PM: He'll fascinate him, you know ?
Presg: Yes.

PM: And bully him.




TOP-SECRET

4.
Pres: Well, then he'll tell him that we made an accord, Isn't that
what they're saying, that we have made an accord to sell out Berlin?
Then he's also telling him that we're taking all our atomic weapons

out of Europe, and various other stories.

PM: Well, I know. Buton the other hand the German parties(?) seem
to have done better., Adenauer may be frightened to go back.

Pres: Well, we'll get the German Ambassador in and say it again.
Dean Acheson, who is an old friend of the Chancellor, sent him a very
sharp message.

PM: 1 think a little bit of fear in his mind wouldn't be a bad thing.
Pres: No, that what I thought. That's'what I thought.

PM: I guite agree with you.

Pres: So we'll try to do that this afternoon.

PM: I'll give you a ring as things develop, shall I?

Pres: Good, fine, Prime Minister,

PM: Right. Good night, Thanks a lot.

Pres: Thank you,

#HH
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION (UNCLEARED)

SUBJECT: State-Defense Meeting on Group I, II and IV Papers

Participants
Befense: Secretary McHamara State: Secretary Rusk
General Taylor Mr., Ball
Mr., Gilpatric Mr, Merchant
Mr, Nitze ‘ Mr, Tyler
Mr., McHaughton Mr. Schaetzel
Admiral Lee Mr. Xitchen
Mr. Smith
White House: Mr. Bundy Mr, Cwen
Mr, Burdett
AEC: Mr, Palfrey Mr, Popper

Mr, Ramey - Mr, Welss

1. In the absence of Secretary Rusk who was meeiing
privately with Secretary Mcillamara, r, Ball opensd the meeting.
He referred to’EﬁE‘BGEEéTTfEEEEEEent”Eiﬁressing the view that
such an agreement could help to clarify the ambiguities in the
Nassau terminology. In this connection, he referred to his

NATO statrement in which he attempied to differentiate between
the NATO Nuclear Force, the multilateral component, the national
components, etcy Mr, Gllpatric stated that he hoped that we
could return to this subject when Secretary McMNamara joined the
meeting since he knew that Mr. McMamara felt strongly that
negotiating an overall agreement would be counterproductive,

In this comnection, he referred to the recently received letter
from Thorneyeroft in which the British resistance to such a
proposal was reiterated: He also pointed out that Mr, Ball's
approach to clarification of the termimology through hLis state-
ment to the NAC was consistent with the DOD thinling as to how
the objectives sought within the overall agreement might be
accomplished in a manner other than through negotiation of a
formal document, :

2. Mr, Ball offered the view that perhaps we need not
formally Table the agreement but could hand it to the British
as a statement of US views. Mr, Gilpatric said that they did
not feel that it would be profitable fo cry to reach a formal
accord with the British, but had no objection to attempting to
reach general agreement on concepts, Mr, Nitze stated that
Mr. Mclamara felt it would be a wasteof Cime Co atiempt o
negotiate an agreement. However, if we could put forth the
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document which we thought might be helpful, he was sure Mr,
McNamara would have no serious objections to such an approach.
Mr, Ball stated that there was some value in the British under-
standing quite clearly what the US has in mind., Mr. McMaughton
indicated that presumably the paper given to the British would
not be entitled Memorandum of Agreement, Mr, Ball said this
wag a matier which would be left open for the moment., MNr,
Kiltchen referred to the Secretary's feeling that there should
be a ~umbilical cord’ between the overall philosophy of the
Nassau Agreement and the speclfic sales arrangement on the
Polaris.

3. Mr., Gllpatric suggested it would be useful o go through
the document in order to discuss specific items, quite aside
from how the document would be handled with the Bri:tish. M.
Ball indicated that a number of changes had been made in the
State discussions this morning, and referred as an example to
the handling of the British conventional military effort, Mw,
Mitze stated that this is precisely the item which would catse
considerable trouble, referring to the difficult negotiating
over the matier at Nassau, He stated that the British would ree
ject the notion they had agreed at Nassau o meet WATO force
requirements, Mr, Ball pointed out that Mr. McHamara had been
preocecupied with the problem of securing an additional NATO
conventional buildup, Mr, MHltze agreed but stated that Defense
did not believe that we could get the Britlsh to agree to the
language in question.

&, M, Ball suggested that this subject might be left for
a moment aud proposed that the discussion move to the gquestion
of tactical nuclear weapons, He indicated that State had
added some language bacl into the dvaft proposal which DOD had
before it, in view of our feeling that we could not entirely
avoild refevence to this matter in the overall agreement given
ite expliclt inclusion in the published MNassau Agreements,
General Taylor indicated his agreement with this and suggested
that some clarification was required with regard to our attitude
toward consultation with our Allies on this subject. He pointed
out that we could not afiter gll decline to talk to them should
they wish to ralse the tactical nuclear weapons issve, Mz,
Nitze suggested that we might indicate to the British our will-
ingness to discuss this problem with our Allies and Lo include
language which would convey this. This was agreed,

5. Discussions then moved to paragraph 3 in the overall
agreement dealing with the multilateral force. Mr, Nitze noted
the possibility that the British may indicate thelr willingness
to participate, through a contribution of manpower bui not

TOP SECRET

.

I DECLASSEED )

;*"By __%ARA batefM !

e e

SINHIYY TyNOLYN IHL Ly G30n00¥d3Y



TP ORoTTET

Y [ P

-3 -

financially. Mx, Ball stated that we would in that event have
to decide whether such participation was acceptable to us. The
discussion then turned to the question of whether the language
in paragraph 3 implied a joint US~UK approach to VATC, and it
was suggested that the words "engage in’ be substituted for
undertake” In order to avoid any Implication of a requirement
for a joint approach.

6. Mr. Ball indicated that a further review of the paper
e —em—— o o . s s Ay DI N
from the point of view of the existing practice on notification
to MNAC was required.

7. General Taylor stated that in paragraph 2 the
term assignment arose or the first time., He questioned whether
the meaning of this term was clear. Mr. Ball thought it was,
but General Tavlor pointed out that there had been considerable
confusion in the Sub=Group discussion of this matter, 1In this
connection, reference was made to Nassau language which utilized
other terminology such as “subscribing,”’ However, Mr., Ball
maintained that the word “assigned” was the operational word in
the sentence in quesiion.

{At this point the Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense joined the meeting),

8. Mr, Ball referred to the previous conversation on the
overall agreement. The Secretary stated that it was necessary
to deal with the prooclem witnin the four corners of the Hassau
Agreement., That we wish to avoid, I9 having the British accept
our Polaris offer and then forget the remainder of the obliga-
tions imposed within the Wassau Agreements. He also noted that
when we rveported to the NAC we -rished to avoid the impression
that Wassau simply involved the sale of Polaris to the UX, For
these reasons, it was necessary to have an overall agreement,

At the same time, he stated that we should not press the British
mnduly if we find our proposal presents political problems £from
their point of view, e sbould not, as he had heard others
refer to it, ‘renegotiate MNassau,” He pointed out that State
had made further amendments in the language this morning which
would take into account our desire not to overreach wilth the
British. At the same time, he thought it important that they

be clear as to the US views, He indicated he was interested

in making sure that Nassau language did not concentrate on con-
cealing differences rather than reflecting agreements,

9. Mr, McMamara stated he agreed in general, but referred
to the problem of the British conventional military effort as
it was treated in the proposed overall agreement, He stated
that he had had several coanversations --ith Thorneycroft on
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this subject, and he believed thait Britlsh vnderstood and

agreed with the necessity for increasing their efforts., He

said they intended to budget about 7% of thelr GNP (actually
about 7%%) and he personally felt this would be adequate, 1

fact he thought it would not be in our interest to seell g

higher British effort. Thus, it was imporizant that the British
limiv their effort on nuclear military expenditures and this

was one reason for negotiating a Polaris deal which would permit
the British to beneflt from advanced UZ techmology. In this way,
it would male 1t easier for them to finance their nuclear re$uire-
ments, Mr. MclMamara stated he fully supported tihe Secretary's
thesls on retalning an “unbllical cord’ relationship, but he

did believe that we should not¢ renegoiiate or advance brrader
Interpretations of lassau,

10, The Becretary cited the conveniional force reference
and indicated its importance, IIr, Mcllamara agreed, but stated
that there was a danger in pushing oo hard. He would not want
to see a veductlion in British force commiiments elsewhere in
the world in order to increase thelr WATC capabilities, He
alluded to the Importance of Britlish contribution from “Aden

to Hong Zong.' He said he doubted that i was feaslible for

the British to increase theilr defense contribution above 7%

of GIIP, The Secretarv scated that it was not fzasible because
the goverument nad not %alen the difflcoulr political steps
required to prepare the populatlion for the greater sacrifice,
Mr, MeWNamara sald conscripition might be reinstituted over a 2
to 5 year period, but doubted thaz much bevond this would be
possible, The Secretary ashed hiis colleagues how they felt
about reverting baclk To the speciilc language of Nassau on this
question,

de

11, In reply, Mr, DBurdeit offered the suggestion that we
night start with the Hassau agreemenis, bui attempi o persuade
the British zo go further on the grounds that this would have a
good effect on others in HATO, a thought which might appeal to
the Bricish., lMr. McNamara said this approach was entirely
acceptable, Ue stated that in his view ouir principal target
should be the Germans, who were not contributing elther enough
men or enough money to the HATO conventional defense effor:

He cited the Canadians and Belglans_gs also being in default,
1£ the British could be dnduced tolﬁﬁ%@ %orthcoming language
on the grounds that this could be used asgs a lever on the
Germans, this would be fine. The Secretary noted that particu-
larly in lighit of the rumored reduciion in the French conven=
tional Dbudget, the British might be persvaded that a more
forthcoming atiitude on thelr part would be well received on
the continent,
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12, In moving to further matters, the Secretayy referred
to the reinsertion of wording covering the tactical nuclear
contribution., Secretary Mcllamara stated that he believed that
reinclusion of language COVErng this matter was wﬂse, degpite
his substantive reservation as to the desirabllity of including
tactical nuclears in the forece

13, The discussion thien moved on to paragraph I cealing
with the notification to HATO., The Secretary referred to his
desire to avoid a French proceduval veto, Mr, Gllpatric ezplained

the modification of language which had been discussed prior o
Mr. McHMamara and Mr. Rushk jolning the meeting, The revised
language was agreed to.

