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VIZEMORANDUM FOR THZE RECORD

Va2 discussed the queetion of Chinese nucloar weapons today,

fA=st in 2 lunch at the State Department ziven Dy Sacretary Ruask
for McBamara, McCone, and myself, aad later at a mesting with
iha President in which Rusk, McNamara 20d I were with dim in the
Cadbinet Room {McCone having left al a Ume whan we thouzht the
Prasident would not be adbls to join ua).

Al the luncheon we devwlioped the {ollowing position:

{!)] We ars not in favor of unprovoked unilateral U, 5. =ilitary
action azainst Chinese muclsar installations at this tima. Ve would
preier o have a Chinese 33t take place than o Initiate such action now.
If for otzer rsasons ¥ should iad ourselves in military hosatlitieas at
any lev2l with the Chinese Communiasis, -we would =xpect to Jive vary
cloaw attantion to the posesidility of an approgriate miiitary action
a2zainst Chinese nuclear facilitias,

{2} "z beliava that thers ars maay poasidilitdes for joiat action
with the Soviat Covsrnment i that Covermment 33 interssted. Such
no3315i1iitia» iacluda a war'ning to tha Chinesa againas t23ts, a possidia
zadsriaking to give ud uncerzTound tastiny aad o Lold ihe Chinsse
accountadla if they test in any way, and 2y=n 2 possidis agrsament %o
cocperale in preventive military action. Wo thersiore 23T=ad that it
would ba most Sesirabls for the Sacretary of Staze lo explors thiz matter
very privately with Ambassador Dobry»ia. 38 Soom as possidle.

J

These preliminary decisions wers r2s0rtad 1o ibe President ia the
Cabibst Room, and he indicatad oia aporoval. Ths Sscrstary of State
sow intends o consnli promptly wilth the Soviet Ambassader.
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s/s - Mr.l?ééz

A search of our records of the Test Ban Treaty
negotiations in Moscow fails to reveal any Harriman
proposal for a joint US-USSR effort to slow down
Red China's nuclear weapons development. On the other
hand the question of Chinese nuclear capacities came
up in various Harriman/Khrushchev conversations.
Harriman probed USSR knowledge of Chinese capacities
and its attitude toward them. He expressed our concern
regarding this matter and said he hoped that the problem
would be solved by eventual Chinese adherence to the
Treaty or by disarmament. Khrushchev was obviously
unwilling to talk at much length on the question and he
\ tried to give the impression of not being greatly concerned,
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One of the reasons that the Chinese issue was raised
with Khrushchev was Harriman's theory that Khrushchev's % :
interest in a test ban treaty flowed from his desire to
isolate Red China in the international communist movement. g '
Aside from this Harriman was alsc under instructions to 0
express the President's great concern over Chinese E
development of nuclear weapons, 3
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De Caulle and Atleantic Nuelear Matters

De Gaulle's attitude toward the multilsteral force 1s a
logical ekténsion of his concept of the organization and the
yole of Euyxope. This aanuaptlearriaa with 1% certain clear
implications as to what should, and should unot, be the status
and role of European countrles, and a§ to the limits of an
acceptable relationship of Burope to the United States, I

would expect de Gaulle to reanom along the following Lines:

“The primary task ol Euxnggam_atatmﬁman&hip is to

achieve Eurcpean unity on the basis of & correct understand-

ing of the 'vocation of Hurope.' This requires & structure

for a united Burope which reflects the reallties of power

and of leadership within Euvope. fThese realities are that

the preponderant vole within Europe must fall Lo France
and Garman& because they are the two principal truly
European powers, and the two most powerful European
countries. Countries in Hurope are not all European,
Their understanding of snd loyalty to Europe varies
considerably between them. The Unlted Kiugdom is a

! gatellite




patellite of the United Btates and has othex extrméﬂurOPQan
loyalties to the Commounwealth, It is manifestly not
inclined to comtribute substantially te the security of
Europe. Its accn@ﬁy is largely depandeant on non-European
reasources and markets.

”Thé same criticism iz valid in varying degree with
regard to Scandinavias, the Hmthérlanés {a satellite of the
- United Ringdom) and Belgium (a 'non-country’). Tha nauﬁyala
don't count, Spain's time will come later: for the
moment she is trying to coupensate for the politiesal
unaccaptabllity of her regime by fawning on the United
States. Portugal is only eoncerued with trying to hold
on to her African possessions. I1taly is too unstable
politically and too vulnerable seonomically to pursue a
truly Buropean policy. She will concinue to be dependent
on, and thus responsive to, axtraﬁﬁuxopaén intevests and
pressures, i.e., the United States and Great Britain.

"Thus the achievement of the 'vocation of Europe'
résts with Gerweny and France harnessed through a progressive
drawing together of thelr peoples dnd their resources,

and




and eooperating formally within the framework of the
Franco-German Treaty of 1963. Germany's histoxy as a
state ls short and troubled, and she has today potentially
demgerous centrifugal aspiracions. Hence the primary
leadership of Europe falls inescapably to France.

