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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject: Israel's Nuclear Program

Ambassador Rabin called on me October 15 to
deliver his government's responses to the three
requests I put to him on July 29 with respect to

: : Israel's nuclear program. As you will recall,

j those requests were for (a) a report on the results

: ‘ of the Israel Government's study of the NPT guestion,
(b) an assurance that when Israel says it will not
introduce nuclear weapons it means it will not
possess such weapons, and (¢) an assurance that
Israel will not produce or deploy the Jericho
strategic missile. A full record of my October 15
meeting with Ambassador Rabin is enclosed.

Israel's reply with respect to the NPT says in
effect that this question is on ice until after the
forthcoming Israeli elections. Israel's reply on
what "introduction" of nuclear weapons means is not
directly responsive to our request, but we will need
to examine its nuances carefully to determine whether
it in fact represents any advance toward the kind of
assurance we seek. The reply with respect to the
Jericho missile, in saying that there will be no
operational deployment for at least three years, is
in effect confirmation of Isracl's present intentions
ultimately to deploy such missiles.
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Memorandum of Conversation

paTteOctober 15, 1969

SUBJZCT: Israeli Nuclear Programs

PARTICIPANTS: Lt. General Yitzhak Rabin; Ambassador of Israel
Shlomo Argov, Minister, Embassy of Israel
Moshe Raviv, Counselor, Embassy of Israel

The Under Secretary
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Country Director, Israel and
Arab-Israel Affairs

Ambassador Rabin said he had been instructed to reply as follows to
the three questions put to him by the Under Secretary on July 29,

1969:

1. The Government of Israel is in no position to make further
clarifications about the NPT until a new government will be formed
after the elections. The new government will continue to study this
problem, bearing in mind its importance as expressed by the President
during his talk with the Prime Minister.

2. 1t is the view of the Government of Israel that introduction
means the transformation from a non-nuclear weapon country into a

nuclear weapon country.

3. As.a resuitAof‘the French embargo and other factors there
will be no operational deployment of missiles in Israel for at least

three years from now.

Ambassador Rabin elaborated on the foregoing only to the extent of
noting that the response 1in paragraph 2 conformed to the language

used in the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.

The Under Secretary thanked Ambassador Rabin and said that the Govern-
ment of Israel's reply was both responsive and succinct. He would
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not attempt to comment in detail at this time. By way of pre-
liminary obscrvations, the Under Secretary noted that the Israeli
response to the first question was self-explanatory; we might wish
to pursuc this point further after formation of the new Israelil
Government following elections. With respect to the response to
the question about "introduction" of nuclear weapons, the Under
Secretary said we would want to consider its implications carefully.
The response about deployment of the -Jericho missile was helpful

in providing an understanding of the facts of the situation in

this period of particular tension in the area.
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: , THE SECRETARY OF STATE
{ WASHINGTON

March 28, 1969
TéP SECE‘T_

Dear Mel:

————
]
ke

I have your letter of March 17 and Dave Packard's
of March 14 regarding the Israeli nuclear weapons
problem.

[

ﬁ-‘:l'u' -

; We are inclined to doubt that the acquisition of

; the second CDC 6400 would significantly affect the time
; span for completion of the design phase for a nuclear
weapon, or materially influence the capability of the
Israelis to acquire such a weapon, However, there is
enough of a difference of view about the facts of this
matter to indicate that it should be studied further
before making a final decision.

17 it

I suggest, therefore, that there be an urgent inter-
-agency review where all information on the facts which
are available to the agencies concerned can be considered
in order to facilitate an evaluation of the significance
of any added computers for Israel at this phase of its
nuclear program. Such a review might be carried out on
an urgent basis within the ACEP structure,

1 agree with Dave's idea that the present procedures
for clearance of sensitive export items related to nuclear
weapons and strategic delivery systems should be reexamined.
We are currently preparing a proposal for a complete
redraft of NSAM 294, the drawing up of more comprehensive
guidelines covering critical countries and items, and the
establishment of a mechanism to see that the policy is
effectively implemented. Alex Johnson's office has been
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in touch with Defense on this question, and we plan to
suggest that the problem be considered by the Inter-
departmental Political/Military Group within the very
near future,

I certainly share your view on the seriousness
i of the problem which would be created for the United States
5 by introduction of nuclear weapons into the Middle East.,
4 I have asked Elliot Richardson to have this item placed
H on the agenda for early discussion by the Under Secretaries
Commi ttee,

Sincerely,

Wd@ﬂ%w

wWilliam P. Ro

Secretary of’ Commerce

Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs

Director, Central Intelligence Agency
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National Security Study Memorandum No. 40

~

TO: The, Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense tq
The Director of Central Intelligence Specisl “” bas geem .
SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Weapons Programk & ;\f;
¢
The President has directed the preparation of a policy study on the
Israeli nuclecar weapons pr ogram.

: . <
As a background for this'study, a thorough intelligence study should N
be provided, describing our best estimate of the current stale and o
future prospects of the Israeli program. The intelligence estirnate ~

should be provided on a selected basis to the named individuals of the
Ad Hoc Comimittee of the Review Group and of the Natioral Sccurity

Council listed below.

‘The policy should {a) discuss as specifically as possible the implications
of Isrzel's nuclear weapons program for U.S. objectives in the Middle
East, in arms limitation and in non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
and (b) describe the principal policy alternatives for the U.S. and the
full range of possible U.S. actions in the situations we arc most likely
to face. For instance, the paper might consider alternatives (a) in the
present situation, (b) in a situation where Israel is known by us but not
by the Arabs to have completﬂd a nuclear device, land {c) in a situation
where Jsrael is known by us and by the Arabs to be ready to deploy
ruclear weapons. After analyzing alternatives, the paper may state a

viewpoint on a preferred course.

The Precsident has directed that this study be prepared by an Ad Hoce
Group chaired by a represcentative of the Secretary of State and including

representatives of the Sccretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint g
Cliefs of Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence and the Assistant to \'

the President for National Security Affairs.

The paper should be submitied by April 25, 1569, to an Ad Hoc Commitice
of the NSC Review Group comprised of Elliot L. Richardson, Undcr Bécre-
tary of Stzte; David Packard, Deputy Sccrctary of Defense; Richard Helms, ~9
Director of Central Intelligence; General Earle G, Wheeler, Chairman,
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, and chaired by the Assistant to the President for

- National Security Affairs, The special commi}tee of the National
Securify Council will be comprised of the Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelhgence 'and the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs.

J —— //c“

, Henry A. Kissinger _‘\*—--.\

ce: The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
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ASSISTAS

15 APR 1569
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In reply refer.to
1-4173/69

MEMORANCUM FOR ASS{STANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

. SUBJECT: Nationaleegurlty Study Memorandum #40

Mr, Harry H. Schwartz, DASD/NESA, is designated as representative of
the Secrestary of Defense on the Ad Hoc Group describad in paragraph

4 of subject memorandum,
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' DEPARTMENT OF STATE"

| R - . WASHINGTON
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TO: The Assistant to the President for
-, National Security Affairs ' .
The Deputy Secretary of Defense N
_ The Director of CIA N
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff : é:
' SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Wéapons-Program -~ NSSM 40;- o -~
" Herewith are a memorandum of issues raised in WL
the Ad Hoc Group preparing a study of Israel's L
nuclear weapons program and the basic study.
ke P Uates
‘Enclosures: i
1. Memorandum of issues
2. Basic study
. . * ‘ w
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‘.-NATI(‘)NAL' sscum'rrsruni MEMORANDUM NO. 40.

" TO ' ¢ NSC - Dr. Kissin er.
. ‘ U A The Acting Secretary

rnpla s NEA - Rodger P. Davies_ RLED

SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program - Issues
. < - and Courses of. Action k8 ‘

Attached there is a polzcy study on the Israeli
.. huclear weapons program as requested in NSSM 40. .

a
‘. ceem i amem s e © b e wom-iaw,

The following major issues emerged during meetings
of the Ad Hoc Group. :

1. Israel's Nuclear Capabilities and Intentions

25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |

| We know that Israel is in the
process of deploying a nuclear-capable surface-to-surface
missile system (range of about 300 miles); there is cir-
cunstantial evidence indicating Xsrael has acquired
- fissionable material; there are unconfirmed reports that
Israel has begun to construct nuclear weapons.

| Department of State representatives bel:.eve
more evidenc® is necessary | ]

E_a]nd that Israel| |
is aware that actual production and deployment
of nuclear weapons could place severe strains on US-

Israel relations. “ . o

gﬂp sr?sszr[noors
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- p Israel's Assurances on Nuclear Wegpons and Relat;on
to Delivery of F—4 Phantom Alrcraft to Israel

Quzte aside from the question of whether tha U S.:

should impose or threaten to impose this sanction in an
attempt to limit Israel's nuclear- weapons program, ve
must face the sensitive issue of carrying forward on

deliveries | ] f

L

| Providing an aircraft which could serve
as a nuclear delivery system

lmiqht have to be defendeq in Congress

.and publicly.

Israel) has committed to us that it will not be %the

. first to ‘introduce nuclear weapons into the area",

but there. are grounds for believing that Israel does not

" construe production of a weapon to constitute "introduction.”

Duxing negotiations in November, 1968 for the sale of
the "Phantom” F-4 aircraft to Israel, Ambassador Rabin
expressed the view that introduction would require testlng

. and making public the fact of possession of a nuclear
.weapon. In accepting as condition for the sale Israel's
reaffirmation that it would not be the first to introduce

nuclear weapons in the Middle East and agreement that it
would not use any aircraft supplied by the United States
as & nuclear weapons carrier, our reply stated: '

"In this connection, I have made clear the positlon

of the United States Government that the physical possession
.and control of nuclear arms by a Middle East power ' .

would be deemed to constitute the introduction of
nuclear weapons. . :

Inasmuch as our reply also made clear that we

‘consider that "unusual and compelling circumstances® re-

quiring cancellation of the F-4 agreemeni{ would exist in
the event of "action inconsistent with your policy and
agrecment as set forth in your letter," the door was left
open to suspend or cancel the deliveries of the aircraft
if Israel by our definition "introduced" nuclear weapons
into the area. : .

ﬂl’ S}ﬁQRET/NODIS
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3. Will Raising this Issue with Isracl now ‘Complement
or Undercut our Diplomatic effort to Achieve an
. Arab-Israel peace, Settlement? o :

Since we are already having a crisis of confldence

. with’ Israel over our peace efforts, will the renewal of

the dialogue on, the nuclear issue cause the Israelis to dig

‘in even harder on their peace terms? It can be argued that

the nuclear issue is overriding and that in any event a
settlement is unlikely. On the other hand, progress
toward peace would probably be the s;ngle most decisive

" . factor making the nuclear issue ‘easier to handle.

+In defining options, the NSSM-JO'study covers a
range of pressures that the U.S. might apply to Israel -- for

-any puxpose. If we choose to use the maximum option on

the nuclear issue, we may not have the necessary 1everage

"_left Tor hélping along the pedc& negotiations: We are
. proceeding with our bilateral exchanges with the Soviets

on the nature of a settlement with the expectation that

- Israel will f£ind the outcome difficult but not impossible

to accept and that some pressure will be necessary to bring
Israel into line. If there is a real possibility that

-pressure will be needed, these would not differ substantially
‘from those 'in the study. Use of leverage on the NPT/nuclear

issue may seriously detract from our capability to influence
Xsracl on the settlement issue. .‘'On the other hand, if we
decide to defer using pressure on the nuclear question so

as to preserve leverage on a possible peace settlemént,

we must ask how long we are prepared to do this in the

face of Israel's rapidly advancing program, and the '

.knowledge that,. the longer we put off making Israel feel"

the seriousness of our purpose, the harder it will be to

" arrest Israel's program.-

* 4. .Should we Move Direct_y into a Confrontation w1th
= Israel on the NPT/Nuclear Weapon Issue on the basis
of Su ly of F-4's and other pending Arms Deliveries
or Shou d we Follow a Graduated Aporoéach Relying -
Primarily on Political Suasion but Maintaining the |
_ Flex1b11;_y to Move to more Coercive Policies if g
,Israel Js Unresponsive '

* . The Devartment of ‘State believes that a pollcy of

. pressure has a fundamental built-in contradiction and

‘involves difficulties for the U.S. that should be carefully

‘10 SEDRET/NODIS
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‘exanined. A threat to cut off Israel's supply of con-
ventional arms could build military and psychological
pressures within Israel ta move rapidly to the very
.—sophisticated weaponry we are trying.to avoid. ,Moreover,

‘to deny Israel arms needed for its defense would be .

i g most @ifficult to justify in the face of continuing Arab

> we threats and commando attacks. Israel would see from the

5 Je o © outset that we would be under considerable pressures not

: : oy to sustain this position and we wonld have eyPended much @ .
5 T - . leverage and good will needlessly. : S

- X State belzeves that for the present we should continue
" . the course of using political argumentation, leaving
o e, —-implicit and for future decision possible sanctions if
i LR Israecl does not respond to our initial representations and
. proceeds with its weapons program. lour actions on the
_“"m_m__puclear issue should be timed so as"to complement or at’
f% . least not undercut our “diplomatic efforts to achieve a -
: 4 ." . peace settlement. Our objective would be Israeli signature
; of the NPT with (a) the tacit understanding that as long
as Israel did not complete manufacture of nuclear explosive
devices, we would regard this as being within the terms of
. the Treaty and, (b) a commitment that Israel would negotiate
. the IAEA safeguards agreement, and (c) an understandlng
" that we will support the Israelis in a reasonable inter-
pretation of Article III consistent with the difference we hav
drawn between maintaining and exerc1s1ng the option to
H manufacture nuclear explosives, provided Israél assures .
0 : us it will not produce weapons and will consult with us to

% 4 . dqflne this concept in detail. e .o

. . The Department of Defense (ISA and the Joint Staff)
' .. believes that pressures can be applied by the threat to
cut off conventional weapons supply and assurances from
Israel received with a reasonably good chance (say 75%)
of avoiding a public confrontation. Important groups in
Israel surely will want to avoid such a confrontation, and
. the military certainly will not wish to.exchange assured
. conventional weapons supply from this highly preferxred .
source for nuclear-armed missiles. Moreover, it will be
difficult, to put it mildly, for Icrael publicly to
challenge our position on this issue - for our position
ecan be easily and clearly presented as actlng in the U.S.°

T T}P s}egET/Noms
J/PA dlf;ers viith thxs view- see footnote on page 6.
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interest without jeopardizing Israel's security. (This
would. not be the case if, for example, we attempted to

" withhold arms supplies to achieve Israeli concessions to
. Arabs; our position would ‘be more difficult to Qefend and

sustain publicly 1n that instance.)

Defense believes that it s important, if we are, to

"stop Israel from going ahead with missiles and nuclear :
‘weapons, to demonstrate to the Israelis the seriousness

of our purpose so that Israel itself can see the des;rabilxty

‘of avoiding confrontation. 1Israel will surely not stop.

its long range-nuclear weapons and missile programs unless

- it is made to feel that the United States is truly prepared

to adopt poli¢ies which would adversely effect Israel's
security with respect to more immediate threats. Moreover,
the speed with which Israel is proceeding dictates that we
must take steps very soon if we are to stop Israel's nuclear
and-missile- actxv;ty before it is publlcly known.

Defense recognizes that we cannot obtain absolute
guarantees that Israel will forego strategic missiles and
nuclear weapons over the long-run; we can, however, make
it more likely that missiles and nuclear weapons will not
be used by stopping their production now and by creating
a political obstacle -- the necessity to renounce agreements
and risk confrontation with the United States -- to their

,later use. - - _ _ I

5. Should we Attempt to Obtain Israeli Assurances that’
. it will halt its strategic missile as well as :
uclear weapons program? -

Defcnse believes that in addition to szgnature cf the NPT
and assurances of nuclear weapons restraint, we should seek-
Israeli assurances ‘that it will not produce, further acquire,
or deploy strategic missiles. They argue that since the -
present Israeli "Jericho” missile is not militarily cost
effective as a.means of delivering a high explosive warhead,
the assumption will be made that they are designed for .
nuclear warheads, and the practical result may be the f
same whether or not the nuclear weapons actually exist. S

The Department of State, on the other hand, believes :
that getting the Israelis to abandon their SSM program will

‘be very difficult to achieve, given the program's already

/@'15 SBSRET/NODIS
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.+ "advanced stage. Trylng to obtain assurances on mlssiles '

would therefore seriously compound the difficulty of obtain-’

-ing assurances on what must be our main objective--the
-non-productlon and non-deplqyment of nuclear weapons.

-2 S.j Courses of Actlon

. 3. The Department of State holds the follow1ng view:

1.; A dialogue with Israel on the.nuclear quesLion

.. can and should Be initiated immediately. We believe this:
' uiwzll not affect adversely our current efforts to achieve

a2 peace settlement. We should move to reaffirm our oppo-
sition to proliferation as soon as possible preferably at

_the Ambassadorial level both here and in Jerusalem and

underscore that the U.S. Government cbn51ders it has a firm

- _comnitment in this respect from Israel. . We believe strongly S

" “that we should not at this .juncture link this approach to
a suspension or slowing down of shipments of conventional

-. weapons to. Israel.l This possibility should be reviewed
B -~--"-~f-—~pr1or to September in the light of Israel's response and

further.intelligence on the proyress of Israel's program,'

’ 2. At an early occasion a high-ranklng U.S.
official--preferably the Secretary of State or Secretary

. -of Pefense--should make a public statement on our global
non-proliferation objectives and, in particular, our hope
"that nuclear weapons can be kept out of sensitive areas

such as the Middle East. Such a statement should note
Israel's assurances to us that .it.would not be the first
to introduce nuclear weapons into the area and urge Israel

.to sign the NPT.

. Lo

1J/PM, vhile in general agreement with the other formulatlons '
.identified as the State position in this paper, differs with
NEA on this point.~.J/PM belleves' , _ o
(a) The implications of Israel's possession of '
nuclear weapons are serious enough for US .

interests to warrant reminding the Israelis e

at the outset of the terms of the Warnke letter,
and informing them of the possibility that we

~ might not be able to carry through with deliveries
of the F-4 and other aircrafL if Israel pursues its

- weapons program;

4

(b) Unless this’ warning is conveyed, the Israelxs are not
likely to pay much attention ‘to our representations.

i Igcﬁ sx%iuir/uoozs
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- B. ?he'Department of Defenée hoIdsfthc following

vView:

1. There should be an early meetlng with )
Ambassador Rabin of Israel for the purpose of conveying
to Israel (a) the seriousness with which the U.S. views
Israel's missile and nuclear developments, and {b)- spec;fic
U.S. demands that Israel stop certain of its act1v1t1es and
give us assurances to this effect. - ;

2. Th: assurances ve rcqnlre Irom Israel are:
(a) private assurances (with inspection rights) that
Israel will cease and desist from development or acquisition
.of nuclear weapons and strategic missiles, and (b) public
- assurances in the form of a NPT 51gnature and ratlflcatxon.

" 33 We should ‘reiterate, on behalf of this
Admlnistratlon, that the American definition-of "intro-
duction® applies (e.g., the State of Israel will not
__physically_ possess_ nuclear_weapons, including the

oomponents of nuciear weapons that will explode).

L e e @ ————

4. Rabin should be ca)led in by the Pre51dent,
N ‘'or by the Secrectaries of State and Defense. Although the
e : negotiat;ons with Israel will be especially difficult,
" . " they will be less difficult if our demands for assurances
@ © . are unequivocal-and made at the highest level. . :

o g

' : . Drafted by: | ' .
- State/Defense 5/29/69 ¢ T e S
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I ISRAEL S NUCLFAR HEAPON INTFNTIONS

| 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |

- Yhere is no 7gng1nsixe;exidenge_that_lsrsel_hss_jzéx;__ﬁ
ricated & weapon,

|

| Given the Impact of this decision on

U.S. and world opinion, as well as the domestic political
problem it would pose, this final step is one ‘we believe
the Labor Alignment in Israel would like to avoid. The
fierce determination to safeguard the Jewish people, how-
ever, makes it probable that Israel would desire- to
maintain the ultimate weapon at hand should its security
again be seriously threatened.