16, The disecussion then moved to the relationship vetween
the pavagraph B and parvagraph 8 forces particularly with regard
o withdrawal., @r, dMclamara £f£elt that Hassav was clear with
regard to the former and lesc so with regard to the latter,
but he did not believe we shoulc try to settle this Issve ir

the overall aﬂreemena with the Br??vsp. The Secreftary stated
that we might hlal ; Lt elsﬂwme“e but that EiarifT_aLLOQ was
important., Mr Mﬂﬁamafa agreed an 8 sug geested that the Gﬁoup 11

negotiation cou 1& cover the point., Mr, Popper agreed ithls was
possible.
15. General Taylor ashed which negotistion would bLe con-
ducted first. WMr, Durdett ezplained that our plan was to have
an overall group with three nsgotiating teams, one on the overall
agreemeni, one on the technical agreenent and one on the Alde
Memoire, " The pfoposal 7as bo p“OVlde the British with the three
documents by nexl Wednesday {the 30th) requesting that the
Bricish team arrive by Februa ary 4L to undertalie the megotiation,

The three ﬂeﬂo GLMOQQ would be QOnGLCteC“ﬂlleuaneou”l* The
Secretary stated that at Che t;me we give the Britich he docu-

ments, we should impart quite a bit of our thinking as to what
lies behind them. I£ we £5il to P vovide a sufficient rationale,

the British would tend to freeze their thinking perhaps based

on erroneous assumptions. Ui, Litze stated Lha\ consistent with
the foregoing, the reference to the naudling of baragraph &
forces on pave 3 stle be e: plainﬁd to the Dritish., The

Secretary suggested that we should mow in short order whether
tne BrLL%sn wou 1d Le J”lli”“ o discuss an overall agreement
and if we determine tha he; were reluctant o co so, we might

revert to an extensive p"earble to the technlcal agreement in
order to maintain the "umbilical cord,”

16, UMr, Gilpatvic noted that paragraph O provided for
notification to AYTO “ah%e“ chan the President., There was some
discussion as to the genesis of rhe word ‘temporary”’ relating
to the withdrawal questzon. Mr, Ball pointed cht that this
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e. The Secretary
ting this or other
fied public,

raference was conisined In PacM llan's riﬁ e
pointed ou% char the Dritish might resist mal
portions Zrom the minule, wh&ch 1o clas

UJC?J

i7. Cecretary WMolMamaya Indicated that he saw problems in

having chree negotiations going on simultaneously., He expresse
the hope that it would mnot xesult In holding up the ?olarﬂs
sale negotiatlion wntil the other political agreements were
bompletea, He believed it should be possible to preserve the
umUﬂl cal covdwikhcutidoing so, but feaved that certain of

the points in the other agreemenits might tale weelis of negotia-

ion. Mr, Dall stated he disagreed, He allucded to the zvents
oL the Iasc 10 days which, in his vweﬂ, underlined the vital
political Luportance which should bLe attached to the mauner
in which we approach the negotﬁab ong with the British, He
felt that Che canger of proceeding with the Polaris Aé"eemeﬂt
well in advance of the other portidns of the negot_acwop would
be that this would be miclr'erpreued to the cisadvar Lage of
our broader Buropean policy objectives. He pointed out that
unless the British clearly umderstand what we intended by
Massau, tnis coulc awﬁravaue our pro*lema of relationships
with Europe. Thae Sec re“arv stated that unless we rece_ve
evidence of a cish attempt Co prll away from Hassav, there
Wwas no reason vnj we could not go akhizad with the Polaris Tery
rapidly, In faclt he suspected that we could finigh negotisting
the political aspects before the technical agreements were
concluded (in this commec tion, he alluded o the complicated
R&D problem),

i
&
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13. Mr, Ball expressed the view that the language of Hassau
Wag in certain respects rather ambigious and that it was important
that these ambiguities be corrected. Mr. Bundy agreed, but ex-
pressed the need for caution when we departed érom calrification
and get into matters of substantive interpretation., Mr, McNamara
stated that so long as the conclusion of the Polaris agreement
was not made conditional upon getting a final agreemeni on the
political negotiations the proposed course of action was satis-
factory to him. The Secretary indicated that it was also
important at this time to capitalize upon the forthcoming British
attitude on multilateralism, Mr, McWamara indicated that very
great care would have to be exercised in handling the withdrawal
issue since this was a matter of key importance to the British,
Mr, Ball said i1t was his inclination not to change the Nassau
Tanguage on withdrawal, He went on to point out that we had a
period of difficult discussions with the Europeans to look
forward to and that it was important that the British not under-
cut our position in Furope after the Polaris deal was signed.
Mr. McNamara said he saw no signs of such a British attitude
as yet. In summing up, the Secretary stated that it was possible
that the British might resist the overall agreement when we first
advance it. In which event he would suggest that our proposed
discussion of the other two and on the basis of these discussions,
if the British agreed with us that there would be the advantages
which we foresaw to the signing of an overall agreement, we
could then come back to our original proposal for such an agree-
‘ment, |

19, The discussion then moved to the Sub~Group II assign-
ment 0f forces issue, The Secretary stated that he gathered
the paragraph 5 command relatlionship represented the principal
problem, Mr., MclNamara confirmed thls stating that he favored
the Defense language. He said he could not at this time support
the overall nuclear planning function envisioned in the State
language. He was concerned that the conventilo 21 role of the
strike aircraft would be prejudiced by such an’ arrangement, He
also expressed doubts as to its necessity, The Secretary inquired
as to how, below SACEUR, the responsibility for targeting and
planning was carried out. General Trvlor responded by indica-
ting that any Commander could requesi .ouverage of a target of
particular interest to him. He stated that SACEUR's Deputy
for Air was actually responsible for the function, The Secretary
asked the nationality of this officer and General Taylor replied
that he was an American., Mr, McNamara injected that this
officer had no forces specifically assigned to him and this his
planning coveved forces which had both 2 conventional and a
nuclear cap...lity, In this connection General Tavlor stated
that 1if, consis~snt with the State -
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proposal, we wished to give the new Commander over-all
‘responsibility for planningand targeting on the nuelear side,
this would only meke sense 1f he was also gilven similar
responsibility for the conventional side as well,

20. The Secretary admitted that he was personally in-
¢lined to Teel that we should be careful to avold confusing
command responsibilities. However, he referred to previous
conversations within the Department and asked if his colleagwes
would care to comment on the point. Mr. Popper stated that
the State view stemmed from a strongly fell need that the new
Commander must be looked upon-as having a position of con-
siderable importance, if we are going to derive the desired
political impact. General Taylor said that to the military
people the new Commander will ungquestionably look important
because he controls the fire power which is what is important
to 2 military man. Mr., McNamara agreed that the new Commander
would look very impertant, pointing out that he would be
the recognized authority in NATO on strategic nuclear ware-
fare. It would no longer be necessary to send teams to
provide the Europeans with data on nuclear problems since
this new Commander would have access to all such information.

21. Mr. McNamara stated that the reference to verifi-
cation and attainment of operating standards created problems.
He indicated that the exact intent of the words was not
clear and that he would, in any event, wish to discuss this
with SACEUR first before taking any action. He expressed
the view that this was a matter which could be worked out
but that it would take a considerable period of time and, in
any event, would not appear to be an essential part of the
para. 5 language. The Secretary inguired as to why we
could not get SACEUR's comments promptly. Mr. McNamara
stated that it might take weeks to define eXactly what was
intended by the "verification and attainment of operational
standards." For example, would this mean that non-US
nationgls would have access to all parts of our-Polaris
submarines in order to accomplish fthe necessary verification?
He pointed out that our current leglslation would prcbably
preclude this. Mr. Bundy stated that we certainly wanted
to move in this direction, but conceded there was a problem
of timing. He stated that he assumed that we would not
formalize the proposals contained in the Group II Paper
before showing them to General Lemnitzer. Secretary McNamara
‘agreed. The Secretary indicsted to Mr. McNamara that he
would call him later after having some further discussion
with his colleagues.
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22. QGeneral Taylor pointed out that the reference to
Polaris subs "not now committed"created a problem in
connecticn with the Athens language in that the Secretary of
Defense had indicated at Athens that in addition to the 5
subs explicitly committed a2t that time others would be
following on which would also be committed.

Secretary McNamara said that in effect there were 3
classes of Polaris: those assigned to NATO, those earmarked
or committed to NATC and those neither earmarked nor com-
mitted. He stated that the targeting of the subs ghould be
at the direction of SACEUR. However, this could result in
a very inefficient targeting. For exasmple, to target V//
FPolarises on Soviet MRBMs would not make sense since the
Polaris CEP was tco high and assa result we would have
to use too many Polarises to assure destruction of a given
MRBM. This was gulite wasteful. On the other hand, a Minute-
man, perhaps located in Montana, might provide a much
better weapon against an MRBM. This resises a guestion of
negotiating with SACEUR a3 between the targets which the
Polariges would strike and those hit through other means,

He said he thought this was a matter which would be worked
cut. The Secretary asked whether it was not a problem of
¢ocrdination of tTargeting. Mr. McNamara said that 1t was.
General Taylior referred again o the specific language by
which The US made its commitment of Polarises to NATO.
Secretary McNamara sald that we should clarify ocur position
by indicating that the assignment of the 3 Polarises in
question were in addition %o the 5 which we had previously
committed to NATO.