"the 'vocation of Buvope' imyliés the acceptance of
certain conditions, not only of coopavation but of exclusion.
Firgt of all, it requires for igs fulfillment the recognitlon
that Burope can be built only on the principle of national-
ism: the structure of Buxope presupposes the cooparation
of gtates. Thus, any ﬁaliay which diluges the spiric of
nationalism in Burope ls hostile to its creation.

"The major palitieal threat to the creation of Buyxope
is the United States, whose policy it is to bring about a
politically integrated Eurppe, in which the raia of the
nation state would vanish in a technoeratic bureaucracy,
in which national identity end national policies and
interests would be irrevocgbly dissolved. 1t is no
coincidence that this danger to the creation of a true
Furope made itself felt most acutely in the period of the
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1950’8, when the degree of dependence of Furopean

“economy and defense on the United States were at their
height. In these years, FEurope had no will of her own,
noe glternative to recourse to the United Stateas for her

economic reconstruction and for her seeurity. The move-

ment for the pelitical as well as the economie integration
of Hurope was 4 reflection ¢of an abdication on the part of
cartain Europeans of the will to protect'and uphold the
indlispensable actributes of national existence. These
Buropesns failed to distinguish between the legitimate

role of lotra-European functlonal and techaical integration,
and the limits bayond which such imxggréti@n constituted an
unaceeptable threat to the survival ¢f the nation.

"It i8 mo accident that the United States strongly
supparta& and actively am&ourag@d‘by dirget intexvention
this trend toward national political sulecide., The kind
of Europe that America wants is & united Europe, entirvely
dependent on the United States for its security and (thaoks
to the disappearance of the political will to survive of
its constituent elements), a subsevvient Europe, a docile

follover




follower of polieies, fommlated in Washington in the

name of the lnterests of the whole W@atafn world, and

which would first and foremost serve the national interests

of the United States.

"The ﬁ&gmtiatians in Brussels in 1961 snd '62 clearly
revealed that the United Kingdom was interested assmntially
in obtaining economie and commercial advantages by jolning
the Common Market, while reteining economic and commercial
ties with the Commonwealth. The Unltsd Kingdam.was.in fact
a stalking horse for United States policy, which used these
means to achieve its Huropesn objectives. De Gaulle bad
‘mis f£in & cette comédis' im Januwary 1963, only to find
himself now once again faced with anotherxr attempt by the
United States to create an organic link bstween itaélf and
Furope by the device of the proposed multilateral nuclear
forced’

The nature of de Gauile'ﬁ anti~Americanisn shauld.be‘saan
in the light of this cencept of the nature, the role, and the
destiny of Europe on the one hand, and of its incompatibility
with the declared goals and unéarlying-a&suﬁptians of United

gtates




 Btates policy toward Europe on the other. This explains his

actitude toward NATO wh{ah is today, in his view, an instru-
mentality for the perpetuation of an unacceptable degree of
American involvement in, and control of Hurepe in the field of
security. Not that he belleves that Hurope's security cam be
protecied independently of the United States. In proclaiming
his loyalty to the "alllance' he recognized abd accepts the -
vulnerability of Burope to & Sovied military threat without the
protection of United States military power ., Ha‘balievaé us when
we state that the security of Europe 18 vital to the security
of the United Btates. But he does not believe that in all
foreseeable contingencies the United States would necessarily
have a view identical to that of Hurope on the measures required
for assuring Europe's sscurity. WNox can the decislon om what
weasures to teke ~~ and not to tgke ~- in ovder to protect
Europe be delegated to an extra~Ruropean powei*

Against the background of ¢his attitude of mind, 1t is
easy to imagine how bitter to de Gaulle must be the Cerman
government's decision to subordinate its relations with France
.to what 1t considers to be the lmpevatives 'of its seeurity,

as set forth in the five unilateral preambular points to the

Franco~-German Treaty. &
‘ v




An Atlantic wultilateral nuclear Lorce, whether raestricted

o to the mixed-manmed surface fleet, or sugmented along the lines

of current British thinking, are anathema to de Gaulle for
political as well as for military veasons: (1) it brings the
mited States into a supranaiional institutional relationship
with Europe in the wmost sengitive fleld, whigh 1s most directly
related to the issue of preserving, or of abandonlng, wmational
savéreignty; (2) it cuts across his policy of building a
Buropean nuclear organization, based on ﬁh@ French natlonal
nuclear force, in which France would play a dominent role;

(3) it dvaws Cermany away fyrom France into a nuclear organization
in which the United Stateg participates whil# retaining its
veto, thus thwarting the development of a Furopean nuclear
force; (4) it extends the prineiple of political as well as
military integration (both equally 0bnnxioﬁﬂ)'ta a new field,
and would provide a new base from which the politleal control
of Europe by the United States would be advanced.

