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1< 9 DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

S/ AE FilE COPY 
DATE:February 5, 1960 

SUBJECT: Shafing of US Nuclear Secrets with Allies 

;/ 

PARTICIPANTS: Ambassador Manlio Brosio, I\;alian Embassy 
Minister Carlo Perrone~Capano, Italian Embassy 

COPIES TO: 

Mr, Foy D, Kohler = EUR 
Mr. Robert H, M(')Bride ~ WE 
Mr, Frank E, Maestrone ~ 1,-JE 

EUR (2) 
WE=Mr. McBride/Hr, 
WE=Mr, Stabler/Mr, 

·~ 
Cameron (1 ) 
Maestrone (3~2oo) 

American Embassy, Rome (2) 
USRO, Paris 

Mr, Kohler referred to the statement made by President Eisenhower· 
during his news conference o.f February 3, 1960 regarding the sharing by 
the Unitec:j. States of its nuclear secrets with its allies, Mro I{ohler 
characterized this statement as an. honest expression of the President's 
feelings, How·ever, he was authorized to say that at the present time -there 
was no legislation in existence or under preparation to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act, He thought that perhaps the disarmament conference might pro= 
duce certain developments wr,ich would stimulate the preparation of suoh 

)

legislation, Mr, Kohler remarked that there was still no agreement a!; .. to .. 
whether it was theoretically practical to disperse nuelea1• weapons or to · · 
retain the present close control, Ambassador Brosio recognized this problem 
but expressed t.he belief that the present restrictions were not in keeping · 
with the sp:l.rtt of the Atlant.iCJ Alliance, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Courtney 
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1 

February 26, 1960 

SUBJECT : Draf't S/ AE Memorandum of' February 19 
Concerning NucleaP Sharing 

1. I am troubled by the recommendation that 
we should initiate preparations to liberalize sharing 
arrangements including amendment 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 it is meant to open the door to changes in 
our present posture vis-a-vis the French, then I 
would strongly disagree and I am reasonably confident 
that this disagreement would be shared by Gerry Smith 
who is out sick today. It seems to me that our posture 
toward France should be that set forth in the WE 
memorandum by Ed Beigel which you, Gerry, and I all 
cleared and which opens no door to change of any kind, 

If that is our posture t01.;ard France then surely 
it must also be our policy toward other continental 
countries less advanced in this field, 

I unlerstand that in the revised draft there 
will be no conclusions but in the discussion of this 
alternative it seems to me that you ought to clarify 
its import and disadvantage if it appliep to more than 
Canada. 5 

\ 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 <G& .. ~;I,& .. oiires~·we the President showed 
great interest in this and that his favorable view of 
sharing seemed to relate to multilateral rather than 

·-~~-..~cbi;l.at. ;l)ralc~ai'-'Nipgements I am attaching a draf't of' I ¥o"li.iiP'~,~~~~:l3.oli~'Mafill and • I have been working on in 

I 
response 
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response to another NSC directive, which calls .for 
a study o.f more multilateral arrangements. Perhaps 
some o.f this could be use.fully reflected in the present 
paper. 

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

Henry Owen 
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D~r. Ix:.:,-;i·n of Def'en3rtJ t,r:ave l;t;) Ol·"".s.llY on Harch 2 its 
ol'i.'ioS.al l~epl;y t~· t:he tlnd;;l!r Secretary 1 ;;;; letter of' 
Jar1uary 16, 1960 t·o Se<.n.•etlitl:"J of' J:;:.efense Gatea. L."l 
es~ence it is a .-;;traig;ht t•epet:ltion of .Mr. Gates' proposal 
contained in hls lettel:' or lllov<J:>.r,bii!'l' 24, 1959 to me. 
Defense pr-oposes that we p!",wide to a NATO (l.Onsort;iUll'l 
t<$chl'l.ical and facilities as.S.io;t;,mce in tlw am.ou..11t of: 
$4'7. 5 million a!'li.'t ae grant aid 50 ccr.nplete mies1l¢s and 
spares at <~'-'l estimated va.i;<.le of $50 n11ll:ton, '!'hill te:r:mll 
on whieh tb.is aid 11ot1.ld be ~ilii.dfll avail able rtrou.l¢1 include 
ac-eE!ptance by t'IA'lO of: dep.loYl'tl!'Ul.t or t.'1.<e miss:U~s pro"-1i¢ed 
as reg;t.Ured by SACEUR, the lili,t!ning o!' releva."lt r>~olqlUe 
ag:t•eements~ and ag:rf~ed a.<:l'Sngements tor national :mtnni.rl$. 

jt ':!:here :l.e no question th.at D~:fenille ie am>ious ro make 
[( a.'l 9ff'er ilH<i'.f.icientl~¥ a;ttraetive ·t-o :l.nvitl\1 ac:c$p'I;J;j.,.'1Ce. 
· 'l."ney place grea;t @!Upho.tlts upon tne adva."''tages of' ~iATO 

solidari t.y which t;hey con::;,ider i'i'OUld be acl:vanced by 
worki..'lg out Sl. c-ons<Jr'<.;ium arrange-m.ent: along thell!e lil'lE~t; •. 

:rne:t:13e ar·e· tv;o nGHZtda to be· se·r<V$d -which ar-e no'W 
entangled bu.t sept:,r'able. .1J'.:I.rat is t~he hono:t'lllblo!lt dieollal•ge 
of' the Presideni; 1 rJ otfe.J:• n1ade at t.he NATO meeting of/! 
December 195'{. 'fiw i*\:\ond is the aS5'cU;'MCiit that flene:t'al 
Norztad gets tl:m NL'lli11s h.~ states as a, re,~u_i:r-oo>ent (as 
Blcppvovea l:ly t11e JCS) J.ti. proper- qusnt:it;y and t:!.mi;! p,~1Ase. 

At tlliS point. l'«t me aay that l rmve p>J):t•stJnally ;;:;· 

() 
'· • 

- ~ached the conclusion t:,'lst it NOU.ld not be. in. OUJ:' interemi;l- u.. 
:' ijo ~ontribute to o:<' encou:r'age the establish!nant in !'urope ~> ~ 

J{f ~i' a produt'ltive ea_pabi.lit'-:y to make £•tR6l,js. '.!;he F~'leh ··· ~ ~ 
.... !Sal".ara teat, various l'eC·<1lnt German aberl~ations$ th'!'l 'fi.ll:U r·:;:; c~ 
~ngle~ and ver';lr recent F'1•encn attitudes all fortj.fy me rt ·: c"! 

!- . 
/) .I ·r/<; 



in this aon,ricticn'l.. Vio_:;·at:nre.r~.t' I think t-he 0£ltabli~htaent 
of.~ a co.ns<Jrtiu.m fo~<~ tJ'Lit:t .PUX1,JOse !n.igh:t ~:toll be tnore 
div:tei•;e tl:>.an iiJo11<11!:'ying w:l..th:L"l l'iA'l'O. The :Brlt::tillh.$ 
tor exmnp.le> as you k:nt>lfl, a1'1j; nm1 oppQsed to such a 
schlj)jlle, The ;pJ:'Olonged pli<:r".l-i.>U. req,uix·.:;a f:()t: negqt:iat:L'lg 
such- an ag~~eem~nt l<?1th· a ~·101'lsort;ium an.d t-hen ·t!'le- actual 
Cl:'1ea.t:1.on of t.h~- p.l'lyslcal :plant; ~·facllit;:l.e$ lead met to 
douot that the 1>rogr£J,lll could raee>t even a pa:;:t o.f 

· Nori$ta,d t s :r·eq,ttirem;;;..nt.s ::J .. n ti~te 111 ,i?in.ally 4 there ae~~ 
11tt.le -doubt the.t th.is cou.:r?Be ~-"Iould l~~u.lt :ln a hi~~er 
coat per· rnisslle p.rroduc}sd tht"Ul JJ.' t.b.cyy wr&r•$ p'1?K-tduc-~d irl. 
tb.e Unitod St~tte,;.-; J?:.c-..;m p.r'OdJJC 11ne-s ~1.1r-:~ady .1.n 
exiatence .. 

Acool""dingl;~r, l ;;(:'$C01m:n.end t-hat ~.~o noJ'c the :min.:l!~nAn1 
of.eot"' whi<Jh vn::r: .. ll_d. m·zHZJt t;he FJ":·ee:tdon·c l a- ob1:Lgation. r~zy 
hop.e tlfould b~ th.at; NAtro ·~:~<nlJ,.d 1~eject it and iNe oould 
then turn imrt.ted:Latt2i:J..·;r t·o a.1t·4;rn.v .. :tiv<rt:J. e~~d to m;t m..1..nd 
more at tr•t1.:cd;i it~~ .ff ntetl:r.ods o.'f nt~~etjJlp; .lio?.~i$tt:td t' s req_J;.tireme.nt;.s ~ 

tr:us ls::c~d-~ ntf-,; tc t.h{t oonc-lus:Lon i;hat we should add 
to the t~1ma of th?S: pro.p;;::Sal e.ontained 111. trlr. Dil.lo:n'e 
lett~lllr of' ;ranu.a,:r.':;>' 16 to Nu•. Gates the .f'Ul'ther c.op.dition:\l 
which D~ferti).H?t ~U$~J;:'iS.-trJ b~1 s~ttoc11~d buJ; ot;he::etHia-e $1J.Md 
on l>ir. Dillcm' s :propozal. I believe that thiz will 
honorably i"t<l.fill t~hliif £"r<=sl.dent.' e~ 195'( oi::t:'!J;r to NATO. 

I:t "t;.pon coirirn;,J..tJ.iC<,!_t~ior: c·f this position of!":Lci.ally 
to Def'.;.tn.se· t.h9''J' .st.t.:tll :.Ul.tJiB}t t:r~ut a more gener~Jus. offer• 
be ma(1~ tc. .t\ NAr.t'O co:n.5ortiJllt~, 1 l?eo;o~llnend thfkt the matt0r 
then be :pctt to the Px-estdent fc;.x;> (i.e•::ieion. Xtl this· case 
the prv.s. a~nd ccns- i"'l"'Om the P'o-int. o.r vi-ew of o--ur nation8ll 
inte:t•eH\llt~ ot oontt•:tbutin,r~ t:o a miseile-makit~ eapability 
on the Con-tine·nt _shot.tld. b-e s:pell-es:.l Ot.i.t ec tha.t ·:tt dee:s 
r"-;t ap;pe!lr tl~x'lt all that 5,;; at issue bet\teet< Dl:>tenae and 
State ;ts wheth"'r' e>r not w0 of'J.'er ~~;J~·r ,;) milllon OJ;' $97.5 
n:t:tllion a.s a grttnt-i.n-aid oon.trib:u-ti(~n" 

I attach & ... ch?&f't lettsr f:cn:~ :><oux• Bi{Gn::;,tur~a to 
3-e·cr~tw··~y Ga.t~:s .5.:.1 t-he. f;l'·Crt;i!.e· .. 
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MAR '7 1960 

i/Je r~v-\S ccnt:-ir. '"1-<.leCi- ·!.5o LfL"'e;;;.tle -~>Jj.tlt 'the·. thomy~-I 
probl-ezr~ of medium rtJ.nge b':.tllistic rtli.::.tsi.l;..:s. .f.~or HA'TO J .. 

· and the original poeiti·:ms of OUI:' t;ro Depa:tttments c.\~'71"'' 
ycnxr.s at;. aet out in your-- letter ot Novcmbet"\ 2Ji.,, 1959, 
t,,.-.,._ r .. ~v{~ 1•1'j4"l'-';1., .• "-',t.'1,'j·1 ·f~ '0'>,...,.{; .cv~r·}"'~- ,,~~j. .::,:-l·'""t·~<:111 .. ;'~-"' r,f"\ 1 ~..-·-· "f\~'t11ont·t..::l -..v .........., .&-.Y ~'i.:O>A ..... .t.._.,;J,..~o. ""~~ •-:.1-4-. \"' .,.......,. __ ,..., :;;:>.o;,r "'' v~ .... ..., ..... .....: .... , . .f. ,...IV.&.;~ .JJ,.....,;._,_ v 

lettel" -of J(;:.nuary 16: 1.~~)0 t:o :;{a-u .. 
"'" r 

Jack Ir~1:tn t.oJ.d L1Vi~ i•'i•::;rcl'lant on i•'I2.-rch 2nd t;.hat 
D$.fe:n.se $toed on t.b.e Noven:tbe.t:· 2L:·th prvposal$ 1.- &~. 1 
that V$0 p:t"-0'\ni..de to a NA"lvJ conuorti-u:m t-echnical a.n.d 
.facilities. ass-:ts·tanc-e i-n "'Gh~ amou.rJ.t of." $47 ... 5 tail lion 
and as .g;,-..eutt ed .. cl .[·ift:,y co~~ulet~ znissileS at'lC1 .spare.$ 
a·t an ezt:lrn.ated V~l_lt:te _o.t- ~50 mill:ton-* •me tSrY111$ on. 
which tl'lis 2-i£1 t;1'0iJ.ld he m.ade ~va11able x.~rould in.c.lude 
aee.eptanoe. by Nltrra of deplo;y_m.ent or the mi:asi.lea pro ... 
duoed as re~u..t:r~e-u by s~~CI~UH.,_ the sigrlirtg o:.e :t:elevan.t 
::rtoc;kp.il¢ <1g.r-<ee-~ents.1- and a51-~eed ar~arlgemax~;tg . .to~ 
na:t;.ional marmirJS. Both ot" QUI:' l)epa.:;:•tmt!ntz l:'.ave agreed 
that .mtother condition mu.st be the comrdtl!::ont to .SACEUR 
tor l'JA'l'O :ptu~p<:Jses of s11 missilee prom<ced undel• this 
pro-grara until SACJDJRi s prE.~:::~en._t ttnd tuturf~ rei.~Uirem.en.ts 
ru>e met. 

A:ft~-erl .fUX"t~tleJ:? co;n;side1~:?ati.on~ lf~! :Ln t,ilis ,D(~partme-..~t 

still stan.d o-.n our .J~u:tt:um.t~· 16t;h Pron-os·al .. i •. ~'i~ tOOt we 
Sllot.:t .. ld l:irJit .qur pal~t·;tc.i~Jl:ltion 1f1 this pi~<o.gr~ to 
P:t"X>Vidi!J.g. -to NAT'() te:ck'u:rica1 and :Ca<;:tlit.:ta_s asSis.tro'lc-e 
ln the a.lncn,.J.nt; of :J~4·T. 5 .rw.S.llion, ttnd that v~e ~hoUld not 
contemplate acldj.tJ.,onH.l· t(;~)hnicsl and i"acili't;ies assistance 

The 11on~ab1e 
Thcnu].s S~ ter~."' -Jx•,,; 

;Sc;c;:•f:;;t.s:.\:/ -~)f I).;)f.~;_n;'~>G .. 
,,-,, 
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b~~rc»nd tJ:"te. tjJ..n:e -~'le at>tJ ~~.;rt:t;§fiJ;,,d t.ha t, 
req,lti~.:nents tzav:::;; ~:Ie~~n (;r~ can ·oe m-et .. 
Nhol-eh~uzu~~-~{.u~- v·:;~Cl< I.x·~~rt.Il.·-~ EJ ttlJ:1(~ .. -D: 

as des-e.;t"itH?:d a'bt:fVe,. 

~~Je. ~ho·uld alw~ like· ~;·(J _poJ.r:.t CH~r~~ 
SAGEaJn"'tl M.HJ~?1l :r~·:gl~f.1.:t''iiZtn.e.r;.t Uo!lU:l be titf~:;t. 
t11.U-n th.wugh t~i;;:t ~~ LUt"L'O p£'0;£r~:;.r;:L~-

J;\Gi.i:UFL t -g t'Ull 
t~I-o al.~;J ac·e,eut 

t:-iont~~l condit,lons 

{)11X~ 1.\::eJ.lng tli~·£; 
Q tl10-I"' irttl,;y· :S-

'---· -----" 
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TO: 
.·.-:? / 

THROUGH: S/S 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

EUR - Foy D., E:ot 1_t 

I"Ir,., Smi tb: 1 s Me me P~- n_dtun of Ne.rch 16 on 
Second-Generatic~1 f0BBJ\1s .. 

I agree tha.t Defense vr; L. continue to object to 

/ ( 

I
I the State position that we should limit our offer to 

~:47. 5 million in technical assistance. I do not agree, 
however, with Mr. Smith's conclusion that we should 

1 continue to adhere rigidly to the State position. The 
j differences betHeen Defense and State are now narrowed 
I to a single lssuts: should we or should we not accompany 

. 1 our offer of technlc::oal assLstance vllth 50 U.S.-produced 
1 POLARIS missiles? 

The decision on thls question is a most difficul·t 
one. Mr. Smith cites cogent arguments on one side; I 
will not review all the arguments on the other, but will 
point out t_~() mil:Jor __ c.onsHleratlons only. These, in my 
viev,r, _are sufficient reason for our finding a middle 
g_round with Defense. 

\ 

(l) Mr. Smith assumes that an offer of technical 
assistance only would be rejected by the Europeans. EUR 
feels, on the contrary, that there is a reasonably good 
chance that the offer v;ould be acceptable. In fact, an 
offer of technical assistance only '1ould have certain 
advantages to th'"' Europeans ( L e., to the French) in 
their effort to d.evelop their national capability. They 
could attempt to negotiate for a type of missile more 
sui table than th<3 POLARIS to their national requirements 
(i.e., longer range and a bigger warhead). If we accom
pany our offer of technical assistance with 50 U.S.-produced 
POLARIS mlsslles as a starter, we vJill automatically tie 
the European prod1),et1on program to POLARIS, 

11 (2) The most important conslderation, however, ls 
! that an European NRBr1 production effort is inevitable. 

I\ The questlon is ,,,;hether we are to have one integrated. 
l . 

""?-_( q /, cj 
.) . 0& 
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,11 within the NATO framework, or, alternatively, develop-

\
U~'iment of national capabilities by the French, and, 

1 subsequently, by the Germans. There is already no 
question about this in France; in spite of the cost, 

1 there is every indication that the French are deter
! mined to go ahead. This is certain to be de Gaulle's 

I 
view, as witness his position on the French nuclear 
program. It is also certain to be the position of a 
post de-Gaulle government, which is bound to be heavily 

. influenced by the military. 

More in the future -- but far more serious for its 
long-term political implications -- is the inevitability 
of a German program. Embassy Bonn feels this to be the 
case, As General Norstad made clear, the real problem 
is a German problem and it is 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 pressures 
for an independent national program. 

Our choice, therefore, is whether we make an offer 
which firmly channels the European drive in a NATO 
direction or whether we make a minimal offer which will 
free European energies in the direction of national, 
independ.ent programs • 

. ,, 
f\T 

EUR:RA:RFessenden:mck:sj 

SECRET 
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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. 

J.C.S. 1907/266 

Subject: Berlin Contingency Planning (U) 

Backsround: - 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 meeting, he 
will proceed to sign a separate peace treaty with East Germany." 
Furth~r, the SecDef requested the views of the JCS on the 
foll~ng questions related to the above situation and to the 
Joint Study on Berlin access •. 

a. Will the U.S. military posture in mid-summer of 1960 
be such as 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 relating to 
the-Berlin Garrison and the U.S. military interests in 
Berlin in the event the USSR announces its firm intention 
to sign a separate peace treaty? 

- The Joint Study referred to above was prepared by State
Defense-JCS-CIA, at the direction of the President. 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, 

5 

political limitations that should be observed and probable Soviet 
and Free World reactions. · 

Current Paper: - The current paper contains a proposed memorandum 
to SecDef stating that: '. 

a. The JCS agree that the U.S. military posture in mid
summer of 1960 will permit the implementatiop of contingency 
plans, and the acceptance of the risk of ge~ral war. 
Further, it is pointed out that when it·becoines evident that 
implementation of such plans is inevitable, certain political, 
economic, psychological and military measures should be taken 

1 to convince the USSR that the U.S. is willing to accept the 
risk of general war. -~r, ., ''" ,,, · .· ·M ''Y·dc .~ 

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

Service Comments: - It is expected that the Marine Corps, Nav~, 
and Air Force will support the paper as written. The Army is 
expected to propose certain modifications of a more substdntive 
nature. 