23. General Taylor asked why the independent nuclear
Commander was raised, Mr. Popper referred to Mr. Bzll's
statement tco the NAC in which a separate nuclear Commander
was identified as one possibility. Mr. Ball clarified what
he had said in Paris pointing cut that he had indicated
that this was a matier which would have to be worked out.
The Secretary stated that in light of the fact that we did
not have a US position on this matter 1t was somewhat pre-
mature to razise 1t in the paper and suggested that the
reference by dropped. It was agreed that a pericd should be
placed after the word "SACEUR" and the next sentence deleted.
(p. 3, para. 6 of Draft instruction).

2%, General Taylor pointed out that the paragraph at

the top of page 4 contemplated the possibility of a British
Commander. He said he was not opposed to this idea but
wondered whether it was necessary to raise fthe pcint at this
time. He suggested that it might be wise to hold it back a8
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a negotiating point. Mr. McNamara supported the ldesz cf a
British Commander, My, Bundy thought it would not be good
negotiating tactics OF good psychology to hold back on this
point if it were to be offered at all. He asked what would
be the Buropean attitude to the appointment of a British
Commander. Mr. McNamara thought that 1t would forward Us
objectives and thHat 1t would erode the view that the U3
intends %o hold on to all of the nuclear commands. The
Secretary stated that such az proposal would have nn ~advan=
Tage in our relationship with the British who were feeling
rather lonely at this fime. WMr. Nitze noted that the
Germans had strong feelings about the nece551ty for a
German officer to be placed high in the command, Secretary
McNamara pointed out that US officers probably coul
€xpected to have reservations about non-US officers being
placed in charge of a key command , However, he did not
believe this would be a seriocus problem and that having a
non-US national in charge would be politically useful.
General Taylor stated that the British should be made to
Undérstand that our proposal for them to head the command
should not be interpreted as giving the British a "lock"

on i%; that 1t was a temporary appointment. Mr, Nitze
stated that the Germans already feel discourage@~a€-fﬁe
number of French and British senior officers currently in
the NATO command. He recommended that we carefully con-
sider where the Germans fit in this new command structure,
Mr. McNamara stated that while we might indicate a US wille
ingness to start with the UK Commanders, we could express
our hope that the British might support us in the eventual
rotation to German or other non-US naticnal at a later date.
In this connection he mentioned that while he personally
saw no reason to keep the Polaris always under SACEUR he
thought it was important that we start cut this way. The
Secretary agreed with the discussion on non~US nationals in the
Command though he pointed out that the ticket for admigsion
intc the force for non-nuclear memberg of NATO must be
through participation in the MLF.

25. The Secretary then suggested that the consideratlon
move to the Group 1V paper. Mr. McNamara 1ln noting the
reference to size of the force in paragraph 2 suggested
that the words "at least" be substituted for the word "about"
in referring to the lower limit of 200 missiles,
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General Taylor in referring to the discussion under
targeTting sald that it was not clear to him as to whatl was
intended. He pointed out that there was jiot a complete
integration of US and NATO targetting at the moment., That
it was not all in a single hopper. The Secretary replied
that we should not permit a contest between US and NATO
targeting. General Taylor agreed but he pointed out tThat, Vf!
for example, if we were today forced to open up all of our
planning to the Europeans, the US might be consgiderably
embarrassed since the plans would disclose that the targets
of primary interest to the U3 were covered with a much
higher degree of destruct probably than were targets
primarily directed against Western Europe. Mr. Bundy
said he could well appreciate this problem buf that he
felt it was inevitable that we would have tec move in the
direction of a much fuller disclosure of Just such infor-
mation if we were going to protect ocurselves against the
DeGaulle charges that the entire US package of nuclear
proposals really represented a political facade. He
pointed out that in this connection the current US military
planning which accords this higher destruct ratio to weap-
ong of iInterest to the US might have to be changed through
civilian guidance to the military Commanders. Mr, McNamara
stated he fully agreed with Mr. Bundy's comments.
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26, General Taylor questioned whether the proposed dele-
gation to SACEUR was politically acceptable. Mr. Owen responded
that it was consistent with the previous commitment made by the
US. Mr. McNamara stated that this subject needed a tremendous
amount of additional work., He stated that in his view our
objective ought to be to participate in all decisions to fire.
In response to & question he agreed that this amounted to no
advance delegation. Mr. Smith pointed out that we had moved in
the direction of advancec delegation at Athens and that we could
not appear to be backing away from that position without serious
political harm to our position. Mr. McNamara said that he would
strongly oppose the delegation of authorization to SACEUR to
fire. Mr. Owen pointed out that the language in question was
taken from the paper approved by the President prior to the
Athens commitment, Mr. McNamara stated that he was perfectly
willing to discuss the matter at length but that offhand he
could not see the wisdom of such a delegation. He said he would
. like to explain the basis for his views. Mr. McNamara went on
"to describe the possibilities which existed for an accidental
launch of a missile against the USSR, He pointed out that we
were spending millions of dollars to reduce this problem to a
minimum, but that we could not assure ourselves completely
-against such a contingency. Moreover he suggested that it was
unlikely that the Soviets were gpending as much as we were in
attempting to narrow. the limits of possible accidental launch.
He went on to describe crashes of US aircraft one in North
Carolina and one in Texas, where, by the slightest margin of
chance, literally the failure of two wires to cross, a nuclear
explosion was averted., He concluded that despite our best
efforts, the possibiliity of an accidental nuclear explosion
still existed, Therefore, he did not believe that anyone other
than the President should decide to launch in response to an
apparent nuclear zttack. He stated that it was his personal
belief that we should not even recommend such action to the
President until we know the details about & given detonation
--whether or not it was Soviet launched, how large, where it
occurred, etc. He said he vealized that this view was not fully
shared but that it zccounted for his thinking that advance
delegaticn to fire nuclear wespons was not in the US interest.
General Taylor asked whether the rest of NATO forces
would be tied fo such an advance delegation to fire.

Mr, Smith replied that it was his belief that other US weapons

would have gone off before the SACEUR delegation could have
been acted upon. He went on %o state that unless there was
some movenment in tae direction of delsgation, in his view we
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General Taylor questioned whether the proposed dele-
gatiofi to SACRUR was politically acceptable, Mr. Owen responded
that it was consistent with the previcus commitment made by the
U3, Mr, McNamara stated that this subjeci needed a tremendous
amount of additional werk, He stated that in his view our
objective ought to be bto participate in all decisions to fire,
In response to a question he agreed that this amounted to no
advance delegation, Mr, Smith pointed out that we had moved in
the direction of adv-Ticed delegation abt Abthens and that we could
net appear to be backing away from that position without serious
prolitical harm to our position, Mr, McNamara saild fhat he would
strongly opposgse the delegaticn of authorization te SACEUR to
fire, Mr. Owen pointed cut that the language In guestion was
taken from the paper approved by the President priocr to the.
Athens commitment, Mr, McNamara stated that he was perfectly
willing %o discuss the matbter at length dbut that cffhand he
could not see the wisdom of such a delegabtion. He said he would
like to explain the basils for hig views, Mr, McNamara went on
to describe the posgsibilities which existed for an accidental
launch of a missile against the USSR, He pointed out that we
were spending millions of dollars to reduce thls problem to a
minimum, bubt that we could not assure curselveg completely
against such a contingency. MNMorecver he suggested that it was
unlikely that the Soviets were spending ag much as we were in
abttempfing to narrow the 1imits of possible accidental launch,
He went on to describe crashes of US aircraft one in North
Carolina and one in Texas, where, by the glightegt margin of
chance, literally the failure of two wires to cross, & nuclear
explosion was averted, He concluded That degpite our best
efforts, the possibility of an accidental nuclear expleosion
8ti1l exisbed, Therefore, he did not believe that anycne otheii/f

Ny

fthan the President should decide fo launch in response te an
apparent nuclear atbtack, He stabted that it wag his personal
belief {hat we should not even recommend such actlon to the
President until we know the detalls about a given detonation

~- whether or nct it wag Soviet launched, how large, where 1t
ocecurred, ete., He gald he realized that this view was not fully
shared but that 1t accounted for his thinking that advance
delegation to“flrewnuqlearmweayonswwas_nqphinﬁt_‘ 1]

To The SecTetary AgKeo 1t Was Not correct some advance .y
2E delegation has already been made Lo US Commanderg., Secretary
McNamara saild_that this was correct, but such delepation was
e BLLCASIRCASL LAY 1 - e o
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very limited g
forces would be tied .~guch an advance delegation to fire.
Mr, Smith replied that it was his belief that other US weapons
would have gone off vefore the SACEUR delegation could have
been acted upon., He went on to state that unless there was
some movement in the direction of delegation, in his view we
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may as well give up on the possibility of the MLF concept., He
said we should not delude ocurselves into believing that we could
temporize on the issue of control, that the CGermans, the Italians
and others will want to know whebher the force will be subject to

a 0.3, veto.

concern about an accidental firing and had himseif been thinking
about the need for a special procedure, such as an immedilate
appeal o the UN to all Natiens to cease any military activity

in the face of a nuclear detonabtion until a determination as to
its exact nature had been made, to cover the posgibility of
accidental detonations, Moreover, he sald that we mugt be sure ‘
that nationzl governments cannct send messages directly to //
Commanders of Thelr own nationality teo permit them to utllize

the auvthority of the advance delegation., He pointed out that,

for example, at some point there might be a German Commander

of the NATO Nuclear Force and we must avoid any possibility of

his getting word to fire from the German Government, circumventing
the established channels and procedures. General Taylor referred
to the permisgive 1link, The Secretary asked who would hold the
control over the Permigsive Link. General Taylor answered that
this would be SACEUR and that if we cannct depend upon him fhen,
of course, everything would be gone, Secretary McNamara stated
that it was his view that only the President should declde that
the condlitions specified in the gulidelines had been met,

Mr, Bundy said that the headsg of government would want to refain
this declsion for themselves and would not want to delegate the
firing authority. Mr, McNamara agreed,

27. The Secretary stated that he shared Secretary McNamara‘i//

28. The Secrebary pointed out $Hthat it would not be possible
to preoceed with our proposals without having a solid legislative
bage, He noted that we had previcusly stated that we would look
at Buropean propesals dealing with the control issue and he
questioned whether we needed to go further at this time.