¥

Last fall the Departmcnts of State and Defense

- recommended making the supply of F-4 aircraft contingent

.upon the halting by Israel of its nuclear weapons and
missiles program, but President Johnson did not approve
the recommendations to that effect. We did, however,
during the P-4 negotiations with Israel, accomplish at
least three things: (1) we put Israel on notice that
the USG is aware of what Israel is doing in the missile
and nuclear field; (2) we identified a significant dif-
ference between U.S. and Israeli interpretations of what
constitutes "introduction® of nuclear weapons. (Israeli

. Ambassador Rabin said that "introduction" would not occéur

until a weapon had been tested and its existence publicly
known: Assistant Secretary of Defense Warnke made clear
that the American definition is that mere possession of
nuclear weapons constitutes "introduction®); and (3) we
deliberately and explicitly left open the possibility that
this Administration would reconsider the F-4 sale in light
of Israel's nuclear programs. _

'rlp ss}ﬂ,g'r/uonxs
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;I. IMPLICATIOVS OF ISRAEL S NUCLEAR WEAPOVS PROGRAM

%
.

. 3 The 1mpllcatlons of Israel becoming a nuclear
power need examlnatlon from several dziferent aspects.,_

. 2 ¢ 1ee o
& . e epee weee ®iw 4. - le.

” p Arab React:on ". J"-e_-tgﬂ_“,h S e

= v e - ~ .-:‘ !o-..'. .-..'l.. .

g The Arabs are aware that Israel's capab;llty in the
nuclear field is well-advanced,.but the fact of Israel's
addlng nuclear weapons to its arsenal would have pro-.
found political and psychologlcal effect throughout

the area. . .ot e 20T

€.

‘E' Although operatlonal nuclear, weapons in the Israell

2 wide range of mllltary actions by “the Arabs. Israell
.nuclear weapons would do nothing to reducg Arab, commanao
. activity or the kind of sporadic across-the-lines .
shooting’exchanges between the regular armed. forces .
that we see today. This type of activity could well
- inc¥ease because of the Arab conclusion’ that, since -
Israel has a stronger weapon to use agalnst organized
. forces, Arab strategy should concentrate on guerilla = -
and ‘limited engagement tactics to raise Isxacli castualties
-and to -wear Israel down over the long run.. "We~ would -
,expect no ‘dramatic change in the Arab—Israel military
jimpasse but some added impetus to Arab government support

ior guerilla tactics. H

<A
° - e R A T P
- .

&

5e Py ‘The appearance of nuclear weapons in Israel would
probably cause the Arabs to withdraw from ‘the NPT and
to announce ‘they were compelled to embark on & nuclear

weapons program of their own. SRl

- e aa 0

. The problem for the Arabs would not be money but '

the acquisltlon of technical knowledge and fissionable
- material. - We do, not believe that the USSR would provide

either completed weapons or technical ‘assistance -in
‘nuclear weaponry to the Arabs. We also believe it .
.highly improbable that Communist China would provide
‘such assistance. It would be possible, however, for
.the Arabs to hire on private contract a broad range of
-scientific and techn1ca1 personnel from Western Europe.

Tob &Qmé'r/mnzs ‘
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The aCQUlSltlon of sufflcxeat quantltses oI weapons
grade fissionable material would be a greater obstacle
since the Arabs have neipher power reactors which might
produce Pu for crude "dirty" devices, nor the necessary
chemical reprocessing plants nor uranium enrichment
~plants. It is generally agreed that even with magor
. external assistance it would take the Arabs at least i
ten years to develop nuclear weapons. _

The appearance of nuclear weapons in Israel would ’

" reduce even further whatever ‘remaining prospects there

may be for an Arab-Israel settlement., It would deepen
the Arab sense of military inferiority and their fatal-

- .istic belief that the only solution to the Arab-Israel
 situation is military conflict at some distant date when
the Arabs manage to surpass Israel in strength. Deeply
rooted in the Arab psyche is the concept that a settle- .

ment will be possible only when there is some parity

- in strength with Israel. A "kamikaze" strike at the -

Dimona ‘facilities cannot be ruled out; President Nasser

. in the past has said that this would be.the UAR reaction.

The Arabs would also be thrown into greater military
and psychological dependence on the USSR providing the
latter with wider opportunities to expand its influence
"among the Arab states. US interests in the Arab states
would suffer proportionately. Even if we did not have.
to face accusations that we actively helped Israel to
‘develop the bomb, we would be held. responsible in many
Arab quarters for "allowing Israel to go nuclear". It -
would add to the strain in our relations with those
Arab states in which we still have important interests.
The gencral effect would be to add to the polarization
of the Arab—Israel confllct along cold war 11nes. :

.

'B. Sov;et Reaction

S~

We believe that the Soviet Unlon is generally avare
_of Israel's nuclear weapons program, although we do not
know to what extent. The fact that the Soviets have
- not made an issue with us on this subject may indicate
- that they feel that this is a U5 problem; it may also
‘mean the Soviets are undecided as yet how to proceed.
Israeli production of nuclear weapons would deal a
sharp blow to the prospects for nuclear non- prollferation

m‘f' szénu/noms
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ances of support while avoiding any specific commitments.
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and specifically'for.the NPT, in which the USSR is

- obviously interested. The Soviets, who profess desire
to defuse the situation in the Middle East, view intro-

. duction of nuclear weapons as making it even more

dangerous and unpredictable. The USSR would be faced, also,
‘with thé difficult problem of responding to Arab demands

P for some form of protection against this threat.

. The theoretical range of Sov1et actions in reaction
to Israeli possession of nuclear weapons might be as follows.

(a) The SOViets might turn over nuclear weapons Lo

. the Arabs.

(b) The Soviets might give ‘the Arabs assistance in

e ‘their own nuclear weapons program.

(c) The Soviets might “announce that they were tarch-

o ing a certain number of their own IRBM/MRBMs or nuclear
missile carrying submarines on Israel and that any us

by Israel of nuclear weapons against the Arabs could
‘bring retaliation. , .. .

(@) The USSR might accept an Arab 1nv;tation to
-station Soviet nuclear capable forces (aircraft or missiles)
.on Arab soil, targeted on Israel but remaining undex
‘Soviet control. -

(e) The USSR might make known that it had concluded
a security guarantee with the Arabs providing that the
USSR would come to their assistance in the event of any
attack against them .

" (£) Assuming that Israel deploys its MD-620 missile
system, the USSR might offer to give the Arabs assistance-

.in developing comparable missiles, perhaps accompanied by

an arrangement under which nuclear warheads would be held

(g) The Soviets might prov;de the UAR with a large

. nuclear reactor for peaceful purposes under Soviet
. safeguards.

‘(h) The Soviets might offer the Arabs general assur-

g
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(i) The Soviets mxght prlvately promise the Arabﬂ

a substantial liberalization of its arms.policy toward

them, both in terms of price and of provzdlng flrst-llne '
conventlonal equipment. " ol ,

The Soviets will feel comoelled to take somé' ‘action
to poJltically neutralize Israeli possession of nuclear
veapons, 1f their position in the Arab world is to be
maintained. However, it is extremely unlikely that the
. USSR would go so far as to turn over nuclear weapons Lo
- the Arabs or give direct assistance to an Arab weapons
program. We would also judge: it unlikely that the USSR’
_would agree to the kind of specific commitment suggested
+in (@) or (e) either of which would limit Soviet flexi-

- bility to avoid a war which could be started by the Arabs

themselves (there is every .evidence that the Soviets were.
thoroughly surprised and alarmed by Nasser's actions in
May 1967). Soviet assistance for an Arab SSM program is

" more likely than assistance on nuclear weapons, but still

improbable. A more or less explicit threat that IRBMs/
MRBMs in the Soviet Union might be used to retaliate
against Israel in the event of Israeli use of nuclear
~weapons against the Arabs is a distinct possibility. An
" interesting possibility is-provided in (g); this would

' please the Arabs, leave control in the hands of the USSR,
- and yet alarm the Israelis that the Arabs might have, on
..their territory, a potential source of plutonium for at
“least some crude nuclear explosive devices. On balance,
we believe that a combination of (¢), (h) and (i) is the -
most likely Soviet response. An immediate surge. in the
flow of first-rate Soviet arms to the Arab states could
be expected. The US would quickly come under pressure
.to perform in similar fashion for its Arab clients, par-
ticularly Jordan. The Soviets would undoubtedly seek to
get as much propaganda mileage out of the development as

they could with strongly-worded but vague public assurances
. of support. . , , . -

c. _4plications for us Non—Proliferatlon Objectives

Because Israeli officials continue o state ‘privately
and publicly that Israel does not possess nuclear weapons
and does not intend to acquire them unless some other
Near Eastern state does so first, Israel's delay in’ 4
. -adhering to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and its nuclear
* program have not yet had much impact on the attitudes
toward non-proliferation of countries outside the Near East.

16p SPSRET/NODIS
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If Israel should announce a declslon not to adhere
to the NPT, . or should remain unwilling to sign after
most countries have done so, the Arab states will refuse

' to xatify the Treaty. A number of other African and

Asian countries will probably follow the Arab lead.

. The” Isracli decision fo establish an opcrat%onal

nuclear capability in the Israeli Defense Force would
have more serious repercussions, both regional and
worldwxde. \ e _ _ oy :

 In the region, the VAR would almost certainly

’ proclaim its determination to acquire. nuclear weapons.

However, in the absence of direct assistance from one
of the existing nuclear weapons' states, it is doubtful -
" that the UAR would be able to establish even a rudimentary

* military nuclear capability in less than fifteen years. .

At a minimum, however, all .the Arab states will refuse
to ratify the NPT and some will declare their intention
to acquire nuclear weapons whether they are able to

- do so or not.

Outside the region, both Indla, Japan and perhaps
.Australia would probably find in the Israeli decision a
new argument for not signing the NPT. On the other -

. hand, the German decision regarding the NPT will continue
to evolve mainly on the basis of other considerations.

"Israel could well be the bellwether of the smaller non-

aligned nations who will be watching for clues to the
strength of US views on non-proliferation and arms
control measures. Once it became clear that nuclear

weapons could not be kept out of the Middle East, it

would become extremely difficult, if not’ impossible,'
to halt nuclear proliferat;on elsewhere. '

The exzstence of nuclear weapons in the IDF

" operational inventory would also by itself increase

the danger of nuclear war in the region to some extent.
The uncertainties in the Middle East, including the '
irrational element in Arab. policy, would not necessarily
preclude an Arab attempt to engage the Israelis in.a
conventional war of attrition despite the fact that the
Israeclis have a nuclear capability. Such a situation
might greatly increase pressures in Israel to resort

to nuclear weapons. ' i
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D. Are Nuclear Wégpons a Deterrent for Israel°

If the possession of nuclear we&pons o(fered an ultl-

mate deterrent for Israel we would perhaps be preparad to

conclude that, vhatever other disadvamntages this develop-
ment might have, its contribution to Israel's security,
especially with the prospect of contimuing Arab hostillty,

was In the US interest..

Israel wantg nuclear weapons, as vas both explicit
and . implicit in our conversations  with Rabin, for two
reasons: first, to deter the Arabs from strlking Israel,
and second, if deterrence fails and Iisrael were about
to be overrun, to destroy the Arabs in a nuclear Armageddon.

To deter, Israel believes it would need a nuclear '
force which is publicly known and, by the large, invulner-’
able, f.e., having a second strike. cappability. 1Israel is
now building such a force =- the hardened silos of the
Jericho missiles. As Rabin said in Kovember 1968 I

e...there must be public acknowledgment. The
purpose of nuclear weapons is not to use the
weapon itself, but to use their deterrent power.
"I don't believe any powers that have nuclear
weapons plan to use them, althongh you cannot

- . ever be sure.*

But it is not really possible to deter Arab leaders --

and certainly not the fedayeen -~ when they themselves

represent basically irrational forces. The theory of
nuclear deterrence that applies between the US and the
USSR -- a theory .that requires a reasoned responsée to
provocation, which in turn is made possible by essentially
stable societies and governments -- is far less applicable
in the Near East. 1Israel would never be able to rule out

willing to sustain great losses if he believed he could
1nflict decisive damage on Israel. .

In making known its posse551on of nuclear weapons,
Israel would also be taking some risk that the Arabs

* would decide this was the moment for a preemptive attack,

before Israel could produce more nuclear veapons. Further~
more, the acknowledged introduction by Israel of strategic
missiles or nuclear weapons would probably compel the USSR’

- to take compensating and neutralizing actions. _ , -
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Finally, the limited effectiveness of nuclear weapons.
as a general deterrent would last only until the Arabs
themselves succeeéded in developlng their own nuclear
vweapons. BEven in this interim period, the intended

* .value. of nuclear weapons could be greatly. reduced by off-'
setting actxon of the USSR. : ; : . g

< -" .

E. Strateglc Implzcations for Us

: Although Us, and ‘Soviet interests are in conilxct in
the Middle East, the Soviets appear anxious to avoid a

' repetition of major Arab-Israel hostilities, partlcularly'

as this could lead to confrontation betwecen the United
States and the Soviet Union. Neither the USSR nor the US
have formal security arrangements with the Arab states or
Israel, and neither power views the Arab-Israel theatre

" as one where its vital security interests are at stake.

But both powers also realize that the danger of their
becoming dlrectly involved is high when the survival of

.their respective area clients is threatened. The possession

of nuclear weapons by the area states would tend seriously -

* "to reduce the margin of safety for us both. Both the US
and the USSR would tend to be drawn slowly into playing

greater protective roles for their respective clients.

..In @oing so the dangers of confrontatlon would become that

much greater.

F. Conclusion

Israel's possession of nuclear weapons could (a)
significantly reduce the possibility of stopping the
proliferation of nuclear weapons worldwide and make less
likely the successful conclusion of the NPT; (b) increase
somewhat the danger of US-USSR nuclear confrontation as
the result of an Arab-Israel war; (c) further damage US

. interests in the Arab states and open corresponding

qpportunities for an expansion of Soviet influence in
this area. 'The disadvantages to US global interests

are such that a major US effort to induce Israel not T
to produce nuclear weapons is justlfled

6P ;EbaxT/Nonzs
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If we assume that (a) Israel is proceeding with -
.plans té place a nuclear éapability into the operational
inventory of the IDF within the next 18 months £. but has
"not yet done so, and (b) it is in our interest to prevent
the Israeli Government from proceeding on this course,
‘there are threé. possible objectives toward which the US :

- Government can exert whatever influence and leverage 1L .

. has.

These are to get the Israelis:

(a) to abandon their efforLs to malntaln a
technical option to design and complete manufacture. of
nuclear explosive devices together with strateglc
missilc dellvery systems; or - .

, ; {b) to refrain from completing manufacture of

' nuclear cxplosive devices -~ and placing them into the
IDP inventory -- w1thouL, on the other hand, either

'challenglng or approving the maintenance of a technical

- option by the Israclis to do so, or, the ballistic missile
" program now underway ’ ;

. {c) to refrain from completing manufacture of
both nuclear explosive devices and strategic missiles.

The first of these alternative objectives probably
cannot be attained in the absence of ‘a definitive .
Arab/Israeli peace settlement because (a) whatever
differences of view there are in the assessment of the
precise state of the Israeli program it is clearly far
~advanced and the internal political implications for
Israel would make it seem highly.unlikely that Israel
would be willing to abandon it completely; and (b) it
is not enforceable (we cannot force the Israelis to
.@destroy design data and components, much less the,
.technical knowledge in people s minds, nor the exlstlng
talent for rapid 1mprov1satlon) .

The second objective, whlle dlfflcult is not beyond
attainment because (a) it meets what appears to be the
principal Israeli objective, namely, to maintain the option

1
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of having an operational military nuclear capability on
short notice; and (b) it could be cons&stent with the NPT :
by accepting a liberal 1nterpretatlon pi what is "manufacture"
of nuclear ex91051ves (and would in any event leave the
Israelis the "supreme interests eseapr clause) .

. The argument for jncludxng SSM's in our obggctive is
that, since they are not militarily cost effective-as a
means of delivering a high explosive warhead “the assumption
will be made that they are designed for nuclear warheads ,*

“’and the practical result may be the saye whether or not

the nuclear weapons actually exist. on_the other hand, _
getting the Israelis to refrain from. completing manufacture
of their "Jericho" program may be very difficult to achieve
and may therefore compound the dlfflculty of achlev1ng
‘forebearance on nuclear weapons. Israel has already
invested an estimated $100 million in R&D for this missile,
has started fabricating components on a production line
basis, and would argue that if the US agrees that Israel
can retain its "technical option" to produce nuclear
veapons, it should also have in readlness a fool—proof
nmeans of delivering then. .

‘Be Alternatlve Courses o£ Action

Our options run from, at one extreme, adoPtlng a

"*hands off" policy on the thesis that Israel would probably

not move to an operational nuclear weapons system unless
there developed a critical security situation, to using
the maximum pressure at our disposal to induce Israel to
adhere to the NPT and to undertake not to complete manu-
facture of nuclear explosive devices. Between these

‘extremes, the follow;ng courses of actlon nght be

considered.

(a) Contlnue our past policy of seeklng to induce

.Israel to refrain from producing nuclear weapons through

suasion rather than coercive tactics, making it clear ® 5

that this development would have adverse impact both on

US global security interests and on US/Israel relatlons.

' (b) Seek to get Israell assurances to desist
on its nuclear weapons and strategic missile programs
as a quid pro.quo for a US assurance that it would meet
all future Israeli needs in conventional weapons e

ﬁ s\cm.'r/uonrs
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[ (e) Inform Israel that we would have to cut
off further shipments of conventional weapons if -
Isracl opts to go the nuclear route.

L@ Offer Israecl a sccurxty guarantee.

(e) Approach the USSR with the proposition

that if it is willing to agree to a limitation of con-

ventional arms §¥1pments to thé Arab states, we will
-try to; persuade srael to give up its nuclear and SSHM

- program and s1gn the NPT.

We believe only two consideratlons are llkely to
induce the Israelis not to produce or deploy nuclear

" weapons. The first would be a definitive peace settle-
" ment with the Arabs; or secondly, if the US upon which

Israel depends for arms, financial support, and its
ultimate security makes this’ a major issue in its”
relatlons with Israel . ;

. . A comm1tment to underwrlte Israel! s conventlonal
military requirements, as suggested in (b), might help
to postpone completion of Israel's weapons program but
vould not of itself have a decisive effect on Israel's

. nuclear policy. Israel has managed to obtain all of'its
_important arms requlremente from the US and probably

estimates it can continue to do so in the future. This .

. course alone does not offer Israel much that it does

not already have. - e

A threat to stop further dellverles of military
equipment would give Israel pause. It is now heavily
dependent on the US as a major. supplier of conventional
arms and other sources have proved undependable. How-
ever, there is the distinct possibility that the more

" hard-pressed Israel became in conventional capability,

the more likely it would move to develop the sophisticated

- weapons it now has the capability to produce. 1In addition,

depriving Isracl of axmament supply in the face of increased .

: gp’m s}s&{moms
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‘Arab and Palestlnlan mllltancy would be hard to defend
'even on the nuclear 1ssue. : .
.l ;

.. A securlty guarantee from the United States would
be welcomed by Israel but would not substitute for
Israel's oun deterrent strength. Since 1967, Israel
has expressed skepticism about the value of big oWer
assurances and it is doubtful if any offex along these
lines would have a decisive influence upon Israel's
policies. In any case, a security guarantee with Israel
involves grave disadvantages for the US. We would be
entering an open-end commitment without control over
Israecli actions. The repercusszons upon our interests
in the Arab woxrld would be serious. Moreover, it is

- extremely difficult to envisage Congress, given its

- present mood about foreign involvements, as looking
'favorably upon such a commjtment. . . e

: lln place of thls paragraph the Department of
Defense prefers the follow;ng formulatlon.

A threat to stop further. deliverzcs of. mllztary

‘eéuipment if seriously made, would cause Israel great -

~_concern. It is now heavily dependent on the US as a
“major supplier of conventional arms, and other sources

have proven undependable. There is an apparent.con-
tradiction here: the more we deny Israel access to
conventional weapons, the more' important the advanced.

_weapons become to Israel. It is, of course, in our '

interest to assure Israel's conventional weapons
superiority. But’ for the present Israel's military
superiority is complete and it will remain so for at

‘least a year; we are therefore able to withhold US '

equipment from Israel, bringing pressure to bear on
that governncnt w1thout endangering appreciably
Israel's security, if that should be necessary to
achieve Isracli commitments on missiles and nuclear

' weapons. Also, there will be important groups in

Israel, including many of the milltary, who will be’
greatly concerned with the prospect of losing their
conventional weapons supplies, particularly aircraft,
and this will work to an advantage. The contradiction,
therefore, is for the present more apparent than real.
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' A poss;ble approach to the Sovxets on. arms limitation
in the Near East is not a true.policy alternative but
rather a course that can be pursued concurrently with
most of the alternatives above. Our probes of the

Soviets on this possibility have not so far given us
reason to believe that they would be interested In

such an arrangement in the absence of an Arab-Israell
settlement. Recent manifestations of increased Ssoviet
concexn about tension in the Middle East might make the

~ Soviets somewhat nore receptlve to thls proposal.