In short, the MLF and the Atlantic Nuclear Force concept
strikes at the heart of de Gaulle's European polley and at his
concept of the role of France in Burope, If successiul, this
project would, in his view, aehieva’that ”hagbmeay” of United

. - States
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rrifftates over Europe which it is de Gaulle's deelared policy to
" prevent. France must now sither abandon her European policy,
| or pursue a peliey indapendent of the Atlantie (i.e., American)
framework. It may be that the real objective of de Gaulla's
Latin American ﬁrip was, while taking advgntage of the American
invitation to see Eur@peaﬁ countries play a greater wole in Latin
America, to lay the basis for am extension of Franca's role
as the leader of the "third world,"” as spokesman for all those
-gountries which ave attrvacted by the prospect of a middle course
between the two major protagonisis.

1£, as seems probable, the congept of an Atlantic partner-
ship 1s in de Gaulle's view essentially a means of assuring
American hegemony over Euvope, the pre§§é¢ta of that partnars
ship wust be destroyed: in the economic aud commercial field
by wrecking the Kennedy Round even at the aaat_af laaﬁimg, ox
at least not partilicipating actively in, the suprainstitutiouns
of the Common Market, the Coal and Steel Comwwnlty and EURATOM,
and by leaving, or not participating actively in the North
~ Atlantie Treaty Organization.
On the basla of de Gaulle's character and performance

hitherto




© . ‘nitherto, there is no veaszon Lo suppese that he would hesitate

. to follow such a course, for to do otherwise would be, for him,

to betray a sacred trust.
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THF. WHITE HOUSE
" WASHINGTON

SPERBP- December 17, 1964
NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 322

TO: " THE SECRETARY OF STATE
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

. SUBJECT: Guidelines for Discussions on the Nuclear

Defense of the Atlantic Alliance

We now face very important discussions with our Allies on
future plans for.the nuclear defense of the Atlantic Alliance.
I am sending you this memorandum to establish guidelines
for this discussion,

1, Unless I give specific instructions to the contrary,
I do not wish any American official in any forum to press
for a binding agreement at this time. I wish to maintain the
position established in our talks with Prime Minister Wilson
-~ namely, that the U.S, is not seeking to force its own
views on any European nation, but wishes rather to find a
way of responding effectively to the largest possible consen-
sus among interested European allies,

2, At the same time I expect American negotiators
to maintain the position that no agreement can be made with
‘the U, K. that does not take account of the legitimate interests
of Germany, and that similarly no agreement can be made
with Germany that does not take account of the legitimate
interests of other European states. The American negotiators
should continue to encourage direct discussion among Europ=-

- eans, and in particular they should urge the U, K, to seek

agreement with Germany and vice versa,

3. Iwish all American negotiators to avoid public or
private quarrels with France, and to maintain in public and
private the following position: We are interested in reducing
our differences with France; we will never support any pro-
posal for a nuclear force-which is in fact directed against
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France; we will not sign any agreement which does not con-
tain open doors for France; nor will we make any agreement

‘until after French opinion and French desires have been

carefully and responsibly explored.

4, Any agreement we support must be a2 reinforcement
to our basic policy of non~dissemination of nuclear weapons.
We warmly support the inclusion in any agreement of strong
undertakings to this end.

5. Our position on the American veto and on the
European clause is as follows:

"The United States takes the position that any TaiTon aa
charter for an Atlantic Force must provide for ||

United States' comsent to the firing of the (Ja.-.a,u.
nuclear weapons. If, however, major nations ———

of Europe some day achieve full political unity .
with a central political authority capable of |
making the decision to use nuclear weapons, ;
the United States recognizes that this will

create a new situation in which reconsideration

of various provisions of the charter would be

appropriate. In any event, revision of the

charter would be possible only with the unanimous

approval of the members. "

6. Our present position on other issues is as stated
on December 8 in the U,S. memorandum of comments (at-
tached at A} on the U.X. proposal, omitting the names of
specific countries in paragraph 9, and leaving that paragraph
in abeyance for the time being,

7. In my judgment, the principal advantages of any
agreement will be: _

{1) that it will lead the U, XK. out of the field of {
strategic deterrence and thus reduce by one the number, \
of powers aiming at this kind of nuclear strength; - /‘

(2) that it will greatly reduce the danger of any I
separate nuclear adventure by the Germans; and |

(3) that it will advance the principle and practice

of collective strategic defense, as against the prolifer~
ation of separate nuclear deterrents.
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These three advantages are of great importance to the Amezi-
can public and to all who care for world peace in other

countries, and it is essential that they be established in any
agreement.

8. The provisions of NSAM 318 (attached at B) will

remain in effect {except for the action in paragraph 6 which
has been completed).