‘Mr, Smith said that he would be happy to see us stand with what
we had previcusly committed ourselves to. He gaid that Sub-
Group IV only attempted to spell out in somewhat greater detail
how the control problem might be handied because the Secretary
and Mr. McNamara had wanted tc see the i1ssue set forth in greater
detail, He sald he would personaliy prefer to see the matter
left rather general, but that on the other hand we cannot "walk
the cat back" in termg of our previous commitments on the veto
question for if we do the multilateral force will be a non-
starter. Secretary McNamsra sald that there were two separate
problems which needed to be considered, First, there was a
gquestion of greater participation by foreign governments in the
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control issue, the second had to do with advance delegation.

He theought these two mabtters should be treated sepavately.

My, Bundy said he thought that the President can reaffirm our
willingness to act in Eurcpe's defense but that on nuclear
matters we cannot vemove ourselves from particlpation "at the
moment of truth." Mr. Smith said the guestion was pan we g0 as
far as we previocusly have? Mr, McNmmara repeated that he was
against advance delegation. MNMr. Smith said that he wished to
make it clear that he was too, except that There was no other
way to get the hundreds of millions of deollars for a multilateral
force which we were proposing. Mpr, McNamara stated that he was
not aware that the Buropeans had made advance delegabion as a
condition of thelr participation in the force. Mr, Smich gald
that they had not. Mr. Bundy pointed out that the force must,
of courge, be creditable and we must assure tho Buropeans that
it will go off under certain specified circumstances, including
a2 wide scale attack on NATO, Mr, McNamara said that our rep-
resentatives ghould do nothing to encourage the idea of advance
delegation and that morecver in his opinion the heads of States
will not wish to delegate this authority. If was agreed that a
redraft of the paragraph on conftrcl would be reguired,

20, The Secrebtary then shifted the disgcussion to the
proklem of design data. Zﬁt this point General Taylor left
for another appoimtmenﬁ?, The Secretary pointed ocut that this
might be only one of several igsues which would reguire an
amendment to existing legislation, Mr, Palfrey of the ABC said
that Sub-Group IV had concluded that it would make nc sense to
try to gef around the legislative problem through the use of
gimmicks., Such an attempt would inevitably be seen through and
any support which might ofherwise be generated would be lost.
Mr. McNamara said that fthere was a feellng of some on the
Commission as well as In the Navy that the release of design
data to the MLF would eventually result in its getbting back to .
the Soviets. He sald that even if the information did get back '
to the Soviets, and we presumably had to go on the assumpbtion Vf
that this was likely, he did not believe thab this would be a
serious loss given the stabe of Soviet technology.

30, The discussgion then turned o the question of surface
vessels vs, submarines, Mr, MclNamara szid that Admiral Anderson
had stated categorically that 1t was his belief that the surviv-
ability of submarines far exceeded that of surface vessels,

The Secrebary stated that he would accept this judgment as a
fact bubt that it was only one of several matters which bore on
the igsue of whether it was desirable to opt for surface vessels
or submarines. Mr. McNamaras agreed, Mr, Ball pointed out, in a
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light vein, that on the guestion of gurvivability of surface
vessels we encountered great difficulfy in finding and pinpointing
Soviet ships during the Cuban engagement, Mr, McNamara stated
that, nevertheless he believed that on the basis of cost per
survivable migsile the equaltion was in favor of the submarine

ag against surface vesselg., He pointed out that though a Navy
Study existed which suggested that the surface vessel could
attain an acceptable level of survivability his proposal to the
Navy that remaining unopligated funds for Polaris submarines

(in the order of magnitude of $3 billion) be shifted to missile
carrying surface vessels received a quick and definite rejection,
Mr, Smith asked Mr. McNamara what his judgment was on the
survivability surface vessels vs, submarines as this related

to Congressicnal approval. McNamars stated that he believed

we can get Congressional approval on submarineg although if this
agsumption wag unwarranted this was a mabtter to be discussed
right now, Mr. Bundy stated that in his judgment, the issue of
Congressional approval on the surface vessels ve. submarine
issue, although that issue might creafe considerable argumentation,
would not basically affect any vofes. Mr., Ramey expressed the
opinion that it would be gasler to get Congressional approval of
the surface vessels., Mr, Bundy repeated his doubts. The
Secretary, addressing Mr. McNamara, stated that he believed we
had a working agreement on this subject and suggested that we
move on to the igsue on page 3, paragraph 9 b, dealing with

the cost problem,

31, Mr. McNamara sald he was willing to add a sentence to
indicate an annual cost of $5 million per missile per year over
the life of the migsile., Under these circumstances he was
willing %o leave in paragraph a., and b,

32, The Secretary referred tc the discussion on page U
dealing with the relationship between the NNF and conventional
force requirements. Mr. McNamara stated that he fully appreciated
why State did not want to see an organic linkage between the MLF
and conventional force requirements. However, in his view,
particularly regarding Germany. there must be an-approach to
the two problems gimultaneousiy and through the same negotiating
team. This would involve a Tive year budgetary projection which
would cover both expenditures for the MLF and for conventicnal
requirements, The Secretary asked Ambassador Merchant if he
would addresgg himself to The issue with specific reference as
to whether we would not likely gain our objectives more adequately
on the conventional effort through bilateral negotiations which
were not expllcltlvnrelated tc the nuclear force. He sgaid there
must, of course be /it . ~ationship, but the MLF should not be made
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contingent upon satisfactory conventicnal performance., Mr.
Merchant replied that he favored the bilateral apprroach as
being mogt effective. He gald that he frankly disagreed with
Mr., McNamara'g propesais that the gsame negotiation shouid
encompass both the conventional and nuclear force budgetary
discussions, He sald that it would, of course, ke possiblie to
bring into the discussions the degirability of conventional
increage bubt that we could not meke one conditicnal upon the
other without overloading the negotiating burden on the MLF
which is the best answer we have been able to devisge ag a
meang for discouraging naticonal proliferation of nuclear
capabilities. He gald that on the basig of his rather brief
introduction to the problem he was not persconally sgabisfied
that the enthusiasm of the Germans and the others for the MLF
was so high as had previcusly been assegssed and that therefore
there was danger of overloading this particular horse,

33. Mr, Bundy alsco referred to the German political scene
at the present moment and particularly the German guspicion
regarding US views on the convenfional bulld-up. He stated
that we should not give those who might be suspicious of US
intentions a chance to say that the MLF was being marketed in
what was virtually an unmarketable manner, He sald that
paradoxical ag 1t may scund he believed that we could get the
conventional contribufion only ii we Tirst go after the MLF,
The Secretary commented te Mr. MeNamara on the relevance of
the discugsions of The preceding day after the NSC meeting.

He said that 1t was important that the US not project its
commitment to the MLF beyond the extent to which the BEurcpeans
demonstrated their own interest in this force. He stabted that
the issue created by DeGaulle requires that we rally the forces
which exlst in Europe in support of the MLF concept. Moreover,
he stated that he rather gathered that we had not been as ‘
persuvasive with our Allies as we might have been regarding the
utility of a conventional strategy which in fturn would support
the need for a conventional build-up. He noted that apparently
even some of the European military had resevvations on this
matter. He sald pergonally he believed that thisg was a phony
lssue and that the problem lie primarily Iin the unwillingness
of the Buropeans to take the necessary political measgures
required, He indicated that he had nevertheless asked for an
analysis on this issue of the sfrateglc confrontation between
our European Allies and ourselves, Thus, he said there were
several elements in fhe picture which led him to the conclugion
that we should discuss The problem of conventional reguirements
bilaterally. If the Germans were willing to lgy out a
conventional budget projection for five years thatwould be fine,

TOP SECRET

T DECLAST'EED |
a8 P52 |
By _Gfvara ]Jﬂtef%ﬁ{ %

= | SIAHIEY TANOILYN 3L Ly GI0NC0HE3



TOP SECHEET

- 17 =~

He also stated that we should discuss this matter with the new
German Defense Minister.

34, Mr., McNamara stated that he felt the pressures which V/
existed on him would reguire him tc have to recommend withdrawal
of a substantial number of US forces from Europe before the end
of the year if the Germans dld not come up with more money and
men, And, he added, by substantlal he meant up to one-half, -

He pointed ocut that the combination of the gold #rain on the

one hand and the unwillingness of our Allies To accept our
conventional strategic concepts on the other would force such a
decision. Mr. Bundy asked whether the two budgetary guegtions
‘ecould not be separated, Mr, McNamara salid he did not see how
since a commltment to a flve year projection on the MFL gside,
which was reguired if s country's commitment was to be meaningful,
automaticalliy tended to forecloge certain flexibilities on the
conventional side., Mr, Bundy said that when the prcoblem was
looked at from cur point of view it seemed simple enough, but

this was not the case when looked at from the German point of
view in the present political context, He wondered whether it
would not be possible to write ingtructiong fo our negotiators
which directed them to deal with the conventional problem as

they proceeded to negotiate fthe MFL issue, Mr, Bundy polnted

out that the Germans and particularly the German military,

gsimply do not think like us on fhis matter of a conventional
defense of EBEurope., Mr, Ball stated that they were still following
the massive retaliation doctrine., Mr., McNamara said this might
be so bub.questioned whether we should continue to ccontinence
thig., If the Germans commit themselves to spend a given amount

onn the MLF and if we then subsegquently agk them to ilmprove their
conventilonal posture they would simply not be in a position to

do so.