C"""'11ents and Recommendations: - The International Policy Branch, 
~"'~'~ends that the Chairman, JCS, support the paper as 

'lations: -

-----LE.,....... (Concurs) (Non-' 

,.oncw•s) ( N<" 

' 
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FROM: BONN 

TO: 

NO: 

Secretary of Stat& 

2336, JUNE 11, 3 PM 

Control: 
Rec'd: · 

SENT DEPARTMENT 2336, REPEAT~D INFORMATION 
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\\WITH ATOMIC WEAPONS, DEVELOPMEN1 Of BUNDESWEHR WAS ONLY 
') ~ADE PALATABLE TO GERMAN PUBLIC AS PART OF NATO IN WHICH US 
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~,;IN GERMAN PUB,LIC STRONG RESISTAN(:E TO MAKING THEIR NATIONAL 
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS. IN CASE OF ~RB~ PROGRA~, HOPE OF GOVERN~ENT 
OFFICIALS IS THAT ADEQUATE EXPLANATIONS CAN BE FOUND IN 
TER~ NATO FRAMEWORK IN WHICH PROGRAM WOULD OPERATE. . ' 

P.ERHAPS f/;OST IMPORTANT IS FEELING DEEPLY ROOTED IN PUBLIC 
THAT MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF FEDREP AND US MUST BE PROMOTED BY 
ALL ~EANS, BECAUSE US POLICY IN 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 GER~AN PROBLE~ BE MOD IF I ED OR SHOULD 
THERE BE WEAKENING OF US LEADERSHIP IN EUROPE TO DEGREE 
THAr GERMANS FELT US COULD NOT ENSURE SECURITY OF WESTERN 
EUROPE NPR INFLUENCE POLITICAL POLICY OF NATO COUNTRIES" 
OVER. PAST YEAR WHEN THERE HAS BEEN SOME DOUBT OF WEST'S 
UNITY ANp RESOLUTENESS AGAINST SOVIET THREATS TO BERLIN, 
SOME,YOUNGER CDU/CSU LEADERS (E.G. GUTENBERG AND IVIAJONICA) 
HAV{ ADVOCATr:D DEVELOPMENT OF EUROPEAN NUCLEAR FORCE TO 
STRENGTHEN CREDIBILITY WESTERN DETERRENT, AS CAPABILITY 
SOVlET STRIKING POWER AGAINST NORTH Afi•ER I CAN CONTINENT 
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 IDEA OF CONTINENTAL DETERRENT 
AND TO EMPHASIZE NEED FOR FEDREP VOI.CE IN ITS CONTROL.. 

THERE WAS NO QUEST ION BUT THAT TWO YEARS AGO STRAUSS TOYED 
WITH IDEA COOPERATION WITH FRANCE AND ITALY (FIG) RE ATOMIC 
RESEARCH. STRAUSS 1 EFFORTS WERE FRUSTRATED THEN~ AND HE 
HAS CONCLUDED AFTER VIS ITS TO NORTH AMERICA THAT GOING IT 
ALONE WITHOUT HELP OF US KNOW-HOW WOULD .\ClE TOO COSTLY FOR 
CONTINENTAL POWERS. GERMANS, HOWEVER, NOW HAVE CONSIDERABLY 
EXPERIENCE' IN ATO~IC RESEARCH WHICH COULD BE TRANSLATED 
RELATIVELY QUICKLY INTO PRODUCTION PROGRA~ IF WEU RESTRAINTS 
RE~OVED AND-POLITICAL REACTIONS OF NATO ALLIES NOT NEGATIVE. 
FEDREP HAS, IN ADDITION, ECONO~IC RESOURCES AS CAPABLE AS 
ANY CONTINENTAL POWER TO SUPPORT ATOMIC PRODUCT I ON PROGRAfl,. 
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FORMULA AS SET FORTH IN PAR IS REFTEL TO CONTROL DEVELOPMENT 
"'·• . . 

OF NUCLEAR CAPABILITY BY COUNTRIES OF CONTINENTAL EUROPE IS 
PER8APS MORE RELEVANT TO EXISTING PROBLEtv.S IN FRANCE THAN TO 
POTENTIAL PROBLEM OF FEDREP. IT DOUBTFUL, HOWEVER, WHETHER 
TRIPARTITE CONTROL OF NUCLEAR DETERRENT WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE 
TO FEDREP ANY MORE THAN IT WOULD ACCOMMODATE REAL PRE
OCCUPATION OF FRENCH. GERMANS ARE BECOtv,ING INCREASINGLY 
SENSITIVE TO WHAT THEY CONSIDER TO BE DISCRIMINATORY FACTORS .,..... . .. 
WHICH RELEGATE THEM TO SECOND CLASS STATUS, AND IT WOULD BE 
DIFFICULT FOR CHANCELLOR TO~AKE ACCEPTABLE ANY PROPOSAL WHICH 
MIGHT INDICATE US HAS ADOPTED DE GAULLE'S TRIPARTITE 
D,JgCTORATE CONCEPT. IT 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 
LEADERSH .. I P 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 IN PROCEEDING IN COOPERATION 
WITH FRANCE AND WHATEVER EUROPEAN POLITICAL ENTITY WHICH 
MIGHT COME ABOUT, THAN CONDUCTING SOLO ADVENTURE IN NUCLEAR 
FIELD. PRESTIGE IS NOT PREOCCUPATION WITH FEDGOVT AND, 
AS LONG AS FRANCE C0tv'M I TTED TO FIRM POLICY ON BERLIN AND 
EUROPEAN" i NTEG.RAT ION, THE CHANCELLOR APPEARS WILL I NG TO 
FOLLOW FRANCE'S LEAD. 

· IN SUMMARY, EMBASSY BEL I EVES REAL PROBLEfiS TO BE CONS I OfRED 
ARE THO~t OF-(1) NUCLEAR CAPABILITY OF FRANCE, (2) PLACE OF 
FEDREP IN NATO MRBM PROGRAM, AND (3) STEPS THAT MAY BE 
TAKEN I~('FQTURE TO PROVIDE CONTINENTAL EUROPEANS, INCLUDING 
GERMANS WITH SOME SHARE IN CONTROL NUCLEAR DETERRENT UNDER 
NATO OR OTHER AEGIS, WHEN WEST EUROPEAN DEFENSE IS AT ISSUE. 
AS LONG AS US LEADERSHIP IS EFFECTIVELY EXERTED, IMPETUS 
TOWARD INDEPENDENT FEDREP CAPABILITY CAN PROBABLY BE CONTROLLED 
FOR FORESEEABLE FUTURE. 

SGC DOWLING 
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SUBJECT: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

COPIES !00: 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE SECRETARY 

S/AE 

AUG 1 ii 1960 

DATE: AuguSt 21 1960 

AM PI/ 
7,8191m,u,n,1,2,3,4.s.~ 

Ile_Rartment of S!:..a!'':! ~E 

~e Sec:retaxy 
The Under Se~reta.:ry 
~. Ivan B, White, E!JR 
Mr. Gemrd Smi"!;h, S/P 
Mr. PhUi;p Farley~ S/AE 
Mr. Robert BoWie_, S 
Mr. Jack :Bell, q/MSC 
Mr. Ru~>sell Feml!Wenden, 

EUR/RA 

Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Dougla~ 

Assi!!ltant Se©:re~ of 
Def'eni!i\e Irwin ( OSD/ISA) 

General Miller, OSD/ISA 
Colonel Billingi!!lei!~.1 OSD/ISA 

Genel:'!IJ, Norstad, SACEUR 
Mr. Ra;y L. Thur11ton, Political 

Adviser to ~ 

Joint; Chiefs of' Sta.:rf 

Atomic Energy Commis11ion 

Mr. McCone, Chairman 

SjS, G, SjP, lNR8 E!JR 8 RA, C, VI~, GER,~en!!e/ISA, USRO Faris, 
.1\membe.a;;sy :i?al:'ill, .1\membM!IY Bonn, AEC, SHAPE/L - Mr. Thurston · 
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The Secretary asked General Nor!lta.d for hi111 views on the que11tion of' nuclear 
sharing. General Norstad began by ~!!lying that he f'elt there was absolutely no 
military necessity for sharing nu;:lee.r wea;pcm,@ with our AJ.liel!l. The present NATO 
l!ltock,pile arrangements are ooowl.etely !Ml.til!ifBAltocy as far as the military require
ments are concerned. General Nor!ltad !!laid that he woul.d te101tif'y to that ef'f'ect in 
any Congressional hearing~> on 'the !lub.ject. He mentioned the deep moral :reli;pOnsibility 
which the United States hal!! to the whole world in thi!! matter and to the kind of' 
res;pon!iibility which wuld attach to delibe:rn,te u.s. Mtion tending to speed u;p the 
establillhment of' independent national. nuclear wea;pona;; ca;pebili ties. He eJ!iPret!lsed 
the thought that to ha.eten thill ;procesl!! by even a few yearlil mts a res;ponlilibili-ty 
not lightly to be UIJ.dertaken, par~ieul.e.rly since thoee years coul.d be devoted to 
attempts to arrive at sati!llfactocy nuclear' control!! with the other side. 
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General. Norstad said that sharing nuclear weapons information with the 
French will not "buy'' any better French cooperation in NA!J.'O, Prestige is 
the real French motive :for desiring an independent nuclear capability. 
There is nothing to be gained :from the u.s. point o:f View in helJ>ing them 
attain an independent ce,pa.bility more qui~ than they will by their own 
ei'forf:ls • 

General. Twining, in response to a question, inc1icated that the Joint 
Chiefs of .Staff did not agree with this position. The .res f'elt that !'ranee 
is going to have Us own nuclear ca,pability ineVitably, and that it .is a 
waste of time and. money for the French to do this entirely alone. We shoul.4 
therefore aid them by sharing nuclear ~~~ information. 

General. Norstad raised the German ;pmblem. Under Adenauer, we are 
confident of the German position, but we must also think of the time beyon4 
Adenauer when no one can be certain as to the position of Ge~. i'he 
Germans themselves are concerned about this, It' the U.s·. create.& another 
nuclear power, it will make it much more difficult for the future Germa.n;y 
to resist getting into the field also. It is also. ditficult to 3ustif';y a 
special status :for France, Gennany is as much a "great power" as France 
in terms of po:pule.tion and gross national product. It is also veey difficult 
to ex.pl.a.in to Italy that France should have a special status. 

Mr. McCone, in response to a question as to his view-s, said that he 
agreed with General. Norstad about the inadVisability of Sl.WPlying nuclear 
weapons or information about them. He had felt at one time that the u.s. 
could assist. by su,pplying enriched U-235 for weapons ;purposes, The Atomic 
Energy Commission estimates that we could quickly SIU'J?ly all the U-235 the 
French could ;produce over the next fifteen years and save the French a large 
amount of money. 

Mr. Smith noted that our Willingness to su;pply the U-235 would be likely 
to make the problem more acute 1 rather than less. U we were to supply the · 
material :for weapons, it would be all the more difficult to resist requests 
f'or veapons themselves or information about them. It is best to hold the line 
firmly on ~ aa,pects of weapons assistance. 

Mr. McCone observed that the question was more or less academic and 
that the U-235 question should be considered in the context of our over-all 
policy on nuclear sharing, about which he was in full agreement With 
General Norstad. 
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Briefing Sheet for the Chairman, JCS, ori 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 April 59 NSC Meeting, the 
President approved in principle studies related to further 
Berlin Contingency Planning. The President specifically charged 
the u.s. Coordinating Group for Berlin Contingency Planning 
with the responsibility for the development of general political, 
economic and military measures as outlined in the studies, with 
particular reference to selection and timing, with major decisions 
being referred to the President 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 check15.st of military and non-Illilitary measures for 
Berlin contingencies in accordance with the above, The purpose 
of the checklist ~rould be to facilitate the action of the 
Coordinating Group in making its recommendations to the Presi
dent regarding the selection and timing of ·any measures rec
collllllended, It was de aided that s~t·:,h 'a Working Group would be 
established under the Chairmanshir-' of Mr. HilJ,.enbrand{ Depart
ment of'State, with representatives from JCS, OSD(ISAJ and 
CIA to prepare such a checklist of possible military and non
military countermeasures. 

- On 10 ~~e 60 the SecDef also requested the JCS to furnish 
him with a list of those military measures ~lith respect to the 
Berlin Crisis that will require his attention andNdecision, 
including where appropriate the estimated lead tifue from de
cision to achievement of capability. 

Current Paper: 

a. Contains, for notation by the JCS, a checklist of 
milTtary and non-military measures tha~ could be taken under 
various contingencies with regard to th& Berlin situation. 
This list has been prepared in collaboration with representa
tives of OSD(ISA), State and CIA, and is responsive to the 
requirements established by the President. 

b, Incorporates a memorandum for SecDef ~hich incloses 
this same checklist i'or his information and informs him that 
the JCS would apprise him on a case-by-case basis 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 Recommendations - International Policy Branch, J-5, 
recomrr~nds that the Chairman, JCS, support the paper as 
written, 

Opinion as to Recommendations: 

Director, J-5 ---------...:~;___(concur) ~) 
Direc.t:ol"'. .To i nt. .<'< t:n -r-r ··. -~----···-·-'-'--'-'~· ·----~----
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Subject: Federal Republic of Germany Participation 
in LIVE OAK Planning (S) 

This message forwards below a LIVE OAK letter, 
subject: "Federal Republic of Germany Participation in LIVE 
OAK Planning (S)" signed by General Lauris Norstad to Chair-
man, United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff, 
National Defense General Staff,. France and Chief of the /@T~~ 
Defense Staff, United Kingdom, dated 22 August 1960. Gene- l\iJ11\Ji 
raJ Norstad 1s letter is quoted as follows: INFO 

CJC3- z,---

ECLO 600/63 

"Headquarters 
United States European Command 

Office of the Commander-in-Chief ~)2~\Yf&~~, 

Subject: Federal Republic of Germany 

A PO 128 
New York, N. 
22 Aug 1960 

Part ic I pat ion in 

11 -·~--~I 
v. " ~ ~~~·=-~ ~ r· 

LIVE .. ------_,.,: 
OAK Planning (S) · 

To: Chairman, United States Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Chief of Staff, National Defense General Staff, 
Chief of the Defence Staff, United Kingdom 

1. It has become apparent to me that implementation 
any LIVE OAK Berlin contingency plans will most certainly 
require some coordination and liaison on the part of the 
Federa I Repub I ic of Germany. 

! . ,, """'" :J:L--____ ...._ 
.·i\\il\:~0---

2. Now that the principal LIVE OAK plans are in 
existence, I think it is an opportune time for the Federal 
Republic to be brought up to date on these plans. With 
your approval, I piuposa to appiciach tha German Minister of 
Defense with the suggestion that he assign a liaison officer 
to the LIVE OAK group. This officer would have access to all 
planning and would serve as an advisor to the LIVE OAK staff; 
he would not, however, be a fully participating member. 

DA iN 35535 
... ·. 

(24 Aug 60j 
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NR: ECJCBT 9-10679 PAGE 2 

3. Because of the progress of the plano i ng, 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. 

ACTION: CJCS 

Is/ Lauris Norstad 
Genera 1 USAF 11 

DA IN 35535 (24 Aug 60) reb/4 
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FROM1 S/Ai£ - Philip .r. FRrle;y 

SUBJE.cC'!~ou:r Discussion of Nuclear l•i;;ospons Cue1todid Arrllngements 
/ t.'i.th General "orstad 

~ understand you ms;v hnve ;m opportunity to d:i.oouss with 
General Norstad eustoo.ial arrangements for nuclear weapons in the 

· NATO stockpile. In th:ts connc;ction you ~~ill recall Mr. 'thnr1.rton1 s 
lettsr to you of "June 9 (Teb B) raising objeotions to the projected 
JUM> visit of Mr. l-iilll'W of RA to certain NATO stoch'-p:l.le installations. 
If Gene:rsl No:rst.ad does not raise the subject, I sug-.geet that you 
do so with a view to removing his possi.ble n:dsunderstez:tding of the 
.Deps:rtment 1 s position in thin field and also to obtaining his oollsent 
in principle fol' Departrc.ent officers to accompany DOD officers from 
Genersl Loper's of'fio~ on visits to Nttro stockpile sites. For auch 
a discussion you msy find u!leful the talking paper atts.ohed at. Tab A 
as well aa the follow:tr>.g background materiel. 

BACKGROU1U) 

As a result of the Depa:dcment' B re~ponsibilitiea in the field of' 
foreign affairs and national security policy, it has from the start 
:t'ollo-wed nuclear Wlapons developments closely. Although atomic 
legislation does not asai..gn definite responsibilities to the 
Dep!l.l'"'"..meni;, it obviously htil-s e. responsibility under the Ator.de J::nergy 
/lot of 1954, as run<&nded., for the negotiatlon of intema.tional 
agreements in the atomic f':l.eld, Furthermore, K:recutive Order No. l056o 
of September 9, 1954 ('rah G) reco~Cniza<l the Depertmentts oentrsl 
responsibility in conducting nel!otietions pUr!lu.ant to specific 
legislation. Quite apert :from its statutory responsibilities, the 
Deps:rtment attaches great importance to the carrying ot•t of the 
nationsl policy of discouraging the proliferation of independent 
nuclear capabilities an<'l prot,eot.ing u.s. milits.ry a.sset8. In 
pursuit of the!l<a policy ob.jectives the Department peys particular 
attention t.o the ef.fect.i ve i.mpl<\lment.re.tio:n of the provisions for the 
retention of U.s. custody and control of nuclear Woapons deployed 
abroad for the use of sllies in en em.,rgency which lll"!il the key 
features of our stockpile $.1p'ee;nonts negot.i~.ted and implcm~m.ted 
under the Nl..TO stockpile c.oncept of 1957. 
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Until 1959 the Depa:i:tment had no neecl to ple;l' an ac·tive role 
in the dete:rminat:ion of policy on custOdial arrangements or its 
implementation. It accepted the decision o.f the Department of 
De:t'ense and the services that th<Sy uould establish and mointain 
appropriate ssi'eguards to ensure that 1.!, S. custodial personnel 
would be in the posi t.ion to pre"ITent. um.a.1tloori.zed access to or use of 
nuclear weapons by :foreign personnel under· all reasonable contingencies. 
Our understanding was th:~t th<;> applics.tion of that principle was a 
relatively s:l:rople ms:tt.er because (1) the ;;eapons or nuclear capsules 
were stored in igloos under excl uai ve U.S, cUstody ro::d ( 2) t,hey were 
not removed until the outbreak of' hostilities. There was, therefore, AI J 
concern that U.s. phy·sical possession of the weapons would ba endangered 
except as a result of serious C!isttu:'banoea in the country where the 
weapons were deployed or the cowing into pO\l'flr of a government 
det.ermined t.o take posss~<sion of th•~ Wlapo;:ts. 