9. Finally, I {ind nothing in the position of this gov~-
ernment or in the posture of the alliance whichmakes it
necessary, from the point of view of the U.S, alone, that
there should be final agreement or even agreement in prin-
ciple within the next three months. I may take a different
view on this in the light of new evidence, but this is my clear
Present position, and I wish all actions by American officials
to be in conforrmity with it. If other governments for their
own reasons find it important to reach early agreement,
they will make their own efforts to this end, and in that case
I do not desire that we on our side should drag our feet.

But I do not wish anyone at any level to give the impression
that we are eager to act on a short timetable, or are attempt=-
ing in any way to force our own views upon Europe,

o
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. Melawmarats summary of the war situatlen uow was as follows

nslsts strongly that that unc rorriila war is 07T
ndigencus P“lCJ]LOu,uuqu in fact the Viet Cong do do-
cide power fow weancrs, @tbtralopy, tactleal éorur ine,
ticraT control, For instance: iie saye there are
vegular VG5 and {less precisely) about 1. O OOO irreg-
T3 Ly 511 need voapons.’ Thc Scuth Visinamsse foreeg of all
kindg have loot 39,000 weanpons since comnt besan nearly four yeurs
aro, ey havae cantuved Tronm uhe VCs aboui &,o 0 weapongs, for a
meh ioss of weazons to the V0o of about 15,000 wszpons. ievreforao,
te dinsisis more fhan 100,000 of the Vis must be armed by oubside
anoistance.
- ] ‘ !
inm two e menth, on April 5-6, 8VI troops ca pwared
hundroeds uﬂ of! dMﬂ17~borr ar&s werao of Eloc olgin,
mon By O sch. 100% of larse-bore WS ol Eloce origin
cuinldes &ssis“ance nar guboiantlally increnaszed in men ~nd equi
in past L8 months -- appreoximately the period of exirome SVH
2 ticnal dnpuabillty folleowing fall of Dleme MeN insis tg WYN and
YO nave smolzed This opporitunity to increase infiltration.
WD oopunog uﬂ@ LEC,000~0dd romular and irregular ¥% V0s, 525,000 .
SVE forces of &ll kinds ars in band. This is a ratlo of 4-5 to 1,
- comparecd Lo Lhe Pcpﬂyueq ratio of 10-1 nceded in Grecce, Phillippir
Malawzia, elaevwhers, %o overcome well-led suerrillas. : S
So ocupr etralsgy wust bo o imorove the ratio ~- in effect, Lo cour
oo dnfiltyation that ereated the unfavorable ratia. The ratio x
2vainst ZVE is nade aven worsc due te sovt. instability, which pe!f
, Siasll in trocp woraled and ofiiciency. So mx]&tar situation g
vary bad, but bas Lesn improved since {a} Quat took over Amprovi:
sovt., stability and sfficiency (L) Msrines landed, bolstering Ams
comaitment () air power applled te nh», improving SVN morale whi
lowaring VO worale and somevhat impading toc 1nf:1tr¢t101. How ¢
nait steps ares: -~ add to tus ﬁob1lity of the th vith nore T
~ coptors, etc.
«- add to tueir lireopovier with clope alr sup
-= gdd to 3V forces at rsate of 8-10,000 mon
for next 12 monthis ( the subject of tho 1
Taylor visit and the Honclulu cenference
Vel said thae SVE witl our assictance had made subhstantial progy:

laet 70 days in inceeasiang tielr aiumed forcea end he glves Quat
creﬂlu. iuuo, in genceral poriod of air bombings, marine landin
Luat takcover,®l he considers war situation to have impravad.
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od elaims fov §ts succosa, in tbhree flolds -~ militory
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boen acs ocxated with infiltrntion reouteg --

R TLIN I*‘i tration has not Leon stopped or
nd Lt 1t has been made pardor te carry 1t
valiic now hume To bs nubted for dny iravel.
i only at nignt. Indlliration, In effect,
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;2 there is "confusion in the bloc natiensh
thopolitically aud militarily. rrcfesses to
they now thinking akout balhlng, whe thior or notb
Saya © mﬂungs navs broub“t internal stregses and
govt. == diffcrences on stragosy, how high a price
victowy, etec. Davs relations amony hVK, Noscow,
which seoms o be & gtrongly hold cpinion but not

3 to figh ing the war as outlined, el savs; 1s not
2tinte & LPDtrﬁl, sfusd Gommu“iwt SVN boeause that is not poa=-

e alitorucetive lo a Domormimimdomiszm F‘lune sc~domina tad
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utheast daia which he thinks means a "Red Asia". Concodes possi-
i ool Tlteolast tendencias in NVN but thinks bhiﬁ“ would Inevita-
sy dominete once we pull cut. I further bolleves most of our al-
lies sheve thils view, ircluding dissidents like Ayub Xhan, and that
shelin ;ubL o utmuefent@ are diciated by internal pclitics; nhe expect
Avub apeciiically and "allies” generally to be with us when the cihip
are really dovn. . ' . o

sar objestive” is to maintaln an independont, non-

X _ @ e
Sommunist 8VE Cur poliech is to reach this objective at lowest

»
Do cost in casneliiss snd risks %o attack Red China substan-
tially Incroacses the rlvin and costs, probably would brilng Soviet
frnien to nagistance of Cn:pa. Such asalstance not necesgsarily nucl
rebalictlon on us but perhaps Soviet pressures or Western Burope or
to chie Sonth on (rcece and lwrkey. Doesn't belisve China and Russi
pushed togelher yet, division probably widened, but counceivable cou
o3 clozed in nesr future and ml"ht well be by attack on China now.