35, The Secretary stated that his views were unquestionably
affected by The recent position of DeGaulle, He said that 1f the
Allies want a MLF and find that they cannot get it without a prior
commitment to a conventicnal build-up then there is a distinet
possibility that they will not undertake the MLF venture, Under :
these circumstances the Alliance could easily break up and then ¢/
the difference between 24 and 30 divisions would become unimportant.
Mr, Ball pointed cuf that also once the Alliance started down the
nuclear path the likelihood of the Europeans being more regponsive
bn the conventional side would increase. Once they are confident
that they have a nuclear rveliance this would be the case, whereas
the more we press on the conventlonal side in advance of developing
such a nuclear force the more they are likely to believe that we
do not want to fight for Europe but rather over Europe.
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36, Mr. McNamara said that we should be clear that what
was being proposed was a major change of policy and he cited
the President's letter, He said that if such a change In
appreach would be advanbagecus we should, of course, consider
this but that he could not help but werry about the possibie
consequences of the removal of US forces from BEurope., He pointed
out that there were 80 thousand personnel in Europe being supported
by the US just to° mupply our Allies with logistics back up. He
said that this was intolerable and would have to stop and thab
in the gbgence of a change in the gold drain and in Eurcpe's
attitude toward eonventicnal bulld-up we would have to remove V//
about one-half st the forcesg from Europe before the end of the
year. Mr, Bundy sald that thig time period should not be viewed
as a fixed point any more than various of the other targets. He
saild that if we were talking a2boulf a two or three year period,
Mr, McNamara's proposition would be more reasonable. The
Secretary stated that the withdrawal c¢f one-half of US foreces
-before the end of this year would make the gold problem the
least of our worries. He said he wculd not want to argue that
the existing Ruropean gttitude wasg consistent with our interests
but that he would net think Tthe probliem couid be solved in the
short run. Mr. Bundy supported thig view and relferated that a
two To three year time frame mipht be rezsonable but that we
cannet tile the Europeans down to make the necessary changes
within the next sgix months, This he thought was asking too
much, The Secretary stated that we must keep the people who
are around the Chancellior loocking toward tThe Atiantlc Community
for their first alleglance rather than having them veer off
toward DeGaulle, He said he was not minimizing the problem of
getting a more adeguate conventional effort but he Just d4id not
believe that this could be made an expilcift econdition upon ocur
willingness to participafe in the MLF, He suggested that this
wag a matter which he and Secretary McNamara should talk to the

President on,

37. Mr. Merchant asked whether as a matter of factual
information the conventlonal increases went beyond Western
Union or NATO force geals. Mr, McNamara answered that it did
not., He pointed cut that the Germans were committed to 12
divisions and U brigades which they were attempbting to meet
with a force of 400 fthousand men. This he said simply could
not be done and that it wag clear that the (Germans did not
intend to suppert their forces in the field.

38. The Secretary indicated that a number of the princip+ils
had prior engagements and that the meeting would have to stand

adjourned,
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- part of our work will be well and truly laid.

TIIEDIATE

R

G Fren) - | |
I was very glad to gel your message about the whole
problem of the nuclear forces.
The more I think of it, the more constructive I
believe our Nasssu declaration was. In whatever form
our plans uvltimately emerge, the spirit in ﬁhicn they
wére lawmched has undoubtedly been more and mors understood

as the weeks have passed. I was very glad too to have

a chance of seeing an 0ld friend, Livvy lerchant, and to
hear from him some account of his journeys. I left

Alec Home to discuss some of the problems with him in
detail.

With the signature of the technical agreement between
our countries arising from Nassau, the foundation of one
Nor do I
think it will ever be abandoned by any Covernment, here.
ATter long experience I have found that we are all of uUS
apt to say things when we are not in authority which we
do not feel either willing-or eble to carry out when we
fuccesd Lo responsibllity.

But thinking so much about all these matters has lod

me, and 1 expect you, to turn back to another pert of this
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‘tremendous new sense of hope. Ve could probebly succeed
in giving a new inmpetus to thé Disarmemsnt Cohference and migﬁfl
alsc give a'leaq on other fronts.

It would be a great gain, of course, if Sweden, India,
Israei and the rest would undertske not to test; but I have a{i
f@eling iﬁat if we get the test ban agreement, there would be |
another prize Jjust as important to be secured. Ve ought to

be able simultanecusly to get a non~dissemination egreement;

e B st

e i

g

an undertaking, that is, from non-nuclear countries not to
accept muclear power at the gift of others, for their sole use!
and from miclear powers not to give nuclear weapons or Know-

ledge to non-nuclear countries. To me this seems the real

A

——

'key to the Germen problem; one which gives a gogawaeal of

TR e S, S

anxiety both to the ﬁussians and to us, and, to be fair, to
meny Germans; Wwho are genuinely anxious lest in due course
they or their successors will be forced to become a nuclear
power. It is quite true that Germeny is bound by &ll kinds
of agreeménts and undertekings. - But these could easily be ,%
represented by a bad German in the future as the mOdGPH.CUWﬁBP*ﬂ
part of Versailles. We know - only too well - what might ‘

fbilow from &ll that way of thinking. Indeed, speeking

frankly, the most attractive part of clause 8 of the Nassau

hgreement is that it mey give the Germans a sense of pertici- ;;

Potion without incurring these dengers. But I feel that a

test sgreement accompanied by a non~disseninotion sgrecuent
W0ld serve to underline cleuse 8 if we ere able to bring

tlause 8 into operation, and enyway would be effective in

‘trelf.  No Germen could then sey that Germeny had been forcec
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On the contrary the Germans could claim with pride

trat, with other great States, Germany haed entered into

trie underteking as a contribution to the solution of one

]
i

of the gravest problems whioﬁ confronts the world., At g

tne same time, this is a prospect which must appeal

equally to the Russians. The countries of the West have,
thank God for it, decided to rebulld theilr bridges with
Germany. We have tried to forgel about the two wars and
the Hitler persecutions and all the rest. This. is true
of your country and mine, end to be fair, of the French.
All this is good.  But then, without being cynical, we all

hzve an interest, because the Germans are our Allies against

the Communists. The Russians both hate and fear the Germans.

They hate them, inSpifed by the cruel memories which we
heve decided 1o blot out; they fear them as an efficient,
hard-working, brave and determined people. DNopr can they
fail to be conscious of the pressure which they put
continually upon German patience by the obstinacy with which
they enforce to the division of Cermany. For all thess
reasons, then, I think the tests ban, followed by
adherence of other countries not to test, accompanied by
a non~dissemination agreement which was reasonably well
supported, would have & profound effect in removing the
present state of tension in the world.

CL coulss vhiatever agrheement is made, the Russlens
might be able to evade it and we might not be able to calch

3.

them.  From our point of view, if there are some twenty-Ilve
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EMBASSY
OF THE

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
WasHINGTON, D. C.

April %0, 1963

My dear lr. Fresident:

Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the

following letter:

¥ Sehr geehrter Herr Priésident!

Ich mdchte noch einmal auf die in Ihrem 3Schreiben vom
29. ¥irz erdrterte FTrage der Irrichtung einer multilateralen

Nuklear=Streitmacht zuriickkommen,

Die Bundesregierung ist Ihnen dankbar, dass Sie entw
spfechend dem Vorschlag in meinem Schreiben vom 4. April
eine Expertendelegation unter Leitung von Admiral Ricketts nach
Bonn entgandt haben, Die aufschlussreichen Erléutérungen, die.
Admiral Ricketts zur Frage der Uberleﬁensféhigkeit von [ber-
wasserachiffen gegeben hat, haben unsere Bedenken gegen die
anfdngliche Ausstattunp der MLP mit Uberwasserschlffen weit-
gehend ausgersiumt. Die Bundesregierung ist daher mit Ihrem
Vorschlag einverstanden, dass die ILF zungchst mit {berwasser-
schiffen als Trigermittel der Yolaris A-3 ausgeriistet wird.
Sie legt jedoch Vert darauf, dass eine spitere FPrifung der Aus-
stattung der HLF mit Unterseebooten, falls diés“auf Grund der

gewonnenen Erfashrungen zweckmissig erscheint, vorbehalten bleibt.

The President =
The White House
Washington, D.C. - D
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Die Bundesregierung hat ferner lhre Vorschlége zur poli-
tischen Xontrolle der KLY gepriift. ©Sie ist damit einvergtanden,
dass zunfchst eine Regelung.vorgesehen wird, bei der fiir 4die
Entscheidung zur Freigabe des Einsatzes der MLF die Zustimmung
der Haupitteilnehmerstaaten erforderlich ist. Die Bundesregie~
rung hilt es jedoch fiir notwendig, dass auch diese Regelung auf
Grund der IErfahrungen nach einigen Jahren geprift wird, und dass

ein Ubergang zu einer anderen Regelung nicht ausgeschlossen wird.

Die Bundesregierung wiirde es begriissen, wenn bereits wdhrend
Thres Besuchs in Europa im Juni dieses Jahres eine vorliufige
Vereinbarung iliber die MLF mit der Bundesrepublik Deutschland
und anderen interessierten WATC~-3taaten unterzeichnet werden
konnte., Sie ist bereit, unverziiglich Gespréche iiber eine solche
Vereinbarung aufzunehmen. Die Ihrem Schreiben vom 29. Mérz bei-
gefitgte Liste von Punkten, die in einem vorlaufigen Abkommen
iiber die multilaterale Streitmacht zu behandeln sind, bildet

eine gute Grundlage fiir diese Gespriche.

Dabei sollten die noch offenen technischen und finanziellen
fragen geklirt werden, die nach der Anlage 'zu Ihrem Brief bereits
in der vorlédufigen Vereinbarung behandelt werden scllen. Dazu
gehbrt die Festlegung der Zahl der Schiffe und Raketen, mit denen
die MLF ausgeriistet werden soll. Ferner ist der Anteil zu kldren,
den die Teilnehmerstaaten zu den Kosten der Streitmacht beitragen
werden. Diesg miisste auf Grund einer noch genaueren Aufsteilung

der Gesamtkosten geschehen.

Die Bundesreglerung ist grundsitzlich bereit, einen wesent=-

lichen Anteil an den Kosten der MLF zu iibernehmen. Sie wirde es

-3 -
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vorziehen, wenn dié Vereinigten Staaten als flUhrende liacht der
Allianz einen etwas grdsseren finanziellen und personellén Bei=
trag zur MLF leisten als die Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Sie
glaubt, dass dies die Bereitschaft anderer NATO~-Staaten, an der

HLF teilzunehmen, fdrdern kinnte.