This situation changed t<ith the development of new nuclem" weapons, 
especially tactical weapons. 'l'he problem has thus arisen that to ret.ain 
the operational efficiency- of these weapons theJ:>e must necessarily be 
a shift fr01ll the so-called "igloo" type of custoc11.al s.rr!'.ngel!IE!lnt.s. 
This transit.ion is especially <lVident in oases tmch as the Genie 
air-.t,o-air weapon, the Iv.lu AAti-snbmarine ;.oeapons, the Davy C:rockett, 
some of the shorter range sm·i:aoe-to~air and air-to-Sl~rf'aoe mis&lles. 
and probably mobile HRBM's. Obvio-usly to aohiave wid.e di~Spersal, fa.at 
reaction times in the use of the '""apons a.'l-"l satisfactory maintenance 
procedures, it is nec.esse.ry in a number of cases to affix weapons on 
foreign aircraft kept on an &.lert status or to incorporate (i.e, "to 
mate") weapons into mis8:i.ls deliver,r syst,ems at the launch sites, 
This process necessar:!.1y involves the presence of foreign personnel 
in the near vicinity of armed aircraft or "matadR !P!ss:Llee 'With the 
result that the ests.bl:tshment of adequate custodial ar:ra:ngementa has 
become more difficult. In the case of the Geni.e or the .truu wapone 
another complication is thrri; :Lf the interceptor or marine patrol 
aireraft are to function properly, they must oo able to leave the 
grou:nd (viz, the wapons are relllOved from U.s. custody) when hostilitice 
are il!llllinent, (s,l(. a st.atecof l1acx:!.Jmll1l l'<eMiness), Notwithliltanding 
these cha.nged circumstances, >lhiah are largely to be implelll<llnted in 
the fntura, 1,-e o.nticipate that al:'rangeme;mt\, can be made 'W-hich are not 
in conflict with t.he law and are conslstent t·lith t.he Depart~~Wnt•s 
policy. But to insure that this sUuation w:l:11 be the case, tho 
Department lll1.1St lmow what ar:rangements l;lr$ contemplated by Defense 
and/or General N'oretarJ. b<!<fore negotiations t-!1.-~e :place whiah will 
permit the d<~>ployment of new \;aapons. It is s.lso necessary for the 
Department to review e:::,':J.sting a..-rm:~gements about which w know very 
litt-le (i.e, the 11-bomoor and Cnnberrs. arr.rm;:,en~ents with t.he U,r..) 
as wall as to review ne\~ orrangenents which may be est.s.blicood under 
the authority of. agr~1ements already in effect. It ;!as this situation 
which J.ed you to wit.e H:t•" Dowrlss on .June 3 (Tiili D) stressing Otu:' 
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n.aed f'or additional i:nJ'<Jrr:~attca ~nd t.o ~:q;:>prcnr0 1·:~(< Mi1J.t:>-x1 s projectei~ 
t-rip to stock:pile inrr!:,l11lr~.tio:nt'l vihlch Genera1. r~rr::'.l:rst,a{ opposed~~ 

In spec!f'io t0l'll1n the projected God-~' nrrungcmont,,has brought 
allout a ch®ge in the Dlilplll'tlJJ®nt' s role in thi>; .field," In J1me, 1959 
SecretiU',l' Gates asked the SsDret,a:r.y to join him in seeking the P.rosidemt.' s 
authori<aat:ion for the Genie rocket p::'oposal. You >rill reolil.l ou:r 
prolonged ex;;.minlrtion of this r<XiUe!'lt ;,ihJ.ch lmd to th"' President1 s 
!!q)lJl'OVal. in October, 1959 a.Yld to the appearance o£ you and !1!:-, Hager 
before the CongreasionaJ. Joint Committ."'e or1 /it,omio Energy on FQb~' 2 
when certain mBnlbsrs obJect-ed 't-o the proPQs"'l on the g::t'Ounds that it 
might be ln conflict ;J:i.th the Atomic li:nerg:r Act. and an unwarranted 
ext-enr~:ton of the fresident' s powers as Chi.of Executive and C:onll11Snd.er-i n
Chief. In th:.~;; connection ens point. is noteworthy. Certain Collk"u:ttee 
members took the vj_m-; ths:t 0'\t-ate and Defense had a joint. responsibilit-y 
for the custody <md control of u.s. ator!:'!.c ~mapons deployed abroad for 
tha use of allie!'. They dtd not differentiate be1.~>.>e<m De tense's 
responsibil:i.ties fer the forn:uht:ton ®d implementation of detaUed 
custodial arr<mgements "nd the Depart-ment's finding the:t. these were 
consistent ~lith law and r:olicy, 

At the F<>bruary 2 hearing lMltnbi'X'!l of the Joint Gomrrdttee not only 
obJected to t:iw Genl•\ :proposal but also expl'TJs.-;od concern about other 
custodi-111 arrangement"' eepeciaUy t~h<il IRm;• s. 'i'h:is conca:r:n was 
reiterated i1.1 Sena"or Anderson's N"y 16 letter to the ooO!:'atary (with 
a copy to Secretar7 Gatos) (Tab E) in which he referrad to "fictions" 
in existing and conta"lplated axrang<>ments. f..gsJn, at t,he June 24 
hea:ring mem1,ers of the ,ro:tnt C'ol'Wnittae e-xpressed the view that there 
was a jo1.nt State-D9f'e11,se r•:"tspcnsi biJ.ity f'or th~ esta'blish~nt and 
maintenance of c-u.::~t.o;.'i:'t e1 ~rc:rar:@:C-:J;cnt ~~ 1.rh:lch 1,;r::re sntisfmetocy to t-ha 
Committee .. 

Subaequr~n:tl:y-, th:l~~ s·uhjr?:ct \·l~:ts difficuttrsed at your ·meeting 'With 
S~crat~r Ga.tes and >~r .. }.>;aGone on ;.ft~ly ~?2 HS1en it T;taa agreed th~t too 
three >;ge<oc:!.os should revie1.1 t!le custarlial situation ;dth part.icular 
reference to the Gent<e proposal. 'fhe result,; of -tl'.iS renriew is the 
draft letter to ~:;;mator ilndermm attached at Ta't; F uhich has £'our 
purposes* (1) to net:lJ'y the Commit. tee> oi' our deci&ion to proceed 
with the Genie proposal, (2) .ind!:rsctly to rut!I"Wer Senator ll.n®rson' s 
letter of Hey- 16, (3) to ind5.cate the Depl!l.!'tmantts SUpfX>l't of the 
Defense p-os:I.Uon that.. the draft o>lstodial legislation pre:prui'ed by- the 
start of. tM Joint Com~1:ttee aJtd giv'en to St;s.t-t'E\fens<o rapre~n·tativea 
at the .rune 24 h<%dng- ls not acceptable, and (4) to clarify for the 
Committee the D<'J'ftrtn:ont' 21 polio:r anti roh' in. this fit>ld. 
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As i:ndlcated o.bove, tlw t~epa,rtment must ha:ITe more detailed 
information on existing and contemplated eustodial arr<mgemente if' it 
is to discharge i h responsibilities in this f:l.e~B. In view of the 
Joint Committee's questions to the Department on custody-contrnl 
matters and in viet< of p&st and pro.j<~ot.e<i visits by Committee members 
to NJI!l'Q stockpile installations, it is essential that we have a bet.tsr 
understanding of this complicated field, Jkt present ;;e rely on thrtle 
principal sources: (1) General. I,oF.er' a st.a.telr.ents on custody to the 
Pl.anning Board on A~ :?J> (Ta.l' C'r) • (2) his stl?,tement to the Joint 
Committee on June ?4 on the seme subjeot (Tab H~ and (:3) tlw USOINCBUR 
Plan for Support of t,he NNro E'P*Joiel. Ammo Storage Program ('l'ab I). 
These so<~roes are ir~ecw.ativll, but w :5ti.11 neE:d to know more about 
certain ex:i.eting ar:rangements and to know tl1e st~J.tus of :Dsfense thinking 
on erxangement.s for new weapons ey"t.OircS. 

'Je hope yo1l v11ll be abh t.o assure G•2-nersl Norstad that the 
Departl:uemt' I! int®rest in this field in no Wl:fY reflects aJ:lY doubt, about 
his com:petane:e and sincerity in affording proper pl'Otection for u.s. 
nuclear Hee,pons. \~e believe t-hat it '\..OUld be to his advantage as ~11 
as t.he llepart~;ent of Defenet<~ for us to ha;-e a bet, ter understand:l.ng of 
cuatod.iaJ.-eustody p:rooe(lu:res in hj.s cotmnp .. nd. 

1, That you use the talking paper attt.chod at Tab A to e:Y.plain 
to Gener.U Horatad th;;; basis for om~ :l.ni;e1·est :In custodisl.u:rrangements 
and too reasons for our need to 1mocv in considerable detail existing 
and contemplated oustodi.al-control a:r·rccnge~J<>nts under trw NS.TO 
stockpile concept. 

2, 'l'h<!Lt you i!1q1:d.re of Genera1 Norstad ;1het.her • in view of the 
above ciroumstancos, he \!Ould agree to Dlllpm-t;mcnt. officers accompe.nying 
llefense officers on a \'istt to SRAP!!. for a d:l.scussion of this field 
and for a subs!llqt>ent tour of Rld'O stock):)ile installations lllu.strtttir.,:; 
the several .. ';.J"ea:Po:ns s;rst-ems nov (1eploy0(7 i.tJ ?JATO. --

1/SFP - Mr • .Penner (in <'!raft) 

S/AE:I'Rtttten br 
S<llptember 12, 196o 



I 

l. 
aspeot, 
as """ll 

REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES .___ . .._ __ 
DECLASSIFIED 

tw'mo~c/V!VV <'JL/1):;)() 

Byi)rftl2 N~RA Dote 2k/:o 

Our nucle.;::r"r ~-.'f:'-8,;;-ons p<)lic.\ , :inclu.:"il'\( t,he 1'~.~.1'0 atomie stockpile 
is such tiP, itl'i:.£Pg~;nl p;<tt t..1-t" ()1J:C i't:<r'(t::l,g:n polic.~r t.-11~it the 110part.<nG'nt, 
as ~if;;nse ~ mus:t be 1\:tJJs· conr.r~;;-,rs.nnt "SJ:i:th its .i.rq~l.~m!f::ntation .. 

2. £"<" lo_ng c,.::1 ~.:he -,.r ::'.)~·n!;;; ,d~:;.ro b:::.~.:ng sto:r-od itJ: ~:;c-cal2J?.d 11 lgloos11 

it, was rel-<.\t:b,rel.~.c ens;:,., to u.n~:l~c:rstnrl'~'J- ;.:rnd. Cf:~pl~in orn:~ posi.t:lon that the 
"W'Bnpons re.'1la1.-ne:d und.-c;:t'· ottr c-t.:v-~-tv:.t;r and ccntrol .. 

3. 1rhe ne\!r 
oC'I1lpl:i..cated 

4. Pa:rk.icnl..Hrl,;y· s:'t.nce the :ncp8 . .r't~rrt is detailed ~fe:nse .of the O~Jnie 
prcpos<D.., t.ba Joint Corror.ittee h~s boen ;:>ros:>ing tte Departmmt, as -well as 
Defense, to speak 1,-1 tl'- ;:,uthorit.y :md knmilec>ge on the p:;rt:lau.lars of t.he~ 
mntterft. Since :i,nt.crg('n"el~1...~c:ntU ~;q~r.cFY11Cnts ~t.Y!d f~ partlcu.l.a:r~\1 cleliaate 
area of fon··d.gn poJicy \.i~re .irnrol·t·cd, t}';_e n::)pc.n:t~~.en.t cmmo't·· properly profe-ss 
ignorance of tb.ec€:: pt'l"'t::Lc,_-:"lars .. 

,5. TOO I'Je-p:"J.rt .. :."11Dnt ce:t•tn:\nl;· fl.v:r:oes tt_ij.:.h 3)e.f0I16~& thl1t the precise security 
a.r:n;m~::ements .at 43aoh site: a~~ u~~·ne-' al\y- m0t/:,c~rs for ti/.;-) l"'es:ponsl.ble mili:tax~y
cont':t'lander to r1?rsol·"-ro .• 

6.. Yet• if' tha I">;_~p;.,_r-t}~-;~:nt ~.s t..c> de.te:r.!O our po!~ition th~'.t lO:e $till m.aih.....: 
t..ain effe·ct.i\-re ~rtody a..~d oon{>rvl doc-;pit,t~ the nettr(s;r deplQ_J{m.®t_ tec:h.ni.qu.Gs, 
we mu,st be f!bla to sps<J.k l<ith lmo'lll<D:l{(·"· And in vJ,ew o't the e<:>!!!plioatecl. l:Mlture 
of these n<>.rer m:-rMc;ernents, we do'Jht -ths.t we can :fulfill our responsibilities 
sol&:' on: the basis of tlw "~l.iteri,s.J.s rurni:sl10d 'b::l d;.rto, Indeed thel!\9 !L<ata:riw 
have S"J.g[~tod the l:mportnnco e:,t" b€ii11g able U0 :·::uc,nk tr'.)lr~ f:b:·st-11Md knowle~~ 
about the sit,,uttions ilt typic:c,J. .S,\'Btoms site,s, 

7. '!'!:Us approach slw.lld help us r"W.m:i:r.e "tliY dornestio or international 
political repo1·oussions sine® the Department "'ould be able to add its assurano1 
in domestic and intorna:aontll t'ol~,u"l\S that the llnttsd S-tates is st:Ul in fact 
efft~cti.vel,y maintainirig cttstody D.nd control of the ~reapcns. 

1, •• 
1.-. 

r/.r .-11 .. : ; . ~ i -, 
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'·· DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 

INCOMING MESSAGE 

AF IN : 56214 (17 Sep 60) N/g 

ACTION: JCS-28 

INFO . . ARMY-30, NAVY-50, 

DE R JWXBR I 89 
P 1 71 645Z 
FM JC SLG OffUTT ArB NEBR 
TO JCS WASH DC 
i3T 
S E C R E T 60-2 fROM JCSLG. 
fOR THE DIRECTOR JOINT STAff, SIGNED SPIVY, THIS IS THE SECOND 

OOP-1 

• 'I ·~--~ 

i" WEEKLY JC SLG ACTIVITY REPORT. THIS MESSAGE IN FOUR PARTS. 
-~ 

·~ PART I. JSTPA ACTIVITY: (A). DURING THE PERIOD !5, !6, 

l 

17 SEP 60, THE JSTPA CONDUCTED AN EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR 

r~ANNING. INCLUDED WERA BRIAFINGS BY SAC ON EMERGENCY WAR 
~·-· ., J 

CRDERU ANDRONTINGENCY PLANS AND BY PAC, LANT, AND EUR ON 

THEIR WAR PLANS AND PECULIAR SITUATIONS. COPIES OF THE 

AGENDA ARE BEING FORWARDED SEPARATELY. CB), JSTPA POLICY 

NUM E£R ONE, DATED 13 SEPT 60, ESTABLISHES POLICY REGARDING 

THE PROC IDURES FOR THE HANDLING OF DIFFERENCES OF 

OPINIONS AND DISSENTS. COPIES OF THIS POLICY MEMORANDUM 

ARE BEING FORWARDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER. (C). THE 

INITIAL MEETING Of THE JSTPA POLICY COMMITTEE WAS 

CONDUCTED ON 13 SEPT 60. MINUTES OF THIS MEETING ARE 

BEING FORWARDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER. PART II. JCSLG 

LIAISON ACTIVITY: (A), IN A DISCUSSION WITH THE EXCLUDt:DFROli.GDi', 

(39 {Reproduction of this message in whole or in. part is prohibited without approvat of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST.) 

FORM 
AFHQ MAY 59 0-309b 

PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF 
THIS FORM MAY BE USED. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF IIIESSAGE DIVISION 

INCOIIIING MESSAGE 

AF IN~ 56214 (17 Sep 60) 

DIRECTOR JSTPA ON I 3 SEPT 60, GENERAL POWER REAFFIRMED 

THAT HE FEELS VERY STRONGLY THAT SOME MEANS MUSTBE 

FOUND TO IMPLEMENT INTEGRATION OF THE SACEUR ATOMIC 

STRIKE PLAN WITH THE SlOP EVEN IF IT MEANS DISCLOSING 

TO CERTAIN ALLIED ATOMIC PLANNING STAFFS THAT PORTION 

~ OUR STRIKE PLAN THAT PERTAINS TO THEIR AREAo HE 

STATED THAT HE WOULD RATHER TAKE THE CHANGE OF SECURITY 

COM FROMISE THAN TOHAVE UNCOORDINATED PLANSo GENERAL 

POWER)_ECONGNIZES THE COMPLICATIONS OF THE INTER-

! ; 

GOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT AND THE FACT THAT GENERAL 

NOJ12l}l_~l_§HT __ NOL_BE_G_IVJ:N__Qf'!=fl8_'l'IONAL G_O~TR~l_ OF 

ALLIED FORCES IN TIME FORTHEM TO BE EFFECTIVEo 
~---------- -~---__..-~~------------- --~ -- ---~~-

HOWEVER, HE--FEELS THAT CINCEUR CAN COMMIT US FORCES 

IN NATO TO THE SlOP IN APPROXIMATELY THE SAME MANNER 
~ THE OTHER CINC'S. GENERAL POWER WILL CONTINUE HIS 

FRESENT PLANNING EFFORT ON THE TERMS STATED BY THE 

~CEUR REPRESENTATIVES AT THE INITIAL MEETING HERE IN 

AUGUST. RECENT STATEMENTS MADE BY PRESENT SACEUR 

REPRESENTATIVES C SENIOR REP IS COLONEL P. J. LONG, USAF) 

INDICATE THAT THEY HAVE CONSIDERABLE FLEXIBILITY IN 

~ANNING ADJUSTMENT. FURTHER, INFORMAL DISCUSSIONS 

'i {Reproduction of this message in whole or in part is prohibited without approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST.) c '2 of 5 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 

INCOMING MESSAGE 

AF IN : 57353 (19 Sep 60) P/wg 

ACTION: JCS-28, XPD-4 

INFO ARMY-20, NAVY-25, CMC-6, XDC-1, ODC-1, CIN-1, OOP-1 (88) 

!JE~~~~z2z~x 
FM SAC OFFUTT AFB NEBR 
TO RJEZHQ G><JC S WASH D C 
RJEZHQ /C CFS USAF WASH D C 
ar 
S E C R E T C 1955. FOR DIRECTOR JOINT STAFF. 
SUBJ: < lJ) ~liD- RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILE REQUIREMENTS. 

FOLLO'!IING ARE CINCSAC COMMENTS IN REPLY TO YOUR JCS 

980::125 DATED 3 AUG 60, ON THE MILITARY REQUIREMENTS STUDY 

FOR MID-RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILES <MRBM'S), THIS MESSAGE 

::) ) ' . 
wlt# N 2 PARTS. PART I: THIS COMMAND REGARDS THE MRBM AS A 

- _).\ 

~RATEGIC NUCLEAR DELIVERY SYSTEM THAT WILL PRIMARILY BE 

UTILIZED FOR EMPLOH11ENT AGAINST SINO-SOVIET TARGETS 

~TEGORIZED AS STRATEGIC. FURTHER, IT RECOGNIZES THERE 

ARE IMPORTANT POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVE) IN MAKING 

AVAILABLE TO OUR ALLIES MRBM'S AND THAT SUCH AN ECTION IS 

::::::~S ~S H: :::.: N ,:~·:::::::: T ::, :· :;L:::~R:: y MR~: :, -J_( ~li(_- - -
REQUIREMENTS SHOULD GIVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO THE 

FOLLO!ii!NG FACTORS: A. THE MAJOR OPERATIONAL PROBLEMS 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE COMPLEMITY OF CO~lMND AND CONTROL 

(Reproduction of thia message in whole or in part Ul prohibited without approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST.) 

FORM 
AFHQ MAY 59 0·309b 

PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
·• STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 

INCOMING MESSAGE 

AF IN: 57353 (19 Sep 60) 

ARRANGEMENTS OF DEPLOYED MRBM'S. B. THE POLITICAL 

INSTABILITY OF AFFECTED COUNTRIS AND THE UNCERTAIN 

RESPONSE OF THESE COUNTRIES IN THE EVENT OF GENERAL WAR. 