Lucloar Waanons

following a strategy that rocognizes any s anctuary or

£ X regtrictlion. Bub we would use nuclear weagpons only al”

rm;ly qrai,¢n; non=nuelear arsenal. 1In otler words, 1f 100 planes
!

o
& take out & tarzsl, we wouldn'?t necassarily g0 to nuclear
vuhons, we would try 200 planes, &2nd se cn. Dut "inhibltions” on
naiag nuclene are MOT Yoverwhoiming.® Concsded that would be a
Telpantic step’s Guote: "ve'd use wlatever weapons we felt noces
ave cur ohjective, racognizing that one must of Psot amadmat
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soninet the prica® -- and tle rrice includes all pqycnolO"zcul,
L da factors At L : fall t o 1 | ie) n
BIg factorsg, outc. AL fallout on innccent. nconcelvable
) cuprrrent cireumsinicer thnt nueclear would provide a net gain
weoninny tha terrifie price ihwat weuld be paid. HOT inconceivable

it tne price would Lo pald In zome fulture circumstances liel nefusos
to predict. ~ : |

Tiihdrawal

S. withdrew from SVL, there would be a complete shift in
bilance of power. Asnia goes Red, our prestipge and integrit:
nlliics everjywners shalen Tevca Llo°e who publicly msk us to
iar, ctes)y 4Lt heme, he foresees as a result of these cala-
cad- olffcet on sconomy and a disastrous political fight that
ruher freese American politlcal debate and even affe t polit—

EIR S - YA P
LCcal I'Doedgin.

il U.Eeoactdisved In SVE the objec tives stated by LBJd in oaltimoro,
vihieare weuld Le substantiel poliitlcal and aconomic and socurity gains.
' pexr (MelN ssz) to combine birth centrol and aconomlo eéxXpann=
in pigantic are from SVN to Iran and the Middle East,
inakls developments’ to cklo | PrSBON, proving wor th of
rat 1 '

Sl Y e g
D AR R P '.j_’
L Zetileanenc : S ’

cn a non-Communlist, independent SVN. Does not
zation of such a govie Pellevesd even Buddnists
zers oo a rogult of cleanup In last 8 or 9
talnly not. Insists students and labor recoll
irer 1o being lo actunl authoritys. Lven genoral
.anuer Cuate ‘'fhus, now believes LE NVH vupport ar.
he endoed, SVE could control guerrillas withoui
ican aid. Ultimate setiloment would have to be
lezal opening to go back toassist if £ the

5 threatened Irom witliouts. Dub must have lnterna
not just a U,8. guardienship. : o
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d no success in numerousn abltempts at infilirvating NVN with
of oux own. About 50 per cent of SVN guerrillas-sent
ricus means wiped oubt, Now considered frultless, parti-
o they needed most in hardest nlaces to get to, industri

Ininol, ﬁcN attributas this failure to tight police sta
'r KV threough which hq says 1ntroduction of guerrillasg can
valy discovered aad 3 cpyed. :
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China will izcrease its wililtary nover subﬂtautlally in coming de-
‘ . likely tec be atle to tlrenton US wlthin a decade. Tles
natween Joviet Union and satellitoes: Fuve woakenad, oviot Unlon has
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izl ?”ﬂc e . et Union was contained by a military alli-~
i cxpansicnist pericd. So possible to contain China in her
sionlst piase by simllar allisncoeas.

1 oin SVID would be improved I more Asian Eroops to asslst

‘¢ osoma horsang now and Shey'ro good. TPossiblllties: Phile
and Thailande, Dosg XOT want Chineco Fationalis te, whosa
vould not be welcome %o ¢ﬁdothnaae and who nl”ht force
inizsl . Lo comnme In cooe

: north to dats have destroyed 16 bridszes. Interdieted
orth-zouidth rail line i 3 wajor places. Intarcicted major
10 to 12 magor placcs. ' o

about 2 per cent of wmilitary sortics.

Cur wlir lesses in doing thia
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May 21, 1984

Mr, William C. Slany
The Historian

Room 3100 SA-1 o .
Department of State : -

Washington, D, C., 20520 b
4
Dear Mr. Slany: . .
’ S
I have decided that I should place into the records of the State Depart- e s
ment a note on a conversation I had with Chairman Nikita Khrushchev Which is, ;
thus far, not in your official records. This letter probably ought to be clas- <r\

sified until such time as related and surrounding materials are deciassified.