Die bisherigen Gespridche haben bereits zu einer grundsitz-
lichen Binigung zwisgchen unseren belden Reglerungen geithrt,.
Die Bundesregierung hidlt eg flir notwendig, dass nunmehr auch
andere ITATO-S5taaten dafiir gewonnen werden, ihre Teilnahme an
der multilateralen Streitmacht verbindlich zuzusagen. Sie schlﬁgt
vor, dass die welteren Gespriche, die zu einer vorldufigen Ver=
einberung filhren sollen, mﬁglichst baid unter Beteiligung anderer
interessierter HATO~Staaten gefiihrt werden. Die Bundesregierung
teilt Thren \unsch, nach Unterzeichnung der vorliufigen Verein-
barung in fdrmliche Veritragsverhandlungen einzutreten, die bis

zum Herbagt dieses Jahres abgeschlossen sein sollten.

Die Bundesregierung empfindet tiefe Befriedigung dariber,
dass das Frojekt der multilateralen Streitﬁacht, dem die Bundes-
republik grosse politische und militdrische Bédeutung beimigst,
nunmehr seiner Verwirklichung rnaherickt. Ich bin Thnen dankbar.
flir den Nachdruck, mit dem Ihre Regierung und Sie selbst sich
fir die MLF einsetzen. Ich bin iberszeugt, dasé die noch begte-
henden Hindernigse auf dem Weg zur MLF ﬁberwun&eh werden konnen,
und dass die MLF entscheidend zur militErischen Stérke und zum

politischen Zussmmenhalt der Allianz beitragen wird.

SECRET




Ich freue mich auf Ihren Besuch im Juni,
Mit herzlichen Griissen

Thr

(signed:) idenauer "

I am pleased to attach an unofficial translation of this letter

the original of which will be forwarded to you as soon as I shall

have received it.

Respectfully yours,

AE Ao
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OF THE

FEPERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
WASHINGTON, D. C.

The President

The White House

o . Washington, D.C.
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UThe Federal Government has also examined your proposals reéarding
the political confrol of the Multilateral Force, It agrees that in the
beginning an arrangement should be provided for under which the dedision
to permit the use of the Multilateral Forcerwould require the conéent of
the major participating countries. However, the Federal Goverrment deems
it necessary that this arrangement, too, should be re-examined after some
years in the light of past experience and that a change to a different
arrangement shonld not be excluded,

"The Federal Government would appreciszte it if a ﬁrovisional
agreement with the Federal Republic of Germany and other interested
NATO states on the Multilateral Force could be signed already during
your visit to Burope this coming June, The Federal Government is prepared
to enter iﬁmediately into discussions concerning such an agreement., The
list of pointe appended to your letter of March 29 which would have to
be dealt with in a provisional agreement on the Multilateral Force offers
a good basis for these discussions.

#These discussions should also settle the technical and financial
questions which are still open and which according to the enclosure to
your letter should be dealt with already in the provisional agreement,
These guestions include fixing the number of ships énd missiles with which -
the Multilateral Force should be equipped. Moreover, the share which the
participating states are to contribute toward the costg of the force has
to be determined. This should be based on a more detailed tabulation
of the overall cost.

"The Federal Government is prepared in principle £6 assume a
substantial share of the cost of the Multilateral Force, It would prefer

to see the United States, as the leading power of the alliance, make a

somewhat
EYES ONLY
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somewhat larger contribution to the Multilateral Force in money and
persormel than the Federal Republic of Germany, It is of the opinidn
that this might spur the willingness of other NATC states to participate
in the Multilsteral Force, |

"The discussions held thus far have already led to agreement
in principle between our two governments. The Federal Government deems
it necessary at this point to persuade other NATO states as well to give
a formal pledge of thelir partiéipation in the Multilateral Force, It
proposes that future talks in preparation for a preliminary agreement be
held as soon as possible, with other interested NATO countries participating,
The Federal Goverrment shares your wish that after a preliminary agreement
has been signed, negotiations for a formal tfeaty be inaugurated and
concluded by fall of this year,

Whe Federal Government notes with deep satisfaction that the
project of a Multilateral Force, to which the Federal Republic assigns
great political and military importance, is now approaching realization,
I am grateful to you for the forcefulness with which your Government
and you in person are advocating the Multilateral Force, I am convineed
that the remaining obstacles on the way toward the Mﬁltilateral Force
can be overcome and that the Multilateral Force will contribute decisively
to the military strength and the political wiity of the alliance,

"l am looking forward to your visit in June,

"With kindest regards,
Yours,

(signed;) Adenauer’

I am pleased to attach an unofficial translation of this letter, the

original of which will be forwarded to you as soon as I shall have received it,

Respectfully yours,

(signed:) Knappstein
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EMBASSY
OF THE

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
WasSHINGTON, D. C.

April 4th, 1963

My dear Mr. Fresident:

Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the

fellowing letter:

Sehr geehrter Herr Prisident!

Ich danke Ihnen fiir Ihr Schreiben vom 29. liirz, das mir
Mr. Tyler am 2. April in Cadenabbisa ﬁbe;geben und erlédutert hat.
Ich begrisse die Gelegenheit, mit Ihnen in einen freimiitigen
Gedankenaustausch iiber die Frage der multilaterslen MNRBM-
Streitmacht einzutreten, die auch nach der Uberzeugung der
Bundesregierung von besonders grosser Bedeutung fir die Allianz

ist undéd sobald wie mdglich verwirklicht werden sollte,

Die Gespriéche, die Mitglieder meliler Regierung und ich
selbst mit Botschafter Merchant gefiihrt haben, haben die Ubers
zeugung der Bundesregierung gestirkt, dass die multilaterale
Streitmacht eine grogsartige Gelegenheit ist, den Zusammenhalt
der HATO zu stirken und der Bedrchung Europas durch das wachsende
nukleare Potential der Sowjetunion zu begegnen. Die Bundes-
regierung ist entschlogsen, an d¢er Verwirklichung dieses Bro»
jekts mitzuwirken und einen wesentlichen Teil det erheblichen,

damit verbundenen Lasten zu libernehmen,

The President

The

Ul

~

VWhite House

Washington, D.C. ' -2 -
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Ich begriisse Ihre Absicht, wi&hrend Ihres bevorstehenden

Besuchs in Furopa im Juni dieses Jahres ein vorliufiges Ahkommen

der Regierungschefs derjenigen Staaten, die sich an der MLF beteis

ligen wollen, zu unterzeichnen., Die Bundesregierung wird alles
in ihren Krédften Stehende unternehmen, um bis zu diesem Zeit~

punkt eine Klidrung der noch offenen Fragen herbeizufiihren.

Ich teile Thre Auffassung, dass nach den bisherigen Kontake
ten zwischen unseren beiden Regierungen im wesentlichen nur noch

zwel wichtige Punkte einer Kldrung bediirfen.

Der eine dieser Punkte ist die Ausriisitung der MLF mit
Uberwasser~ oder Unterwasser-Schiffen., Bestimmte der Argumente,
die von Betschafter Merchant fir die militdrische Zweckmissig-
keit von Uberwasserschiffen vorgebracht wurden, werden von mei-
ner Hegierung als berechtigt anerkannt. In einigen Tunkten be=
gstehen noch Zweifel, vor allem bei der Beurteilung der Uber-
lebensfdhigkeit vor Uberwasserschiffen und der Wirkungsmbglich-
keiten der gegnerischen Unterseeboote, . Diese Fragen bediirfen
noch einer welteren Diskussion durch Experten. Ich schiage daher
vor, dass eine Gruppe von deutschen Experten hohen Ranges sobald
wie mOglich diese miiitédrischen Aspekte der MLF eingehend mit
amerikanischen Experten diskutiert. In diesen Gesprichen kdnne
ten such die milit&rischen und finanziellen Implikationen Ihres
Vorschlags untersucht werden, in einer Anfangsphase ﬁberwésserw
schiffe vorzusehen und zu einem spdteren Zeitpunkt Unterseeboote
in die MLF einzufigen, falls dies aufgrund der gewonnenen Erfahe

rungen zweckmidssig erscheint.

SECRET




In der S5ffentlichen Meinung der Bundesrepublik und anderer
europiischer Staaten bestehen Vorbehalte gegen die Ausriistung
der ILF mit Uberwasserschiffen, weil diese als zweitklassig
und als Notbehelf angesehen werden. Falls die von mir vorge-
schlagenen Expertengespriche bei uns zu der Uberzeugung filhren,
dags Uberwasserschiffe die geeignetsten Triger fiir die MRBM
der MLF sind, wird meine Regierung alles in ihren Kriften
Stehende unternehmen, um die Zustimmung des Parlaments und
der d8ffentliichen lMfeinung in der Bundesrepublik fiir diese Lbsung

durchzusetzen,

Der zweite von Ihnen behandelte offene Punkt, die Regelung
der Eingatzentscheidung, hat in rnoch stidrkerem Hasse das Inter~
gagse der 5ffentlichen Meinung in der Bundegrepublik und in ande-
ren europdischen Staaten gefunden. Die Bundesregierung erkennt
die Berechtigung Ihres Arguments an, dass der Eingatz der MLF
héchstwahrs cheinlich die Unterstiitzung durch das strategische
Potential der USA erfordert und dass dgher einé Intscheidung
dber den Hingatz der MLF gegen den Wunsch . der Vereinigten

Staaten problematisch ist.

Andererseits ist es unsere Aufgabe, die MLF so zu gestalten,
dass sie von der Sffentlichen leinung als eine echte Beteiligung
der europdischen NATO-FPartner an der nuklearen Verantwortung
angesehen wiré und dass sie einen Anreiz fir ahndere NATO-Staaten

bildet, sich spiter an der MLF zu beteiligen.