D. THE V LLNERABIL ITY OF DEPLOYED t1RBM" S AS RELATED TO 

AVAILABLE v/ARNING. L THE COMPETITIVE POSITION OF ZI 

iOASED IC a.1' S (MINUTEMAN) CONSIDERING COST FACTORS, 

VERSATILITY AND CAPABILITY OF COVERING A FAR GREATER 

~EmUM OF TARGETS THAN A MID-RANGE MISSILE. 

~RT II: RECOGNIZING THAT WHILE LIMITED NUMBERS OF 

1\S"' t1RBM'S AND IRBM'S DO SERVE TO SUPPLEMENT AND COMPLEMENT 

THE STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE IT APPEARS THAT THE GREATEST 

CONTRIBUTION ALLIED MRBM'S MAKE IS IN STATISFYING CERTAIN 

POLITIC ft. OBJECTIVD ; IGME., ENHANCING NATIONAL PRESTIGE, 

STRENGTHENING ALLIANCES, ETC, IN VIEW OF THIS, IT IS 

~C~MENDED THAT THE NUMBER OF MRBM'S MADE AVAILABLE TO 

WR 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 

ffiOV IDEO FOR FROM INDIGENOUS FUNDS RATHER THAN U.S. MAP. 

3f 

NOTE: Advance copy delivered to JCS 
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Briefing Sheet for the Chairman, JCS, on a Report by the J-5, ·for ':~$ 
the JCS Meeting Friday, 7 October 196o, Agenda Item No. 5. ,, 

SUbject: 

J.c.s. 2305/239 

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

Background - NSC action of 25 Aug 60 calls for a report to the 
President, no later than 15 Oct 6o, on 11 U.S. Policy Regarding Future 
Nuclear Weapons Capabilities in the NATO Area, including recommenda-• 
tiona as to whether or under what circumstances it might be in u.s. 
security interests to enhance the nuclear weapons capability of 
France. This 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 joint State-DefensE 
report to the Planning Board and the Council on 1 The Future of NATO 1 ,' 

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 
their views re~arding NATO arrangem, ents for nuclear weapons custody 
and control. tPara 9, JCS 2278/16) 

- By memo dated 4 Aug 60, the JCS informed SECDEF that 
although they recognize that such action will entail complications, 
they consider it to be in the u.s. security interests to assist 
France in her efforts to achieve a nuclear weapons capability. 

- 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: 

~· Clarified and amplified previously expressed views. 

b. Reaffirmed previously expressed views on NATO arrangements 
(2oJan 60 memo). 

- On same date, 9 Sep 60, ASD/ISA forwarded memo to the 
Chairman, JOS 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 in connection with nuclear 
sharing. 

- By memo dated 15 Sep 60, ASD/ISA requested that JCS 
include, in their reply to his 9 Sep memo, their views on the pro
posal on nuclear sharing, sponsored 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 consider
ing the nuclear sharing aspects of the Bowie study so that the DOD 
position may reflect the desire of the President that this study be 
considered in the preparation of the full report cited in the first 
background paragraph above. 

- At the request of ASD/ISA, the Joint Staff is currently 
preparing, as a separate action, JCS comments on the DOD study which 
is similar in scope to the Bowie study. Although related in some 
aspects to the report cited in the first background paragraph above, 
both of these studies were prepared in response to a separate NSC 
,requirement for a report on "The Future of NATO". 

·-- "'----. ·-. ,-)' ..... , ·_:.--~_;:;.._c· 
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- On 28 Sf!P 60, the JCS approved , talking paper for the 
purpose of providing guidance to the SECDEF on the subject of MRBM 1s 
for NATQ, This constitutes JCS views relative to c~rtain aspects of 
the Bowie Study as well as v~ews with respect to arrangement, within 
NATO, for employment control of NATO MRBM's. 

Current Paper - Contains 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 bilateral basis, and 

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

b. Any review of NATO strategy, etc., should be Undertaken in 
connection with the report i;o the NSC on "The Future of NATO" • 

. c. JCS non-concurs with the Bowie view that the problem of 
nucTear sharing can be dealt with and resolved exclusively by 
establishing multinational arrangements within NATO for custody 
and control of nuclear weapons. · Refers to and reaffirms JCS 
views recently forwarded to SECDEF. 

d. From a military standpoint, arrangements under NATO Atomic 
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 
necessitate 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 known views of Gen 
Norstad, were considered. For the purpose of identifying NATO 
arrangements, the requirement presented in the Bowie study for ) 
multinational manning and common ownership is manifestly impracti- . 
cal from a military standpoint·. 

Service Comments - The Army and Air Force are expected to support the 
paper as written. The Marine Corps has expressed NDC, The Navy has 
submitted a non-concurrence which: 

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

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

Comments and Recommendations - In view of the 15 Oct 60 deadline for 
the NSC report, it 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 written. 

Opinion as to Recommendations: 

Director, J-5 --------..J:C ___ (Concurs) (Non-concurs)· 

Director, Joint Staff (Concurs) (Non-concurs) 

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

Capt R. E, Sinnott, USN 
International Policy Branch, J-5 
Extension 71477 
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·' Talking Paper for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, for use 

in discussion with the Secretal:"J of Defense on 31 October 1960 ~~ I 
Subject: Third Generation VllillM's (U) ' 

Reason for Discussion - Mr. Gates has requested the Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) to brief him on the 
status of third-generation MRBM requirements and development 
prospects. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA) have been invited to atten&. 

Background - In response to a Secretary of Defense request to 
study MRBM requirements, dated 1 August 1960, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, b:r memorandum dated 29 September 1960, informed the 
Secretary of Defense that they considered that there is a valid 
requirement for a third-generation MRBr1 and recommended the 
initiation of the development of a nevr system with a maximum 
range of at least 1200 nautical miles which would be adaptable 
to land mobile, hard fixed, and water-borne configurations. 

- Initiation of the development of a third-generation 
N!RBM will have an impact upon the FY 1962 DOD budget. It is 
understood that this facet of the problem motivated Mr. Gates' 
request 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 technical aspects. ISA and Joint Staff repre
sentatives have assisted the DDR&E in formulating these 
questions and answers. 

Discussion - The anticipated questions anc1 DDR&E ans~;ers, 
together with Joint Staff comments thereon, at attached. 

dFC:.. 

Prepared by: T •. J .B. SHANLEY 
Colonel, USA 
!iE&GM Branch~ J-5 
Extension 53b38 
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QUESTION 12: 

ANSWER: 

DISCUSSION: 

·' 

What is the Position of the State Department 
on NATO MRBM Is? 

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 1s until current 

negotiations on second generation systems 

for NATO are complete, 

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

deployment of MRBM 1 s 

a. The most important State Department position with respect 

to the question of third generation NATO MRBM's was expressed 

by Secretary Herter in his meeting with Mr. Gates on 14 

September 1960 when he deferred consideration of a third 

generation MRBM phase in the NATO MRBM program. He considered 

it more important to get on with the phase wherein second 

generation MRBM 1 s will become available to NATO. 

b. Another important aspect of the State Department's 

position 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 political advant-

age to be gained by basing MRBM 1 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 their movement over European roade 

with the possibilities of nuclear accidents and particularly 

the magnet effect or damage to a nation that would result 

from the enemy's attacks on MRBM forces on its soil, State, 

however, strongly supports the concept of providing NATO 

with a sea-borne MRBM capability. 
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regardless of the nature of the Soviet attack, Prompt and 
r· 

1 

effective response by NATO with all necessaryforce to restore 2 
·, 

the status quo will prove to the Soviets that the Allies value 3 

NATO territory too highly to accept its l~s under any conditions. 4 
~ .. 

"5 .. 
6 
7 
8 
9 

lO 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 

~~ 
25 
26 
27 

A. Present NATO strategy, together with SACEUR 1s interpretation, 28 

is sufficiently flexible to permit the discriminate use of nuclear29 

weapons against Soviet aggression as required, The Joint Chiefs 30 

of Staff h~ve indorsed GGneral Norstad 1s view that the selective 

use of limited atomic fire power will not .neCE1SsariJ.y result in· 

e'Ota1 v;ar, a1ti~~~&;h ~·it may hei[:Shte; the risl~.1f' Hence.::the :!.dea of 
..... · ' . 

imposinG a "pause" on Soviet O.G2;resaion against·NATO territory 

but on th.:; local nat1.1rc of thG hostile notion,. In the. absence 

, TOP DECfffi'f 
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31 

32 

33 
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35 



of hostile action elsewhere apd any indication of enemy intent 1 

to engage NATO forces across the front or to launch a massive 2 

nuclear exchange, the imposition of a "pause" may be possible. 3 
' CfJ In this context NATO response to this minimal level of Soviet 4 

aggression must be swift and effective, employing forces and 5 

weapons appropriate to the situation, with the objective or 6 

demonstrating unmistakably to the USSR the determination of 7 

the Alliance: 8 

a, To suffer no territorial loss as a result of the 9 

action, and - 10 

b. To bring the hostilities to a halt. 11 

~ It is conceivable that aggression could occur against 12 

NATO by satellite forces without identifiable Soviet involvement, 13 

q!- Such aggression could be on a scale larger than an incursion, 14 

and for the purpose of attaining limited territorial objectives, 15 

Necessarily, this kind of action would have to be regarded also 16 

as a test of the will of the Alliance, In such an event, the 17 

NATO response under the existing concept -- would be the 18 

taking of all appropriate military measures with the objective qf: 19 

a. Limiting the geographic scope of the conflict, and 20 

b. Bringing it to rapid and favorable conclusion. 21 

These military measures should be immediate and decisive, 22 

entailing the use of whatever degree of force may be necessary 23 

to attain local superiority and halt the aggression; this would 24 

not necessarily involve the employment of nuclear weapons, but 25 

selective and discriminate use of these weapons might be found _ 26 

to be appropriate in attaining superiority, 27 
( 

Subsequent to halting the aggression and prior to turning 28 

it back by military force, it is possible-that NATO interests 29 

would dictate political representations to Allies of the ag- 30 

gressor and neutrals with the aim of -inducing withdrawal,\ 31 

The aim of the Alliance throughout, in countering both 3::' 

minimal aggressio.n and that on a iarger scale, would be to 3~ 

retain the territorial integrity of NATO and demonstrate 34 

determination to achieve victo.ry on whatever level engaged, 35 
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Q,. ll, (b\(t) () S1) 

A.· NATO should plan to use whatever force is required to 

Q,. 

defend NATO territory but should not plan to use more force 

than is necessary. '1frrhis principle is especially important 

within NATO territory,and against 

Satellites. 'if-rrte.-§el~ctive use of 
( 

the terri tory of European 

limited nuclear weapons will 
---~.._______ 

not necessarily result in total war, although it may heighten 

the degree of risk. 4 Shield forces should have a dual capability 

of employing either conventional or nuclear weapons. ~are 
should be exercised in order to avoid self~imposed inhibitions 

concerning the use of nuclear weapons when they are required 

to defeat the enemy. 

ll. 

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

be equipped with nuclear weapons. In order to provide a 

capability for selective use and an ability to live on the 

battlefield, these weapons should: 

a, Be in a yield range from a fractional kiloton to 

many kilotons. 

b. Except for large yield weapons and consistent with 

technical feasibility, delivery vehicles should have a dual 

capability of delivering either nuclear or conventional 

weapons. 

r c. No substantial change in the system of control is 

recommended. SACEUR 1 s recent evaluation is considered to 

be the most workable compromise between military necessity 

and political expediency. This evaluation is quoted as 

follows: 

']OP SECRE:'I' 
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Dear Chancellor: 

Thaok you very lllUch indeed. for your most interesting 
ana inrOl'lllative letter which Herr von Brent.ano brought to 
me. The request which the President made to Ill& lla8 not 
quite as extensive aa your letter Suggests. It vas rather 
to reviev developments in NATO ainoe the t.ime I vas ·officially 
concerned w1 th 1 t and consider the future courses which will 
do most to further the political coherence of the alliance 
and strengthen its lllilita%7 defenses. 

You do me gr1ilat honor in vrit.ing to me ao personally· 
and with the .f'ranknesa of a warm and. tried frierniah1p. Sinae 
I fully reoiprooate this trust and. friern'lflhl p what you tell me 
will be treated as your personal vievs and I shall write you 
in the same vay. 

You stress wisely and rightly the need for real political 
consultation within NATO as a muns to more unity among the 
allies. Your letter confirms what I hal!]:· heard from others 
that General de Gaulle vas deeply offended by the abstention 
of the United States .from .the vote last year in the United. 
Nations on the motion against France rega.t'ding Algeria. · I 
thought at the time, and. think U?W• that the abstention was 
a lllistake. I lll!ll convinced, as I know you are, that the best 
hope or a solut.ion in Algeria lies in General de Gaulle's 
progrlll!ll and in his leadership. That hope woultt be greatly 
s1;rengthened if our Goveri!IIlent would support him lo;yally and 
UDequivocally all the vay. \lhatever povers of persuasion I 
have vUl be used to this end, if', indeed, they are needed 
at all. 

Full and <:andid discussion in NATO-even if' ioformally 
conducted, at first-can help to bring mutual understanding 

His Excellency 
Dr. Konrad Adenauer, 

Chancellor of the 
Federal Republic of Germtmy, 

Bonn. 
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among t.hEil allies on critical issues or this sort. It is 
much safer than reliance upon unilateral versions of priVa.te 
diiJOUSSions between heads oi' governments. especially llhen t.hey 
speak t.brough an interpreter and are anxious to please1 as I 
assume vas the case with General de Gaulle and General 
Eisenhover. I remembel' one "agreement0 between Mz-. 'l'rwrlan 
and Mz-. Atlee, su;pposedly using t.he same language, vhioh was 
reasonably" understood by each in a dif'ferent vey, and vhioh 
as tmderstood by Mr. At.lee was quite beyond Mr. Trtuaan's 
legal authority. It took ua a day, after discovering the 
"agreement", to straighten it out. 

Heads of gove:t"n~~~ent alone oan give the desired goal and 
extent of joint efforts, b.lt the careful planning of methods, 
means and time oan most surely" and safely" be done in oonsu;l
tations, lewHng up to and including the COllllliOn council of 
the allies in NATO. These meet.iJ:~ga should be rest.rioted to 
narrowest llmits as you point out. 

A nev start in consultation oan, I hope. be made with a 
nw Mmi:nist.ration, .and the sort of consultation you and I 
understand, based upon open deaHng, good faith and mutual 
confidence. Allies who hang "baak, as ve and ot.hers have 
done, asserting the outmoded olailzl that matters which 
obviousl.y effect the strength or the alJ1anoe lie solely" 
within the domestic concern of one member doam s:a;r useful 
consultation. Tode,T no nation is an island entire to itself. 
Before our propaganda oan be f"irml.T knit, our miJ:lda lllllS'I; be. 
On this I know that ve are in agreement. 

What you tell me oi' 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 
small part the development of the General's attitude comes 
from your ow efforts. 

I quite agree that t.he eq11ipment of NATO wi tb nuclear 
arms is necessary. UTO-aommitted forces are already, as 
you know, equipped with these an~a to a considerable extent. 
So the questions raised are rather hov to balance non-nuclear 
and nur:lear aa:pabilities in viev or possible eventualities. 
and "Wba.t sort. of nue.lear arms are most. suitable for what 
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purpose and how to control and oommand these wapons. I 
have considered some of these questions 1Ji t.h General Norstad. 
It is hard to discuss them in privat.e correspondence. They 
require the assured confidence of personal talk. I 8lll to 
argue a case at The Hague Court on April lOth for perhaps a 
week, and bad hoped to stay on for a 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 Europe 
after that and might be moved to take a rest at our mntwally 
loved Como, or I might visit you at Bonn as mnbtulsador 
Dovling bas suggested. In some way or other~ ei t.her in 
Como or Bonn, I hope that it may be possible for us to 
exchange ideas in person. 

I commend our nev Prea:l.dent to you. He has the qualities 
that you like, fraokness, decisiveness and comnend. I greatly 
hope that you and he will establish a mutual confidence. The 
new Secretary o.f stat.e is also a man upon wham you may wholly 
rely. He is, as you know, an old friend and colleague or mine. 
He can also ease your less official discussions by using your 
0\IIl language. 

\lith best wishes for your journey and cordial greatings" 

As ever yours • 

Dean Acheson 

DA:gm 
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(Translation) 

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERlliANY 
THE CHANCELLOR Bonn, February 13, 1961 

Dear Mr. Acheson: 
Dear Friend: 

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 is provided by the order you have received to submit 

proposals for a reorganization of the NATO. 

This question is of such 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 but as solely a personal 

expression of opinion. Our long-standing friendly relations, 

I believe, permit me to write to you in such a personal nature. 

In situations as difficult as novr exist in the world, unconditional 

frankness among friends is twice as necessary. 

His Excellency 
Dean Acheson, 

Washington, 

NATO 
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NATO bas been a matter of concern to me during the last 

year. Since its foundation, it 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 on the field of propa-

ganda. It is sad to observe the way the Communist World uses 

a firmly-knit and unified propaganda to serve its purposes and, 

on the other band, to see the result of the scattered propaganda 

carried out by the NATO countries. 

As regards activities. in the political field, I wish to 

comment as follows on the attitude of France, so injurious to the 

interests of NATO 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 

I stand taken by the United States in the UNO on m~~i_o,::s of censor_cl 

v against France because of its acts in Algeria. 

Recently, I 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 influence. 

As you know, 
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As you know, a few days ago we had a meeting of the six 

Heads of Government in Paris. Because of the somewhat 

incomprehensible attitude of the Foreign Minister of The Netherlands, 

no definite resolution was achieved. Such a resolution will be 

achieved at a conference scheduled in Bonn 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 statement that no further nuclear 

tests would be conducted in the Sahara a cautious turning away from 

his previous 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 believe 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, one 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 difficulties, 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 nuclear 

weapons--approximately in the form proposed by General Norstad. 

Decisive 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 only 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 so many persons are present, secrecy cannot be preserved. Thus 

the discussions tend to lose their value. 

Most probably, you will visit the NATO Council in Paris. 

May I extend a cordial invitation on such an occasion to visit me 

in Bonn. 

With cordial regards, 

as ever, 

Yours, 

/s/ Adenauer 

jtj ( Adenauer ) 
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31 July 1962 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Subject: Buildup Planning for Be_rlin Crisis 

ill / y 

' ~ 1. The President, in NSAM 109,* described the four phases 

~ into which he expected progressive US and Allied military action 

~ would fall in the process of meeting and countering Soviet/GDR 
?;p 

measures to force the Western powers out of Berlin. The timing 
·b 
£ of Phase I cannot now be determined with any accuracy, but it 

appears more likely than not that Phase II will develop at 

least to some extent before satisfactory solutions can be arrived . ' 

at, with always the very real possibility that Phase III and even 
........ 

Phase IV could follow. 

2. A considerable volume of planning has been accomplished, by 

the US, the tripartite and quadripartite powers, and NATO, in 

anticipation of such a situation. SACEUR has statej:, however, 
,' <•" 

in paragraph 3 of his letter** of 24 March 1962 to the. Chairman 

of the Standing Group on the subject of Berlin Contingency 

Planning, that 

posture is not 

the foundation offered by our present force 

"" strong enough to support satiSTactorily 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. 

Specifically, your best judgment is requested on the questions 

listed below. 

a. Disregarding political implications, but from the view

point of military readiness, 

* Attachment to JCS 1907/440 
** SHAPE 70-62; on f'ile in ,Joint __ se~.rr>t~r' ,,-~-._._ '"'"·'' --~· 



(2) When ~Rould it be ordered into execution? 

b. What reint~ircements should be ordered to Europe, and when 
' ' '~ 

should these fo;des be moved? ~-';~'' ' 

c. At what point, based on military c'6nsiderations, should 
r---:; 

dependents be returned to the US? 

d. What is your judgment on the contributions which are 

realistically feasible for and required from the NATO Allies, 

and your best estimate on the times at which these should be 

made? 

e. From a practical and realistic viewpoint, what is the 

status readiness':to execute the plans now in being? 

f. Are there additional planning or preparatory measures 

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

what should theiritiming be? 

g. In which phases of NSAM 109 do you consider that_ the 

specific LIVE 01\K and BERCON/MARCON plans should most appro

priately be executed? 