1 leave it to you to decide whether this letter should have any circilation
beyond your office -- such as to some of the analysts in the Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research. I would not care to read this letter in the next few weeks
in the Washington Post or the New York Times. . ”

In August 1963 I went to Moscow as the head of a substantial U. S.
delegation for the signing of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Following the sign-
ing, Chairman Khrushchey invited Mrs. Rusk and me to spend a day at the Black
Sea and have luncheon with him. e T

During luncheon Chairman Khrushchev drew me aside with only his interpre-
ter and said the following:

Rusk, Konrad Adenauer has told me that he would not fight a nuclear
war over Berlin. Charles DeGaulle has told me that he would not fight a
nuclear war over Berlin, Harold Macmillan has told me that he would not fight

a nuclear war over Berlin. How do you expect me to believe that you Americans
would fight a nuclear war over Berlin?"

-

That was quite a question and there was no opportunity for me to refer oq B
back to Washington for some comment or instruction. I looked at him very
directly and said, "Mr. Chairman, you will just have to take into account the
possibitity that we Americans are God damn fools." We stared at each other
unblinking for a bit; he thereupon changed the subject and gave me three
watches to take home to my children. Bwd XECRE

I will not add my own comments or reflections on this exchange, but I

thought that the exchange itself ocught to be in the archives of the Department
of State,

e L cian e

With personal best wishes, . DEPARTHENT OF STATE A/CDC/MR i

Sincerely; RETIE“%D\ BY(&I\Q?WR“&%? b HLI&
a3 e Ce
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This is the original text of an article which appeared in the
International Herald Tribune on June 19, 1991 under the headline
A NUCLEAR WAR TO KEEP BERLIN OPEN?
(Some editorial changes were made in Paris.)

by John C. Ausland

Oslo. The quarrel over whether Berlin should be the capital of a
united Germany is not the only sign the Cold War is over. A
lesser noted event is that the State Department has recently
released to me a top secret briefing which I gave President
Kennedy in 1962. Previous efforts to get this under the Freedom
of Information Act had failed on the grounds it still represented

I found this incongruous, since it was well known that
George Pacques, an agent working in NATO, had systematically
passed our contingency plans to the KGB. Khruschev once remarked
to Averell Harriman that he had seen these and was not impressed.

‘Encouraged by the disappearance of the wall, I tried again
recently to get the briefing and was rewarded with a copy, with
a few excisions concerning covert operations and nuclear weapons.

Thirty years later, you may wonder why [ wanted this
briefing, It was not only because it represented an important
event in my life. I was also curious to see what we were saying
at that time about the defense of allied rights in Berlin.
Unfortunately, the text does not reflect the most important thing
that happened during the briefing. This was a statement made by
Kennedy about nuclear weapons.

Given the apparent case with which the wall came down, it
is not easy to recreate today the tension which existed in 1962.
For reasons which have never been clear to me, Khruschev had
suddenly reignited the struggle over Berlin. After Kennedy's
itl-fated meeting with Khrushchev in Vienna in the spring of
1961, it was difficult for those of us working on Berlin to see
how we could extricate ourselves from the crisis without a war.

The erection of the wall reinforced our anxiety and led to
an intensification of contingency planning regarding Berlin.
Planning documents multiplied until they filled two file drawers.

(p3 of 6)
No imagined contingency was left unexamined. Officials flew to
Camp David to play Berlin games, the best device yet found to

The planning, however, also assumed another dimension.
Under the guidance of Paul Nitze, who was then an advisor to both
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and President Kennedy,
planning became the crucible for selling flexible response to the
allies.

In the middle of 1962, General Maxwell Taylor, military

- advisor to President Kennedy, commented that it would be useful
to brief the president on Berlin planning. Having recently given
such a briefing to the Berlin Task Force in the State Department,
I was nominated.

While little aftention had been paid to my briefing earlier,
it is remarkable how interesting something becomes when officials
find it is going to the president. Having survived the resulting
onslaught of suggestions, sometime in August, 1962 T presented
the briefing to President Kennedy in the Cabinet Room. As usual,




a number of senior officials were also present, including
Secretary of State Rusk and Secretary of Defense McNamara.
(p4 of 6)

The briefing used as its framework National Security Action
Memorandum 109, commonly known as the Poodle Blanket, which
President Kennedy had approved in October, 1961, This used a
four phase scenario, which ran as follows:

Phase 1. Soviet or east German interference with access to
Berlin. For this phase, the allies had prepared a number of
military plans regarding access. On the ground, these provided
for token allied military probes, under the rubric Free Style.
Plans regarding air access called for putting military pilots
on commercial aircraft if the civilian pilots refused to fly.

Under some circumstances, fighter aircraft would provide
protection under the rubric Jack Pine.

Phase 2. Significant blockage of access to Berlin. This
phase would be characterized by intense diplomatic activity, a
NATO military buitdup, and an airlift as needed. There could
also be naval countermeasures, economic countermeasures, and
covert action designed to encourage passive resistance.