-2 Prefarred Courae? R A

Of the policy alternatives ‘suggested above, and =
assuming we see it in our interest to try to dissuade -
Israel from its current policies, the feasible courses
of action available to us dre. basicdlly tvo: - (a) a
policy based essentially on persuauion. (b) a policy.
vhich is prepared to use pressure in’ suff1c1ent measure
to achleve the objective. .

“The disadvantage of a poiicyllimitod to persuasion

. alone can be simply stated: it is the policy we have

followed in the past, it has not worked, and there is no
reason to believe it will be more effective in the future.

.We strongly doubt that tactics relying mainly on persuasion

or incentives can prove sufficient of ‘themselves to induce
Xsrael to modify its nuclear policy, even to the extent

of signing the NPT wvhile malntalnlng its option to produce
nucleax wecapons at short notice. Israel will probably not
move on this issue unless it is made to feel that the US

is ultimately prepared to adopt policies that could affect
its securlty in equally important ways. -

On the other hand, the Department of State belleves
a policy prepared to use pressure has a fundamental
built-in contradiction and involves difficulties for L
the US that should be carefully examined. If we tell
Isracl that its decision to further develop nuclear

s

27he Depdrtmeht of Defense fISD and JCS) differs in
important respects from this section and prefers the

formulation set forth on page 12.
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weapons w111 obllge us to cut off the supply of arms fron
thi’s country, and we are then forced to carry out this
threat, we will be in a difficult position. To cut off
Israel's supply of conventional arms could build military
and psychplogical pressures within Israel to speed up
production and deployment of the very sophisticated

veaponry we are trying to head off. This contradiction
will be obvious to the Israelis, leaving considerable
doubt from the outset as to theé credlbllity of our

tactic. Moreovér, to deny Israel its supply of arms
~would be difficult to justify in the face of continuing
'~ Arab commando attacks on Israel. In short, Israel would
"see from the outset that we would be under very considerable
pressures not to sustaln the policy that we had said we '
" would move to. .
. ; a ¢ . £ 0
Por these reasons the. Department of State does not
think it would be either wise or effective to move
directly into a confrontation with Israel on the
question of the F-4s or their other pending arms
requests.. On the other hand, if our policy is to
have any impact on Israel, it is essential that we
manage our tactics in such a manner as to leave the

- Israeli Government strongly concerned that we would

. be prepared to move to more coercive policies if .
Israel is unresponsive. We believe the best course is
‘a graduated approach, by which we begin with essentially
persuasive tactics but maintain the flexibility to move
to tougher policies depending on the Israeli response.
This should be timed so as to complement or at least
not undercut our dzplomatlc effort to achieve a peace -
settlement. However, if our action is to be effective,
it obviously cannot be postponed indeflnltely.

As an initial step, we should resume our dlalogue
’ with the Israelis, preferably at the Heads of Government
or Foreign Minister level, in which we would make clear o
to them (a) that we consider it to be a matter of vital "
US interest that there be no operational nuclear cap-.
abilities in the Middle East because the introduction of
such capabilities would increase the risk of a US/Soviet .
nuclear confrontation; (b) that the ‘increase in the risk
of such a confrontation in itself is bound to undermine
the credibility of the US commitment to Israel; and .
{c) that an Arab- Israeli nuclear arms race would, in : 1
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the end leave the Israelis 1n a strategically vulnerablc

- position. We would additionally say that we consider we

have a firm conmitment from Israel not to develop opexr-

ational’ nuclear capabilities, and that should Israel break

this commitment, it would have profound repercussions on

Us-Isxae] .relations, . including our polic1es in support of .
-_Israel's security. T L »

. We would insist on Israell sxgnature of the NPT with o
. (a) the tacit understanding thdt as.long as the Israelis
.do not complete hanufacture of nuclear explosive devices,

we would regard them .as being within the terms of the
Treaty; (b) a commitment on their parxt that they will
negotiate the IAEA safeguards agreement required by
_Article II to apply to material "in all peaceful nuclear

" activities™ on Israeli territory; and (c) an understanding

" that we will support the Israelis in a reasonable inter-

pretation of Article III. consistent with the difference
we have drawn between maintaining and exercising the
option to manufacture nuclear explosives provided they
will assure us that they will stop short of completing
manufacture of nuclear explosives and will engage in bi-
" lateral consultation with us to define this concept in
detail and verify its implementation.

The DepartmenL of StaLe believes that, while 1t would
be desirable if possible to obtain Israeli assurances of
" forebearance on strategic missiles as well as nuclear '
weapons, this will be difficult to achieve and would
seriously compound the difficulty of obtaining assurances
of Israeli restraint on the nuclear question. In terms
of what we can realistically expect to get with the
leverage we can bring to bear, to include missiles would

. be overloading the circuit. Moxeover, while the Depart-

ment of State would grant the point that the deployment
of nuclear-capable missiles will vitiate to some degree

". international confidence that Israel has decided not to

exercise the nuclear option, it also feels that signature

of the NPT, plus acceptance of the international inspection-

-~ and safeguards provided for in the NPT, would accomplish
the main task of providing credible assurances on the
status of Israel's nuclear program. '

If the Israelis are unresponsive to the approach out-
lined above, we should make it clear to Israel that if it
elects to pursue a weapons program, it will be imposing a -

L
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US ability to continue to meet Isragl's conventional arms °

; " requirements. On the other hand, if Xsrael were to sign

4 _ ~ the NPT (while preserying its technical option to produce

" ~ nuclear weapons), the US. would see to it that Israel
received military equipment to maintain’ 1ts conventlonal

i C ey superlority over Arab forces. ,-?

. . As an adjunct to a decision to move into this ‘phase, -
a high~-ranking US official could give a public speech
setting forth a reasoned statement of our concern over
the Israeli program. This would preempt a possible-

g : Zionist campaign to try to undermine the Administration's

" = 3 position, and at the same time make it clear to the

Israelis that the USG was pzepared to defend its policy

in pub11c.

While these discussions were continhing, the US would
have the option to slow dowh or suspend entirely shipments
of conventional weapons to Israel, including the undelivered
FP-4s.. It would also be possible to probe the Soviets again
on their willingness to consider a conventional arms lim-
itation accoxd as quid pro quo for an Israeli stand down
on its weapons program. - N

.D. " The Department of Defense (ISA and JCS) Preferred
. ‘Course o

- The Department of Defense bclleves that we must move
more qw1ftly, place more demands on Israel, and adopt from
the outset a more determined attitude, than the Department
of state proposes. The Department of Defense believes .
that, if Israel continues its present course, confrontation
is inevitable: 1Israel will have "introduced" nuclear
weapons and we must then invoke the sanctions called for

_ in our aqreement‘(i e., cancel the F-4 contract).

But the issue is not, as we see it, persuasion versus
confrontation, but vhether or not to demonstrate to the
Israelis the seriousness of our purpose so that Israel
itself can decide to avoid confrontation. It is Israel,
after all, that made an agreement that it would not’ do
what it now seems to be doing. Israel will surely not
stop its nuclear weapons and missile production unless
it is made to fcel that the United States is ultimately
prepared to adopt policies that could adversely affect
its security in equally 1mportant ways.

rof 'S\EQLET/HODIS :* , o
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.- The Department of Defense recognlzes negotiatxons
with Israel on this mattex will be especially difficult.
By placing demands on Israel to stop making nuclear
weapons, a public confrontation with the government is
ssible. But we beljeve that a tonfrontation is only
likely if. (a) they think we are bluffing, or (b) they
believe they could reverse our position by so doing.
They could use their full range of assets in the United
States to persuade us to abandon our demands. They would
not, however, enter lightly onto such a course, because

the introduction of nuclear weapons by Israel will not
be an issue on which they could expect the kind of uncon-

tested American support they have achieved on other issues
and because, if they failed to reverse our policy, the
long range effects could be very bad indeed.. There will
very likely be considerable pressures within Israel not

‘t0 confront the United States and world opinion on the

matter of missiles and nuclear weapons. '

The speed with which Israél is proceeding dictates
that we must take steps 'very soon if we are to stop
-Israel's nuclear and missile development. We must meet
with the Israelis at a high level. The first demarche
should be made by the President, or by the Secretaries
of State and Defense together. Such high level partic-

. "ipation is needed to convey the strength of our purpose.

We agree with State that a public assurance in the
form of an NPT signature is essential (although we do not
agree that the IAEA safeguards agreement should apply only
to nuclear material "in all peaceful nuclear activities,®
for this would undermine the isnspection arrangements).
But we should also demand private assurances from Israel
that it will cease and desist from further development or

acquisition of both nuclear explosive devices and strategic
missiles. It is important that we stop Israeli missile

' .production as well as nuclear production for the reasons -

cited: we will theteby have stopped one means of nuclear
(and chemical) weapons delivery; and we can have greater
confidence in Israeli nuclear assurances. Also, if
missiles are deployed by Israel, it will be assumed. that
they have nuclear warheads, and the political results may
be the same as though the existence of the nuclear war-

heads was acknowledged. ’ -

It is obvious we cannot obtain absolute guarantecs that
Israel will forcgo strategic missiles and nuclear weapons

‘b SRowgr/NODIS e T
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forever. we can, however, make it more lxkely that missiles
and nuclear weapons will not be used b stopping their
"production now and by creating a political obstacle -~ ‘the
necessity to renounce agrecments and risk confrontatzon '

with the United States -~- to their later use.
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copy, and the copy which the Deputy's
office has, are the only coples at this
level . !SA felt the paper should be
handl ed without control, and held close,
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20306

June 5, 1969

QP sﬁ;%m

MEMORANDUM FOR:

Under Secretary of State Richardson

Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard

Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman General Wheeler
Director of Central Intelligence Helms

SUBJECT: Meeting of Ad Hoc Committee on NSSM 40
There will be a meeting of the Ad Hoe Committee of tixe Review
Group on NSSM 40 at 4:45 p. m., June 20, in the White House

Situation Room to consider the pa.per distributed by the Depart-
ment of State on May 30.

Jeanne W. Davis
Secretariat
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I-35501/69

TATKING PAPER FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AND THE CH&IRMAN, JOINT
CHIEFS OF STAFF (Meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee of the NSC Review Group,

20 June 1969)

SUBJECT; NSSM 40 - Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program

ISSUE: Adequacy of study concerning what steps, if any, the U.S. should take
to stop Israel's strategic missile and nuclear weapons programs

BACKGROUND AND DISCUB&ION ¢ The President directed the preperation of e
policy study on the Israseli nuclear weapons program. To carry out this di-
rective, Mr. Kissinger created two new groups: an Ad Hoe (Working) Group
chaired by Assistant Secretery’ of State Sisco (NEA), and including repre-
sentatives of ISA, the Joint Staff, State, CIA and the NSC Staff; and en -
Ad Hoc Cammittee of the NSC Review Group, chaired by Mr. Kissinger and
including Mr. Richardson, Mr. Packard, General Wheeler and Mr. Helms. A
copy of the President's Directive (NSSM No. 40) is at Tab A.

The Working Group has campleted its study. Its report, for consideration
by the Ad Hoc Cammittee, is at Teb B. The Israeli nuclear weapons program’
is the most vital issue affecting US interests in the Middle East. We

reconmend, particularly because of State'’s reluctance to accept it, that the
A4 Hoc Commuittee be given a full briefing on the pertinent intelligence as

the first order of 'bua:lneu.

The Working Group agreed genera.lly on a mumbder of points., that Israel is
meking raplid progress on 1ts missile and nuclear programs; that nuclear
weapons would not be a real deterrent for Israel; that the USSR would be
forced to pley a more protective role vis-a-vis the Arabs and to offset, in
one way or ancther, Isrsel’'s nuclear "advantage;” that the introduction of
nuclear weapons by Israel would adversely affect U.S.' interests, and would
pose greater risks to the security of the U.8.; and that a major U.S. effort
to induce Israel not to produce muicleer weapons is Justified. It was also
egreed that without such e major effort Israel would not stop its present

prograns.
It is important to note also an acknowledged disagreement between.the U.S.
and Israeli Governments as to the meening of Israel’s repeated pledge not
to be the first Middle East Power "to introduce muclear weapons into the
area.” Ambassador Rabin, in discussions last fall, defined "introduction”
to require both public anncuncement and testing. This clearly is an un~
acceptsble definition, and as part of the F-I agreement (Teb C) we made
clear that our definition applies, i1.e. physical possession constitutes

s ntroduction”.

There is disagreement between State and Defense (ISA/JCS) on a number of
These differences are adequately presented in the study and the

points. :
covering memo. Briefly they are: aa Q
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1, What if Israel already has nuclear devices? State believes Israel

would be reluctant to push its nuclear weapons program to the point of
actual production because Israel fears the effects in the U.S. The evidence

.is strongly to the contrary. |
| 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526

Defense believes that the US objective should be to stop Israel from cb-
taining nuclear weapons if possible but, in any case, to prevent missiles
and muclear weapons from becoming part of Israel's military inventory.

2. £hould we try to stop missile production also? Defense believes
we should, ate 18 doubtful, e Defense position is based on the follow-
ing arguments: (a) Israel intends to arm at least some missiles with
chemical (probably nerve gas) and nuclear warheads. (b) Stopping strategic
missile production and deployment is intimately connected with stopping the
nuclear wegpons program. The U.S. can more easily monitor Israeli missile
progress and, by stopping missile development, can have greater assurance
that Israel is not secretly proceeding to produce nuclear weespons. (c) The
missiles are not militarily cost-effective with conventional warheads (they
have a CEP of about one-half mile); continued Israeli production of missilés
would suggest Israeli intention to use non-conventional warheads. (d) Once
the missiles are deployed it will be widely believed that the missiles do in
fact have nuclear warheads, and the political results may be the same
whether or not the nmuclear warheads actually exist.

3. Relationship between the present U.S. efforts to get peace talks
undervay and the miaeilermclear wea%gna Eroblen. State (NEA) is beavily
comitted to bilateral (US-U Power talks aimed at reaching

NEA does not want to do

agreement on the terms of a peace settlement.
Defense believes, given the odds

anything to interfere with this effort.
against any immediate "peace" and the rapidity with which Israel is moving

toward nuclear weapons and missile deployment, that the nuclear issue is
overriding, and that serious discussions with Israel cannot await conclusion

of the peace talks.

4. How to approech Jsrael? State recammends Ambassadorial-level
discussions here and 1. IS:rael.. Telks at this level have been undertaken
for many years now without success, and there is no reason to believe they
would be more successful now. Israel surely will not stop either its
migsile or nuclear weapons programs unless this Govermrment seriously demands
it do so. Defense reconmends that the President, or the Secretaries of
State and Defense together, call in Israeli Ambassador Rabin and convey to
him the seriousness with which the United States views Israel's actions and
the assurances the U.S. requires from Israel that it will stop missile and
nuclear production. Although not mentioned in the Report, Defense believes
we should offer and agree, in the course of negotiations with Israel, to
assure Israel of adequate-conventional arms supply if the U.8. demands are

accepted.

NODIS
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The report by the Working Group is considered an adequate presentation

of the issues, the threat to U.S. security interests, and the elternatives
available to the U.S. in meeting that threat. The differing Departmental

l views are fairly and adequately presented. The Defense position reflects

the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this !.esue.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

AFPROVED

1. That you urge an early meeting at the highest level with Ambassador
Rebin, to put before the Govermment of Israel certein demends con~
cerning their muclear and misslile programs.

2. That these demands include: (a) Israel's signature of the NPT and
(b) private assurances from Israel that it will cease and desist.
fram further development or acquisition of botk nuclear explosive
devices end strategic missiles.

3. That we make clear in our request for assurances that failure to
camply will affect our ability to continue the present U.S. rela-
tionship with Isrsel, and particularly the delivery of combat :
alrcraft.

k. That you reccamend the Working Group Report be forwarded, in its
present form, for consideration by the Specigl Committee of the
NSC and that you advocate the Defense/JCS position as the preferred
course for the President.

.
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in Janvary 1562,

in reply refer to: 1-35535/69

27 June 1S€S

HEMORANDUR FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

This 1s in rasponse to your raivest, conveyad to me through Captoin Wilson,
for informition on where the U.S, Coverrment stards with respect to carly

dollve"rv of F-ii5 to lsreel.

President Johnson toald Prive Hinister Oshlol at the ranch
that If the declslon vere made o8 late as Docember 1883 to sell F-45 to
Israel, the W.S. Governuent vould put ftself in 2 position to ke sblo to
deHvor, 2t the rote of four a sonth, starting In Janvary 1579 (this uould
oo almost cutting In holf the usual lead-time for F-ks). {u Pecember

16(2 the declislon was macde to sell the F-%ts, ead tha Israslls ashed for

an even earlier dolivery., Althoush thers \vere scue obisctions to this -~
pﬂrt!cuhr}y from the Alr Force, who did not Lellave tim fsraelis would

be ready to maintrin the alrersit carllier -~ the dicisicn was made to

start celivery, at the rate of four 2 month, In Septexber 13(9, here is
2ttached an exchange of letters between Mr. VWarnke ond General Rabia to

this effect, You will note that in Mr, Varnke's letter he makes two points
Ia addition to the agreement on early delivery. The first point is: "un-
foressen developments could, of course, nacessitete & change In this dallvery
schedule.'! Secondly, he sald that the “W.5. Goverament is not recowicnding
thut Isroel take dellvery of any of the F-khs prior to the time such personnel

are adequately trained to opersta and maintain them,'

Or 18 Jurne 1565, Gcneral Rabin, the Israell Arbassador, wrote & letter (at-
tached) to Secretary Lalrd, stating that Hcbonnell Couglas was able to deliver
earller than September and requasting that the plancs be dalivered to Israel
"as they become avallable froa the factory." Ve know {row the factory that
this means August. Less formally, the Israelis have told us that If we
cannot aqree to the dellvery of four ln August, that they would appreciate
recelving ofght In Septesber. This request of General Rabin's has not been

answered.

Ve understand froa the Alr Force that [t nay be techalcally possible to make
the earller deliverles the lsraells now rewrest, but we also urnderstand that
the Israells are behind sciredule In thelr ralntcrance tralning, One of the
things that we vorried about last year with respect to sueh early delivery as
Septeshre was that tho Israclis would possess tha plares but be unzble to

- w—— come
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wolotaln the sufficlently to fight them and, In a crlsis, ask us to
mrd Alr Force tachnicians to ussist tham at what wou!d be the vworst
poiitical tire for uvs to <> sa,

Glvon tals backeround, | belleve that

) /e have tha richt to dolay dellvery through the promised
Septentar dale, drouing on tvo Srgients 35 necessarys

3. The "unforeseen developments™ clause In tir, Wsrnke's
letter, avd

b. The Insdeviscy of matatenance tralning,

If acteal dafiverles are celayed rueh beyond October, hovever, vie will
tien bagin to run the risk of piblic knawledga of thls fact, dve to press
tLS"r"‘.a, (‘t(.

Rodsor Diwvles of Lhe State Dopartwoat Is prepavring & diaft scensrelc

st the ruwuest of you, Frr. Klssinger, ond Mr. Rickardson, for unward
tronsudasion to lir, Laird, Hr, Rogers, and ths Presicent, Hopefuity,
this scennrio will cover tho subjact much rore comprehsnsively than

this menorandun pretends to ¢o. It should be In yaur hands, and v,
Lalrd's, by the end of next week. As you have remsested f will continue
to rcpresant lefense In this endaavor. .

v -
.Hir“ d -g ”5.—:__ 27 oo
- eLy uC.‘."{!ﬂ‘“»ta

3 Attachnants b,
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Orlg - DepSecDef .

cc: ASD/ISA/Mr. Nutter
JCS/Gen Doyle
NESA/Gen Baer
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

- TO ST /NODIS
WITHOUT ATTACHMENT)

MEMORANDUM FOR:

Secretary of State Rogers
(PN Secretary of Defense Laird
-Chairman, JCS, General Wheeler
- Under Secretary of State Richardson
Director of Central Intelligence Helms

. SUBJECT: Paper for July 16 NSC Meeting (NSSM 40)

Attached is a paper describing a possible course of action which
represents a consensus of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Review

Group on NSSM-40. -

The discussion at the meeting of the special committee of the NSC
on Wednesday, July 16, will be based on this paper, along with
the basic paper distributed by the State Department on May 30 and
the Policy Alternatives paper considered by tha Ad Hoc Committee
of the Review Group on June 26.