4. At least a preliminary estimate is required for inclusion in 

a briefing now being prepared by the Department o~State for 
' -," 

presentation to the President, which is intended to describe for 

him the political, military, and economic planning which has been 

accomplished in the Berlin contingency, as well as to point out 
J;. 

what work remains to be done in this area, and what decisions are, 

or:may be, required. The exact tifue of this briefing has not yet 

been detennined, but .. it is anticipated that it will be presented 

within the next week or ten days. For this purpose, therefore, 

the preliminary estimate is needed by the close of business 

Friday, 3 August. 

/s/ Paul H. Nitze 

::zrliP- . 
JCS 1907/526 3091 Enclosure 
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Introduction to NSAM 239 Review 

Subject: Can the Genie Be Put Back in the Bottle? 

The smooth road down versus the rough road up. 

In NSAM 239, the President wrote to the Committee of Principals and 

the Director of ACDA calling for "an urgent reexamination of the possibilities 

of new approaches to significant measures short of general and complete 

disarmament." In doing so, he said: "The events of the last two years have 

increased my concern for the consequences of an unchecked continuation of the 

arms race between ourselves and the Soviet Bloc." 

The first problem of such a policy review must be the identification 

and formulation of U. S. national interests. To·date, U. S. nuclear policy 

for armament and disarmament has been based primarily on a bilateral analysis 

of U. s. and Soviet military capabilities. Accordingly, we find within the 

government a debate among those who argue for strategic superiority vis-a-vis 

the Russian's to advance national security and others who argue that we should 

negotiate reduction··of strategic forces by 50 to 75'/o to increase our national 

security. Actually both may be profoundly wrong. 

p.. bilateral analysis is not a sound basis for formulating u. s. 

thermonuclear policy. The world is no longer bilateral. Indeed, the most 

significant and potentially most dangerous fact of the nuclear world is that 

it is on the verge of forever losing its essentially bilateral character. 

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. S. and 

-DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958: Sec. 3.5 
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the Soviet Union. Chinese development of 5 fifty kiloton weapons decreases 

the security of the U. s. more than the addition of 5 one megaton weapons to 

the current Soviet inventory. The enforced limitation on the diffusion of 

atomic and thermonuclear weapons is therefore the prime question of U. s. 

national strategy and consequently a major portion of the NSAM 239 review 

should be focused on this problem. Clearly, if the U. s. can take steps to 

insure that other nations do not build atomic weapons, it would be in our 

interests to do so and we should be prepared to pay a significant price to 

acl1ieve this objective. The overriding question is whether or not the U. s. 

government can stop diffusion. The honest answer is that we don't know. 

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

Sucll an agreement, to be meaningful to the U. s. and of interest to the 

USSR, should consist of thl·ee parts: 

a. The nuclear powers should agree not to assist any non-nuclear power 

in the acquisition of nuclear weapons. (The acceptance by the USSR of France 

as a nuclear power is a mandatory requirement and is considered feasible 

provided the FRG is clearly estopped by the terms of the agreement from 

acquiring sucll weapons. 

b. The nations not currently possessing nuclear weapons would have to 

agree not to acquire sucll weapons. 

c. Initially on the basis of a private understanding ·between U. S. and 

USSR (to whicll we should make our principaJ. NATO allies privy) and later 

through agreement by all states whicll have acceded to the treaty, there should 

be application of constraints adequate to insure that non-signatory states 

would not only sign but abide by the terms of the treaty. The non-signatory 
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states would be induced by a combination of political and economic rewards 

and pressures to sign. The primary problem would, of course, be Communist 

China. In this case, it would probably be necessary to work out an arrangement 

with the USSR in which that country sought first to win Communist China's 

accession, but with the understanding that, should she fail, both super-

powers would endeavor to apply trade restrictions including POL, chemical 

fertilizers, food stuffs, etc. Later, if necessary, military attacks could 

be carried out against nuclear production plants with the tacit consent of the 

USSR. In the case of the s:maller nations such as Israel and the UAR, there 

would probably have to be a joint super-power guarantee of their borders or 

other satisfactory arrangements coupled with a clear signalling of intent 

by the super powers that these states must accede. 

To date, there has been relatively little analysis of the possibilities 

of an enforced international agreement against the diffusion, testing, or 

production of nuclear weapons. Current strategy appears to be based on the 

assumption 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 broad U. S. -USSR agreement on an enforced 

diffusion treaty may be easier to achieve than the piecemeal approach which 

we are currently pursuing. 

It is clear that the Soviet Union would not agree to enforcing a non

proliferation agreement without agreement on at least some of the other major 

issues. Therefore, it is the view of the Department of Defense that 

Presidential interest and the pace of events require a new initiative consisting 

of a four part inter-related proposal which should be communicated to the 



Soviet Union at a high level at the appropriate time and place. 

This package sh~Jld consist of: 

a. A non-proliferation agreement including appropriate sanctions to 

win accession from recalcitrant states. 

b. An agreement to limit strategic vehicles to agreed force levels. 

c. An agreement on force levels in Europe combined with a European 

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 questions 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 too costly; you may came to the moment when you will have to fight 

with aJ.J. the odds against you and only a precarious Chance to survive. There 

ma.y be even a worse case; you ma.y have to fight when there is no hope of 

victory and it will be better to perish than to live in slavery." 

( 
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7. The IU& ~per at '.fab I se.t;s forth one qvroach which 
!ldgbt be ma<l$ t:q t:he French. A ~be apl.oration of alternative 
apprO&ehfls, in aomwbat: sruter detail, end specifically sbould 
be tn. task of Sub-Group nx. 

3. There rl!lmli!in# the q.waatian of the ~:t'lllans, Italians 
and the rest of NA'.f&. H&n I muiJt record mr feelings that there 
d~e oot lllppear to be a clear eneugh a~iation on the part of 
the Pre~tid$nt as to how difficult the h:l!'lll6n pt.•eblem is and can 
beaome. '1'be Germans e.~t be rele,pt:ed indefinitely to an 
inlerio:r nuclear statu,s. OVer t::lle long run. 1f the kit:isb arui 
French sre meoefliaful in mainta;f.ning their inele~e~1t nuelesr 
forcea it may be illlPOS:&ible to :re11ist the 0.\l:l:lllm .. sire to secure 
an e«iul position. J.ndt i.t should be made c:ty8'td deer that 
thiS b not a development which we can ourselves cOI!lpletely 
cont~l. For tlU.s in!!B$01.1 it b vital that the hrmans have open 
to them «n !.af&aSt lillte:r. nat.ive whieh if not .ju&t as good (in a 
po. litics1 Ml't8e a.a <11n i.~eruient nuclear capab:i.U.ty1 nevertl'lfl'o
less, presents an acceptable role and i~ one wbicn has SOlD! 
real att:reoti.01;. So fat a.s we at"e aware, the only alternative 
which fills this requirement • wb.ile at the fiJa'IIH time avoiding 
the tliensera to the Allilllnce which independent German nuclear 
capability would present. is the development of a lllUlti1att\lrel 
force in Wbieb the· ~ermana can participate. The aploretion of 
tbe euct :~Utture of this force b the tutek .of h'b-Olroup IV. 
Here l tbiak we can report to the hesident thllilt we would hope 
to bavt11 specific rec~ti~ for his apprOVclll in t:n. rel!lsonably 
llefir future. Until that Group has cemplet:ed: ita study .lltnd pro
vided recemmenfitions for li'eview by t:be Secretaries of State and 
l)efenlle. it is difficult to anticipate the. detailed charecter
istic8 of the multUater;~~l force which wul.d be proposed. One 
thing, hfiever~ :i..s certain, l:l&lNlli}' that the development of this 
feree should go forward at a r4:piill pace and that it u quite 
fe&!llible for tbi!ll to be ac~lisbed without having eve'!:}' detail 
of the nature ef the force agreed to. For eXfilpJ.e. if we are 
to propon en accelereted treinin$ propam tor tlie British and 
the hfmeh, tbere ill a~&ohttely oo reason why the hl.'lll.ans, 
!taliaas. Belgians, and others, who ~!light partie:tp&t;e in the 
multilateral force cannot be similarly invite(! to·participate 

,; at once. In any event-. I do tbitlk it highly illlpol:'~t to attempt 
1 t<;~ illlPreu upon the hesident and Mr. MelUimara that we should not. 
1 accord a priority to the develo~t of the Brit:i.flib and French 
~ Mt:ional forces which is well above that accortied to the multi-
~ lateral force. 
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Meeting with the fresident on Neuau Follow-Up 

L FrOl'll our discussions with ilhite House staff we 
gather that at youl:' D!.$&ting with the Jl'resident: on Saturday 
morning he will be interes.t.El<l in (a) a review of the status 
of the various follow-up actions which are uooel;' l!Uiy and (h) 
excbangi~ views on the substantive question of how we proceed 
with the implementation of the policy intent entbodied in the 
Nassau agreements. 

2. At 'fah A I have attached a summary status report of 
all of the major follow-up activities. 

3. All to the question of how we proceed to imp lament 
the policy intent embodi$4 in the Nassau a&reements. m.y jud,gm.ent 
is that this i$&ue is likely to eentet aro'W'ld the question of 
how we proceed with the French, altho~ there are other important, 
S'\~n if subsidiary. questions w.icb sh~ul.d also he explored. In 
connection with the French problem., EUl bas produced a separate 
memorandum which has been forwarded to you by Bill •ryler. My 
suggestions as to how we sboulcf! de&erihe to the President the 
manner in which we believe the Na.ssau a~eentents should be im.
plementii!d, are set forth in the paragraphs wbieb fol10'41. 

4. PresWII!ilbly Naasau l!UIS intended as a new departure in 
cur policy toward the Alliance as a whole, and the French in 
particular • which in no way repreQnted an abandomnent of our 
ultimate objective of a politically, ecmu:mdcally and militarily 
integrated Europe in the closest possible association with the 
US in a broad Atlantic Cmamun:!ty. However, Nauau did :l.m.ply, 
or so I interpret it, that we are new prepared to JlUlrSUe a new 

l
patb toward attainment of that ultimate objective. This path 
aocepts as a faet with which we will have to live that the 
British are not yet ready to abanaon their independent nuclear 
capability and tblitt tbe FT:eneh, at least for the immediate 
foreseeable future, will persist in developing such a capability. 
It is, therefore, a$sumed by tbe Nassau approach that the ability 
of the US to influence the policy of these two principal Allies 

r-- pECLAS:''fiED . 
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will be directly relst&d to the extent to Which we accept their 
nuclear pretentioos, at least over the short run, and indeed 
auiat them in developins; their capabilities. But, at the 
satne time the Nassau agreement clearly contemplates that our 
ultiute objective in the nuclear field is a multilateral 
European effort, by whieh I ul"ldewstand an integrated Europe.an 
effort. Thus, the prineipal questions wh!eb must be anl!lWered 
are these.: 

a. At what pace do we wiah to move in providing assistaru:e 
to our principal Allies consistent with the above assumptions?. 

b. What are the !!~!! :!m!!!! assuratlOE!s which we re<tuire from 
them which will satisfy liire' they are prepared to work with 

J us toward the ultimate objective of nuclear multilateralism and, 
finally, 

c. How, in pursntns the paths described in a. anel b. 
) above, do we carve out a logical and per$Ue1Jive policy wbieb · 

meets the political aepi.J:adons of the remainder of the Alliance, 
but particularly of the Germans and see<mdarily tbe Italians. 

It is the e!Rplontion of these three questions which I 
think the diseussion with the l;'reall.dcimt: should center upon, 

S. lt is anti:r.'ely likely t'bet we may encounter a PQ~lition 

) on the part of Mr. Mclillanllilra whililh SUS$ests tbst we should "go all 
out" to $Xpedite the an~ements rettebed at Nassacu which provide 
for assistance to the British an4 to the French. He may equate 
this with cutting corners in order to (a) make the financial 
arrangements ae reasonable and palatable aa possible, (b) press 
bard an establishing ttaining arrang.-nt.s. :(c) -~ ;!iapidly 
forward on oohanges of informatin., etc. All o.f tbis ftt11el5' 
directed toward assisting the :Bl"itiab and the F~h. 

6. My own view is that expediting the an.angements with 
tbe kitish and the :!1'1rench rep'll'&sent only one part. although, 
admittedly, a very impor.tant part, of the C)bjecti\1'88 which we 
should continue to seek in impltm'lenting the Maasau agreements. 
Essentially what this DOD approach ignores is: (4) bow fast 
and how far the British. and much more importantly the French, 
are willing to come in the directi.oo of supporting our ultimate 
objectives and (b) how rapidly we can w must move in facilitating 
the establishment of the multilateral force. 
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In eoxmeeti.cm wish the foJ."'ner paint, we are not yet in 
a positiml where we esn reach a ftl'Uil judgment: em how far Ot1lt' 
Alli.s are willing to go te trupport <:7Ur ult:l.mate policy objectives. 
The British lUll far seem to be cOming along, if slowly. They 
&~rted the US position aa tJGt forth by Hr. !all to the NAC 
aru~· have, so far lUI we are aw:re. shown no poaitive aip$ of 
back:.l.ni IJ!fl$.Y frot'!l the agnement reached at :tilliiS1UIIn. On the other 
blind, as one woulc'l ellPIIIet. the Britilm are not anxious to push 
the pace of tbeit: cGIDII\itment to support the multilatOTilll force 
while tlley are amtious, on the other baru:l, te eqedite develop• 
ment of thoi:r national capabilities. My conclusion waul€! be 
tb,!it tri.th regard t.111 the kiti&b our problem;. for the time being, 
is manqeable. So long as we continue to work earnestly with 
them on a;-nngements for providing them with the l'\ecusary 
assistanee for the dewihopun:t o£ tbeir natiotUill capabilities, 
I believe they will. be ~repared to !SUpPOrt ~~rur :!:nit::Uat:!.ves to 
move fot'WI!frd on the muUtilateral force. 'l'be dbtNlilsilllns \titb 
Solly Zuke:t'l!lian and tbe work of Sub-Group 1 &uggdt wtt are moving 
forward about as rapidly as practical with the British. 

The problem with the li'!ll'encb is both wn:e difficult aru'l 
more uncertain. We have eo fer bad no real int.\::i.estien that 
Preaident heaulle. is prepared to accept any of oor objeot.ives 
as a valid basis for ultimate All:Uin<~e pl.amrl.n&· For eaampl.e, 
in his ift:i.tid diseuuions with Ambassador llolllen be reminded 
the A.mbas.ador a~in of hi$ great ekepeicism about th• feasibility 
of a multilaterlill nuclear fot"oe. On the other band it is not 
insl.inificant that Preeitient DeGatulle idid not fOl:'eclose further 
dissuasion and in fact e~ to leave the initiative in our 
bandlil. My conclusion, therefore, is that the isll'tle i.s yet to 
be joined with the French. 'l.'b&re is little likel:Ulo(Jti of 
Deaaulle going very falt at this tim$ tQard committifil himself 
to an integrated Europe of tbe aort which we bolA :i.taportant. 
On the othen: hand,. if oor affera of assistance for the develop
unt of Freneb nuclear forces are sufficiently attractive this 
may well pose a ~Uficult: dil.etll!M for IktGeulle. , In tli.IIUJence 
this is what: 1 believe our policy t:Qad the Freneh should 
attempt to achieve, that 1111, the developtaent of a proposal for 
provid.ing assistance, in furtherance of the "sitilar t:~" to 
be offered the lrreneb, wbi.cb will be $0 attractive that DeGauUe 
will find it difficult to turn it down even thau$b this involves 
his accepting an ultimate commitment to 1.\lropean mult:!.lateral:Lsm. 
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(transcript of telephone conversation between President Kennedy and 
Prime Minister Macmillan) 

Prime Minister: Hello. 

President: Hello. 

PM: Hello. 

Pres. Prime Minister? 

PM: Yes. 

Pres; How 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 got it -- 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 I 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? I loved it, didn't you? 

Pres: Which, the ... 

PM: I thought it was awfully good. 

;mfSECRH 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6 

NL~-'18-':f'-

I 

I 
! 
I 
I 
! 



TOP SECf\LT 
2. 

Pres: Which was that? 

PM: The Nassau meeting. 

Pres: Oh yes, 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: On, fine, good. 

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

Pres: Well, now I understood th'ere was 
Peter Thorneycroft and Bob McNamara. 
that, you can let me know. 

some matter at issue between 
If there's any question on 

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

Pres: Oh, I see, fine. 

PM: And I won't worry 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 1 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. It is 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, I think it's a very bad situation. I think this man's gone crazy. 

Pres: Yes, yes. 

PM: Absolutely crazy. 

Pres: Well, what do you think it is that's made him crazy? 
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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: Yel), yes, yes. 

PM: What" 

Pres: Well, that's very sound, I suppose, from his point of view. 

PM: Yes, but I 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 or 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? 

Pres: Yes. 

PM: And bully him. 

ltJp: SfCRET 
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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. But on 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: I 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 quite agree with you. 

Pres: So we '11 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. 

### 
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MEHORANDUM OF CONVERSATION (UNCLEAnED) 

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

Participants 

Defense: Secretary McNamara 
General Taylor 
Mr. Gilpatric 
Mr. Nitze 
Mr. McNaughton 
Admiral Lee 

White House: l1r. Bundy 

AEC: Mr. Palfrey 
Mr. Ramey 

State: Secretary Rusk 
Mr. Ball 
Mr. l1erchant 
Mr. Tyler 
Mr. Schaetzel 
Mr. Kitchen 
l1r, Smith 
Mr. Or;en 
Mr. Burdett 
Mr. Popper 
l1r. Heiss 

1 

1. In the absence of Secretar~ r.,usk who "'as meeting 
privately with Secretari Md!amara, fr, Ball opened the meeting, 
He referred to ·i:.fie over !1 agreement expressing the view tbat 
such an agreement could help to clarify the ambiguities in the 
Nassau terminology. In this connection, he referred to his 

. NATO statement in which be attempted to differentiate between 
the NATO Nuclear Force, the multilateral component, the national 
components, etc. Mr. Gilpatric stated that he hoped that we 
could return to this subject ~men Secretary McNamara joined the 
meeting since he knew that 11r. McNamara felt strongly that 
negotiating an overall agreement would be ~ounterproductive, 
In this connection, he referred to the recently received letter 
from Tbo~neycroft ~n wh~ch the B~itish resistance to such a 
proposal was reit:erated,; He also pointed out that Hr. Ball's 
approach to clarification of the terminology through bis state
ment to the NAC was consistent with the DOD thinl,dng as to h<>W 
the objectives sought w·ithin the overall agreement might be 
accomplished in a manner other than through negotiation of a 
forma 1 document. 

2, l1r. Ball offered the vie;~ 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 to try to reach a formal 
accord "l'l'ith the British, but had no opj ection to attempting to 
reach general agreement on concepts. Mr. Nitze stated that 
Mr. McNamara felt it would be a waste··o£ t~me to attempt to 
negotiate an agreement, However, if we could put forth the 
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document which t-<e thought might be helpful, he was sure Mr. 
McNamara would have 110 serious objections to such an approach. 
Mr. Ball stated that ·there was some value in the British under
standing qui·te clearly ;;ghat the US has in mind. Hr •. HcNaughton 
indicated that presumably the paper given to the british would 
not be entitled Memorandum of Agreement. Hr. Ball said this 
"11as a matter which would be left open for the moment. Nr. 
Kitchen referred to the Secretary's feeling that there should 
be an llumbilical cord" between the overall philosophy of the 
Nassau Agreement: and the specific sales arrangement on the 
Polaris. 