Phase 3. If measures taken in Phase 2 did not end the
blockage, the allies would undertake offensive non-nuclear
operations. The names assigned to these plans were Trade Wind

(pS of 6)
and June Ball.

Phase 4. If the conventional military action were
"unsuccessful in inducing the Soviets to restore Allied right in

Although this scenario may sound bold, the briefing conveyed
considerable caution. At one point, I noted that this was a
conceptual framework and not an attempt to predict how history
will unroll. Furthermore, I added that "we have no idea of
rushing from one phase to another."

This reflected President Kennedy's outlook. As Secretary
Rusk commented to several of us once, "You must remember, in
dealing with the Russians, he always has in the back of his mind
nuclear weapons."”

Later, when I became involved in nuclear planning, I
understood better what he had in mind. Nevertheless, at the time
it was difficult to reconcile the president's concermn with a
remark he made during the briefing. When I was discussing Phase
4 and the possible use of nuclear weapons, he interrupted to say,
"1 suppose if we get involved in a war in Europe we will have no
choice but to use nuclear weapons.”

(p6 of 6)

Silence fell upon the room for a moment, and then 1 resumed
the briefing. Robert McNamara has recently revealed that he
subsequently cautioned Kennedy against every authorizing the use

The irony was that shortly after this briefing Khruschev
threw Kennedy a curve ball by deploying nuclear missiles to Cuba.
This was a terrible mistake on his part, for it moved the action
from Khruschev's front yard to Kennedy's. As a result, it was -
happily - never necessary to determine if the US and their allies
were as bold as their planning.

Although we continued to have difficulty regarding ground




access to Berlin after the Cuban missile crisis, we ceased to
John C. Ausland CIS: 73240,2704
Internet: d_austand_j@kari.uto.no
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American’ pe0pla seid, rafarring‘ o the: nuclaa,
WAnd an mnttars ‘axe going' the. tima will

‘miscuous . upraad ot nuclear weaponn throug“_
the wnrld -

", ...We hope the 80viet rulera view with
_the prospect of nuclear weapons producti
apreading chroughout thm world."

=

Maxch 30, 1960

seek a teat ben treaty., He eaid that:

"The deiving force behind me is the beliaf that
we should £ry to stop ths spreading- of this, '
. you might say, the sime of the club, - Ther

_ already four nations into it, and it's an expensive’

_ business, And it could be finally moye. dangerous
than aver, merely because of the spreading of thi
knnwledge and this know~how..,." \

Sepbembar 25 1961 SRE o
‘ Prasident Kennedy auhmitted to, tﬁe United: Nationa e
draft disarmament plan containing the following proposa
for agreemant: . i
- Mgtates owning nuclear wuapons shall not-relinquia
econtrol of such weapons to any nation not:owning
them and shall not transmit to amy such nationm
;informntion or material necessary for;thei
;fncturn., Btates not owning nuclear weapons '‘shall

—eamM nxsm:mlgu
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- December &, 1961. ' ' e
. . ~ Irish Resolution: is' adopted unanimoualy by th
: Asaembly (AIRES/IBGS(XVI)) '

weapops would undertake not to manufacture’o:;.,
‘ otherwlse acquire control of such weapons;...."

e to prevént states owning nuclear waapons from relinquiaﬁin
N . control over such weapons to any nations not. awning xhemw"

N -

Aprll 18 1962 ' S f ;
S The United States submitted to the Ganava Diaarmament'
R - Conference a disarmament plan which proposed that nuclaa
‘ ' powers would: - .
Coobe o ) "Sot transfer control over any nnclear Weaponé o
I L .. .. ' to a state which had not- mnnuf&*tured a nuclear .
R ' S weapon before an agreed date; '

"Not assist any- such atate in manufacturing a y'f-
.nuclear weapona.". _ v




“Non nuclear poWera WOuld' %
e "Not acquire, or attampt

. Iany ‘nucledr weapons,
ot manufactnre, ot atte
 nuclear‘weap0ns. ”

o -
s .

' . . Alr
Lo oy

Auguat "33, 1962 . : ' ' : =
.+ Secretary and Gromyko.‘ Sova appeared mmre'willing t

. Subcommittee, Senator Goldwatar was present»
other things, Secretary saild: : -
"/A] test ban treaty combined with an agreement
by the nucleax powers not to transfer nuclear '
weapons into. the national gontrol of nonnuclear
would constitute a significant inhibition upon the
spread of nuclear weapona o additional countries.

“This would ‘be 1inkad to ah agreamant by non-~
‘nuclear powers to refrain from manufacturing, testing:
or seeking to-acquire nuclear wedpons, - If ‘such: -agree~’
-ments become possible; their combined effect would be’

 to substantially enhance the national security interes
of the United States," .(Hearings before.the Prepa
Investigating 3ubcommittea of the Committee-on Armed.::
Services, United States Senata 87th Cong., 2d° Sess.

p. 82 -

Later in rnaponae to: queatiuns by Senator Stennis con
cerning Red. China partieipation, the Secxetary eaid: . .