Dol

Jeanne W. Davis
Secretariat

Attachment

8852
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SCENARIO FOR DISCUSSIONS WITH ISRAELIS
ON THEIR NUCLEAR PROGRAM

A. US Objectives
l. Our objectives are to persuade Israel to:

a) Sign the NPT at an garly date (by the end of this -
year) and ratify it soon thereafter.

b) Reaffirm to the US in writing the assurance that
Israel will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons into
the Near East, specifying that "introduction" ahnll meEn
possession of nuclear explosive devices.*

¢c) Give us assurances in writing that 1t will stop
production and will not deploy "Jericho® missiles or any
other nuclea:-capable strategic nissile.

2, Barly signature and ratification of the NPT must be
our minimum objective. The NPT provides the best basis for
international corifidence in Israel's intentions.

Bilateral assurances are equally important. They are
also a desirable adjunct to the NPT because of the time factor.
The Treaty does not enter into force until the three nuclear
signatories and 40 others sign and ratify (present score is
one nuclear and about 20 others) and this may take another six
months to a year. Even after the Treaty is in force it gives
a signatory six months to enter negotiations with the IAEA _
for a safeguards arrangement, and it gives ‘the signatory an
additional 18 months to conclude those negotiations. We need
the bilateral assurances to cover the interim and we should do °

our best to get them.

9
*In presenting our requirements to the Israelis, we would not
go beyond this formulation. Por our own internal purposes, we
would decide that we could tolerate Israell activity short of
assembly of a completed nuclear explosive device. _

T@ :&ET;EODIS




PRI SR Y R it e

VRRR Rl T el e

T/NODIS

.

s Israeli agreement to stop production and not to deploy
strategic missiles is important because the deployment of a
delivery system that is militarily cost effective only as a
nuclear weapons carrier would seriously vitiate confidence
in Israel's adherence to thé NPT. We should therefore make
a determined effort, at least initially, to achieve this
objective. However, if the Israelis show a disposition to
meet us on the nuclear issue but are adamant on the Jericho
missiles, we can drop back to a position of insisting on
non-deployment of missiles and an undertaking by the Israelis
to keep any further production secret. )

B. Scenario

1. General gisroach. The venue for our negotiations with
the Israelis shou e kept in Washington. Ambassador Barbour
in Tel Aviv would be kept informed in detail of the negotiations
as they proceed and would be asked to reinforce our representa-

tions to Rabin whenever this appeared desirable.

2. Pirst Meeting. Ambassador Rabin would be asked to call
upon Under Secretaries Richardson and Packard meeting jointly.
The Under Secretaries would say that in connection with Israel's
request to advance the delivery date for the first Phantoms to
August, we wish to tie up loose ends left after the Warnke-
Rabin negotiations in October, 1968, which led to our agreement
to sell the aircraft. Accordingly, we would like to open _
discussions in Washington on Israel's adherence to the NPT and
related questions concerning Israel's intenticns with respect

to nuclear weapons.

The Under Secretaries would stress the importance the
US attaches to Israel's adherence to the NPT. 1Israel told us
last December it was studying the implications of adherence to
the NPT; we would be interested to hear what conclusions the
GOI has reached: The Under Secretaries would also refer to .
the Warnke-Rabin exchanges last November and say we feel there
are some unanswered questions concerning Israel's assurances
to us on nuclear weapon forebearance. Specifically, we would

wish to have Israel's confirmation that possession ‘of nuclear

‘weapons as well as testing and deployment would constitute

“introduction” of nuclear weapons. We woull also like to
pursue the question of the purpose of Israel developing and

deploying a nuclear weapons delivery system -- the "Jericho"
missile -- which can only cast doubt on its nuclear assurances.

m\pss_ggzgmonrs
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. At the first meeting with Rabin the US side would not
explicitly link deliveries of the P-4s to the Israeli response
on the nuclear question, but our reference to the request for
early deliveries and the Warnke-Rabin talks would clearly
convey the direction of our thinking. Rabin's tactic will
probably be to. test how serious we are by refusing initially
to go beyond the line Israel has taken with us in past meetings:
that the GOI has not made up its mind about the NPT; that it
has already given us assurances that it will not be the first
to introduce nuclear weapons into the area, and nothing further
is required. If he is unresponsive in this fashion, the Under
Secretaries would make clear their dissatisfaction and ask
Rabin to call again 1n five or six deys time to continue the

dialogue.

‘ 3. Second Meeting. If Rebin tries to stonewell us at the
second meeting the US side would tell him that Israel's. uncommuni-
cativeness on the nuclear question does not strike us as consistent
with the high level of cooperation which Israel expects of us in
support of its security. 1Israel's nuclear policy also impinges
directly on US worldwide security concerns and responsibilities.
By the end of the meeting we should lay before Rabin precisely
what we need, as outlined in section A above. We would make it
clear to Rabin that a lack of response on Israel's part raises

& gquestion regarding our ability to continue meeting Israel's

arms requests.

Having presented our needs, we would let

4. Subegggent.
the GOI formulate its response in its own time, allowing the
approaching date for delivery of the F-4s to produce its own

pressure on the GOI. Whenever and wherever the Israelis raised
the subject of the F-4s, the zesponse would be that, given the
terms of the sales agreement and the uncertainties surrounding
Israel's nuclear intentions, there are serious doubts about ouzr
ability to proceed with deliveries of the F-4s so long as the
matters under discussion with Under Secretaries Richardson and

Packard remain unresolved.

' This would have the effect of turning down the Israeli
request for advancing delivery to August. However, no decision
would be taken to alter the scheduled September delivery of the
P-4s until we get an initial reading on Israeli attitudes and

{ntentions. %

S. Mrs. Meir's Visit. When Prime Minister Meir gete here-
the President and other senior US officials would bear down on

M/Nonxs
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this subject, stressing that Israel's decisions in the nuclear
weapons field have an important bearing on US security and
glabal interests, and reinforcing our objectives as they have
evolved in the meetings between Rabin and the Under Secretaries.
The possibility should also be kept in mind that Mrs. Meir may
make a special appeal to the President, saying that it is
impossible for her government to sign the NPT or give us a
bilateral commitment on non-possession of nuclear weapons
until after the elections in Igrael this October, and that in
the meantime non-delivery of F-4s in September would hurt the
Labor Alignment's chances. Our response to such an appeal
would have to be decided in the light of the way the earlier
negotiations had gone with the Israelis.

6. Public Confrontation. The USG would take no initiativo
€0 make this a public issue. In the event that the Israelis
maintain an unresponsive line with us and show signs of going-
to Congress in an attempt to undermine our position on deliveries
of the P-4s, we should have ready a range of actions that the
Administration might take to caunter this move.

" TOP~SECRET/NODIS
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. €. 20301

In reply refer to: 1 4 JuL 19
1-35583/69 -

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Israell Nuclear Program \

it d l
U}z‘.:'.

| recommend you sign the attached memorandum to The Sacrataronn thls
subject, which he will dlic_:uss with the President, Secretary Rogers,
Henry Kissinger, and Dick Helms, at 10:00 a.m., on Wednesday, 16 July,
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

in reply refer to:
1-35583/69
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MEMORANSUN FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
i SUBJECT: Iisrasell Nuclear Program

§ recommend you sign the attached mamorandus to The Secretary oa this
subject, which he will discuss with the President, Secretary Rogers,
Henry Kissinger, and Dick Helms, at 10:00 a.m., on Wednesday, 16 July.

(Signed) G. Warren Nutter

Attachment a/s
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In reply refer tos
1-35583/69

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
SUBJECT: Israel! Nuclear Program

The attached represents the general consensus of Henry Kisslinger, Elllot
Richardson, General Wheeler, Dlck Helms, and myself as to how we should
deal with the Israells on this subject, | belfeve you are sufficlently
famlllar with this matter for the scenarlo to be self-explanatory. There
are a few points, however, which | belleve should be explicitly mentloned.

a, Certaln Important upect# of our conclusions and agreed objectives
have been deliberately omitted from the written material for the Presldant.
| belleve we should dlscuss before the meeting,

b. There have been no differences on this subject In this Department.
. There have been differences, however, In State. While Elllot Richardson
- and | have been In accord, Joe Sisco has been lukewarm at most toward our
recommendations because of the alleged effect on his peace-seeking efforts,
We do not yet know BI1l Rogers' attitude.

c. The choice of declsion before the President Is to lean on the
Israeils or not to lean on them. In my opinion, not to lean on them would,
in effect, Involve us In a conspiracy with israel which would ieave matters

dangerous to our securlty in thelr hands,

| am ajso attaching a copyiof a memorandum to me from Harry Schwartz,
descrlibing where we stand with respect to Ambassador Rabin's request to
. you for August == rather than September -- delivery of the first Phantoms,

2 Attachments
1. State Scenario (XS/NODIS)
2. Memo for DepSecDef dtd 27Juné9
(75/N0DIS -~ [-35535/69)

B, USSR & DR PRST
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THE WHITZ AOUSE

WASHINGTON

?gf s}:g\zET/SENsxTIVE

August 12, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Attached is a copy of the letter sent by the President to
Chancellor Kiesinger and confirming the continued validity
of arrangements made by the Johnson Administration con-
cerning consultations on use of nuclear weapons. This
communication is of utmost sensitivity and is to be made
known only to the absolute minimum number of senior
officials in this. Government who have a clear need to

know about it,

Attachment

T/SENSIT

N = Sec Def Cont Nr. X-
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TQP SPSRET/SENSITIVE
\

L4

August 12, 1969

Dear Mr. Chancellor:

; Pursuant to our conversations in Washington

: during your recent visit, I wish to state that the
undertakings concerning consultation between our
two governments on the use of nuclear weapons
contained in President Johnson's letter to you of
i September 9, 1968 remain in full effect under my
Administration.

I further confirm the understanding that knowledge
of these undertakings is to be limited exclusively
to our two governments and is not to be made
public and that if any public statement on this
matter should become necessary, it will be the
subject of prior agreement between our govern-
ments,

g ' Sincerely, :

His Excellaency
Kurt Georg Kiesinger
o , Chancellor of the Fedezral
Republic of Germany
‘ Bonn

a TP SECREL dupivosapuemvnvs
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OPFICB OF THR SECRRTARY OF DEPRNSE
——AusM-Jm—-

So far, only you and Mr. Packard have been given
the attached materlials. Recommend we distribute
the memo and letter to:

&
Chel rman, JCS ox_{w_;@" y j

Not now

o L ORE ™

Not now

Asst. for Atomic Ene
oK

Not now

¢ 4]

ASD, (SA

g

uu[u'. WA/ Robert E. Pursley

Colonel, USAF
-éa&éw Military Assistant

2 X4
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Melvin Laird
Secretary of Defe_nu

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
WASHINGTON
S/s 13168

August 28, 1969

P S T/NODIS

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

L L2 M

Subject: Israel's Nuclear Program

During a meeting today with Israeli Ambassador Rabin,
the Ambassador alluded to my approach to him of July 29
about Israel's nuclear intentions, noting this was one
item he assumed would be on the agenda for Prime Minister
Meir's visit next month.

/9 iLk

I said ve were interested in hearing Israel's response
and asked whether the Ambassador had anything to say now
or whether we could expect anything before the Prime
Minister arrives. The Ambassador said he believed the
Government of Israel would postpone a response. Speaking
personally, the Ambassador expressed the opinion that this
was a difficult subject for his government to deal with a
month before elections.

I noted that there was a difference between what
Israel said publicly and what it said to us privately.
The questions of missile deployment and of Israel's
definition of what is meant by "introduction” of .nuclear
weapons would not appear to depend upon elections. The
Ambassador said only that in Israel's democratic system

there were no secrets. (

I conc'uded by noting that, since this gquestion would .
apparently not be resolved before Mrs. Meir arrives, the ity |
Ambassador could assume that it would be on the agenda for ~ » !

her visit.

S?\ .o Wog ¥ I P

K%‘ N Elliot L. Richardson

by

Lo
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

, m—

[9'1L h >l

'Ié S!&‘SEEITIVI - NOD

MEMCRANDUM TO: The Secretary of Defense -
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Director of Central Intelligence
m - lﬂ. Hughel )
J/PM - Mr. Farley

SUBJECT: NSSM-40 - Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program

The Secretary has designated Mr. Joseph J. Sisco of the
Bureau of Near Bastern and South Asian Affairs as the Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Group to prepare a policy study on the Israeli
; Nuclear Weapons Program. Mr, Sisco has undertaken to prepare
| and circulate a first draft of a proposed response early in
i the week of April 21 and to convene a meeting of your desig-
nated representatives shortly thereafter.

I would appreciate your informing Mr. Sisco of the name
of your representative on the Ad Hoc Group.

SN —

Blliot L. Richardson

JKAML/;hver é -V"?W
£ ,5/9 _i‘_’ﬁ,‘ii‘..‘f“.-““-
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Attachment Classification

NO:D L S ]
i 5 A No . ";7
DISTRIBUTION
EXTREMELY SENSITIVE
FROM:

.- NUMBER: 5
-~ DATE: %
COPY # )

FOR: 4

(Please initial)

4

The attached document is of the highest semsitivity

and no additional distribution may be made without the

prior approval of the ?resident or the Secretary of State.

‘ This document should be returned in a sealed
envelope to my office, Room 7224, by hand, within 48
hours of receipt. _ .

' John P. Walsh _
Acting Execucive Secretary

THIS COVER SHEET WHEN SEPARATED FROM ATTACHMENT
SHOULD BE HANDLED AS CONFIBENTIAL

. ' NODIS

£0 12908, 300 3400 1, Lt
0814 Dus 30 Jly 2003 : ’ NO
Raiow/Daciasaty 30

s - _ DISTRIBUTION
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‘His fxenllency

Major Generel Yiizhoak Rabin

Anbessador of lsrae . .
Fmbassy of lsia! : -
Vashington, b, €, 20005 ' 5

Dear Mr. Awheasadar:

that the United Stataes Is propored

7
oo deliver L aiverefe in Tsrand

a ot
begtuning ia Septe G iciprted rete of four *
par wonth, in recardance - exfaG PGt welieratan gk
and agraemints,  Unferesean dovalogn: ould, of canrse, nocasantinte
a change In thic delivery sohadule,  Altheugh prepred to Lesin daliverics

In Septembar you sinuld afso Lz sware that, in aerccing to this delivary
schadule, tha United $tabley Covermiont 6 not recocesnding Lhat Fsras)
tale delivery of coy of the Folis prior to the tlu: such pursosnai ave
adequately troined to oparste and wainlaln thew,

M Isras) detorlnss thet [t needs assistence In the maintenanes of Foh
alreraft, the United Siates will not cbject If lfsracl obtains such
assistance frow ¢ U.S, contractor,

1 would hope that no additional publicity will be givan thin decision

beyond the Stete Departmant press statemont of 27 Decewber 1658

1v..- ﬂ / )

v,
i 7
. ,{_.—,’, Py
, .
. ?
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-havc recnived fron ynu personzlly throughout,

Deen. v, Soceratary:

I wish to thonlt you very nuch fos your letter
datvd 4 Junisry 1969 canliviing that iy Unidtad Sie
Geverrient will becin o La available o levacl
F-4 airerxafi lwoinning in Scptonbesr 1959 % the ralc
af four per onth. I huuld like to confici on my
part that w. sh.ll indeed L2 aceenting delivery of the
first plones at Lhe beginning o? Scpltembir and that
all th: neceerary steps are being taken to ensure that,

2,
L}

S8

lay I telke this cpportunity to express my deep
approciation of ihe successful finalirzation of cur
negotictlions znd the splendid ccn;ernuvon which wo

Sincaerely yours,

- a/‘(f»w‘ bk

. L. Fen ;n7 Y. Rekin
i Anbasséllos .

The Honorabhle

Paul C. Warnle 7 ¢
Ass't Secrclary of Dafense
Tha Pentagon - Room 45806
Waehinoion, D.C.

[ 1'.1‘ i |
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-\J-'Y OF ISRAEL . i IR ORISR R B
V\'Aol-.lN'GnOh, n.C. S ]:...'-:".)'.
|
!
R——— 15 Januazny 12060



http:rscm~J.ly
http:c.uc~e;Jt:i.na
http:1:;uJ.cl
http:cooper�,;~t5.on
http:Ller;i.r1

——

‘ . . r . » )
. e ° D
YA ; . : 18 "Jung JIED
" ! . i .
. . s . . . ' : 5 ..'-, )
Dzox Wn, Sgongbenys | o e - ) -’ ;
jI'#H Leling bhes “ LA bon iy of ehilyeesing pyaedl 7 .
to ot en s noiter which de of paedossy duporioos : )
o' us, feeexding Lo cur int Lior : ‘ ¥
Phanbtor plaeancs ond eod by doe "
prodecliic: dine ¢o PRI g
ahend of cohiadoda, . o B
. 2 . v, ¢
. In Llhy agrecs ..n.. lmu..\,'n Ltho Covernsont of ;
Jeyeal ant tha' Coweramsnl of i shr g ; .
tha F40 Pu*nrvﬂ', veldvery Xe h . #
Bee S0 (’-..'.(‘ R VR N8 E deiem iy i i
L)
U,n suitRs RLgieny
e Ioenoed ba eutln : }
faoom Lhe facl oy, . T O .

. I ehoud Like to wde thot 4
v L) aouume TL)) responoibidiby e :r‘z-'f' . Y
ubsuzrliun of tiiz planas co thoy are deliveved. . - ,
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a7 S I&nba Loalo o :

. The Honorable wT e R
melvin N, MLasxd fy oy o o L
Srneraetory of Dotonzo - .
Leshingion, 0.C0 " .. . x °
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MEMORANDUM

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

cm B
‘

n;r A. ND UM 7/3469 i

()

§ OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY saczm{,v ;
Mr. Packard: ol

Referenceglyour discussion §F

with . on and Dr,
Kiss The attached
"pap to all princi-
t it
ur discus-

)yovide a basis
esident., You
Yy wish to assure its accuracy
and check with other principals to
agree on any changes before it goes
to the President. The ISA action
officer on this is Mr. Harry
Schwarts, .

cbpy. gm0 ;,.&-_QOP as
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35 FEB 1968
1-35091/69

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Stopping the iptroduction of Nuclear Weapons Into the H
Middle East [N v
ot

s

m

P

As | have reported to you, from all of the available Intelligence and
from my rather Intensive conversations with Ambassador Rabin In the fall

of 1565 [25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |

‘ Conversations on this subject with Ambassador Rabin were
interésting and revealing and are attached at Tab A. At no time did
the Ambassador seek to deny that |srael !s engaged In the development
and product ion of these weapons and of a| well, ~
~

My associates and | concluded that the israells belleve that If time
grow hard for them, they can somshow deter [rrational Arabs from attack-T25X6 E.013526

ing. (Thls, of course, would Imply that they consider the Fedayeen as
no serious threat.) | |’
[ J

Whatever the valldity of israel's position from its own standpoint, It
does not colnclide with the Interests of the United States and, In fact,
constitutes the single most dangerous phenomenon [n an area dangerous

enough without nuclear weapons.

The problea Is how to stop this development. If the |sraells complete

the development of a nuclear weapon within the next 3 to 6 months ==
|== we will be powerliess to do

more than Invoke sanctions, !.s., cease dellvery of F-4s after the "'intro=
duction of nuclear weapons into the area. Such a negative course would

take us nowhere. The [sraeiis would be unable and unwilling to put the:

genie back In the bottle. Moreover, thelr requlrement for conventional

strength would be greater, not less, and the 1lkel ihood of our actually

Invoking the sanctions would not be great In such clrcumstances,

Furthermore, at any time prior to such events, or certalnly not long

thereafter, we may well be faced with public knowledge of the essential e
So far these facts have remained in the category of vague, unsub- n

[ 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |

facts.
stantiated, and not fully accepted rumors; but we are depending primarily e
on luck. Once the public is made aware of the situation the Administra- \
tion's delicate task wiil bocou even more dlfflcult. (;\
As you know, we were aware of the Israell advanced weapons activity last N>
autumn when we nqot!atod with them for the sale of 50 Phantoms, Because *
v e e Sec Dof has seeq
THEm, UEmy
At v copv.. L. - ( Teedtte
* b '

'
c 2134
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" of certalin factors of which | have apprised you, we wers unable at that

time to extract from the |sraelis agreement to sign the NPT and guarantee
a cessation of work on nuclear weapons and strategic missiles. They did
hou.vcr. renew their agreement that |srael "will not be the first power
In the Middle East to introduce nuclear weapons," and "' not to use any
alrcraft supplied by the United States as a nuclear weapons carrier.'' .
It was further made clear In the agreement that the American definition
of "Introduction'' would apply. (The agreement consists of an exchange
of letters between Ambassador Rabin and myself dated 22 and 27 November
1968, respectively, coples attached at Tab B.) Furthermore, the govern=
ment of |srael recognized our right "under unusual and compelling circum=-
stances, when the best interests of the United States require it, to
cancel all or part of its commitment to provide F-4 aircraft and related
equipment and services at any time prior to the delivery of these defense
articles or performance of these services.”” Such "unusual and compelling
circumstances" would, under the terms of this agreement, not only exist
were |srael to produce or possess nuclear weapons but at any time In our
opinion that thelr activities constitute a danger to the sccurlty to

the United States.