3. Mr. Gilpatric suggested it would be useful to go through 
the document in order to discuss specific items, quite aside 
from how the document would be handled with the British. l1r. 
Ball indicated that a number of changes tad been made in tne 
State discussions this morning, and referred as an e:~ample to 
the handling of the British conventional militar7 effort. Mr. 
Nitze stated that this is precisely the item which -.:vot:ld ca\?Se 
considerable trouble, referring to the difficult negotiating 
over the matter at Nassau. He stated that the British would re• 
ject the notion they bad agreed at Nassau to meet NATO force 
requirements. Mr. Ball pointed out that Mr. HcNamara had been 
preoccupied with the problem of securing an additional }~TO 
conventional buildup. Hr. Nitze agreed but stated that Defense 
did not believe that itle could get the British to agree to the 
language in question. 

4. ~1r. Ball suggested that this subject might be left for 
a moment and proposed that the discussion move to the question 
of tactical nuclear v;eapons. He indicated that State had 
added some language bad: into the draft proposal which DOD had 
before it, in viev of our feeling ·that 'lle could not entirely 
avoid reference to this matter in the overall agreement given 
its e~::plicit inclusion in the published Nassau Agreements. 
General Taylor indicated his agreement cdth this and suggested 
tfiat some clarification was required w·ith regard to our attitude 
toward consultation with our Allies on this subject. He pointed 
out that we could not after all decline to talk to them should 
they wish to raise the tactical nuclear ~1eapons issue. ~1r. 
Nitze suggested that v1e might indicate to the British ourwill
ingness to disc1.1ss this problem ,,dth our Allies and to include 
language which 1t10uld convey this. This ,,;as agreed. 

5. Discussions then moved to paragraph 3 in the overall 
agreement dealing with the multilateral force. Hr. Nitze noted 
the possibili·ty -chat the British may indicate their wil!ingness 
to participate, through a contribution of manpower but not 
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financially. Nr. Ball stated that v1e vmuld in that event have 
to decide whether suc:1 participation v1as acceptable to us. The 
discussion then turned to the question of v7hether the language 
in paragraph 3 implied a joint us- UlZ approach to £JATO, 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 revie'lv of the paper 
from the po:lnt o:c viev7 of the e:dsting practice on notification 
to NAC was required, 

7. Genera 1 Tavlor stated that in paragraph 2 the 
term assignment arose ::nr the first time, He questioned v7hether 
the meaning of this term <vas clear. Mr. Ball thought it was, 
but General Tat'lor pointed out tbat there had been considerable 
confusion in tJe Sub-Group discussion of this matter. In this 
connection, reference '\vas made to Nassau language '\vhich utilized 
other terminology such as "subscribing." However, Hr. Ball 
maintained that the 'l·mrd "assigned" '\vas the operational'fmrd in 
the sentence in question, 

(At this point the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense joined tbe meeting). 

8. Hr. Ball referred to tbe previous conversation on the 
overall agreement, The Secretary stated that it ·uas necessary 
to deal with the problem v7ithin the four corners of the Nassau 
Agreement. ':Jbat we wish to avoid, i-s having the British accept 
our Polaris offer and then forget tbe remainder of tl;e obliga
tions imposed v7itbin the Nassau Agreements. He also noted that 
v1hen we reported to the NAC we "'isbed to avoid the impression 
that Nassau simply involved the sale of Polaris to the U:Z. For 
these reasons, it vJas necessary to have an overall agreemen·t, 
At the same time, he stated that we should not press the British 
m;duly if we find our proposal presents political problems from 
their point of vievJ. ;Je should not, as he had heard others 
refer to it, "renegotiate Nassatc, 11 He pointed out ·that State 
bad made further amendments in the language this morning v7hich 
\cJould tal:e into account our desire not to overreach with the 
Britisho At the same time, he thought it important that they 
be clear as to the US vie\·7S, He indicated be vJas interested 
in making sure that Nassau language did not concentrate on con
cealing differences rather than reflecting agreements, 

9. Mr. l1cNamara stated he agreed in general, btJt 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 conversations "·:i..tb Tborneycroft on 
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this subject, ar:.d l1e believed that Britisb t.:nderstood and 
agreed uith the necessity for increasing their efforts, He 
said ·they intended to budget about 7% of their GNP (act1.:ally 
about 7k%) and be personally felt this >wuld be adeq1.2a·te, in 
fact he thought it ,.,.ould not be in our interest to seei: a 
higher British effort. Thus, it v1as important that the British 
limit their effort on nuclear military ei,penditures and tb:ts 
was one reason for negotiating a ::?olaris deal "lvbich vmuld permit 
the Britisb to be;.1ef:Lt from advanced US technology, :In tbis >·Jay, 
it would mal:e it easier for them to finance their m.:•clear re~t:,ire
ments, Hr. HcHamara stated he fully supported tl'"e Secretary s 
thesis on reta:m~ng an "umbilical cord" relationship, but he 
did believe that ue shot:ld not renegotiate or advance br~ader 
i_nterpretations of nassac:, 

10, The Secretar-y cited ·;:l:e conven'cional force reference 
and indicatec :1ts l.mportance. Hr. McNamara agreed, l:n:rt stated 
that there ~·1a s a danger in pusb1.ng too hard. He ·vJould not tv ant 
to see a reOuction in British force com.-rni·tments else\1bere in 
the t·mrld hi m:cier to increase ·their NATO capabilities. He 
alluded to the imnortance of I'.ritlsl-: contribc::tion from "Aden 
to Hong l\.ong.: 1 He said be doubted :::bat it \Vas feasible for 
the British to increase thei~ defense contZ'ib\..1tion above 7% 
o£ GNP. The Secretary state8 tbat it i;;as not feasible because 
the government bad not tal:en the difficult political stepn 
required to prepare the pop1.:lation for ·::he greater sacrifice. 
fllr. HcNamara said conscription might be reinstituted over a 3 
to 5 year period, but doubted tba·:: rxwc:h beyond tbis uou.ld be 
possible. The Secretar;z as·~:e(; his colleagues bocJ tbey felt 
about reverting back to the spec::::.:C::Lc langt:,age of Nassau on this 
quest;~on. 

11. In repl=.;, f1r. Burdett offered tbe suggestion that v1e 
might start wi·;:h the Nassau agreements, but attempt to persuade 
the British to go further on iche grounds that this vmuld have a 
good effect on others in NATO, a thought ,;rbich might appeal to 
the British. 11r. HcNamara said this approach vJas entirely 
acceptable. I-le stated that in his vievJ ou;:- principal target 
should be the Get'lTians, vJho uere not contributing eitber enough 
men or eno~..:~gh money to the NATO conventional def~nse effort 
He cited the Canadians and Belgiansa as also being in default. 
If the British could be induced to/ m'b'i-~~orthcom2.ng language 
on the grm::nds that thio could be ~::sed as a lever on the 
Germans, this 1:.;ould be fine. The Sec,~etar"l noted that parti.cu
larlJ in light of the rumoreo reduction in tbe French conven
tional budget, the British might be persuaded that a more 
forthcoming attitude on their part \•muld be well received on 
the continent, 
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to the reinsertion of v10rding co·J"ering the tactica 1 nc:clear 
contribution, Secretary HcHamara stated that he believed that 
reinclusion of language cover:tng this matter was c·lise, despite 
bis substantive reservation a o to the desirability of in,::l~~ding 
tactical nuclears in the force, 

13. The discussion then moved on to paragraph 3 dealing 
vJitb the notifi-':::ation to NATO. The Secretarv referred to his 
desire to avoid a French procedural veto, i"lr. Gilpa·tric e'cplained 
the modification of language wbicb bad been discc;ssed prior to 
Hr. HcNarnara ai1cl Hr. Rush: j oi;:ling the meeting, The revised 
language vJas agreed to, 

14. The discussio11. then moved to the relatio:J.sbin 0etvteen 
the paragraph S and pa:;:agraph S forces particularly <Jith regard 
to vJitbdrm-Jal. Hr. HcHamara felt that Nassau c·7as clear with 
regard to the former and lese so uith regard to the latter, 
but he did not believe we shot:lc1 try to settle this =~ssue in 
the overall agreement \·lith the British, The Secretar-v stated 
that vJe migbt clarif7 i·t else\·7bere, but that ciad.£icat:'.on was 
important, 1-1r, ltlcNamara agreed and suggested that ·::he Group II 
negotiation could cover the point, Hr. Popoer agreed this was 
possible. 

15. General Taylm: asl:ed which negot:iation would be con
ducted first. £'lr. :J·c:rdett e"plained that our plan '(·Jas to have 
an overall group -,lith three nego·tiad.ng teams, one on the overall 
agreement, one on the technical agreement and one on the Aide 
Hemoire. The proposal ;ms i:o provide the British wit:b ·;:he three 
documents b:' neKi: Uednesday (the 30t.h) requesting tbat the 
British team arrive b~' February L; to underta!-:e the negotiation, 
The three negotiations -~ould be conducteC: "Simultaneously, The 
Secretar-;r s:=ated tba·t at ·::he ·time v1e give ·the British the ciO"C"U
ments, we should impart quite a bit of our thinl·:ing as to \vhat 
lies behind tl-:em. If c·Je fail to provide a sufficient rationale, 
the British would tend to freeze their thinking perhaps based 
on erroneo1..1s assumntions. Hr. Ilitze stated that consistent "il7ith 
the foregoing, the.reference to the handling of-paragraph 6 
forces on page 3 should be e:~plained to the British, The 
Secretarz stzggestecl tbat -s-:re sbot::ld l:no\·J in sbort order -:'7nether 
t:he Brit;Lsh would be :lilling to discuss an overall agreement 
and if vJe determine tbat they were reluctant to do so, "07e might 
revert to an extensive p:reai:.ble to the technica 1 agreeme11t in 
order to maintain the "umbilical cord." 

16. l1r. Gilpal:d.c noted that paragraph G provided for 
notification to I:lATOrather than the President. There '(·Jas some 
discussion as to the genesis of the word ·\:emporar:/' relating 
to the v7ithdratJa 1 question. l-1r. Da 11 pointed cut that tLis 
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reference was contained in Hadiillan' s mim.'te, The Secretarv 
pointed out tbat the Drit:ish might resist ma~ci.ng t:h:..s or other 
portions from ~che minute, \abich it:: classified, pt:~blice 

17. Cecretarv HcNawara ::Cndi.catec1 tbac: be sac·J proillems in 
having three L:egotJ..atlons going 01.1. sirnultaneously. He- ei~pressed 
tbe bope that it would not l~etrc::lt ::.n holding up the Polaris 
sale negotiation -cntil the other political agreements ·:1e1.""e 
completed, He believed it sl:io1.1ld i)e possible to preserve the 
"um'o-11-1 ~al -~orG'"'-Mt'-cp··- :-<"o-ln"' "0 b·•i· .cea··e<i -:-1-a-·· ~er<·a-l-· of ..:- _~,.. '"" - ' w .. ;,ll ~~-I· );...I ..._i._b v ) t_.. '- !. .!. -...:. ._.... \... '"" l!,.o -l.i. -

-'·'··e po·l·'o:-n ·in ·:-'-•e or·•-.or ~('··ec•)en-··s ~l-lalci· '·a'·e "Jee'·s o·f '·'egot··ia-f,..l..:l ..:~..LJ.o..V _ ,. .... t. ,_ll.•v ct 0 .!.. ,_.ll --'- "'· .... 0 ~ _ t.. ..... -. -·~ _ o.J. _ 

tion. iilr, Ball stated be disagreed, He allu;ed to the events 
of the laot 10 days c·Jbicb, in biG viet·J, underlined the vital 
politica 1 :Luportance clhich shoc'ld be attached ·::o the manner 
in ·uhich 1.1e approach t.be negotiations 'C-Jith tbe British. He 
felt that: ·:::be C:anger of proceeding ~·Jith the Polaris Agreement 
<vell in advance of the other portion::; of tbc negotiation ~:muld 
be that this wocld be miointe;:preted to tbe <iisaclvantage of 

b d " 1' . • • ' 0 • • oDr roa er .t.:.ruropeau po_J..Cj'~ OUJ ect2.ves. he poJ..ntea out tnat 
unless tbe British clearly understand t:1bat we intended "'::.,y 
Nassau) t"his could aggravate ot.:r pro~lems of relationnb:tps 
uith Europe, The Sec;:etarv stated \:bat unless we receive 
evidence of a British attempt to pt:ll ar.vay from Nassat:, there 
cvas no reaoon c7hy 1·1e could not go abead vnt.tb the Polaris very 
rapidly. In fact he suspected that ':Je could finish negotiating 
the political aspects before the te.:!l:nical agreements ·Nere 
co11cluded (in this connection, be alluded to the complicated 
E&D problem). 
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13, Mr, Ball e~cpressed the vie'Vl that the language of Nassau 
was in certa~n respects rather ambigious and that it was important 
that these ambiguities be corrected, Mr. Bundt agreed, but elt
pressed the need for caution >vhen we departedrom 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 agreement on the 
political negotiations the proposed course of action was satis
factory to him. The Secretary indicated that it was also 
important at this t~me to capitalize upon the forthcoming British 
attitude on multilateralism, Mr, McNamara indicated that very 
great care >vould have to be exercised in handling the vlithdrawal 
issue since this was a matter of key importance to the British. 
Mr. Ball said it was his inclination not to change the Nassau 
language on withdrawal. He went on to point out that ~'le had a 
period of difficult discussions 'Vlith the Europeans to look 
forward to and that it was important that the British not under
cut our position in Europe 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 w·hich event he ;..rould 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 of forces issue, The Secretary stated that he gathered 
the paragraph 5 command relationsh~p represented the principal 
problem. Hr. McNamara confirmed this stating that he favored 
the Defense-language, He said he could not at this time support 
che overall nuclear planning function envisioned in the State 
language. He was concerned that the conventio· ll 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 v1as carried out. General Trvlo£ responded by indica
ting that any Commander could requesL ~vverage o~ a target of 
particular interest t:o him', He stated that SACEUR 1 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, Nr. McNamara injected that this 
officer had no forces specifically assigned to him and this his 
planning co''~ed forces which had both a conventional and a 
nuclear cap'·-'"'"lity. In this connection General Taylor stated 
that if, consis·':cut with the State 
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proposal, we wished to give the new Commander over-all 
responsibility for planningand targeting on the nuclear side, 
this would only make sense if he was also given similar 
responsibility for the conventional side as well. 

20. The Secretary admitted that he was personally in
clined to i"eel that we should be careful to avoid confusing 
command responsibilities. However, he referred to previous 
conversations within the Department and asked if his colleagues 
would care to comment on the point. Mr. Popper stated that 
the State view stemmed from a strongly felt 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 unquestionably look important 
because he controls the fire power which is what is important 
to a military man. Mr. McNamara agreed that the new Commander 
would look very important, pointing out that he would be 
the recognized authority in NATO on strategic nuclear war
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 inquired 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 
nationals would have access to all parts of our-Polaris 
submarines in order to accomplish the necessary verification? 
He pointed out that our current legislation would probably 
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 indicated to Mr. McNamara that he 
would call him later after having some further discussion 
with his colleagues. 
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22. General Taylor pointed out that the reference to 
Polaris subs "not now committed"created a problem in 
connection with the Athens language in that the Secretary of 
Defense had indicated at Athens that in addition to the 5 
subs explicitly committed at 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 NATO and those neither earmarked nor com
mitted. He stated that the t2rgeting of the subs should be 
at the direction of SACEUR. However, this could result in / 
a very inefficient targeting. For example, to target 
JPolarises on Soviet MRBMs would not make sense since the 
Polaris CEP was too high and asGa result we would have 
to use too many Polarises to assure destruction of a given 
MRBM. This was quite wasteful. On the other hand, a Minute
man, perhaps located in Montana, might provide a much 
better weapon against an MRBM. This raises a question of 
negotiating with SACEUR as between the targets which the 
Polarises would strike and those hit through other means. 
He said he thought this was a matter which would be worked 
out. The Secretary asked whether it was not a problem of 
coordination of targeting. Mr. McNamara said that it was. 
General Taylor referred again to the specific language by 
which the US made its commitment of Polarises to NATO. 
Secretary McNamara said that we should clarify our position 
by indicating that the assignment of the 3 Polarises in 
question were in addition to 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. Ball's 
statement to the NAC in which a separate nuclear Commander 
was identified as one possibility. Mr. Ball clarified what 
he had said in Paris pointing out that he had indicated 
that this was a matter 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 it was somewhat pre
mature to raise it in the paper and suggested tqat the 
reference by dropped. It was agreed that a period should be 
placed after the word "SACEUR" and the next sentence deleted. 
(p. 3, para. 6 of Draft instruction). 

24. 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 the point at this 
time. He suggested that it might be wise to hold it back as 
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a negotiating point. Mr. McNamara suppprted the idea of a 
British Commander. Mr. Bundy thought it would not be good 
negotiating tactics or good psychology to hold back on this 
point if it were to be offered at all. He asked what would 
be the European attitude to the appointment of a British 
Commander. Mr. McNamara thought that it would forward US 
objectives and that it WQUld erpde the VieW that the US. 
intends to hold on to ali of the nuclear commands. The 
Secretary stated that such a proposal would have nn wvan:-: 
tage in our relationship with the Bdtish who were feeling 
rather lonely at this time. l'!Ir. Nitze not<;3d. that the · 
Germans had strong feelings about the necessity for a 
German officer to be placed high in the .. com!lland. Secretary 
McNamara pointed out that US officers probably could be 
expected to have reservations about non~us officers being 
placed in charge of a key command. However, he did not 
believe this would be a serious problem and that qaving a 
non-US national in charge would be politically useful. 
General Taylor stated that the British should be made to 
understand that our proposal for them to head the command 
should not be interpreted as giving the British a "lock" 
on it; that it was a temporary appointment. Mr. Nitze 
stated that the Germans already feel discouraged <>t the 
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 wiii,... 
ingness tostart 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 national at a later date. 
In this cqnnection he mentioned that while he personally · 
saw no reason to keep the Polaris always under SACEUR he 
thought it was important that we start out this way. The 
Secretary agreed with the discussion on non-US nationa~in the 
Command though he pointed out that the ticket for admission 
into the force for non-nuclear members of NATO must be 
through participation in the MLF. 

25. The Secretary then suggested that the consideration 
move to the Group IV paper. Mr. McNamara in nqting the 
reference to size of the force ~n paragraph 2 suggested 
t]:lat 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 said that it was not clear to him as to what was 
intended. He pointed out that there was ;not 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 I 
targeting. General Taylor agreed but he pointed out that, 
for example, if we were today forced to open up all of our 
planning to the Europeans, the US might be considerably 
embarrassed since the plans would disclose that the targets 
of primary interest to the US 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 but that he 
felt it was inevitable that we would have to move in the 
direction of a much fuller disclosure of just such infor
mation if we were going to protect ourselves 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-
ons of interest 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 Tatlor questioned whether the proposed dele
gation to SACEUR was politically acceptable. Mr. Owen responded 
that it was consistent with the previous comm1tment made by the 
US. Mr. McNamara stated that this subject needed a tremendous 
amount of add1tional work. He stated that in his view our 
objective ought to be to 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 moveo in 
the direction of advanced delegation at Athens and that we could 
not appear to be backing away from that position without serious 
political harm to our position. Mr. HcNamara said that he would 
strongly oppose the delegation of authorizatfon 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 spending as much as we were in 
attempting to narrow the limits of possible accidental launch, 
He went on to describe crashes of US ail·craft 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 possibil.ity 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 attacko 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 a given detonation 
--whether or not it was Soviet launched, how large, where it· 
occurred, etc. He said he realized that this view was not fully 
shared but that it acccunted for his thinking that advance 
delegation to fi~o nuclear weapons was not in the US interest. 
General Tarlo,E e.sked whether the Yost of NATO forces 
would 5e t::.ed to such an advaT1ce delegation to :fiire, 
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 to state that unless there was 
some movement in t~·;.0 d.irectiOI! of delegation, in his view we 
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?h General Taylor questioned whether the proposed dele

gation eo 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 a question he agreed that this amounted to no 
advance delegation. Mr. Smith pointed out that we had moved in 
the direction of adv~.m;e-d 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 spending 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 possibility 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 attac 1

{, 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 a given detonation 
--whether or not it was Soviet launched, how large, where it 
occurred, etc. He said he realized that this view was not fully 
shared but that it accounted for his thinking that advance 
dele ation to fire nuclear wea ons was not in t U in er t 
·-*'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~The Secre ary as e i it was no correct ha some advance 

delegation has already been made to US Commander$. Secretary 
McNamara said that this was correct but such dele at~on was 
ver limited Genera o 
forces would e tied ·.'·omch 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 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 ourselves into believing that we could 
temporize on the issue of control, that the Germans, the Italians 
and others will want to know whether the force will be subject to 
a U.S, veto. 