I¢h glaube, dass die Unterschiede in den Auffasgsungen

ungerer beiden Hegierungen nicht uniiberbriickbar sind, und dass

SECRET




ein Kompromigs gefunden werden kann., Die Bundesregierung hatl
bereits vorgeschiagen, fiir eine Ubergangsperiode das Einsfimmign
keitsprinzip vorzusehen und erst nach einigen Jahren zu einem
System der Hehrheitsentscheidung iliberzugehen. Andererseits

hat Botschafter Merchant die Bereitschaft der amerikanisgchen
Regierung erklirt, nach einigen Janren aufgrund der gewonnenen
Erfahrungen das System der einstimmigen Entscheidung zu {iberprii~
fen. Ich glaube, dags diese belden Vorschlidge miteinander in

Einklang gebracht werden kdnnen, und schlage vor, dass diese

ta

rage unverzilglich zwischen unseren beiden Hegierungen disku-

tiert wird.

Die Ihfem Schreiben beigéfﬁgte Liste von Punkien, die in
einem vorl&ufigen Abkommen {iber die multilaiterale Streitmacht
enthalten sein'mﬁssten, habe ich mit Interesse gelesen. Der
Entwurf ist eine gute Grundlage fiir die weiteren Verhandlungen
zwischen den interessierten lATO~Staaten in den nichsten Wochen,
Sr-ist fir wuns vorbehaltlich einer Klirung der‘beiden Fragen
der MRBM~Triger und der Hinsatzentscheidung im FPrinzip ane-

nehmbar,

it freundlichen Griissen

(signed:) Adenauner "

1 am pleaged toc attach an unofficial translatien of thig letter

the original of which will be forwarded to you as soon as I shall

have received it.

Respectfully yours,

AU
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE
DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES

{TRANSLATION)

Ls NO. 54699
R-12/R-16
German ,
My dear Mr. President:
Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the following
letter:

"Dear Mr. President:

"T wish to thank you for your letter of March 29, which Mr., Tyler
handed to me and explained on April 2 at Cadenabbia, I welcome the
opportunity to enter into a frenk exchange of views with you on the
question of a multilateral medium-range ballistic-missile force, which
in the opinion of the Federal Govermment, too, is of very great
importance for the Alliance and shéuld be brought into being as soon as
possible, «

"The talks which members of my Government and I myself have had

.with Ambassador Merchent have strengthened the conviction of the
Federal Government that this multilateral force offers a splendid
opportunity to strengthen the solidarity of NATO and counter the

threat to Furope from the growing muclear potential of the Soviet Uniom.
‘The Federal Government is determined to cooperate in making this plan

a reality and to assume & substantigl part of the considerable costs

connected therewlith,
"I welcome your intention during your approaching visit to Europe
this coming June to sign a provisional agreement with the heads of

govermment of those countries that wish to participatelih the

miltilateral
\;'
The President ?
. The White House g
Washington, D. C. )
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miltilateral force. The Federal Govermment will do everything in its
power to clarify by then the questions that are still unsettled.

"T share your view that, judging from contacts between our two
Governments thus far, there are essentially only two important p;ints
that still require clarification.

"One of these points is the equipment of the multilateral force
with surface vessels or submarinés. Some of the arguments advanced by
Ambassador Merchant for the military feasibility of surface vessels are
reéognized by my Goverrnment &s valid. On some points there is still
doubt, especially with regard to the vulnerability of surface véssels
and the potential effectiveness of enemy submarines. These questions
require further discussion by experts, I therefore propose that a
group of high-ranking German experts discuss these military aspects
of the multilateral force in detail with American experts as soon as
possible, These talks could also study the military and financial
implications of your proposal to provide surface vessels in an initial
phase and at a later period introduce submarines in the multilateral
-force, if this seems advisable in the light of the experience gained.

"Sentiment in the Federal Republic and other European countries
harbors reservations about equipping the mltilateral force with surface
vessels, because such vessels are considered to ﬁe second~class and &
stopgap. 1f the expert talks I am propesing lead to the conclusion here
that surface vessels are the appropriate carriers for medium-range
ballistic missiles of the muitilateral force, my Government will do
everything in its power to win the approval of parliament and public

opinion for this solution.

1t The
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"The second still unresolved point which you discuss, namely
a syﬁtem for reaching &-decision on commitment, has aroused gréater
public interest still in thelFederal Republic and other European

countries. The Federal Government recognizes the justice of your
argument that employment of the ﬁultilateral force will in all
probability reguire the support of the strategic potential of the
United States and that consequently any decision to commit the
meltilateral force against the wishes of the United States would
be impractical.

"On the other hand it is our task to give the multilateral
force such a form that in the eyes of the publlqjﬁvgéghigg sharing
by the Furopean NATO partners in nuclear responsibility and that
it will serve as an incentive to other NATO countries to join the
multilateral force later.

"I believe that the differences in the views of ouwr two
Governments are not irreconcilable and that a compromise can be
found., The Federal Goverrment has already proposed that the principle
of unanimity be adopted for & transitional period and that a system of
‘decision by a majority be introduced only after several years. On the
other hand Ambassador Merchant has stated that the United States
Government is prepared after a few years to review the system of
‘unanimous decision on the basis of the experience gained. I beliéve
that these two proposals can be reconciled with each other and I
. propose that this question be discussed at once between our twﬁ
Goverrments.,

"I have read with interest the list appended to your letter of
the points that must be contained in a provisional agreemeﬁt on the
multilateral force. This draft is a good basis for further negotiations
between the interested NATO countries in the ne%t few weeks, It is
acceptable to us in principle, subject to a clarification of the two

questions
EYES ONLY
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-
questions of the medium~-range ballistic-millile carriers and of the
decision regarding commitment;
With cordial greetings,

(signed) Adenauer!

I am pleased to attach an ungfficial transiation of this letter the
original of which will be forwarded to you as soon as I shall have received

it.
Respectfully yours,

(signed) Knappstein -
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‘August 3, 1963 %

L
T Awmerican Zvobassy Bomn N i
EYES ONLY for a@f;wmy Rushk Ly _ |
Hold for arzival '
Unlsss Obancellor's answer te President's letter sugaseis
tactical change, Frasident hopes that in vour telk with Chancellioe
vou will strongly follow up Bine of bie lettar, In particular be
would polat out to Chancellor that constant references io the greater jl
reliability and wisdom of eariier U. 5. lsaders like Dulles ave
not recplved with pleasurs or approval in the U, 8, Nelther does
the Fresident think it weeful for U, 3. Cabivet officers te be
subjected to a werent of suspicion and compleint of the kind which .%
Chancellor poured out on Bob MeMamars last weak. |
Tha Prasidest would ke you to call Adensver's stiention
again to leveis of U, 8. defenee affort {n ibis Admintotrailon and to
racord of i, 3, responsibilizy and effoxt 2B over the world for 15 vearws, 3
E in Korvea, Laos, Wiewam, Todia, 2nd always and shove all in Europe
" and in Bariln., You should contrast this recerd with $hat of France, i
conatantly failing in woridewide responsibilities and aesking poesistently
under de Gsulle to diminish MATO and to aveld real parinership, I
in the light of (hiz centrast, vou should suwprase the President’'s j
Inability to wndevstand why the leadership of the United States o :
1' oovered with criticism and expressions of sugpicion by the Chencellor :
while a series of lame excuses is put forwsard for Gensral de Gaulle. 1
4 DECLASSIFED ~ -SBERET . EYES ONLY ipage i of & pages) |
: .0, 12988, Sec. 35 ' !
Depantment of State B Gukgiines
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#¢l The Presidens strongly ageess with the estimate of the
Chencellor's vecent bebaviow widch is 3o be found in Walter Lippmann’s

sobumn of August 8.  Ead FYL
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Avgust 6, 1963

To: r, Benjamin Read
Executive Sccrsiary
Dapariment of State

Feom: MeGeorge Bundy

Bubjact: SECRET-EYES ONLY message
for transmmitial to Ambassador
in Boun.

Attached reessage for transmiftal, It should
have only such distribution within the Deg
as the Acting Secretary directs, ‘
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FEES ONLY for fuvbessndor MoUhee in Benn

The followdios wensage feam: the Prasident sheuld be
deltvered o the Chencellowts

wificn oo soon ae poesible,

Craamseilonty Beonsoion with Mellsmaie

Mﬂi@%ﬁ@%&%ﬁ@ﬁm alwuld by no other dstritntdon or deousaion

of thia letteor, I swmore shout Chanosliorts decunaion with
Melamara o of contents of ibis letter should bagin 9o sproad

smaendation

gituide Chanealloyts office, you shoudd mabe eeo
aod seak fnstvastion.

{ouote attsched lottey froms the Pronident tn
Thaneeller Aduoenerd

R e TL Ty
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Doar Mr. Chancellors

?ﬁaﬁ% gﬁgwg e just come backand reported
o ma his long converiation with you. e has duggeeted
%ﬁwm%wgg%mﬁuﬁ@g send pou & fnttey

BYYS &%@&ﬁ&%&ggaﬁggaﬁﬁﬁg
@ﬁm@ﬁ sbout, and { thisk ke saggastion is & good one.
&% be peports the conversaiion, you talled about two
major topics. The lagger of them s the question of
tha hasic policy of the West toward the Soviet Union,

in which, as [ undeestand §t, your worey is that the U, 8,
may be too easily beguilad by the swmiles and telcks of
the Soviet Governpent.