My extreme concern about the gravity of the risk leads me to urge that
you consider another serious, concerted, and sustained effort to persuade
Israel to cease and desist [ts work on strntoglc missiles and nuclear
weapons. Some of the factors to be considered and my views on them, are:

l. It would be preferable to have the negotiations in Washington
(not Tel Aviv). Better control over the operations will exist here; It Is
extremsly difficult for. any Ambassador to convey fully the serious purpose -
of the U.S. Government and to be as tough as will be required in this case.

2, The first demarche might best be made by the President, or by
you and the Secretary of State together., Because the U.S. Government tried
once unsuccessfully, high level participation is needed to convey the
strength of our purpose., Moreover, a Defense Department representat!ve

should be present at all negotlations,

3. An |sraell request for a formal U.S. Security Guarantee as a

quld pro quo can be expected. To accede to such a request would be
tantamount to placing all of our chips In the entire area on |srael for
an Indefinlte period and surely without commensurata control over |srael's

policles or actions,

L., We may have to offer, through an exchange of letters, to

supply israel with conventional weapons In such quantity and kind as to
assure them superiority over any combination of Arab foes. However, we

are more or less In this position now.

S. Because of probable resort to delaying tactics, a time limit
should be set, after which we would stop supplying F-Us and related ser-

vices. .
| Ly 7

3 2
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Israel's resistance to this proposition will be of a high order and all
our Influence would be required to overcome it. This Influence Is
probably nelther so great as other governments think nor so weak as those
who have long dealt with israel believe. But we could not hope to succeed
if, as wa have done in the past, we concurrently placed equal emphasis on
changlng Israel's policies with respect to other matters of Importance

to her -- for example, to give up the militarily important Sinal to a
hostile Egypt, to be generous with Jordan over Jerusalem and the West
Bank, to give up her policy of retaliation, to adopt a negotiating stance
with Ambassador Jarring which suits our taste, etc.

If you agree with this course of action, you may want to discuss it with
the Secretary of State with a view to approaching the President jointly.
Although the President may wish to discuss the matter with the NSC
members -- without putting it on the agenda ~- this extremely dellcate
operation would best be undertaken outside the regular NSC machinery.

Ralph Earle and Harry Schwartz, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near East
and South Asian Affairs, are fully famillar with thls matter.
2 Enclosures:

Lk

2, Tab B - Ltrs = 22 & 27 Nov 68

4
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| 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

%7 FEB 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE
. ASSISTANT 70 TEE PRESIVENT FOR NATIORAL SECURITY AFFATRS
DIRECTOR, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY .

SUBJECT: Stopping the ;ntroduction of Nuclear Weapons Into the Middle East

From sll of the available intelligence and from the intensive c

I

believe this coincides with the interests of the United Staves, and, in
fact, constitutes the single most dangerous phenchenca in an ares dangerous
encugh without nuclear weapona.

The problem is how to stop this development. If the Israelis complete
the development of & suclear weapon within the next three to six months
== vhich is qu.tto possible -- wva will be powerless to do more than invoke
sanctions, i.e., cease delivery of F-Uis after the "introduction” of nuclear
veapons into tha area. Mamntiveeouruwﬂdmttﬂemmm
The Israelis would be unable and unwilling to reverse their course. More-
over, their requirement for conventional strength would be greater, not
lcu, and the likelidood of our actually invoking the sanctions would

not be great in such circumstancés. Furthermore, at aay time prior to
such events, or certeinly not long thereafter, we may well be faced with
public imowledge of the essential facts. So far these facts have remained
in the category of vague, unsubstantiated, and not fully accepted rumors;
but ve are depending primarily om luck. Once the public is made aware of
the situation the Administration's delicste task will become even more

difficult.

I believe we should meet very soca to ecnudarhowtoprceeedonthu,
followed by an early meeting with the President. Because of the sensitivity
and complexity of this issue, I suggest this not de dealt with through the

regular NSC machinery.

" sations here in Defense with Anbassador Radin in the fall &1968, :
| I do not

Daty 30 haly 2000
M Des 237
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1-35138/69

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Stopping the Introduction of Nuclear Weapons Into the
Middle Bast

The question of Israel's introduction of nuclear weapons into the Middle
Bast is being proposed for NBC consideration in two different contexts:
first, as part of an overall review and up-dating of the National Security
Action Memorandum (ESAM) series of the last Administrstion; and second,

as part of a response to NSSN 13 comcerning ways to obtain signatures on
the NPT from various governments.

As you know fram your conversations with Paul Warnke and from his
memorancm to you on this subject of 15 Fedbruary, our view is that this
iasue is too sensitive and too difficult to handle through the large
machinexry of the N8C. Paul Warnke reported to you in that memorandum
his bYelief, which we share|

| 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |

__| Stopping this can ocnly come about
by direct intercession at the highest levels with the Government of Israel.

We recommend two things:

I

1. That Defense take the position that the issue of Isrseli acguisition
of nuclear weapons not be addressed through the NSC machinery.

sesmors | \E~—57217 509
DISAPFROVE

2. That you suggest an early meeting om this subject with Secretary Rogers,
Mr. Kissinger, and Mr. Helms. A memorandum to this effect is attached for
your consideration and s g

i B 27 989

DISAPPROVE
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASSNGTON, D. C. 20301

29 March 1969
I-35250/69

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY' OF DEFENSE N

SUBJECT: Stopping the Imtroduction of Nuclear Weapons into the
Middle East

Background | | 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 |
"All available evidence suggests that [ e ]

I

latest DIA assessment will be separately provided through SAO channels.
4 T would add to this assesament three further indications of Israeli in-
‘ ‘ tentions. First, at no time during the extensive discussicns on this
subject ISA had with Ambassador Rabin of Israel last November and
December did Redin attempt to deny that Israel was | |
[ | second, the recent evidence of Israel’s acquisition
of strategic camputers; and third, Israel’s umwvillingness to sign and
ratify the NPT.

Mymmmmummandymcmmumﬂthrml
Warnke, the Defense Depariment tried and failed last year to make the
supply of F-U4 aircraft contingent upen the halting by Israel of its

nuclear weapons and missiles programs. President Johnson did not approve
the Defense recamendations. It is of coursé possible to cancel any

contract with another govermment, including the P-4 contract, as an act
of sovereignty; more specifically, however, all comtracts for the sale
of U.8. military equipment include a provision that "under unusual and
' campelling circumstances" the United States reserves the right to cancel
all or part of any contract not delivered. What the Defense Department
did in negotiating the P-4 agreement vas to (a) put Israel on notice
that the USG is aware of vhat Israel is doing in the missile and nuclear
field; Sb) nmake an explicit comnection between the "unusual and cam-
pelling” clause and Israel's assurances concerning the introductiom of
S puclear veapons~-in effect, raising the possibility that this Administra-
tion would reconsider the F-4 sale in light of Israel's muclear programs;
and (c) identify a signiffcant difference between US and Tsraeli inter-
Tretations of vhat constitutes "imtroduction”. :(Israeli Ambassador Rabin
said that "introduction” would not oceur until a weapon had been tested
and 1its existence pudlicly lkmown; Warnke's letter to Rabin mede clear
that the American definition is that mere possession of miclear weapons

csn..../.-.-ct-.[i-.:opiu

: constitutes "introduction”).
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796 SECRET SENSITIVE

Indicators
In summry, intelligence reports indicate the following:

1. Initial dsvelopment of the MD-620 missile by the French for
Isrsel under a 1963 contract with Avions Marcel Dassauls,

2, The MD-620 missile is capadle of carrying & 2200 pound warhead
to ranges of 270 nautical miles--it could strike the Arab capitals of
Cairo, Amman, Damascus, and Beirut.

3. Of the initial buy of 25 missiles, two have been delivered to
Israel, five more are due in, and the remaining 18 were expended in

tests in France,
%, Missils RAD, production, test, and training facilities are nov
in Isreel.

S. Preparation of storage facilities for mobile dsployment and
recent construction of silos i1s believed to be under way,

l

,—é'—l 25X1 and 6, E.O.13526 'I (There is, hovever, no hard specific
9 »

evidence from our technical collsction resources nor from our annual
inspections of the Dimona nuclear reector to confirm their dsvelopment of

nuclear weapons. |

25X1 and 6, E.0.13526

The Tools Available to m Iorsel’s Missile and Fuclear Efforts
8. GOrast or Withhold the Supply of Wespons from the U,S.

The kinds of actions vhich are both available and effactive iz stopping
these developments depend on our control over the most important arms and

.
CopyL . _ot__ /3. __Copien

GENCITH et L
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camponents on vhich Israel now relies. There is a wide range and increasing
amount of military items constantly flowing to Isrsel both from the Depart-
ment of Defense and fram camsercial suppliers. The most significant of
these items now are cambat aircraft, i.e., the A-4 and the P-4
Phantom. (We scld to Israel 48 A-Us in 1966; in 1968 ve scld an addi-
tional 52 A-ks, for a total of 100, of which 42 have been delivered to -
date, and the balance are being delivered in maonthly incremexts between

- now and November 1970. Delivery of 50 F-4 Phantoms will begin in
September of this year and centinue through 1970).

Because Isrsel's military strategy in the event of renewed hostilities is
necessarily a pre-emptive air strike, s dependsble supply of aircraft
fram the United States is essential to them; and for this reason, the
threat to withhold these aircraft (i.e., to cancel ar suspend deliveries)
or the offer of additiomal aircraft and related items can be powerful
inducements in ocur negotiations with Israel on auclear weapons and

strategic missilesn. .

We could also, at an appropriate point in the negotiations, offer to meet
Isreel's future conventicnmal military equipment requirements. (We have
already became, with the withdrawal of France, Isreel's principal souxrce

of amms supply.) It 1s in cur interest that Israel has a nilitary capebility
sufficient to win any future war--and vin it quickly--for the chance of

U.8. or Soviet involvement increases otherwise.

'bo U.B.-Ilml mt‘llll B‘G&!‘iﬂ ME

In theory at least, we could offer to Isreel a mutual security pact. It
nay be that, in any case, Israsl will request this sort of nearly unlimited
U.8. guarantee of its security before adbandoning its nuclear and missile
progreams. It is not to our advantage, however, either to make or to accept
such a proposal: (1) A treaty 1s not necessary for the protection of Israel;
Israel will have for the foreseesble future a marked military superiority
over its Arsd opponents. This can de assured by a continuing flow of arms
from the United States. (2) We would have no control over the circum-
stances wvhich would lead to the invocation of the treaty; we cannot comtrol
the actions of either Israel or the Arsbs, and could not prevent renewed
hostilities. (3) A treaty would establish a rew and unwanted precedent in
our relations with other near-nuclear states. (4) XNew obligations which
could require the use of U.S. forces are unlikely to win the support of the

Congress or the American pecple.
¢. Diplomatic and Econamic Possibilities

Thers are other forms of influence wve can wield, but these are less easily
managed and zay even be dissdvantagecus for us. We could, for example,
thresaten to take diplamatic positions ccmtrary to Isrsel's interests on

o JE Rl SENSITE. | i e
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* various issues, particularly on the settlement proposals; or we could,
various devices, restrict the flow of American capital to Isrsel. It
not at all clear that either of these steps would be effactive tut it
fairly clear that such actions would place this Government in a more wvul-
nerable position if and when we are required publicly to defend them.

d, U,8,-Soviet Middle East Arms Idmitation Talks not a
Substitute for Unilaters tions, "

The Fresident has publicly stated his interest in discussing with the

USSR arms limitation for the Middle Bast., Now that the Senate has ratified
the NPT, and with Israel as cne of the most easily remarkable non-
signatories of the treaty, the subject will almost automatically raise
itself in any discussion with the Soviets., Vhatever is discussed or agreed
with the Soviets, however, it is only the U,S. that can make the Israelis
cease their dsvelopment of these weapons; the comnection between our
negotiations with the Israelis and our negotiations with the Soviets will
probably be only to see vhat we can obtain in the way of additional Soviet -
limitations on arms supplied to the Arabs in payment for what we have to

do in our own interests iz any case; i.e., stop Israeli production of

nuclear weapons, .
geuelngions

The object of our efforts is to stop now the development and production
of strategic missiles and nuclear veapons by Israel. This is the most

important and most urgent of our objectives in the Middle Fast., "“hat we
bhave done so far is simply to suggest to Israel the possibility of imposing
sanctions after the event. This is inadequate, It is clear, moreover,
that Israel is continuing its work on missiles and nuclear weapons despite

the risk of sanctions, and that |

4

by
is
1s

|that 1t halt

its missile and nuclear prograz now under the threat of an arms embargo
if they fail to comply and the promise of assured conventicnal military
supplies if they do. Other kinds of actions are either ineffective or

impractical, Specifically we should seek to:

1. Gain private assurances from Israel (with inspection privileges)
that it will cease and desist from development or acquisition of nuclear

| We should, nevertheless, seek the right

. to inspect in principle.)
COpy----L..-ef--J.-.":..c:;io!
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2, GOain private assurances from Israel that it will cease and desist
from further development or acquisition of strategic missiles, i.e., those
capable of reaching most Arab capitals from Israel proper. (Although
stopping wissile production and deployment is second in priority to
stopping nuclear weapons, it is important that we stop the missiles
because (a) we will have stopped one means of nuclear weapons delive.
and can have greater confidence in Isrseli nuclear assurances, aand (b
1f missiles are deployed by Israel it will be assumed that they have
nuclear warheads, and the practical results may be the same whether or

not the nuclear warheads actually exist.)

3. Gain pudblic assurances from Israel that it will not acquire
nuclear weapons by signing the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.

5

Recommendation

I recommend you péopose, to Secretary Rogers and the President, an early
meeting with Ambassador Rabin of Israel with the object of stopping _
Israel’s missils and nuclear weapons programs and obtaining from Israel
necessary assurances to this effect.

Rabin should be called in by the President, or by you and Secretary Rogers.
Although the negotiations with. Israel will be especially difficult, they
will be less difficult if our demands for assurances are unequivocal and
made at the highest level., The kinds of assurances we require are as
indicated above. It is obvious we cannot obtain absolute guarantees

that Israel will forego strategic missiles and nuclear weapons forever;

we can, however, make it more likely that missiles and nuclear weapons
will not be used by stopping their production now and by creating a
political obstacle--the necessity to renocunce agreements and risk con-

frontation with the United States--to their later use,

Our more detalled comments on the proposed negotiations are at Tadb A.

A draft exchange of letters between the President and the Prime Minister
of Israel is at Tadb B, This could, in modified form, represent the end
product of the negotiations, and is illustrative of the demands we would
make of Israel and the things (i.e., assured military supplies) we would

offer in return.
d"': ;_\.. ' ) \ : N
N e ) N . s

Attachments

Dr, Tucker and Dr. Walske concur,
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ons vith Isrsel

Considerations in the
The talks should be held in Washington, not Tel Aviv. Better
cantrol over the operstions will exist here; it is extremely difficult for
x to convey fully the sericus purpose of the United States ~

Goverment and to be as tough as will be reguizred in this case. Furtber-
ve are unliksly to find anyons in Israel more honest than Abassador
1t be made by the Presidemt, or by
. Bigh lavel participetion is

+ Defense repxesentatives should
preparation for and during the :

- 5.. The earlier we bogin the better, for

miclear weapons and missiles, the harder it will b
Mereover; ve may soon lose control of the situstion
surely enter the pudblic comsciousness in the very near futures in fact,
is alreedy starting to do so. ,

6. Our demands must be uneguivocal.
cussion does not work vith Isresl. We must
Israelis present an unusually ccherent and aggressive
their cbjectives. Isreel almost certainly tzy to
cussicns and a decisiom as lang as possible, stalling for time as 1
to caxplete its programs. ,

7. Negotiations vitk Isrsel om this matter will be especially diffi-
cult. By placing demands on Israsl to stop making miclear weapons. s
public confromtation wvith that goverrment is possidle--elthough only
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likely if (a) they think we are bluffing, or (b) they believe they could

reverse our position by so doing., They could use their full range of

assets in the United States to persuade us to abandon our demands., They
would not, bowever, enter lightly into such a course, because the intro-

duction of nuclear weapons by Isrsel will not be an issue on vhich they
could expect the kind of uncontested American support they have achieved

on other issues and because, if they failed t0 reverse our policy, the
long range effects could be very bad indeed,

8., The kinds of demands we must make of Israel ave:

a, unequivocal written aseurances by them that they will stop
developing or manufacturing, and will not othervise acquire, strategic
missiles or nmuclear weapons; and that they will not test or dsploy those
strategic missiles they now have;

be that Israel will sign and ratify the NFT within a certain

specified period; and
¢, that the United States will be offered the opportunitly to
"risit” (mpct) appropriate sites in Israel on a periodic basis.

9. There are several problems with the proposal for inspection rights
that we have not yet resolved, What sites, for axample, should we inspect?
We believe we can identify their missile facilities, but we have not
located & nuclear weapons facility. Ve believe it is possible for Israel
to develop nuclear weapons in secxrecy which we would not be able to detect
with our technical collectors or with inspection privileges. (For a

Judgment of the lsvel of assurance that we could continue to detect such
developments by clandestine mesns, we recommend that you ask Dick Helms.)

2

Mo e e e e

10,
hoth strategic missiles and ruclsar weapons programs: (1)

L | (2) The missiles are of 1little or no
value with high explosive (HE) wurheads except as terror weapons similar
to the German V-2 rockets, They are not militarily cost-effective (they
have & CEP of about ons-half mile); aircraft would be far more effective

and efficient for conventicnal weapons delivery. It would be out of

character for Isrsel to ignore the cost-effectiveness relationship.
Continued Isrseli production of missiles would suggest Israeli intention

? to use non-conventional warbeads, (3) Stopping strategic missile production

and deployment is intimately connected to stopping the nuclear weapons '
program, We can more easily, | monitor

Israeli missile progress and, by stopping missile development, can lLave

greater assurance that Isrsel 1is not secretly proceeding to produce
(4) Once the missiles are deployed it will be generally

guclear weapons,
assumed that the missiles 40 in fact have nuclesar werheads, and the
practical results may be the same whether or not the nuclsar warheads

actually exist,

It is important that we seek assurances from Israel for halting

g 4 \.‘!QR";I C‘E i 'gg'F Gon.-_L--..ot-_.Ls...--Ccpia!
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1l. It is obvicus we cannot obtain absolute guarantees that Isrsel
will forego missiles and muclear weapons forever; we cannct take away
their capability. The key point is, however, that we would make it more
likely that nuclear weapons would not be used by stopping their pro-
uction now and by creating a political obstacle--the necessity to re-
nounce agreements and risk confrontation with the United States--to
their later use.

QENSITIVE - - - 15 e

Paae_--ﬂ--_r:-. JLFugaa


http:capa'bW.ty

T BN vt e el Y

Draft/21 March 1969

Dear Madam Prime Minister:
My colleagues and I have met with Ambassador Rabin on the issue of

Israel’s missile and nuclear weapons programs, and the relationship of
these programs to Israel's security and military needs and American

gecurity interests. As you well know, the U,S, Government, my predecessors

and I have a consistent fundamental interest in the well being of Iaresel; this

will be true of future American Governments also, for it represents the be-

liefs of the American people, and bas been reflected in both our public and

private statements and actions since the rebirth of Isramel in 1948. I do

not have to recall for you the strong associations of our two countries

over these past years. It is because of this deep commitment of the

American Goverameat and pecple to Israel and Israel's security that we have
been assisting in the maintenance and improvement of her militery posture,
despite the adverse political consequences this entails for American interests
in the Middle East and the difficulties I believe this poses for the working

out of a settlement in the Near Bast.
There is, however, an issue of overriding importance to the security

interests of both our countries about which understandings between us must be

reached: the issue is Israel's development of strategic missiles and nuclear

weapons, It appears that your Government is proceeding with the acquisition

and production (and perbaps anticipates testing) of strategic missiles, and

has taken long strides toward the acquisition of nuclear weapons. I know of

no reason that requires such s step by Israel. Your conventional capabilities
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are nov and will comtinue to be markedly superior to the Arad capabilities.
The Bgyptian missile poogram is insignificent, and their nuclear capebility

2

non-existent.

mnamdmlmnm;or upeﬂm"nthmmunm. They
cemnot be measured solely in kilotons of destructive pover or sbstract thearies
of deterrence in the Middls Bast. You camot count on the raticmality of
your opponents when they themselves represent basically irrational forces.
The use of muclear weapons would affsct the very fiber of scciety, and would
involve not Just Isrsel and her Aredb oppanents, but all countries and all
pecples. The introduction of either strategic niu;u.u or nuclear weapons
into an ares -ommh:ﬁ-om&mumm&hhnmcmuutu
the security prcblems of all nations and greatly endangers the security
interests of Israesl and the United States. Memlmmm:rhdupcn
is extremely dangercus for all of us. You run great risks and by so doing
you invalve directly the security of the United m.. You make the position
of the United Buu-mnmmo#“nmlmumndm supplier of Israel's
canventional militery ams quite umtensble. It is for these reascns that I
must insist on certain assurances.