27. The Secretary stated that he shared Secretary McNamara's · 
concern about .an accidental firing and had himse~f been thinking I 
about the need for a special procedure, such as an immediate 
appeal to the UN to all Natirns to cease any military activity 
in the face of a nuclear detonation until a determination as to 
its exact nature had been made, to cover the possibility of 
accidental detonations. Moreover, he said that we must be sure ;· 
that national governments cannot send messages directly to , 
Commanders of their own nationality to permit them to utilize 
the authority 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 permissive link, The Secretary asked who would hold the 
control over the Permissive Link. General Taylor answered that 
this would be SACEUR and that if we cannot depend upon him then, 
of course, everything would be gone, Secretary McNamara stated 
that it was his view that only the President should decide that 
the conditions specified in the guidelines had been met. 
Mr. Bundy said that the heads of government would want to retain 
this decision for themselves and would not want to delegate the 
firing authority. Mr. McNamara agreed, 

28. The Secretary pointed out that it would not be possible 
to proceed with our proposals without having a solid legislative 
base. He noted that we had previously stated that we would look 
at European proposals 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 previously committed ourselves to. He s.aid that Sub
Group IV only attempted to spell out in somewhat greater detail 
how the control problem might be handled because the Secretary 
and Mr. McNamara had wanted to see the issue set forth in greater 
detail. He said he would personally prefer to see the matter 
left rather general, but that on the other hand. we cannot "walk 
the cat back" in terms of our previous commitments on the veto 
question for if we do the multilateral force will be a non
starter. Secretary McNamara said that there were two separate 
problems which needed to be considered, First, there was a 
question of greater participation by foreign governments in the 
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control issue, the second had to do with advance delegation. 
He thought these two matters should be treated separately. 
Mr. Bundy said he thought that the President can reaffirm our 
willingness to act in Europe's defense but that on nuclear 
matters we cannot remove ourselves from participation °at the 
moment of truth. 0 Mr. Smith said the question was can we go as 
far as we previously have? Mr. ~1cNamara repeated that he was 
against advanJe delegation. Mr. 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 dollars for a multilateral 
force which we were proposing. Mr. McNamara stated that he was 
not aware that the Europeans had made advance delegation as a 
condition of their participation in the force. Mr. Smi~h said 
that they had not. Mr. Bundy pointed out that the force must, 
of course, be creditable and we must assure tL·::: Europeans that 
it will go off under certain specified circumstances, including 
a wide scale attack on NATO. Mr. McNamara said that our rep
resentatives should do nothing to encourage the idea of advance 
delegation and that moreover in his opinion the heads of States 
will not wish to delegate this authority. It was agreed that a 
redraft of the paragraph on control would be required. 

29. The Secretary then shifted the discussion to the 
problem of design data. LAt this point General Taylor left 
for another appointment/. The Secretary pointed out that this 
might be only one of several issues which would require an 
amendment to existing legislation. Mr. Palfrey of the AEC said 
that Sub-Group IV had concluded that it would make no sense to 
try to get around the legislative problem through the use of 
gimmicks. Such an attempt would inevitably be seen through and 
any support which might otherwise be generated would be lost. 
Mr. McNamara said that there was a feeling 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 getting back to 
the Soviets. He said that even if the information did get back j 
to the Soviets, and we presumably had to go on the assumption V 
that this was likely, he did not believe that this would be a 
serious loss given the state of Soviet technology. 

30. The discussion then turned to the question of surface 
vessels vs. submarines. Mr. McNamara said that kdmiral Anderson 
had stated categorically that it was his belief that the surviv
ability of submarines far exceeded that of surface vessels. 
The Secretary stated that he·would accept this judgment as a 
fact but that it was only one of several matters which bore on 
the issue of whether it was desirable to opt for surface vessels 
or submarines. Mr. McNamara agreed. Mr. Ball pointed out, in a 

TOP SECRET 

··~ 

S3A\H:J'!:!\f1¥NOilW 31-111\f 03:JnOO't:!d3'8 



TOP SECRET 

- 15 -

light vein, that on the question of survivability of surface 
vessels we encountered great difficulty 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 missile the equation was in favor of the submarine 
as against surface vessels. 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 unobligated 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 Congressional approval. McNamara stated that he believed 
we can get Congressional approval on submarines although if this 
assumption was unwarranted this was a matter to be discussed 
right now. Mr. Bundy stated that in his judgment, the issue of 
Congressional approval on the surface vessels vs. submarine 
issue, although that issue might create considerable argumentation, 
would not basically affect any votes. Mr. Ramey expressed the 
opinion that it would be easier 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 issue on page 3, paragraph 9 b. dealing with 
the cost problem. 

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

32. The Secretary referred to the discussion on page 4 
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 simultaneously and through the same negotiating 
team. This would involve a five year budgetary projection which 
would cover both expenditures for the MLF and for conventional 
requirements. The Secretary asked Ambassador Merchant if he 
would address 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 explicitl~~rela~ed to the nuclear force. He said there 
must, of course bet:r.._atlonship, but the MLF should not be made 
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contingent upon satisfactory conventional performance, Mr. 
Merchant replied that he favored the bilateral approach as 
being most effective. He said that he frankly disagreed with 
Mr. McNamara's proposals that the same negotiation should 
encompass both the conventional and nuclear force budgetary 
discussions. He said that it would, of course, be possible to 
bring into the discussions the desirability of conventional 
increase but that we could not make one conditional upon the 
other without overloading the negotiating burden on the MLF 
which is the best answer we have been able to devise as a 
means for discouraging national proliferation. of nuclear 
capabilities. He said that on the basis of his rather brief 
introduction to the problem he was not personally satisfied 
that the enthusiasm of the Germans and the others for the ~\LF 
was so high as had previously been assessed and that therefore 
there was danger of overloading this particular horse. 

33. Mr. Bundy also referred to the German political scene 
at the present moment and particularly the German suspicion 
regarding US views on the conventional build-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 said that 
paradoxical as it may sound he believed that vve could get the 
conventional contribution only lf we first go after the MLF. 
The Secretary commented to Mr. McNamara on the relevance of 
the discussions of the preceding day after the NSC meeting. 
He said that it was important that the US not project its 
commitment to the MLF beyond the extent to which the Europeans 
demonstrated their own interest in this force. He stated that 
the issue created by DeGaulle requires that we rally the forces 
which exist in Europe in support of the MLF concept. Moreover, 
he stated that he rather gathered that we had not been as 
persuasive with our Allies as we might have been regarding the 
utility of a conventional strategy which in turn would support 
the need for a conventional build-up. He noted that apparently 
even some of the European military had reservations on this 
matter. He said personally he believed that this was a phony 
issue and that the problem lie primarily in the unwillingness 
of the Europeans to take the necessary political measures 
required. He indicated that he had nevertheless asked for an 
analysis on this issue of the strategic confrontas.ion between 
our European Allies and ourselves. Thus, he said there were 
several elements in the picture.whj_ch led him to the conclusion 
that we should discuss the problem of conventional requirements 

bilaterally. If the Germans were willing to lay out a 
conventional budget projectJ.on for five years thatwould be fine. 
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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 / 
existed on him vwuld require him to have to recommend withdrawal 
of a substantial number of US forces from Europe before the end 
of the year if the Germans did not come up with more money and 
men. And, he added, by substantial he meant up to one-half. 
He pointed out that the combination of the gold l'irain 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 questions 
could not be separated, Mr. McNamara said he did not see how 
since a commitment to a five year projection on the MFL side, 
which was required if a country's commitment was to be meaningful, 
automatically tended to for~close certain flexibilities on the 
conventional side. Mr. Bundy said that when the problem was 
looked at from our 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 instructions to our negotiators 
which directed them to deal with the conventional problem as 
they proceeded to negotiate the MFL issue, Mr. Bundy pointed 
out that the Germans and particularly the German military, 
simply do not think like us on this matter of a conventional 
defense of Europe. Mr. Ball stated that they were still following 
the massive retaliation doctrine. Mr. McNamara said this might 
be so but,questioned whether we should continue to continence 
this. If the Germans commit themselves to spend a given amount 
on the MLF and if we then subsequently ask them to improve their 
conventional 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 if the 
Allies want a MLF and find that they cannot get it without a prior 
commitment to a conventional build-up then there is a distinct 
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 out that also once the Alliance started down the 
puclear path the likelihood of the Europeans being more responsive 
bn the conventional side would increase. Once they are confident 
~hat they have a nuclear reliance this would be the case, whereas 
the more we press on the conventional side in advance of developing 
~uch 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 
approach would be advantageous we should, of course, consider 
this but that he could not help but worry about the possible 
consequences of the removal of US forces from Europe. He pointed 
out that there were So thousand personnel in Europe being supported 
by the US just t6''supply our Allies with logistics back up. He 
said that this was intolerable and would have to stop and that 
in the absence of a change in the gold drain and in Europe's / 
attitude toward conventional build-up we would have to remove 
about one-half dt'the forces from Europe before the end of the 
year. Mr. Bundy said that this time period should not be viewed 
as a fixed point any more than various of the other targets. He 
said that if we were talking about a two or three year period, 
Mr. McNamara's proposition would be more reasonable. The 
Secretary stated that the withdrawal of one-half of US forces 
before the end of this year would make the gold problem the 
least of our worries. He said he would not want to argue that 
the existing European attitude was consistent with our interests 
but that he would not think the problem could be solved in the 
short run. Mr. Bundy supported this view and reiterated that a 
two to three year time frame mieht be reasonable but that we 
cannot tie the Europeans down to make the necessary changes 
within the next six months. This he thought was asking too 
much. The Secretary stated that we must keep the people who 
are around the Chancellor looking toward the Atlantic Community 
for their first allegiance rather than having them veer off 
toward DeGaulle. He said he was not minimizing the problem of 
getting a more adequate conventional effort but he just did not 
believe that this could be made an explicit condition upon our 
willingness to participate in the MLF. He suggested that this 
was 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 conventional increases went beyond 1!/estern 
Union or NATO force goals. M~. McNamara answered that it did 
not. He pointed out that the Germans were committed to 12, 
divisions and 4 brigades which they were attempting to meet 
with a force of 400 thousand men. This he said simply could 
not be done and that it was clear that the Germans did not 
intend to support their forces in the field. 

38. The Secretary indicated that a number of the pl:'incip'.ls 
had prior engagements and that the meeting would have to stand 
adjourned. 
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March 16, 1963. 

I wa.s very glad to get your message about the wbole 

The more I think of it, the more constr:ucti ve I 

believe our Nassau declaration 1vas. In whatever form 

our plans ultinutelJr emerse, the spirit in which they 

as the weelcs have passed. I was very glad too to lmve 

a cl1Dnce of seeing Dn old friend, Livvy I>Ierchant, and to 

hear from him some acco;_mt of his jomYleJrs. I left 

Alec Home to discuss some of' the problems with him in 

detail. 

With the signature of the technical agreement between 

OUl' countries arisint: from Nassau, the foundation of one 

part of our v1ork will be well and truly laid. I-Jor do I 

think it will ever be abandoned by amr Government here. 

After long experience. I have f01md that we are all of us 

apt to say things when we are not in autllorHy which v1e 

do not feel either vri llinc. or able to carry out when wo 

0j'Pcaac1 +o ·roocl'0·1~c·J·hl"ll'-L'J' I.J.~\.1 'I...'V ~- \.1 _VI.,).J ..t.Q-t_. • 

But thinl<:ing so much about all these nu:d:;ters b~ts led 

me, and I expect you, to tur11 back to .::motller pe.1't of Uri.r:: 

. . --~ 
"") ---. i v / il ~-~ 
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another prize just as important to be secured. We ought to 

be able simultaneously to get a non-dissemination agreement; 

an undertaking, that is, from non-nuclear countries not to 

accept nuclea.r pmver at the gift of ot11ers, fOl~ their sole use, 

·· and from nuclear powers not to give nuclear weapons or lmow-

'· 
·' .. 

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

key to the German problem; one wl1ich gives a good deal of 

anxiecy both to tl1e Russians and to us, and, to be fair•, to 

man,y Germans; who are senuinely Emxious lest in due course 

they OP their successors will be fOloced to become a nuclear 

power. It is QUite true that Germany is bound by all kinds 

of agreements and undertekines. · But these could easily be 

represented by a bad German in the futmoe as the modern counter• 

pa.rt of Versailles. Vle lmow - only too well - what might 

follow from all that way of tl1inking. Indeed, ~eaking 

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

ligl'eernent is that it may give tl1e Germans a sense of pa.r·ti oi-

Pation without incurrin£ these dangers • But I feel tha,t a 
. 

to'st a.greement acoom:penied by a non-disseJainntion E,greewent 

•ilJU.ld serve to underline cleuse 8 if we a.re able to bring ~ 
r;Jause 8 into opemtion, a11d erzyway would be eff'ecti ve in 1 

r 
l!.~;elf. No Germ211 could tl1en so.y tlw.t German,>' l1ad been fm"C( c:;: 

.J'· . 
.• 
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On the contra.ry the Ge.rmcms could claim with pride 

u~t, with other ~reat States, Germany had entered irrt.o 

tbis undertaking as a contribution to the solution of one 

of the gravest problems whicll confronts the world. At 
...... 

the same time, this is a pro.spect vJhich must appeal 

eq_ually to the RussiaiJS. 'rhe countries of the West have, 

tr..ank God for it, decided to rebuild theil~ bridges with 

Germany. Vle have tried to forget about the two wars and 

the Hitle.r' persecutioiJS and all the rest. This. is t.rue 

of your country and mine, and to be fair, of the French. 

All this is good • 

.have an interest, 

the Communists. 

But then, w1thout being cynical, we all 

because the Germans are our Allies against 1 

The R.ussiam both hate ard fear the GermaiJS J 
They hate them, iiJSpired by the cruel memories which we 

J:uwe decided to blot out; they fea1• them as an eft'icient, 

hard-working, brave and determined people. Nor can they 

fail to be conscious of the pressure which they put 

corrt.inually upon German patience by the obstinacy with whicl1 

they enforce to the division of Germany. For all these 

reasons, then, I think the tests ban, followed by 

adherence of other countries not to test, accompanied by 

a mn-dissemination ag1~eement vil1icl1 was .reasombly vwll 

supported, would have a p.r•ofom1d effect in .removing the 

present state of teiJSion 1n the world. 

Of' couros ViJJa.toverj ag.peemoriL 1s rne .. Cle, U1e Huss1&.m I 
might be able to evade it and we might not be able to catcl1 f 

them. From our po1nt of view, if' ther·e a1~e some twonty-nve: 

----- •.................. --~--~--- •......................... 
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].fy dear Mr. President: 

EMBASSY 

OF THE 

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 

April 30, 1963 

Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the 

following letter: 

" Sehr geehrter Herr Prasident! 

Ich mochte noch einmal auf die in Ihrem 3chreiben vom 

29. Marz erorterte Frage der Errichtung einer multilateralen 

Nuklear-Streitmacht zuruckkommen. 

Die Bundesregierung ist Ihnen dankbar, dass Sie ent-

sprechend dem Vorschlag in meinem Schreiben vern 4• April 

eine Expertendelegation unter Leitung von Admiral Ricketts nach 

Bonn entsandt haben. Die aufschlussreichen Erlauterungen, die 

Admiral Ricketts zur Frage der Uberlebensfahigkeit von tiber-

wasserschiffen gegeben hat, haben unsere Bedenken gegen die 

anfangliche Ausstattung der !JLF mit Ubervrasserschiffen weit-

gehend ausgerii.umt. Die Bundesregierung ist daher mit Ihrem 

VoTschlag einverstanden, dass die ) .. !LF zunachst mit Uberwasser-

schiffen als Tragermittel der Polaris A-3 ausgertistet wird. 

Sie legt jedoch \iert darauf, dass eine spatere Pr\i.fung der Aus-
•. -

stattung der MLF mit Unterseebooten, falls dies auf Grund der 

gewonnenen Erfahrungen zweckmassig erscheint, vorbehalten bleibt. 

The President 

The White House 

Washington, D.C. 

eaF( ((!(A~~ 
J 
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Die Bundesregierung hat ferner Ihre Vorschlage zur poli-

tis chen Kontrolle der }iiLF geprtift, Sie ist dami t einverstanden, 

dass zunachst eine Regelung vorgesehen wird, bei der fiir -die 

Entscheidung zur B'reigabe des Einsatzes der MLF die Zustimmung 

der Hauptteilnehmerstaaten erforderlich ist. Die Bundesregie-

rung halt es jedoch fur notwendig, dass auch diese Regelung auf 

Grund der Erfahrungen nach einigen Jahren gepriift wird, und dass 

ein Ubergang zu einer anderen Regelung nicht ausgeschlossen wird. 

Die Bundesregierung wtirde es begriissen, wenn bereits wahrend 

Ihres Besuchs in Europa im Juni dieses Jahres eine vorlaufige 

Vereinbarung tiber die MLF mit der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 

und anderen interessierten NATO-Staaten unterzeichnet werden 

konnte. Sie ist bereit, unverztiglich Gesprache tiber eine solche 

Vereinbarung aufzunehmen. Die Ihrem Schreiben vom 29. Marz bei-

gefiigte Liste von Punkten, die in einem vorlaufigen Abkommen 

tiber die multilaterale Streitmacht zu behandeln sind, bildet 

eine gute Grundlage fur diese Gesprache. 

Dabei sollten die noch offenen technischen und finanziellen 

Pragen geklart werden, die nach der Anlage zu Ihrem Brief bereits 

in de-r vorlaufigen Vereinbarung behandel t werden sollen. Dazu 

gehiirt die ~'estlegung der Zahl der 'lchiffe und Rake ten, mit denen 

die MLF ausgeriistet werden soll. Ferner ist der Anteil zu klaren, 

den die Teilnehmerstaaten zu den Kosten der Streitmacht beitragen 

werden. Dies mtisste auf Grund einer noch genaue~en Aufstellung 

der Gesamtkosten geschehen. 

Die Bundesregierung ist grundsatzlich bereit, einen wesent-

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

- 3 -
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vorziehen, wenn die Vereinigten Staaten als fiihrende Nacht der 

• 
Allianz einen etwas grosseren finanziellen und personellen Bei-

trag zur NILF leisten als die Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Sie 

glaubt, dass dies die Bereitschaft anderer UATO-Staaten, an der 

l.ILF teilzunehmen, fordern konnte. 

Die bisherigen Gespriiche haben bereits zu einer grundsatz-

lichen Einigung zwischen unseren heiden Regierungen gefuhrt. 