. "[I]f we had an agreementon the-non proliferation

of nuclear weapons, against the trannfer of nuclear B




wé‘-ona, and we .anked all those countriea who dit
ét. have nuclear weapons - to algn up not, to pro

l

. November. 28, 1962
~+ . Presldent Kennedy approved ‘memo dated Novamb
1962 from Secretary. The memorandum had attache
'it,  among other thinga tha draft non-transfer. declara
tion. The Secretary's memo of November 27 indicate
- that) the Secretary had already conferred with tha.
uForeign Ministers of Great Britain, France,. and’ the_
Federal Republic of Germany on the subject. ‘The memo
advigsed President Kennedy that the Joint Chiefs oppoaed
the measure but that tha Department of Defense did not

Nbvember 30, 1962
The .Sectetary told Mik%?an that we. were hopeful that:th

Chinese would cooperate on a non-proliferation declaﬁa:
tion. He assumed the Soviets felt the same way aboutAFRG

December 10,. 1962 'f‘N, o T '
" The Secretary read Dobrynin the first paragraph of‘
‘draft declaxation. _

December 12- 15 1962 -
TO ministerial meeting.
‘declaration to Bricish, French “and Germans,
consultation followed" in auccaeding montha,
was citculated in NAC invFebruafy of 1963,




July 26, 1963

. 7 In a statement to the American people concerning he

;//' test ban treaty which had bean initialed in: Mb cow,

, President Kennedy said: S : '

"...thig treaty can be a step toward,preventing

the spread pof nuclear weapons to. nations' no
pogsegsing them, During the ﬁexc several yaars
in addition to the four current nuclear p
a small but significant number of natix :
“have the . intallectual physical and: financia.

hands, in the hands of countriaa large. and amall,
stable and unstable, respongible and: irresponsibl
scattered throughout the world There would ‘be‘'no:

Lpersuade other’ countrieg not to test transfer
racquire, possess, ox pruduce such weapona.

August 15, 1963 - : :
Shortly aftar the signing of the tast ban treaty,v
Chinese communiat regime issued a statement which in_ u




this” following
. "The objeat of U.§. 1mparia118m in adv catiig
© 'prevention of nuclear proliferation is not

to mandcle itself but to manacle socialist countries
other chan the Soviet Union, The United Statés i
trying to’achieve this object by consolidating:th
nuclear monopoly position of the United
Britain, and the Soviet Union, . The. Soviec'lead' |
are’ fully supporting this plot and- playing an'
active parc in carrying ie out.

,...As long as- thq imparialists rafuse’ to ba
nuclear weapons, thé-greataer the number of soclalist
. countrtes posgessing tham, tha better the ‘guarantee
" of world peaca."

January 21, 1964,

In 2 message to the Ganeva DL armament Conference

President Johmson said:.
"Fifth, and finally, 't “Btop the apr@ad of nuclear
weapons to nations not. now comexolling them,: let’
ug agree: (a) that nuclear weapons not. be trang-
ferred into the national control. of statéa which’
do not now control them,...."

u’

v

P

Februnry 6 1964,/

non préiifaration, said:’




April 3, 1964 . - '
In a press conference in- response to a queatio
cerning public confirmation of a series of U.S
talks on nondissemination of nucI;ar weapons;
Ruek said

- have been talks in Genava.

"Now, it 1s not going to ha oas

queation of nondissemination of nuclear
to a formal agreement, On thelr side th
-have raised objections about our proposal.
multilatexal force., Now we know ourselve

basis.

""Now, on our side we have a vary substantial. nterest
in the nondissemination idea as it applies tony@*-
Peiping, but there 1s no evidence whatever tha;
Peiping would engage in the kind of agreementuthat

‘we have been talking with other govermments:about,

.and _so at-least some of our sanse of urgency diminishe
if {t is clear that Pelping will not take part-"

July 2, 1964 Yo
At the Geneva Disarmament COnferenc Mr. Foster deacribed
the text of the draft declaration wh ch the U,S. was’
discussin ith the Soviet Union. He said:
CMea T 'he. United Statea has been aeeking and will




continue to aeek an intarnatiunal agraement unde
which the nuclear Powers would commit thems

not to transfer nuclear weapons. into nationalico
trol of States not now possessing them, as wel
not to-assist such States in manufacturing nuel
weapons, Such an agreement would facilitat a
parallel undertaking by non=nuclear Powers not t
manufacture such weapons and to refrain from acquiring
control over such weapons and from aeeking o ¢!
asgistance in manufacturing them..;."3”f

September 16, 1964,
President Johnson, in a mesaage to the Geneva Disarmamant
Conference, called agtention to' the fact that United:
posals included '"urgently needed ateps to curb th
of nuclear weapons,' . s