. The assurances we require are the agreement that your Govermment will
notb test or deploy those strategic missiles now in Isrsel; will not acquire
or produce additional missiles; will not develop, mamifacture, produce or
otherwvise acguire nuclear weapons; and will sign and ratify the Ruclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty. In order to insure a feeling of mutual trust between
our countries on this subject, I ask that United States representeatives be
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briefed fully on the missile/warhead program of Isrsel and that they be
pernitted to visit related facilities. Such visits would follow the
pattern of our visits to your installation at Dimona. These conditions
are difficult for you I realize; however, the consequences of muclear
proliferation are so devastating, and so dangerous to both our countries,
I must put them forward as essential.

We for cur part are prepared to see that Israel will continue to
receive sufficient conventional military equirment to meet its legitimate
security needs. Our willingness to sell P-4 aircraft--the most modern
fighter/bamber in the world now in active service--ard to engage in dis-

cussions of fufure Israeli military equirment requirements make this
quite clear.
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DRAFT/20 March 1969 4

Dear Mr, President:

I bave received your letter of ____
fully the detailed reports of the conversations in Washington.
assure you that my Government now fully understands the position of the
United States with respect to the introdustion of nuclear weapons and
strategic missiles into this ares, I wish to reaffirm to you the prior

April 1969, and have studied care-
I wish to

assurances of my Covernment that Israel will not be the first to introduce
strategic missiles or nuclear weapons into ths area, and that we will not
develop, test, manufacture, or otherwise acquire strategic missiles or
nuclear weapons without prior consultation with the United States, and will
provide to the United States full mgomtion on our present strategic missile
and nuclear programs aune the opportunity to visit guarterly the sites in

: Israel related to these programs. As you know, my Government has today signed

and will soor ratify the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

My Government further understands that it is the intention of the United

States Government to meet Israel's legitimate conventional security neeﬁa,

and to this end it is our understanding that representatives of the United

States Government will nicet at an sgreed early date vith representatives of

the Government of Israel to begin discussions of Israel's requirements for

conventiocnal military equipment during the next five years.

L ot & poples.
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 MEMGRANDUM OF CONVERSATION e
SUBJECT Negotiatione with Israel F-h and Advanced wea.pons

P&rticipa.nta:
Teraels B1de - ;

Ambassador of Israel, Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rab.".n

Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy" : _ .
-~ “MaJjor General Hod, Commander, Israeli Defense Force Air Force - . ! g
- gFiged{er General David Carmon, Defense and Armed Forces Attache ' ;

Mr. J. Shepiro, Director, Ministry of Defensec Mission, New York ' -

United Staiea Side

. Aaaistant Secretary of Derense (ISA), Paul C. Warnke
Deputy Assistant Seqretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwartz
Deputy Director, RESA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray i

Time: 1400 - lhh5, 4 November 1968 i ) g T *
,Pla.ce: Assistant Secretary Warnke's O‘ﬁce, Pentagon

temow e '_‘."\
w;‘

Ambassador Rabin opened the conversa‘ Lon oy referring to his meeting on
30 October with Ambassador He-J, “in waic: Jart had asked Rabin to write a
proposed Memorandun of Understa...ding ;ncorporating the provisions Isracl
considercd necessary to the F-li sale. Tais was written and dclivered to
: Ambassador Hart. "We put in it wkzl we vhought was necessary, following
, ~the precedent of the prior agreement (A-4 eircraft)." Last Friday, 1 Noventer,
* Rabin said he received a call from Department of State to the effect that
"{n principal, the answer is yes" with regard to Israel's request for F-ls .
" and that he vas to get in touch with Mr. Warnke. Anbassador Rabin said that o
todey he would like to get agreement on how we proceed but not go into details. '

Mr. Warnke sald that he would like at the outset to set forth the United
Stated'position. The President efrees in principal to the sale. It is a
difficult decision, not because we are .not interested «in Israel's security,
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r
: ‘bui: prec:lsely 'because we are interested. Heretafore, ve have avoided
‘becoming the principal arms supplier to Israel. Wherever possible we have
-arged that Israel acquire its arms from other Western countries. We felt -
that this was to. our mutual benefit for it lessened the risk of US-USSR -
confrontation in’the Middle East and therefore lessened the dangers to the
We would prefer to continue that
. policy; however, the Europeans apparently have opted out, and the French
particulsrly seem' reluctant to supply the Mirage a.ircra.ft. Israel has purchased.’

. Mr. Warnke otreued that with a decision to go shead oa the sale of F-}

aircraft we will have a different set of clrcumstances concerning .eur supply
relationship to Israel. We will henceforth become the principal arms supplier

s to Israel, involving us even more intimately with Israel's security aituation i

.and involving moro directly the security of the United States.

Mr. Warnke runinded Ambassedor Rabin that Secretary Busk had talked vith
Foreign Minister Eban about the problcms: and the dangers of strategic missiles
and nuclear weapons. Mr. Warnke referred specificglly to the paragraph in

. the standard sales contrect which permitted cancellation "under unusual and
compélling circumstances”; he suggested that Israeli acquisition of strategic

" missiles and nuclear weapons Would comprise such circumetances. Mr. Warnke
told imbassador Rebin that because thé security of the United States was
‘clearly involved we must seek from: the Govermment of Iarael certain assurances:.

(1) that Israel will not test or deploy strategic missilea ,

(2) that Israel will not develop, manufacture, or otherwise acquire

strategic miuiles or nuclear weapons,
|

(3) that Israel will sign and ratify the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treety.

At a subsequent 'point in the convcréation, Mr. Warnke mentioned the inspection
a.rrangcment at Dimona as a precedent that might be required here.

Mr. Wernke noted that we had not sought such specific assurances in our prior
‘agreements because, based on the, information we had at that time, these develop-

" ‘ments were not imminent. Our preaent informetion, however, indicates that

Israel is on the verge of nuclear weapons and missiles upability This
development would seriously and adversly affect the security interesis of the
United States; it involves the Soviet Union and risks a US USSR confrontation;

it dramatically changes the situation in the erea.

(Ambassador Rabin did not dispute in any way our information on Israel's
nuclear or missile capability,-nor did he comment directly on the agsurances

. we requested. He did not scem particularly surprised or upset at Mr. Wernke's .
presentation. He referred to the fect that the Israeli position on the question ‘
of Iaraeli nuclear and missile programs had been comreyed to Ambassador Berbour.) ,

Anbassador Rebin observed that this question (of missiles and nuclear veapons)
hed dbeen raised two weeks ago, end that an answer was given by the Isracli
Government to the United States mbass‘y in Israel. "X don't have anything

to add to my Govcrn:ncnt'a pogition. Rabin said he was esked to draft &
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K Menorandum of Understanding Thie ha had done and. wh which we have. .Rabin said
%hat_"if you wish Yo suggest, changes’ or’ additions to jhat memorandum you of
Tourpe may 80 so.”. ~Rabin remarked that, when he”gaw Secretarx "Rusk on Sunday;

~ ~Ithe-Sseretary” Batd that the Ahetican adceptance in’ princi dia’ not’mean

thet ve accept your drart Mmoran41_m oc_r Underata.nding.. ok _a__ ;_,

.- wes ~os ®mae -

ﬁommenting more generally Ambassa.dor Ra‘bin sa.id that Israel d.:ld not come to

pther govermments Israel did not have the. problem of "conditions"” that it has
With the United States.” In any case, we do not see, said Ra,bin, that your

_ . Mr. Warnke said that it ig not just 50 Pha.ntcms, but 50 Phantcms plus 100 .
Ml Ehawks plus the great variety of ‘other equipment that Israel is requesting
that ‘makes the policy we are entering upon a distinct change from our prior
policy Nevertheless, the United States is interested in doing what is necessary
" to, assist_Isracl...Opinions vary on how. best.to do this but.our goal is the
same. It 18 for this reason that we are so concerned with Israel's missile and

' nuclear plans end intentions and this is why we need to "u'p date" your assurances
- tousonthesema.tters.. e e om Fa Vi § W gsEe B 4 .

review & revised Memorandum of Understanding incorporating the kinds of assurances
we require. -Mr. Warnke asked if there were other questions that Ambassador Rabin
would like to speak about todey. . .

Anbassador Rebin said that he would like to call to our attention the curréns )
Isracli intelligence appreciation of the build-up of Soviet aircraft in Esﬁ:,
and Syria. He said that the figures General Weizmsn had presented us in
September 1967 had proven to be entirely too low. The inventories that Velzzen
hed projected for those two countries by 1970 had in fact already been exc:eied
‘on 1 November 1968. The Ambassador undertook to provide details separately.
Rabin went on to say that e number of technical terms needed going into, fory
example, Isreel would like a certein number -~ the more the better -~ of F=b3
delivered in the first half of 1969 (he later put the number at 25 aircmi‘t)

He attributed the urgency to "what was happening on the other side." Rabin said
thet they would'like credit arrangements. if possibl;% preferebly on the sere.

: ( Mr. Warnke told Ambassador Rabin that we would prepare by tounorrow for his

" terms as the first Skyhawk sale (10 per cent down, per cent interest, 10

+  years repayment). Rabin said they would like the F-4E configuration generelly,
but wish to include in the 50 aircraft 6 RP-IEs. Ambassador Rabin and Generel i
- Hod asked if they could degin discussions on the F-UE with the Alr Force. :
Mr. Warnke said he would inform them when this wes possible.
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INTSRKABORAS SICTATY ANTARS LI s ) : b Refer to: 1-35993/68
g . (Becond. Session)
. MEMORANTXM OF CONVERSATION o ot

- BURJECT: Negotlations with Tsrael - F-i end Advanced Wespons _

. ‘ -. mnmuum(m_f ' .ot
" .b.’. . . 0osd Data 30 July 2003 L .
- Participants:” e e SO S RN

_ Israeli Side

"1

Inbassador of Israel, Licutenant General Yitzhak Rabin .

Major General Hod, Commander, Israeli Defense Force Air Force )
‘Brigadicr General David Carmon, Defehse and Armed Forces Attache
Mr. J. Shapiro, Director, Minietry or Defense Mission, New York

Un:lted Sta.tes Side

Assiatant Secretery of Defense (ISA) , Paul ¢ Wa.rnke
Deputy Assistent Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schvartz
Deputy Director, NESA Region (ISA), Robert J. Mioray

Time: 2410-2140, 5 November 1968 'fl
Place: Assistant 'Secretary Warnke's Oﬁ‘icei’ Ifentagon
;.:Mr: Warnke told Ambassador Rabin ‘that what he had done vas to set out in

& Memorandum of Agrecment the pointe discussed yesterday. Mr. Warnke then
a passed the memorandum to Am'basse.dor Rebin to read. -

Ambassador Rabin, having finished reading the memorandum said: "As I |
understand it you put three basic conditions to the sele of F-4s."

Mr. Warnke said that the word "understmxdings would perhapa be more
a.ppropriate ' t , )

I

Aubassador R.nbjn said "I prefer to put it in my words: First, Israel will
not ‘test or deploy strategic missiles; second, we will not acquire strategle
missiles or nuclear veapons; and third we would sign and ratify the Nucleax
Non-l’rolircratjon Treaty. You also ask to make inspectious , meking & fourth
condition." Ambassador RebIn asked: "Is this the official United Stetes
position, that without these condjtions ve do not get Phantoms?”

- ’______[_,.,ﬂbd““
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"‘-"”’."' ic'r'. Warnke: "rnat would be my- recmendation. ™ pmbassedor Rabin said he-
- _¥Bs8 not in a pgosition to give his Goverment's XT3

.
R .Mr. Warnke said wve understood that. He would like to say that the vords
, of the memorandum were his. It is the assurances ve seek, not the form.
' Ambassedor Rabin restated that he could not give his Government's position,
.- ~— but that his reaction was: "I don't believe Israel is going to-eccept
conditions within a Memorandum of Understanding about selling the Phantoms.
- #le vere told more than once that there would be no conditions -~ at least
not these kinds of conditione.” The Ambassador then added, haltingly:
"It would be & pity --- a.ll these conditions on paper - Just ror 50

- -——-—-—-Phantans LA ) .

Mr. Warnke said that he did not consider what was 'being discussed was "just
50 Phantom aireraft.” fle said that if we sold these 50 Phantom aircraft to
JAsrael, our position would heve changed markedly to one of the principal
¢ .supplier of arms to Isreel and he thought that the significance of this
'w--.. ———"change. 18 something that should be thought about very carefully by the

.Israeli Goverament as well as by our own. It is of.great importance to .

-Israel on the one hand and it is of significance to the United States on
‘the other because 1t means that the security of the United States is more
closely involved in the area. It is this larger matter which should be

considered concurrently with the assurances for which we ha.ve asked.

N ®

hnbassador Rebin Said ‘that it would be possible to have discussions on
each of the items.: But he again sald, as his personal reaction, that "to
havée theae conditions Just for selling of 50 Phe.ntoms, I don't think 1t

is right.

Mr Warnkc repeated that the Depa.rtment of Defénse would consider any other
forpm vhich would give us similar assurances.that Israel would care to
. propose. Ambassador Rabin asked for time to study the memorandum more
-..carefully. He asked also vhether, in the meantime, it would be possible
¢ for Major General Hod to talk with the U.S. Air Force.

Mr. Warn}'e said that he had spoken with Mr. loopes, Under Secretary of the
Alr Force, who agreed to arrange for a F-IE briefing for General Hod end

- would expect a call from Hod tomorrow. .

¢ Mr. Warnke said that we hed drai‘tcd the Memorendum of Agreement so theat
Israel could see clearly the things thet trouble us. Whether the assurances
we recedve are contained in seperate documents or whether we come to separate
understendings 1s, to our way of thinking, irrelevent. Ve feel we must know
what uissilc and nuclear developmenis ere going on in the liddle East. These
* i vitally affeét the nationel sccurity interests of the United States. There
" has been & long and strong reletionship between our two countries. fe rust

|

)
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e hwe mtual ti-nst and conridence. We have not had mtual understandings
therefore-the facts as ve now know them have frankly come as a surprise

wx to us. Armbassador Rabin asked: ™what, may I ask, comes as a
Blo k*to you?” Mr. Warnke replied:

A [25X6, E.0.13526 |

) [(Ambassador Rabin mede no re “After a
Baent ‘he sud'TGmem Hod will ca.l], Mr. Hoopes tomorrow."

Mx" ila:mke said that he would be gone for the next several da.ys, but i
it vas necessary to have further discussions in this period that the )

- e Ambassador should conta.ct Mr. Nitze o Mr. Bchvartz "
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" .“ _ Refer to1 1-35593/(8
- s+« « e " (Third Sesslon) -
MENORANDUR OF COMVERSATION E
SUBJECT: Megotlations with Isracl = F-4 and Advanced Weapons .
o U . ) . ”,f‘uuuu#" "
Participants: . “’E f}}:ﬁr‘.&%‘
- & "4 - lisrac]t Side - : , k

Ambossador of isreel, Lieutenant Gencral Yitzhak Rabin

ttinister Shiomo Argov, Isrcell Embassy .
tiajor Goneral Kod, Comnandar, Israell Dafensa Force Alr Force T
Brigadler Gonerel David Carnon, fefense ond Armed Forces Attache

United §tagés Sida

Assisteat Secretery of DPofense (1SA), Paul €, Warahe
Deputy Asgsistant Sceretory of Cefense (ISA), Horry N, Schisstz
. Boputy DPlrector, HESA Roglon (18A), Robert J. Hurroy

.?

Tiacs 12101500, & toverber 1564

Placcs Asslstent Seerctery tarake's 0fflce, ‘l"hc_Pcm-tgon

- fmhassador Rabin begen tho conversatlon by ssking vhether Hr. Varnke Lod
changad his alnd with respect to the assurcnces we had requested of the
foracli Covarricnt, - Iir. Varnke eeplicd In the negative,

Laispsntsn_ &';5133, stylng hle wards wicht not be diplematle, read from a |
proepacesd telidng poper cs folleuss :

1
"p wlch to addrces wypeslf flest to'Artlcle 3 of your preposed
v Hezoronding of Larczents « | em nowr In & position to conflrm thot
ey celghned personat resctleon vyon flrst reading this paregra;h
nenly, tint 1e 1s completely wonepieble to ve »= 1o {ndeed 1y
Covernamttn ¢fflelai posltion, Ve hove oo kore fop tho purpoie
Of puiciosting S0 inrmtess, Ve bovs not ¢iie heire 1o ordzr to
portcion the sewareigrly of (he Stcte of lerezl, nat cven for £0
Parnteis, Furthoreore, 1 wlzh to stete that wo cansider Articic 3
to ba In the natuice of a vory sfor conditien pricedont to the
galo pf atrercft ond It 1s thercfore not ccerpteSle to us cloe ¢c

er

-

-CO;:‘;’... '""\'2'""“""'e-f'“---~n..z~*_c opi oa
Poy, el

uwm-CJ?mm...um..umPCGOS

Ity )

j"__‘

(w>'7c.

VS



http:1:;/f,::.lf
http:c"nv�rsi'.lt

SERTITINE

5 . . . . s " i [} . ) '. L ! "’
a ¥ & W /
: " & natter of principle. Ky CGoverarent's position Is that the

metters ralsed In Articlo 3 are oxtrancous to the quostion before
us, noaely, thoe terms for the sole of 50 Feb alrcraft. These
matters hove been tho subjoct of separate discussions between cur
two Governmcnts, Host recently, 22 October 196¥, we submltted
through the U.S. Ambascacor to Isracl a comprchenslve statemont
concerning thosa Issues, tha contents of which | can make available

“to you nov,

Mceordingly, | should 1lke to propose that (srool's assurances : ;
.In connection with tha thooretical question of thy use of the g
‘planes for tho ¢allvery of nucloer wieapons remafns o5 submitted
to you In our originsl prepossl, nomely, thot the Governaent of
lsrecl ‘ogrees not té use ary clrcrafts supptied by tho U.S. os ~ - S
. & nuclear weapons corrler,. § om also authorlzed to reaffirm, In
~ this connc ct.lon. that it Is lsreel’s tong-stsnding follcy not to
- "ba"the flrst to Introduco nuclest wespons ints the lifddie fast.
Assurances to thot effect cen bz Incorporated Into the agreement.

" “day | also coament on tha Preanble to Artlclo 3 and state thst

tho Cavernaent of fsreal does mot consider ltsclif qualiflcd to
oxpress en epinfon on what constitvtes an endangeraeat of the
sceurlty lntc-"c"w of tho (.S, Tils s the ciclusive preragative

of tha Covarsont of the't.S, Simllarly, with reforenso to suhe
seetion 2 of Arlisle 2, ity Cuvornuont of foranl Coon 0ot (ool et

1t 15 qunllifled ¢0 coomant o vhat 12 or 1s 65t a wajor tenot ¢f |

ts. polley. Again, this Is the cxclustvo prevegative of tha U5, -
Coverimzot, - - 3 E

wints e 1y Governnant's nostiden and tha onty &isis cnvhich vz
.. consiczr {t gossible to eonduct negattations for the purcasse of
e nl!ltary cguipnenht == m this cace, ED Fhontonsg,!