Die Bundesregierung halt es fur notwendig, dass nunmehr auch 

andere liATO-Staaten dafur gewonnen werden, ihre 'l'eilnahme an 

der multilateralen Streitmacht verbindlich zuzusagen. Sie schliigt 

vor, dass die weiteren Gespriiche, die zu einer vorlaufigen Ver-

einbarung fiihren sollen, moglichst bald unter Beteiligung anderer 

interessierter l!ATO-Staaten gefuhrt werden. Die Bundesregierung 

teil t Ihren '.!unsch, nach Un terzeichnung der vorlaufigen Verein-

barung in formliclle Vertragsverhandlungen einzutreten, die bis 

zum Herbst dieses Jahres abgeschlossen~ sein sollten. 

Die Bundesregierung empfindet tiefe Befriedigung dariiber, 

dass das Projekt der multilateralen Streitmacht, dem die Bundes-

republik grosse politische und militiirische Bedeutung beimisst, 

nunmehr seiner Verwirklichung naheruckt. Ich bin Ihnen dankbar~ 

fur den Nachdruck, mit dem Ihre ll.egierung und Sie selbst sich 

fiir die MLF einsetzen. Ich bin iiberzeugt, dass die noch beste-

henden Hindernisse auf dem Weg zur MLF uberl'mnden werden konnen, 

und dass die MLF entscheidend zur militarischen Starke und zum 

politischen Zusammenhalt der Allianz beitragen wird. 

- 4 -
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Ich freue mich auf Ihren Besuch im Juni, 

I~i t herzlichen Griissen 

Ihr 

(signed:) .. S.denauer n 

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, 

~ 
. ·. '"' ·-----~-,-- '':._)i: 

:i:;; 
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EMBASSY 

OF THE 

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

The President 

The White House 

\7ashinp-ton 9 D.C • 
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"The Federal Government has also examined your proposals regarding 

the political control of the Multilateral Force, It agrees that in the 

beginning an arrangement should be provided for under which the decision 

to permit the use of the Multilateral Force would require the consent of 

the major participating countries, However, the Federal Government 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 should not be excluded, 

"The Federal Government would appreciate it if a provisional 

agreement with the Federal Republic of Germany and other interested 

NATO states on the Multilateral Force could be signed already during 

your visit to Europe this coming June, The Federal Government is prepared 

to enter immediately into discussions concerning such an agreement, The 

list of points 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. 

11These 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 questions include fixing the number of ships and missiles with which 

the Multilateral Force should be equipped, Moreover, the share which the 

participating states are to contribute toward the costs of the force has 

to be determined. This should be based on a more detailed tabulation 

of the overall cost, 

11The Federal Government is prepared in principle tci 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 
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somewhat larger contribution to the Multilateral Force in money and 

personnel than the Federal Republic of Germany, It is of the opini6n 

that this might spur the willingness of other NATO states to participate 

in the Multilateral 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 their participation 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 Government shares your wish that after a preliminary agreement 

has been signed, negotiations for a formal treaty be inaugurated and 

concluded by fall of this year, 

11The 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 convinced 

that the remaining obstacles on the wey toward the Multilateral Force 

can .be overcome and that the Multilateral Force will contribute decisively 

to the military strength and the political lll'lity of the alliance, 

"I am looking forward to your visit in June, 

"With kindest regards, 

Yours, 

(signed;) Adenauer11 

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 

EYES ONLY 
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EMBASSY 

OF THE 

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 

April 4th, 1963 

My dear Mr. President: 

Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the 

following letter: 

11 Sehr geehrter Herr Priisident! 

Ich danke Ihnen fiir Ihr Schreiben vom 29. Miirz, das mir 

WIT. Tyler am 2. April in Cadenabbia uoergeben und erlautert hat. 

Ich begriisse die Gelegenheit, mit Ihnen in einen freimiitigen 

Gedankenaustausch tiber die Prage der multilateralen lilRBM-

Streitmacht einzutreten, die auch nach der Uberzeugung der 

Bundesregierung von besonders grosser Bedeutung fiir die Allianz 

ist und sobald wie m6glich verwirklicht werden sollte, 

Die Gesprache, die lili tglieder meiner Regierung und ich 

selbst mit Botschafter Herchant gefiihrt· haben, haben die Uber-

zeugung der Bundesregierung gestarkt, dass die multilaterale 

Streitmacht eine grossartige Gelegenheit ist, den Zusammenhalt 

der NATO zu stiirken und der Bedrohung Europas durch das wachsende 

nukleare Potential der Sowjetunion zu begegnen. Die Bundes-

regierung ist entschlossen, an der Vervrirklichung dieses Pro-

jekts mi tzuwirken und einen VJesentlichen •reil der erheblichen, 

damit verbundenen Lasten zu iibernehmen, 

The President 

The White House 

Washington, D.C. - 2 -
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Ich begriisse Ihre Absicht, wahrend Ihres bevorstehenden 

Besuchs in b'uropa im Juni dieses Jahres ein vorlaufiges Al)kommen 

der H.egierungschefs derjenigen Staaten, die sich an der MLF betei-

ligen wollen, zu unterzeichnen. Die Bundesregierung wird alles 

in ihren Kraften Stehende unternehmen, um bis zu diesem Zeit-

punkt eine Klarung der noch offenen Fragen herbeizufiihren. 

Ich teile Ihre Auffassung, dass nach den bisherigen Kontak-

ten zwischen unseren heiden ltegierungen im wesentlichen nur noch 

zwei wichtige Punkte einer Klarung bediirfen, 

Der eine dieser Punkte ist die Ausriistung der MLF mit 

Uberw8,sser- oder Unterwasser-Schiffen. Bestimmte der Argumente, 

die von Botschafter Merchant fur die militarische Zweckmassig-

keit von Uberwasserschiffen vorgebracht vrurden, werden von mei-

ner Hegierung als berechtigt anerkannt. In einigen Punkten be-

stehen noch Zweifel, vor allem bei der Beurteilung der Uber-

lebensfahigkeit von iiberwasserschiffen- und der Wirkungsmoglich-

keiten der gegnerischen Unterseeboote •. Diese Fragen bedlirfen 

noch einer weiteren Diskussion durch Experten. Ich schlage daher 

vor, dass eine Gruppe von deutschen Experten hohen Ranges sobald 

wie moglich diese militarischen Aspekte der MLF eingehend mit 

a.merikanischen Experten diskutiert. In diesen Gesprachen konn~ 

ten auch die militarischen und finanziellen Implikationen Ihres 

Vorschlags untersucht werden, in einer Anfangs.phase Uberwasser-

schiffe vorzusehen und zu einem spateren Zeitpunkt Unterseeboote 

in die MLF einzufligen, falls dies aufgrund der gewonnenen Erfah-

rungen zweckmassig erscheint. 

- 3 -
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In der offentlichen Meinung der Bundesrepublik und anderer 

europaischer Staaten bestehen Vorbehalte gegen die Ausrlis~ung 

der I!LF mit Uberwasserschiffen, weil diese als zweitklassig 

und als Notbehelf angesehen werden. Falls die von mir vorge-

schlagenen Expertengesprache bei uns zu der Uberzeugung flihren, 

dass tJberwasserschiffe die geeignetsten Trager fur die ]ffiBM 

der MLF sind, wird meine Regierung alles in ihren Kraften 

Stehende unternehmen, urn die Zustimmung des Parlaments und 

der offentlichen lfteinung in der Bundesrepublik fur diese Losung 

durchzusetzen, 

Der zweite von Ihnen behandelte offene Punkt, die Regelung 

der Einsatzentscheidung, hat in noch starkerem Masse das Inter-

esse der offentlichen Fieinung in der Bundesrepublik und in ande-

ren europaischen Staaten gefunden. Die Bundesregierung erkennt 

die Berechtigung Ihres Arguments an, dass der Einsatz der MLF 

hochstwahrscheinlich die Unterstlitzung durch das strategische 

Potential der USA erfordert und dass daher eine Entscheidung 

tiber den Einsatz der MLF gegen den Wunsch . der Vereinigten 

Staaten problematisch ist, 

Andererseits ist es unsere Aufgabe, die MLF so zu gestalten, 

dass sie von der i:iffentlichen lileinung als eine echte Beteiligung 

der europais chen lfATO-Partner an der nuklearen Verantwortung 

angesehen wird und dass sie einen .Anreiz fur ahdere NATO-Staaten 

bildet, sich spater an der MLF zu beteiligen. 

Ich glaube, dass die Unterschiede in den Auffassungen 

unserer beiden Regierungen nicht untiberbrlickbar sind, und dass 

4 -
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ein Kompromiss gefunden werden kann. Die Bundesregierung hat 

' bereits vorgeschlagen, fur eine Ubergangsperiode das Einstimmig-

keitsprinzip vorzusehen und erst nach einigen Jahren zu einem 

System der Mehrheitsentscheidung uberzugehen. Andererseits 

hat Botschafter Merchant die Bereitschaft der amerikanischen 

Regierung erklart, nach einigen Jahren aufgrund der gewonnenen 

Erfahrungen das System der einstimmigen Entscheidung zu tiberpru-

fen. Ich glaube, dass diose beiden Vorschlage mitoinander in 

Einklang gebracht werden konnen, und schlage vor, dass diose 

Frage unverzliglich zwischen unseren beiden Regierungen disku-

tiert wird. 

Die Ihrem Schreiben beigefugte Liste von Punkten, die in 

einem vorUiufigen Abkommen tiber die mul tilaterale Strei tmacht 

enthalten sein mussten, habe ich mit Interesse gelesen. Der 

Entwurf ist eine gute Grundlage fur die weiteren Verhandlungen 

zwischen den interessierten NATO-StaatE)n in den nachsten Wochen. 

Er ist fur uns vorbehaltlich einer Klarung der beiden Fragen 

der JIRB:M-Trager und der Einsatzentscheidung im Prinzip an-

nehmbar. 

Mit freundlichen Grussen 

(signed:) lcdenauer " 

I am pleased to attach an unofficial translation- of this lette.r 

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

have received it. 

Respectfully yours, 

- SB8RE:t 
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Jtr dear Mr-. President: 

EYES ONLY 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES 

(TRAN SLA Tl ON) 

LS NO. 54699 
R-12/R-16 
German 

Chancellor Adenauer has asked me to transmit to you the following 

letter: 

"Dear Mr-. President: 

"I 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 frank exchange of views with you on the 

question of a multilateral medi~range ballistic-missile force, which 

in the opinion of the Federal Government, too, is of very great 

imPortance for the Alliance and should be brought into being as soon as 

possible. .• 

"The talks which members of m;v Government and I m;vself have had 

with Ambassador Merchant 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 Europe from the growing nuclear potential of the Soviet Union. 

'The Federal Government is determined to cooperate in making this plan 

a reality and to assume a substantial part of the considerable costs 

connected therewith. 

"I welcome your intention during your approaching visit to Europe 

this coming June to sign a provisional agreement with the heads of . 

government of those countries that wish to participate'tn the 

' -.. -
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The President 

The White House 

Washington, D. C. 

,ID:E5 ONLY 

· · · · · ·; _;.,_..,..,;.,,.f:·>~,·:.~,5-:,.,,)-,","'•':~"'"'-~-·."'· ~,-.~,.,,.-.. ::!""·~ 
... ' : .. -:~-::.-



EYES ONLY 
-2-

multilateral force. The Federal Government will do everything in its 

power to clarifY by then the questions that are still unsettled. 

"I share your view that, judging from contacts between our two 

' Governments thus far, there are essentially only two important points 

that still require clarification. 

"One of these points is the equipment of the multilateral force 

with surface vessels or submarines. Some of the arguments advanced by 

Ambassador Merchant for the military feasibility of surface vessels are 

recognized by my Government as valid. On some points there is still 

doubt, especially with regard to the vulnerability of surface vessels 

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 multilateral force with surface 

vessels, because such vessels are considered to be second-class and a 

stopgap. If the expert talks I am proposing lead to the conclusion here 

that surface vessels are the appropriate carriers for medi~range 

ballistic missiles of the multilateral force, my Government will do 

everything in its power to win the approval of parliament and public 

opinion for this solution. 

"The 

EYES ONLY 
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"The second still unresolved point which you discuss, namely 

a system for reaching &·.decision on commitment, has aroused greater 

public interest still in the Federal Republic and other European 

countries. The Federal Government recognizes the justice of your 

argument that employment of the multilateral force will in all 

probability require the support of the strategic potential of the 

United States and that consequently any decision to commit the 

multilateral force against the wishes of the United States would 

be impractical. 

"On the other hand it is our task to give the multilateral 
it will be 

force such a form that in the eyes of the publi9' a genuine sharing 

by the European 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 our two 

Governments are not irreconcilable and that a compromise can be 

found. The Federal Government has already proposed that the principle 

of unanimity be adopted for a 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 believe 

that these two proposals can be reconciled with each other and I 

propose that this question be discussed at once between our two 

Governments. 

"I have read with interest the list appended to your letter of 

the points that must be contained in a provisional agreement on the 

multilateral force. This draft is a good basis for further negotiations 

between the interested NATO countries in the next 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 unqfficial 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 

EYES ONLY 
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June 20, 1963 

TOP SECRET 

MEMCR..'..NDUM FCR THE PRESlDENT 

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

1. At 11:30 tomorrow mQrning you will b>l! ~ting with 
a small group (llat attached) !rom State, ACDA. De!<~mae and AEC 
lor a preliminary diacu.uion on Averell Harriman's trip to MolK!ow 
on July 15. 

2. The a.tt:u:hed paper i• Fbher1s report on the line o! 
thought that has evelved from aeYeJr1U discu..'IJsious am.ong Har:ri~. ~r-!<--< 
Foatlar, Fisher, N!.~e, Ha'lrorth. Bttndy and mysel!. Th• ~pose 
cl the meeting iiB t<l! go over thi111 rn-"'t'llrilll.·in an WonnA..t way eo 
that Y"'" an be p:npnnd !or your conve:-i.!:atimu With~~ 
on this •uhje.:t. 

~ati011 will be headed by U.!lll.!!l.!:l!l!m. 

-kiii:~Wiedge o! hiM news. 

4. We pan ll:!lother V-!Ore !orm.al r~ tor the pu:rpom<t of 
dbcuuing Rudma-n' AI !.nstructiona rut1U' ytmr retunt from. El.uope. 

·At that tlmtt we will con'nln~~t some.th!n.f more ll.ke a regul.lu' NSC. 
with M&x TaylOr and John MI:Con.e. among others. prsnnt. 

c. K.. 

... ·. _· 

--' ._ 
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In his discussions in 1·1oscot-r, Governor Hn•rim:m 11ill 
. 

doubtless hetve to dcJ.l with the folloNing four gener~l aubjocts. 

There follo\~3 the su,_s;::;ested positions l~hich should pe tr,b:;nt 

I. 

COi-!l'RE!fEN:3IVE TEST D.~U TREATY. 

The initi--ll p.,rt of the discu:;uion should deal -.ith :1 

cor:,prch::mslve test ben tre:1ty, :!o p:.trt of th!t discussion 

,m ,ttewpt should be H3.de to r.o-solve the diff0i'cn:.c::; :·:1•1ch 

edst between the u.s. <J.nd the U.s.s.R. :s to the ;bility to 

C.etect :md id.:mtify underground nuclear tests by seiErr_j_c 

;;e"ns <!lone, ?he difi"eri'nce relates to ri'h·~t is solely a 

selcntific •pc>c'tion -- the bility to "G"ike a di::.tinction on 

the b.::sis of seismic sivr'!.ls betHeen under,;:round nuc le,;.r t·~o ts 

often h•ve sin~lar ch~r~ctoristics., 
' 

In viel-1 of the U.S., events hr- th:; .::>_-viet Union prod:!,~ in::; 

produce sci::: ic c·isn -.ls ;,hiGh p::n.:it th,~r;; to be i-Jcntifiec .s 

\ 

~PC;-:·ry 

SA"-l I'll z.'EO--\JI':~SI oN 
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~ A possiblo combilution IiOUld be to e~;t:>blish a 

quoh of 12 underground teata a ye-'l.I' of exploa:1.on3 Hhich 

1wuld prodLtce a seil:J.'!ic event of not ~;rc.tb::I' th·m 1~. 75 

;:nd t;hieh \;ould not vent l'.ldio~ctivlty beyond the borx'ter:f 
' 

of th~ country. 11 treaty of this kind would penc1t the 

u.s. to rc~\."l: ita incdstcnce on con:pulsory on-o1te 

inSl)Octic·ns 1 in vic11 of th7 ~:::ct the1t the effects of a 

viol,.ition l"IOUld be t:ruch le:>3 criticdl. Um!Cl' such a 

pro"bC!..bly be nececsary to h ,ve a pl'OVLion cntitJ in::; the 

to, 6et.:?rnine th.lt its requesta :for dab. ;·;ere not being 

th.1t thc••o h··.d been :1 viol,tion. 

III. 

IlELATI02iSiUP OP .A. '.r:~ST BfiH '1'0 HO?l-PROLIFER.4'l'IOl~ OF };UCL';";.~R 
:rzrJ.F-oH3. 

• 
On:) or th3 pl~incip:!.l 1nt0l-'>-t:.o·ts (If' t!:.J DP:ttc;d St .tte:s .in 

\·Io .pons throushoqt tile ;-;orld, It is pl•ob.<ble thCJ.t th(? U.S,.S.R, 
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h:,s a aimila.r interest. It might be advis.'"bla to d1sci:ss 

this 1ntt:rcst ~lith the Soviet Union with relation to the 

:intcre£ts of the u.s, ~end the U.s.s.R. in a test bJ.n. In 

the fil•st. instmce the u.s. (Jhould point out th.~t the 

s1:;n1n::; of a tent lnn treaty \10Uld me:m tlu t· there r:ould 

be no addition:~! mtcle:.r poc1ct•a in our cJ.mp. ~1e should 

point OUt thftt ~H~ liOUld '-l ttc;rpt to obt.dn 2dhert:nce oy tho 

Frcn·:oht.':.ond ;~s a rBSult a r~duct1on of tho intensity or tha 

French nuclear development program, ~le could then l)Oint 

to the dr:l.ft dccbl'ation on ncn-cllsce.-::,ination and point out 

th:l.t '><?C i:ould e :1"l::ct the French .. to d.t:;n not only 

b,n treaty but i;l·,c ncn-dir:ceJ.d.n:.tion decl2.r.ltion 

t_·he test J 
'-lS well. 

The diecu:o:,~-ion of the non-disscr:J.r:ation \-rill, of' course, 

--·· 
nuclear force is a :proposed rmbotitute f'or the acquisition or 

• 
a ll'..!clc:n· t;c<:p:::<n:> csp3.bility by indiv:t<lt:::.l NieTO Countrie!l. 

>1-:! ::hc•:.lld pL>:l.nt out th;,t in vic~~ of the continu·?d ')cviet 

nuclcc~r tru•c::ct to Europe, tha 1-lLP offered our Earope'l.n 

~{llies a substit11te to th'3 .:;cquisition or their ot·:n nucle:J.r 
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tlweat to Ztn'o,DG 1 the lW offered our E\u•ope'm •tlli:::l 11 

:.;ub3 t;itu t~ to the acqu.hition of thail' o·,:n· nuo lEnr 

c<ep3.bili t:tes and to th:>..f; e:~t<:nf; it t13.S des:tcned to r;n.'ev•mt 

• co~t1d Hol'k out '111 ~.Cndel~st:.ndin3 th:.<t th·:::r·a <:ould bo no 

-~c rcore nuclea1• po:;·:.>l'i3 in.elthC:l' t'he h'c3tCl'il cc..cp or :ln t.he 

\
1
. Soci:tJ.ir:;l; c.lc:p p2rh:.ps tha ~-ict;l;z,rn J!·j~:<:l'S ~-·oul<t nol.; feel 
·~ . 

\ \;h<3 n.:;ed for• an HLF' but could ~;crk out sorr.<J othc:;.• c;.r-r.-tn::;c-

\:.cnts ~or Euro1)e~n B::<C\U'HY"• 
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