_m g%xnag& this concgern, but § st o)l you inall

ass that § do not Gdok it ie justifled, B seems

A @aﬁ? in fact, as far from the mark ae the kind of thiug
% sometimen hoar from political groupe in thia countey
whe say that it {5 weong o trust the democtatic commit
ment and the loysily fo the Alllancs of the Federsl Republic,
The truth is, in my judgment, that ong of the wisest things
our two counteies bave dong the lnat fiftoen yasws is o
trust gach othe?, and I ddok the zecord of the United Statss
CGoversmant se 8 whole, ad of thie Adminietsation in
pardoniar, makes it preity clesr thet we are not #lsposed
to bs taken in by Soviet duplicity,

'§ myself believe that it is much too soon to thyow our huke

in the air becanes of 2 single agreernent on 2 single subject,
the Hmited tent ban ~~ {mporiant ss that subjset is. I believe
that we have ranched even this wnell wdesstending as much
through cur stvength and resobuiion as through the process

of nogotistion, and D'vecognies, as you do, that weo ave
dealing il with & government which bag repentediy posed
threats 1o the freadom of West Barlin and which, a9 late

an Cotober of last vese, undettook & peouliavly dangetous
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and reckioss aot of duplicity in Cubs, 4
under itlusions about the Sovies M SSEr

way ba quite suve that Sscretary mmmnma; m m
presssd so havd and so successfully for & strangthen

of Wastern defenser in S last theve veurs, in mﬁ a D
who {s Hkely to be lulled inte forgetfuiness of negloct of
bis duty by a single Hmited agreement, It i Secretary
MoNamera, afier all, who hae been my chief Meutenant

in & process of velnforcement which has sdded ning billion
dollars & yunar to our defense budget, and hag fncreased
the sumber of our batile-veady divisions by forty per cent.
it was with Secrotary Molamars that I called up 150,000
Bnservas ot the helpht of the Berlin crivia in 1961,  And
he sad | feel, juat as you 4o, that thie is ne Hune to Jot

down our guard.

ﬁ% may m &% yeu say, that there iz some danger of

sloxstion in Butope, and you can count on us io work
amm@mmﬁy againat any such tendency, Thatis one
rasson why Secretury Molamara has pressed se hurd in
Bonn to fiod waye and manad of mesting the overseas cost
of the great furces which we have placed in Mmmy for
they corpnon defense,

thay ows commitmment snd alertones, of couras, have o be
worldewida, If the Chinage should hresk out intn new
acts of aggreseion; 1818 ondy the United Biates asnony
Wastern comnteies thad will heve the necesssry meuans

cand determination for reply. W2 avs the only Western
powey fully engaged in & two«front struggle in the cold war,
and 1 think thers ie Hitle vensun for any fesling thet we
are blind o its dangers and demands,

L2t me repeat thet § do uodessiand and respect vour honast
concera bewe, for I fecognize sleo that in & lavge and varied
countyy Hke this one theve will shvays be people who can
bring you reports that this or that individusl or gyoup is
spreading dungevous npinlens, But such remors deverve

tm bo set againet the resifty of what our TUovearnments have
done together for fftesn vears,

SECRET
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Ae 1o the particular gueation of the limited test ban
treaty, §am glad to peo both in Seeretary MeNamare's
and in Williarm Tyler's veports that you do regerd it as

& suceses, sithough you have some specific guestions
sbout its possible impact on the statug of the regioms in
Raet Covnany. I ioo thiak it 5 success, for Zeasons
which { stated a8 leagth Last week and with which ¥ will
a0t bother you again now. 1 do ot think it matters much
where o teeaty of this kind iz slgoad o whe clsime the
apedit for §t.  The point about the tresty is that it makes
sonoe for the world and that it does ot jeppardiag the
seaential seourity of sithey side. That {o what makes it
poseible and weeful,

The probiem of the statue of the Pset Cevman regime is

an importsnt ong, aod § fully secognine your spécisl
concern with §t,  Iu our jodgment, fully adequate pre~
cantions bave buen taken on this point, 'We 4o not think
that sither as & whols of in ite stparate pusts does the
treaty cipsts any danger of locrassed Yecognition op
interriational statas fo¥ the Kaet Gormaen pagime. The use
of the term 'states, " which goss back a yeay, and the
rafarence to acvevelgn ights, which is a product of the
mors Pecent negotistions,; ave both of thero standard
phrasns wileh do not confar any new standing wpon any
regime which adberas to the treaty, and Oie solld logal
jodement ia eng which we are prapared fo wmake clesy

as often an 19 necessary. Moveovsy, we balieve that the

- pew process of accension is distinctly advantageous to ve
fyom this polnt of view, io that the Federal Repubiie, which
ie recoguined by all three depository governments, has an
opportunity to depoats ite scessaion withont challange from
amy of them, while the Paskow feglme will obviously have
to confing ite acconsion to the USER. Thue the procses
of piberonce uell will make it clear which regime is
favosndsed by sil, and wiich e a puppet of one.
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MEMCRANDUM FCR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Your 11:30 Meeting Tomorrow on the Harriman
Trip '

1. At 11:30 tomorrew morning yor will be meeting with
a small group (list attached) from State, ACDA, Defense and AEC
for a preliminary discuszsion on Averell Harriman's trip {o Moscaw
en July 15,

2. The attached paper is Fisher's report on the Uns of

thought that has svolved from severnl discussions among Harriman, Thewol e

Fostar, ¥lsher, Nitss, Haworth, Bundy and myasif, Ths purpose
of the meeting {8 o 5o over this moxtarialin an informal way 2o
that you can be preparsd for your conversations with Mmeniliam
oen thism subject,

- - 3. It is claar that ona of yous prchlgmn with him will ba
FEEIE R i e st b DR R E L i | tha
“of inapgc fmia fcm A t_mt b’m mmt}".. g %

.Bri.iah dide oatienwiu be haadm by Hallaham, but we hays oo
imwledga of bis views, :

4, We plan another more formal reviaw for the puyposa of
discusaing Harriman's Inatrugtions afltar yomr raturn from Enropa.
"AR that time we will convens something mors liks & ragalay RSC,

- with Max Taylor and John McCone, among cthers, present.
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ssiens in Moscow, Governor Harrlman will

gdoubtlecs huve to deal with the following four general aubjccés.

There follows the sugzzested positions whizh should be takent

II

CHR
BE o
. In hig 013“
b
COPREERENSIVE TEST DAH 'TREATY .

i mprcecheznsive test b:in treaty,
St |
Gi : evist between the U.3
T

irzans alonz, The

sclentific question -- the

&

bl

rierence

i

The initi:1 p.rt of the discussion should deal with a
As part of th:t discusszicon
2n zttenpt should be made Lo rasolve the dirfferences which

« xnd the U.S.3.R, '3 to the :bility to
cetzset and identify underground nuclear tests by seicsnie

‘ relates to whit is solely a

“bility to make a distincticn on

the basls of eeismice sisnals between underzround nuclear teots

~nd ezrthgquzkes, both of which produce selscie siznals whieh

often h:ve sindlar characteristics,

4

Tn view of the U.S., events in the

cviet Unien precducing

sedsric sign:zls in the ranzge of L.75 - 5,00 or bhalow do not

73]

produce

tosts r:ither than

B

OGP E e,

eilzrde s1lon.ls which periclt them te be identifizd 8

enxrthqu:kes, The selsmic sign:ds produced

SARITIZED VERSION |
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. A possible combination would be to estiblish a

quota of 12 underground teats a year of explosions which

would produce a seivrie evenb of not greater thun .75

. ond which vould not vent radloxsctivity beyond the borders

of the country, A treaty of this Iind vould perrdt the
U,3, to relax its ins lstun e on corpulsory cn-site

inspocticens, in view of the f:ct that the effeclta of a

ﬁaolation wounld be mueh less eritical, Under such a
treaty 1% wvould probably st11% be .dviszble to huve a

provision fopr cschanre of data from strengthoned nationsl

sceipoie stitions, «nd to have the nutional stuticno

supplenented by 2uteomatie recording vtatlons, It would

probably be necessary to have a provisnicen entitling the
f - prrtles to Gemnnd data concemiing ovonts uhlzh were
suspiclious and the rizsht to ;brouatb ne troaty AT
to, deternmine that its reguests for data were not being
corpliced ith in a satl sfnbtory r=nnbr or if it conzluded
thut there had boen a viol:tion,
I1rx,

RELATIONSHIP OF A TE5T BAN TO0 ROMN-PROLIFERATION OF LUCLEA
HZAFONS,

4
Cna of th2 princip:l interuels of the United Stites in
4 test bun agresment 1s an Interc:t In it .3 cn2 of a ceries

of steps decioned to provent the preliferdtion of mucle:sr

ve.pons throughout the world. It is probaible that the U.3.5.R,




o -9 -
h:s a aimdlar interest. It wight be advisable to discuss
thig interest with the Soyieh Union wilth relation to the
interests of the U,3, und the U.S5,8.R. in a tezt ban, In
the fipst instince the U.S. thould point oub that the
signing of a test ban trealy would mean that’ there would
be no adéitional nuelear povers in our camp. We shovld
point out that we vould attaspt to obtidn adherence by the
Erench&&nd a8 a result a riduction of the Intensity of the
Prench nuclear development program, we eould then point
to the draft declaration on nen-dissew nation and po;nt oub
that we ironld e pzct the French,to zizn not only the test
ban $reaty but the nen-dizcendination declaratlion as well,
The discuscicen of the non-disserinaticon will, of course,
zise the gquestion of the future of the A0 Imltilater:l
Huelear Foree, We should point out th:t the multilixtersl
nuelaar force is a preposed substifute Cor the acguisition of

[

a miclear verpond czpability by individuxl HATO Countrles.

-

we nhwould peint oub that in vioew of the continued Scvilet
nuclear thrext te Pureope, the MLF offsred our Eurcpsuin
%11ies a pubstitute to the zequisition of thelr own muclesr

capabpllities =nd to that e:tent it wis coaci n2d to prevent

q ——

. 2. LY e Rem 1Y o e d A .t . .
prolifoeration, womESSid ol b ooayea Sl oI W2 G

uld

ocrk cut an understondins $het thora oG LT oo oreg nutlear—

e e
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threat to furope, the MLF oiffered ourr Furopean allies a
substitute to the acqpisitidn of their oxm nuslexp
cipabiltbles znd to Ztﬁat estent if vas desligned to prevent
1:)1=c.1.’~_fer-;g‘cion, de should Iioint cu¥%, however, that 1 we
coulgd wofx oub un understunding thﬁt‘there would be no
-P rore pucleay powzrd in either the Western caup or In the

Soctalish cawp perhuips the Wesbern povers would nolb ool

L the need for an MLF bub could werk ocut some other srrange-
\ments for Buropszn seeurity,
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