Lochagenong Bootng havlis fintohad ron glrg from als prepered tent, ¢hesrved
Chat poragzroh T of the Azerlean draft Lossrondin of Rarescant Js o0 origl
vordingy of tha 1565 Lovorentus ef Underetandine, ond t%'ra:'rrc cuds rathing
d . ncte Lo reftorntad thot barcal ¢fd rot belicve that they vera qualilied

g; <o to coumant or Ca pnle Judzrants edncerasins tho polnts coverss in Arcicle 2,
‘: ¥ f.rn.hx“**c':»r Pebln ales thoupht thint Leticle 5 on sc.,r Sy s not even Os

" fovaiahla 25 tha r~r';*"‘.| ¢n osriey o the A<l X Lreemens, uhich he s
Cowes Mesre outenlt Eobin ool d, Bowover, Shat this uas nut @ najer ‘1...

. (‘¢ t.;l.» p:}i', {, Aemeendye Loblo pocoad to e, bornle © cany OF the

Covorpanit oF boyonile ofaty .mt taich hi~dd f::n civen o Lalossnonr® Laylwr
[¢H] 7 Ce s(JI If:"‘ e, Viarnlo QL. 1o i ", C-uf!u cod EhnE n'l'..‘ \'j biu¢
o cmy, ernd reterncd 1t to fu Lascodsr Sabiulg) g
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Ambassador Rabin said thot General Hod had met with the Alr Force, General
tiod sold thet, whlle he had one briefing, nothing more vas belng done,
the Alr Forco was waiting for Nr. Hoopes. HMr. Schwartz explalned that

" Mr, Hoopes had forwarced the Israell refucsts to Mr, Wsrnke, but, because

tir. Warnko had Just returned from Europe, he had not yet seen Hr, Hoogcs'
gremoranduma, .

Anbassador Rabin sald: “So thora we gre." Mr. Warnke sald: ‘*es, Hr,
Anbatsador, We have managed to lsolate a rajor dlffercace.”
Hr. VYaroke sald he would 1lke to take Issue with two pdints ralsed by the
Arhassadors  flrst, that our requact for assurances In connzetion with
the sale of the F«b alrcraft Is extrancous. What Isracl doos wlth strategic
micsiles and nuclear weapons effects the noticnal securlty of the United
States. *it Is tho natlonal sccurlty of the Unlted States that § em charged
with protecting. By law | &a required to consider the lmpact of tho sale
on the United States, You, from your'vantage polnt, <o not hove to aceept

sy Judgmonts, but | anm required to mako then.* Sccoad the dssurances \:o
hove requested ore not, and ars not intendad to be, anlinveslion of sovereignty.
Al International agreements lmplige on absolute .,ovorclgnty. Our request
Is no dlfferent than other internatlonal egrecacuts "

B, Voraka sald that hevievar theso negotiaticas coms out ha has felt that
hts (’lor"*w hes Lc'-n veaful, W have felt 1t vas faporiant to get acress
to you bt ve feel cbout 1 :'cl‘f cequlsiclen of ..mx...:ﬂc tlesiies cad
nuclear venpons. AS you know, there Is o provision In cur seles contigel |
that pemlts crncellztion of the contract by the United Steies for tunucunl
and eavpellling clrcunstonces.® To me, IFf {srezl ¢ros chard with Its s
mieslle and nuclear progrems this vould Iavalva that parcgranh; aad whlle
I coh not szeak For the next acwlelstraetion, ¥ feel sure they witl feol

“tha soma voy teow Thcrcrorc. to a consldarable witent, the arguents vie

are havieg chout the vording of ascurances ere mero wiords end Fot substence.

The s.-.»t e renulns the sone

I*rh‘,-f-,g;;;:jzg I‘"nm entde "l e undorstend you vould ke to kave nosurances
cattit ti:c oy yaur hardoore s goleg €0 o vasd ~e ot o5 & neslasr

MADBLOG O rrthr." fut fo friiclo 3 you sk for &1 tha rlgits o koo end
for u" o elve egramamnt for you to Ingpoct 1a o country, Ve wore very
careful rnot to use t.'m wore "in"m't" with ripect to Blrona, Ve so2 In

t!.- tuo ks oulte o Cifferenea, Tho word "wisle! pzong you are @ guest in

CUr BUALE e 1LL é'l’ it eSO,

o Y

Z.I

ir. \"m woralds BLwoald bo pecpnred o pooopt S Szt €O OLE ReLRTTETLY
:‘..::a'-tih.u ng tefglet for Insn sctjon, ! ‘

L
L: .',.".'...""t"x' Brbln salds W liave tn coreencat Loty

(
9
t
H

alds Mes, Lot that epzlles enly (o [isano, rot to ths cites
o3 ere belog prodeced? (rovvous laugnier fvaa l;mc!h@
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A&bassaéor Rablin osked: "What do you call strateglc nissiles in the

. Arab-Isracii context?® [Hr, Warpke replled: "Those capable of reaching
tho Arab cepltals,” Rabln agroed; saylngs VAt least wa have the ssme
definition,” He also comnented that the ml ss!lcs "would not. reach all
the Areb capitals.* 4 &

e Er, Harnke observed that the F=4 atrcraﬂ: would bo part of fsrael's total
3 efense cuvlronment; that thoy would be used, as the General well knew,
i A to. protect strateg!c missllo sltes &s well as other possible targets,

T #t7)e ERG totallity of {sroel's cofense that wg are Invalved In; It Is not

‘ Just a question of alrcraft. )

4 B e .é_ PO . "' » »
o &ﬁas;;aoar Rabin sald: “You are onfy selling arms, How do you fest you have
d .. the right to ask sll theso things?® * .

; Mr, Warake saldi "l think | do,- Otherw!se ? wouldndt Bring 1t u ."

7= Ambassacor Rebln sald: Wo have prombad not to carry nuclear kupo:ws ond

§ that ve ¢3 ot would rot be the first to Introduce nuclear woopons Into

; tha lilddle Enat.”

.it-..'i‘!!..nl.: replled: e wilt think chout vhat Yu'J have sald and talk vlth
1 Saorcts ry Hlffoz d &ad ‘?cc”.tr.xry !iL, a, | will tali with you sgaln

| Lonorvoy,! ;
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> v 3 Assm'rmr SECRETARY OF DEFENSE '_ 't L
( , f-_,". i \mmsro«.o casor . . el .
. , ";:‘:.- oL, ) November 1968 ¥
‘ Pk gy Ba wp™ gt * Refer to: I- 359;3/68
-u‘uunouumumaﬁm B 2 P T TR (,, (mh Session

mwnm oF convmmnon '

SUBJECT: Negotiationa with Israel P-h and Mvanced Weapons .~ 3
- rartzcipantp; e e ' d
T - S Isracli sme

l' g :
Ambassador of Israel, Lieutenant. General Yitzhak Rabin
Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Bubassy : T . .
Major General Hod, Commander,. Israeli Defense Force Air Force ' ' b
Br:lsa,dier General ‘David 0mon 5 Defense and Armed Fe:rces Attache

w1 S .'.-
i

Unitcd. Statea Side

- Coee Aasistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Pa.v.'l. C. Warnke
'? Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwarts

) Deputy Director, NESA Region (I84), Ro‘oerb J. Murray
(,_ . Tme: 1530 - 1630 1a Novenber 1968 '
Assintant Secretary Warnke'a Office, !I‘he Pentagon .

?lace :

- T O Wa.rnke opéned the meeting by saying that, gs he had indicated in a’ *
5 ' : previous discussion, we are interested in substance and not form in the matters
4 e we have been addressing. We believe it 1s your feeling that Isrsel will not :
and cannot accept our request for advance assurances concerning strategic
missiles and nuclear weapons as preconditions to the contract. You propose
.elternative formulations to.be included in the contract which are essentially
reaffirmations of earlier agreements: not to use American aircraft to carry
4 nuclecer weapons, and not to be the first to introduce nuclear weapons into the
" area. In our discussions I believe I have made clear to you owr interpretetion
: of "unusuél and compelling circumstances" which would require that we cancel
the F-4 contract. The contract would provide that action inconsistent with
. 3 these assurances would constitute such circumstances. On these bases I belicve
we can draft an agrecment that will‘be ecceptedble to you and which will meet )

. your requircments - elthough not fully meeting mine.

Mr. Wirnke observcd that he could not find in the record any understanding of

vhat lsracl means by the pravision: "Isracl will not be the first to introiuce
nuclear weepons into the area.” ,Mr Wa.rnkc asked the Ambassador what was meant

by this tem?
)

e 200k
qu. --.élé’
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3 \Ambauador Rebin ,said that "it means wha.t ‘we ha.ve eaid namely, that we would
. =
“ . €he.definition of what is end what is not & nuclear weepon, and whet is and what

. .~ may be in one room and part B in anpiher room ~-- then that is a nuclear weapon. .
" .7 As for introduction, that is your term and you will have to define it. . Does

- the example, that if China seid they had nuclear weapons for Egypt stored in i3

-
*

-,
..... Goimommnr o e s NS L o B R NS

- not be the first to introduce nuclear wveepons." Mr. Wa.rnke asked what T
kE specifiee.ny was meant by the word "inmtroduce.” Ambassedor Rabin said, "you "
" are 'more familiar vith these things than we are. What is your definition of

puclear weapons?” Mr. Wearnke said that there are two espects to the gquestion:

° v

. 48 not introduction into the area. Regarding the first, if there are components
availeble thet could be assembled to make a-nucleer weapon -- although pert A

4t meen no physiee.l presence? ﬁmbassador Rabin said, “I suppose so.” |
Mr. Warnke safd: "what if you have access to nuclear weapons that are in another

_ country? Is that then 'introduction'"? Ambassador Rebin asked 1f we believed

-..that this was the situastion. Mr. Warnke replied that he was Jjust trying to
£ind the Israeli definition. He noted that the same situation could apply the

. other way around: for example, what if enother counfry in the area had access
to nuclear weapons but had not brought.them in? Ambassador Rebin said, continuing

China, he didn't know what the Isra.eli reaction would be. He hasn't given the
matter a great deal of thought. BHe believed that "introduction would require

their physical presence in the area. { =

General Hod asked if the term "introduction had an accepte;l usase in inter-
national law. Mr. Warnke replied that it had not. General Hod said that
throughout the world the experience was that introduction of a weapon could
only mean af'ter testing. You could not introduce a weapon until efter it

actually 'became a weapon. . i’ L. )
: f. " .

. Ambassador Rabin asked‘ "Do you consider a nuclea.r weaepon one that has not been

- tested, and has been done by a country without previous experience™? Mr. Warnie:
"Certainly. Chine with a strategic:missile capability would be assumed to bhave
nucleéar weapons even had it not tested these weapons." Ambassedor Rabin sald:
"All nuclear powers -- the United States, Russia, the United Kingdom, France,’
China -- have tested nuclear weepons. Do you really believe introduction comes
before testing"? Mr. Schwertz said that vhat the Anmbessador was talking about
is rcliebility. Ambassador Rabin disagrecd seying that based on his experience
with conventional weepons, he would -not consi&er a weepon that hed not been

tested to be a weapon. ,- u e . - .

Mr. War nke asked whether , 1f tha UAR hed missiles with nucleer wer heads but

had not ectually tested them, would Isracl consider thet the UAR had not introdluced
nuclear weapons? He seid that testing by other nuclcer powers is very relevant ,
"to a potentisl nuelcar power ii‘ the latter is developing weapons based on exi sting j

. teehno] ogY .
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f‘&'.@. . Ambessador Rebin seid that » "Weepous serve j;olicy, not vice vérsa. - Since the
- ... VAR's goal s to destroy us I would take it with very greal concern. . Qur policy

__;l,.# not- 4o deatyof, the UAR.... Yoy jmist combine. the weapop.yith the policy." e 5
General Hod observed that a very good example of introduction vas when Egypt
a.ntroﬁuce.d misgiles: into the area’ in 1963, claiming they, vere, capable. of hitting

.. @nything south of Beirut.' Ambassador Rebin said: "My concein with Egypt is’ vith,

% —‘gpsll’e‘s“ﬁ’ﬁh chem:l.'ca.l raﬂ:er than Tiicle&r var heada. "Ir"EéS/p'E'wére to B:H'. our

q;ely popula.ted. a.rea.s n even in a. limited. va.y,, 1t could be B.Isast;rous. D BT

——- e ew

e

' 0 War’nke ssid, as he understood it, Ambasaador Rebin applied two pre.requisites
=" %o the word "introduction -- notoriety a.nd pre-testing. TV A X T

Bmbassador Bab:ln, sa.ying that I don't know what’ the Prime ‘Minister said, t"
there must be public acknowledgment. The purpose of nuclear weapons is not to -
use the weapon itself, dbut to use their deterrent power "I don't believe any
. povers that have nuclea.r weapons plan to use them, although you cannot ever be
Tt T gure.” Ninety-nine per cent of their value is deterrence. Mr. Schwertz said:
"You mean deterrence against govermments, to deter govermments from specific
' Bctions Ambassa.dor Rabin egreed: "The ract that you have got it must be kno'.m.
Mr. Warnke said t.hat the Ambaesador also 1ntroduced the factor of 1ntpn1; 11‘
.tbe UAR has missiles, Israel would be concerned; if Israel has ‘them, there is no ___
cause for concern. The purpoae of strategic missiles for Israel would be for

deterrence.

.Ambasaador Rabin saia. "You are trying to ccmbine strategic miesiles a.nd nucleer
war heals. This is hot necessary in the Middle East. To my mind, in the l».idd'*e
Bast, missiles with war' heads which are not nucleer weapons can play & role."
Mr. Warnke asked, "What sort of role"? Ambassador Rebin said: "It depends on thé
other side. What we are concerned about in Egypt is their chemical warfere
capability. ‘As I explained in 1963 when I was here, one of our thoughts wes
that Egyptian missiles, even with conventional war heads, might contribute to

" their success if they made a surprise attack on our cities. They could interfere
with the mobilization system under such circumstances, and this might play a g
great role in determing the outcome. Seventy per cent more or less of Army
capebility, although less for the Air Force, 1s based on mobilization, not just
on manpower but vehicles, transport, supplies, and so forth. 'During the six cdey
var we had.mobilized so much of the resources of our cities that we had to devote

e portion of our military effort to resupplying the cities.

General Hod observed that. Egypt has sea borne (Styx) missiles with 35 mile ranrge
1 and may have or may be receiving even more sophisticated missiles. Although

these have a short range, they can be used sea-to-chore as well as sea-to-sca,

‘and therei‘ore can raise hevoc with coastel cities such as TelAviv. '

mnbassador Rabin said that they had heard of a plan, although they could not know
. for certain, to sell to Fgypt missile destroyers with missilcs of aboul 1CO miles
" range which, slthough normally sea-to-sea, could also be used sea-to-shore.
" Rabin seid Israel was worricd that Egypt might launch sea borne missiles durirg
the six day war, "but they did not dare to do this." Rebin said he also understend.
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.L ") _J,that_thgre..ts a.Cannon. misaﬂ.e.nn the..m-lﬁs. nov.in Egypt that can hit the -
" L.¢enters of. our cItles. "'mere;'oore, ve look at missiles samewhat differently

‘ ' e 5:&@ you.. It ,13 not necessary to. hayg_n_qg}.eg,r,ga:'- hea.ds on our missiles. ‘I'here
T arR MEY., hsada. betwzen. hish-exploeivc and miclear.. ...
? ™ .iaa»:q-...{. ....-nv-—é- .’guv. vero &€ iu .L/uJ :A“—. am—— o

. ¢ Mr. ¥arnke said:.."Then in Your view, &n ,una.dvertiscd untested nuclear device
ey 48 ot & puclear weapon.” | Amhiassador, Rabin sald:: "IeeJ that is correct.”
B 'é.itr-f Harnke. msked:. "What sbcu.t an sdyertised but: urijested nuclear device or
weapon. Would that be introduction?™ Ambassador.Rabin said: "Yes, that would
l-be ‘introduction.”. Mr. Warnke.said he would mterprnt mere physical Fresence in
< Xhe ‘arep as conat:ltut,tng, in itself, ."in,troduction .

A 4 4

- Mr. Warnke concluded the discussion by saying thet he would telk with Mr. Hoopes, ,-
—--——--—*thatwe would have & Memorandum-of Understanding prepared within a few days
incorporating the provisions we have discussed, and that General Hod could in
- the meantine meet with the Alr Force to continue the technical discussions
s ."that we are at this time ‘prepared to go ahead with. Mr. Warnke said that we »
' ¢ ought to continue these discussions so that we might try to exrive at some 9
" ¢ understanding between us as to the problems of missiles and nuclear weapons.
At this time, with respect to "introdo.ction ’ Mr. Warnke said there was not
: much ela.rity and no asreement. L )
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F.!!T Kesotia.tions with Iarael F-h and. Advunced Wcapons

Isracli Side R .

Anbhssador of Isracl, Licutenant General Yitzhak Ra.bin

' Minister Shlamo Argov, IsracXi Embassy .
Majbox Geheral Yod, Commander, Isracli Defense Yorce Air Force '

nrif;adicr Genersl David Caxmon, Defensc and Armed Forces Attache
J. Shapiro, Director, Ministry of Dcfense Mission, New York

United States S:ldo

‘Assislant Secretary of Defensc (ISA), Paw c. Warnkc E
Deputy Assistant Secrctery of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwarts

Deputy Director, NMSA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray

Tﬁ.me: 17h0 - 1815 522 Novéuber 1968
, ‘Pluce: Assistant _éccrcta.ry -!z'arnke'a Ofrice , The Pentegon ’ .

Ambassador Rebin said theét he hed rcecived his Governmerit's reaction to the
US-proposed }Memorendwn of Understanding (referying to the draft. Memorandum
. of Understanding sent to the Isracli Fwbessy on 19 November 1968). He said
that there is a paregraph in that memorandum which looks to the Government
of Isracl as "quite awkward."  Rabin said that the avkwardncss wes "not ¢
because of {te practical implications" but beeause of the vey it is worded.

Amb‘assa:lor Rebin read a portion of. the paragraph in qucsdcm' "It is. under-
stood by the Goveroment ¢f Israel thut action contrary to any of the under-

4. slendings specified in paragraph II of this memorandwn shall constitute
‘unusual and campelling circumstinces' and shall permit the United Stetes
to recover any aireraft alrcuady delivered under this Agreement.” Rabdbin

said thet his Government could ot eccept that the Un'tc.d Stetes could esk
It createg so'ething that I

3 ror such lenguege. “Jhere.is no preecdent.
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L{f " don't belicve that exists anywhere. Rabin said tfaﬂ?f&"im‘z‘a‘ﬁfﬁpb impliCd
.that the United States considered Tsrhel "the bad guy" end that it aid not
oo bclieve the undertakings made by the Government o'r":tsraer'amd uxerefore

(.hia pa.ra&raph was worded &s it is. -~ } ‘o

i—wwr. Wernke took-issue with ﬁmbaasador Rabin'e statement. }tr Wa.rnkc said
that he had talked with Mr. Clifford, and Mr. Clifford in turn with Mr. Rusk,
: --—nnd the United States Government- clearly did not put such a construetion on
" this paragraph. The United States does believe the undertakings made by the
i1 Govermment of Israel. "I believe you and what you have said.” It is quite
i k. .patural, however, that Israel would look after its own national security re-
"* quirements. It would be understandable for Isrecl to enter into an F-} -
~-ggxecment now and later fecl-caompelled to change, its mipd for reasons existing-
at that time. It would not be unusual in internationa). agreements for under-
L. takings previously made to prove improvident in the future. But the United
o - Btates Tor its part must look after its own national security interests; if
JIsxracl wero to decide at some point that it could not adhere to the provisions
‘of the:agreement, it would revert. to status quo ante. That is the purpose of

g
-

Az hnbassador Rebin said he ‘couldn't understand why, for example, the Unit.ed
States could esk in ten years Tor these aircraft to be returned. Mr. Warnke
paid: "Suppose you dcliver nuclear wcapons :ln thqse aircrart in tz.n years

timc? : 3 “ Ty

Mr Wa:rnke said that vhat vas put in the !'.emorandwn of Understanding, after
@11, represents only the summation of our @iscussions. Ambagsador Rabin said
that gae hed not sgreed to commitments in the contract; he said that lsracl
had agrecd to reaffirm its previous understandings -- that they would not be
the first to iniroduce nuclear weapons or carry nuclear weapons on U.8. air-
eraft. "¥hy do you want us to do this'{“ ;

Min'i'a':l.cr Lex Argov said: "We feel we are on parole.” The Israeli Govermaent is
giving esourances, said Argov, but the paragraph presumes we will not live ¢
up to then. Arrbass:-.dor Rebin sasd that it isn't the standard paregreph.

Mr. Wa Warnl.c- disagreed thet there was & "preguw:ption” in the contract that-

Ysrac] would not live up to ite essurances. Mr. Warake aleo disagreed with

Anbasssdor Rebin's statement that this wasn't a standard peragraph. * "Ihere
* 48 no such thing as a stenderd contracl."  Each one veries. A past contract

. 1s not a bdinding prcccdent for future contracts.,

Anbn ssador I’s.bjn, somev..hnt epologetically, suid thet his instructions were
to follow the formar wording. HNe auld also thet, although he agrecd with the
form of the U.S. proposa) (1.e., & nemorendun of understending), "my Govermrcnt
has had sccond thoughts" end prcfern the ceme format as in the ukyhsw? Agrecment:

"I send you & letter, you send me'a lcutc.r. . .

; ; ;
l ' ‘
2l H W ‘.. {

this pa.ragra.ph. : . . S .

L e AR
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g 48 pt.r ‘Warnke observed that ve had the form ot a Manara.ndum or Undcrstanding
- ‘before, in the Skyhawk Agreement. _Ambassedor Rabin seid he thought not.

. vq_

B

P Ry MO S

LY

‘ ' -Min stér Argov sald that yes, at, the time in 1965 of the visit of Mr. rm-riman _

Kaner, there vas'a quorandun ‘of Understanding: "You participated in
; dcyaloment Mr. Ambassador.® Anbassador Rabin agreed and said that that
llarrima.n Miasiog_:"2 which waa & diffqrcnt matter.

- o om - ® ammoo - S mdee wam— . -

,—.-..

'ih‘ exike obsqrved that t’hat was the ﬁ.nt ‘pe vas trying to make: ‘there are
i di'frerent mat.tera and different circumsta.nces that now exist. Mr.:Warnke

‘‘gaid that he understood that vhat Israel vanted nog wesn't a Memorandum of

‘Understanding but an exchange of letters; for this he hed no instructions,

‘and Yould have to "discuss the matter with S¢creta.ry Clifford. Mr. Warnke

‘als0o asked the Ambassedor whether he had a letter to subumit. '.Ihe Ambassador

"N ThE Iefadll letter(attached) T T N

- Mr Schwaxty suggented that; hnbaasador Rabin not press the A—h analogy too

. far, that it consisted of a mnnbcr of documenta, not just an exchange of
lctt rs, and that it was negotiated under different circumstances. For
7 ‘exam le, it ‘contained an agreement tha.t Israel vould not come back to the
"‘Un'it[d States for planes for five years. , . e am
; General llod observed that the President ’ when ‘Prime Lim.ster Eshkol was here,
~ - waes willing toorerlook the five yéar clause. Ambassedor Rabin said that the
‘i . United Statcs didn't say anymore that it would not be a major supplier; the
formulation of the communique issued at the Ranch in 1958 was different from
that of: 1965. 1In 1965 it said that the United Stetes would not, be a major
aupplior, it did not’ sey that in 1968, but ‘said insteed that the United States
* would keep Xsrael's defense requiremcnts under review in light of the si tuation
". 3n the axca. : C - ;

Mr.. Wa.rnke said that the A'rnbassador's'i'emarké' wczje not inconsisteni with what
. Mr. Schwarts had just said. Mr. Schwartz said that the 1965 precedent (of
" 'th? Bkyha'rk) didn't apply. A .

Mr. wﬂrnke asked Ambassedoz Rnbin i he wished to eign the letter. Rz.‘o*n aia.

\ z
Ambessador Pabin dam that therc is a third problcm. He laughingly seid thet

s he ussumcd we would overcome the "teehnicel difficulties" of getting &

satisfactory a_,reemcnt in an accepteble Torm. Rubin said: "Everyone hes his
+ own superiors.”™ 'Rabin asked if-we could proceed with the technica) talks
while waiting to sort O‘LIo the basic egrec: c..nt.
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: 'Warnke ‘sadd- that the problmn won't a.rise, for. he expects to :respond to .
s Aqbassador Rabin the first-of next week. General Hod “interjected that what -

-7 he'needs £6-know is what specific equipment “can be- 1included- on the F-I afr-

. craﬁ. a.nd its ‘approximate cost so that he can draw up & 1ist of his specific
r;guirmcnta for the USAF, a.nd they in turn may prepare a Letter of Offer.

.~-____~Mr- Murray sa.id tha.t he, gould review this and call General Hod on the telephone
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MENMORANDUM OF CONVERSAT ION

" SUBJECT: F ol Negothtloﬁs with the Government of .Isracl

06 November 26, Ambassador Rabin ulléd the and repérted_that he had received

-:--:-'--—my letter In reply to his ‘letter requesting that the United States Govern-

ment sell 50 F-4 Phantoms to Israel, Ambassador Rabin sald that the letter
posed no problems for him e?copt for the reference to.the [nterpretation of
the Unlted States Governmant as to what would constitute the Introductlion of

" nuclear weapons by a Middle East power, -

Ambassador Rabln sald that hs understood* from our second conversation that
we would not Incorporate a definltion of this term, | polnted out that this
discussion had occurred [n the context of an anticlpated Memorandum of Under-
standing, to be subscribed by both parties. With a Memorandum of Understand-
Ing It would be necessary to arrive at an agreed. upon Interpratation and our
conversation had made It clear that thls was unlikely, | commented further
that the existence of such differences of 6pinlon had, as | understood it,
been the rcason for his proposal of an exchange of letters in lieu of a
Memorandum of Understanding, | also commented that, as Ambassador Rebin had
notec In our last conferance on Friday, melther of us was responsible for

. the content of the other's letter, ' b

| pofnted out further that the Interpretation of the Unlted States Governmant
was not directed excluslvely at the clrcumstances under which Israel would
be deemed to have Introduced nuclear weapons into the Middle East but that

It applied equally to the eventuallity of such action by any other Middle
Eastern power. In the event that another Middle Eastern power should acquire
posscsslon and control of nuclear wsepons then thls would re)leve the Govern-
ment of Israel from the restrictions of Its announced pollcy.

Ambassador Rabln sald that he recognlzed that our position was equally ap-
pliccble to other Mlddle Eastern powers and asked again If | thought this

t paragraph should remaln In the latter, | sald that | did and Ambassador

Rabin sald "all right," _ "

In response to my questlon as to how tha ncgotlctlons are proceeding, Ambas-
sador Rahln sald that General Hod hed met yesterday with Mr, Schwartz and
had presented a 11st of the Items desired In order that an appropilate
letter of offer could be prepared, +He also commented that he might want to
talk with ms at the cnd of the veek with regard to the dglivery schedule,

I sald that | would ba free to see him on Friday,

Q_
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SUBJECT: Negotietfons with Israel - F-§ and U.S. Intelligence Requirements
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£ o Israeli Side

Ambassador of Israel, Licutenant General Yitzhak Ra.bin
Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy
Brigadier General David Carmon, Defense and Armed Forces A'btache

United States sige

bR

Assistant Secreta.ry of Defense (ISA), Paul C. Warnke
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwartz .
Deputy Director, NESA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murrqy

COPY ‘FOR: NESA

L Tine: 1630 - 1730"° 29' November 1968 ' |
: Place: Assistant Secretary Warnke's Office, The Pentagon -

i - s 5 g ¥ b 8

. Ambessador Rabin began by saying he had three subjects to discuss. The

. Tirst concernced the definition of "introduction™ in Mr. Warnke's letter to

him of 27 November 1968. Rabin said "some people" in Israel are not happy

i .zthat the definition appears in the letter; they feel that it mey imply that

: Israel accepts that definition, and that nothing in the correspondence makes
it clear enough that Israel has its ovn definition. ,

Mr. Warnke said that he could not see any embiguity in the situation. .The
letter clearly states that this is the American definition and the last sentence
was changed to preclude the construction thet Israel agrees with it.

Lol

Ambassador Rubin said that some people say that by feiling to comment on it,
wve in fact accept it. Mr. Schwartz suggested that, in order properly to
clarify that issue, Israel should write down its own definition. Ambassador

’ Rabin said that he would have to send }Mr. Wernke another letter. Mr. Warnke

¢ “said: "I caa not of course stop you from sending me a letter." Ambassador
Rubin laughingly replied: "Yes, I know, but I want, you to answer it."

’ Mr. Warnke suggected that the Ahbassador draft & lefter to him and show it

to him "and I'll tell you what my response would be.” Ambessedor Radin agrced.

SENSITVE
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. Ir‘oauador Rabin said that the second obiem concerned: publicity. The

_Ambassador mentioned an article in 1odn.y 8 Baltimore Sun and a recent Finney
Mr. Warnke said that he doubted that this was as recent information.
Anbassedor Rebin said that publicity in this case should be different than
in the A-4 negotiations. In this case, it was public knowledge that F-4 =
negotiations were going on, as was cléar from the President's announcement.

.- The Ambassador sald he was concerned about future leaks and ‘that, while he ,

didn't wvant to give the numbers of aircraft involved, he vould like to say
" something. The Ambassadcr said that, politicu figu:ree are 1uvolved" and
it vasn't fully under his control. ] .

Mr. Warnke said that the press knev already tha.t negotiations vere ,undervay,
and that there really wasn't much more to be said that could satisfy then
without giving the full details. Mr. Warnke asked what the Israelis wanted

Yo say.

. Minister Argov £aid that he gets three to four calls a day from the press,

and he finds it difficult to keep repeating the same thing day after day.
He would like to say a deal has been consumated. Mr. Warnke said that
that would not be appropriate: no contract has been signed, no final arrange-
ments made, and there are a variety of loose ends to tidy up. Mr. Warnke .

+ said that he would think about it and let the Ambassador knw.,
Mr. Schwartz asked if the requirement for publicity was in Israel. Tne
Ambassador replied: "Not only in Israel, but also here." The Ambassador thought
that if we could sey that i{n principle a positive decision had been taken, it m
would take the pressure off. Mr. Warnke said that this wasn't a problem for
the Defense Department alone, thet he would have to check with others including
the White House, but that he would let the Ambassador know. ;

%

Ambassador Rebin next raised the problem or delivery of P-4 aircraft The
Mnbessador seid: ."We think we have Justified reasons for eerlier deliveries.
8ix or eight or ten aircraft by thé middle of 1969 should not be too nuch of
a problem for the big U.S. Air Force.” Rabin said that he had spoken with
General McConnell who had said there are two problems, one is the political.
-and:the other is technical. Rabin said that McConnell is working on the
tec.hnica.l problem, but the two were related. "If a political decision can
be made" said Rabin, "then this would help along the technical decision.”

Mr. Schwartz said that the Air Fm'ce was concerned a.bout the technicel-
difﬁculties of repid introduction of this very. sophisticatcd aircraft without
adequate preparation. Mr. Schwartz said thet the Air Force hed had similer
difficulties in Australia and Iran. Ambassador Rabin suggested that we not
camparc Israel vith Australia and Iran, '~ Israel has great technical capsbilitiss.
He noted that Israel was already flying the MIG aircraft without any essistance

a.nd without apare parts.

aircraft, but could not ma.intain the electronics systoms or use the weupons
Arbessador Rabin said: "You give them to us and we'll use them"

Robin said thet what wes wanted wys "six to twclve" aircraft by mid-1959.

Rabin said he realized that there were some differences between our intelligence
people on numbers of Soviet aircraft, but even so, the numbers in the Areb
inventory were large. Rebin noted that since the June war Israel had not
received onc additional supersonic aireraft although it had lost four or five.
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.. m‘bassador Rabin said that at he ha&' alao ra.iaed the question of delivery with
General Wheeler. Ambassador Rebin said, in reference to General Wheeler, =
" "what he had to say at the Ranch was the most favorable from our point of view.
When I met him afjain in May 1968, he (Wheeler) seid Israel's situation depends
“on two things: if ve get the MIRAGEs, and the rate 'of Soviet shipments.” On
<the first, said Rabin, "although we don't like it, there is no sign" of

delivery. On the second, Soviet shixnents (to the Arsb sta.tes) have been

, Xaster than expected.’

-

Mr. Wn'nke said that he could not g:lve an a.nswer nov but that he w.ould oo

dnto the problem.

R

'.‘n:e Ambassador uid he had a fourth problem.

B

The fourth problem, the

#Anbassador said, concerns technical negotiationa.

-now proceed to auch negotiationa? -

He asked whether we could

‘Mr. Murray said that we were elready doing this, that Generals Roth and Camon
and others met with the Afr Force on Wednesday and that the Air Force vas

now in the process of arranging follow-on briefings. Mr. Murray said that

£t was our understanding that these negotiations wvere proceeding satisfactorily.

: General Carmon said that they had hed useml discussions on Wednesday but that
; _ ey had not obtained certain information on weapons systems, mentioning
v specifically the Sparrow missile. Mr. Sthwartz sdid the Air Force was
authorized to di%&n with Israel all the systems thet we are now prepared
to release; that there“were certain systems which Israel rould not have
because they are not releasable to anyone and were used only by the U.S.
military forces, and these of course the Air Force was not permitied to
{ - ‘ddscuss; and there vas & thiyrd category of items we were prepared to talk
- about but for which no final decisigns on releasability heve been made.
Mr. Murray said that we are prepared to continue these discussions and that.
the Air Force was now prepering a briefing schedule to this end. Mr. Warnke
, said that ve could not release full information on systems as to which we hed
: not taken a decision to release. He commented that it might not be in Israsl's
. interest to push for imnedia.te decisione on these unresclved items.

GeneraI Carmon agreed that there were no serious problems in this connection

at this time '
Db P
i V Gysve | PAUL G, ke
: Prepared by g Approvad by -
:~ ¢ . Rbjert J. Murray Assistant Secretery of
’ ' ' . Defense, ISA

Date 29 November 1963
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF D:FENSE , B @
L WASIINGION, D, C. 20301 "He 2 ¥ 3 csmevrhaintos

s L 21 necu{ﬂ;;r 1968 -
o . . In reply refer to: g .
AT Ze
HEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION ° 4 |
 SUBJECT: F- 'A.g;reeme‘nt Ty
;fart'c}Pﬂnts: Y e s m— o &0 . o s sl e motsiin

Israel}] Side

.
‘

isroel| Ambassador to the U,S, - Ambassador Rabln

- Deputy Commander |AF - B/Gcneral Peled

) Defense and Armed Force Attache - B/Generel Davld Carmon

‘United States Slde T T e
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) - Paul C. warnke
Deputy Asslstant Secretary of Dofense (NESA) = Harry H., Schwertz
Deputy Dlrector, Near East & South Asla Reglon, ISA -~ Robert J. Hurray

Time: 1710-1730, 20 December 1968

Place: Ass!stant Secretary Warnke s Office, Thq Pentagon
i S,
f ’ :
Ambassador Rabln sald he had called to review the status of the F-b
agreement, He-said that the political side was finlshed with his exchange
of letters with Mr. Warnke, The negotlatlions with Mr, Schwartz are also
finished, Ambassador Rablin asked |f they may start tomorrow to develop a
letter of offer, Mr, Schwartz said that they could,

Ambassador Rablin sald that the answer on flnancing had been glven to
Mr. Kuss;.lsrael would only take governnient credit. Rabin sald: 'If someone
asks why our reserves In the Unlted States go down, this Is It.!" General
Carmon pald that the overall package would cost about $300 million, Some
of this would be on credit with the remalnder a ''dependable undertaking.,'!

Mr, Schwartz sald he had just learned that |sreel had declded to buy

6 RF4C alrcraft now and, working with the company, have the cngines changed

to-make It compatible wlth tha F-4Es, Gencral Peled conflrmed that thls was
thelr declslon. ) .

..
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Ambassador Rabin sald there was st1l] one problem: early dellverles.
Mr, Warnke sald that we had done our work and sent the facts to the
., Presldent, He sald that the declslon rests with the White House, Ambassador
. /- . Rabln observed that there were two aspects: political and technical, .
/ He sald the President would of course decide the polltical, He &sked,
o however, whether Mr, Warnke could tell him whether early dellveries were -
}. possible on the technical side, Mr, Warnke sald anything was poss!ble,
It was & question of whether It was deslrable, :
"‘"“"""General Peled sald that he had talked wlth everyone he could In the .
Alr Force sbout how the IAF would handle early dellveries. He complalned
that the USAF pcople would not engage him In a discussion -~ they jJust
listened. Peled asked whether we thought he had been convincing. Mr.
Warnke sald he d1d not appear to-have convinced the Air Force, - He sald
that while General Peled's sincerity In pleading his case was not at all
doubted, It was a difference of professional Judgment, (General Peled

— asked 1f he may talk further with the.Alr Force people. Mr, Warnke replied

T~ thet he could and that General Larson was the man to. talk to, Mr. Warnke
sald that It would be the President who made the dec!slon., in any case.

Sencral Carmon suggested that a draft letter of offer be ccmp)ated
for General Peled to take back to Israel with him. [srael could then
make decisions and ‘these decislons could be ‘communicated to the United
- States after the holldays. Mr. Warnke agreed

Ambassador Rabin mised the question of pubHcIty and sald, somewhat
unhapplly, that he presumed that we wanted to continue to say the same
thing as before, Mr. Warnke sald yes.. We would say only that ncgotlations
were contlnuing. Mr., Schwartz suggested thls was a matter prlmartly for

..the'Department of State, v

Ambassador Rabin asked.' Mr. Warnke 1f he would llke to sign the agreement
In Israel. Mr., Marnke safd he would like to very much but was not sure he

would be'able to do so,
4 / /
)g.umeS(

. Prepared by. M// Approvcd by: Y

The Deplty Adsistant \/\
" Robert / Murray ij;/
. 8 3,DEC 1968

e .

Secretary of Dcfense

. Date:



http:of.offer.be
http:everyo.ne

B ..l . W
T . 2 k- :
L) - %
R T "o 5
¥ . .ﬁf"" - .
.. e .
T e e T K

.._ EMBASSY OF ISRAEL bRy iy
. WASHINGTON, D.C." |

. "SETmEI . ... + 22 November 1968

'''''''''

i+ . Dear Mr. Warnke:
g Y In accordance uwith the Memorandum of Understanding
i3 dated March 10, 1965, in which the Government of the
".United States reaffirmed its concern for the maintenance’
; of Israsl's security and renswsed its assurance that ths
United States firmly opposes aggression in ths Near. East
"and remains committed to the indopendence and integrity
- of Israal, and, s

LI . pursuant to the joint statement of January ?7, 1968

jﬁi,;zﬂ by the President of the United States and the Prime

P Nl o .Minister of Israsl in which. “the President agreed to

' + keap Israecl's military defense capability under active

. and sympathetic examination and review in the light of
all relevant factors, including the shipment of military

equipmant by others to the araa"'

' I should like’ to request hersby that the Government
"of the United States sell to the Government of Israel .
¢ "y §0 “pPhanton" aircraft, together with related armament,
; ““'-x - -ammunition, training, sparse. parts and other services to .
 be specified in Annexes, which will ba considered an

1ntegral part of thza agreemsnt,

S “ On its part the Government of Israsl reaffirms its
L ,( long—standing policy as l§-d down in the Memorandum of
: e ,"_ . Undsrstanding of March 10,°1965, that it will not be the
& . ‘Piret pouwer in the NMiddle East to introduce nucleear '
‘ weapons ‘and agrees hot to use any aircraft supplzed by

~

the U.S. as a nuclear weapons carrier. ‘ e

g The Government of Isracl understands that the Unltad
- States reserves the right, under unusual and compel.).ing

“‘circumstances when the best interest of the U.S. reguires
it, to cancel all or part of its commitmanu to prov&da o

ey

L] A .
. ® . .8

b . ° . W »muu(\NM/ T TR
. . o . osOFsa 30 July 3003 ‘
; L S _E E Review/Deckmsity Ox a
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-;:;“F 4 aircraft and related equipment and services, at any

7 " time prior to the delivery of thess defsnse articles or
- performance of these services.. The Government of Israel °

., further understands that the United States accepts the

f' X 3?f5urasponeibility for all costs diractly rasulting from such
g B cancellation. . , . .
x 2 '. B & 4 @ .« ¥ % % Bt é E e g e e
4 ~¥%. .7 The Government of Iaraal agrees to full secracy on
" . ~all matters concerning this sale until the Governmsnt of .
< .1 the United States decides to make the matter public and
*':° will cooperate fully with the Government of the United
- States with raspect to ths timing and method of public
. ;. disclosure.. : ‘ ‘
‘,ff ; s Sihc@ralzayours, e
E ' o g e 065'\/\'
: Lt,/Ceneral Y. Rabin
.Ampassador 5o
8 / e, .';-'lf.. ; , S :
.7 The Honorablg, AL 3
Paul C. Warnke
: ’ Ass't Secrotary of Defensa
- The Pentagon
. Washlngton, |

LAtat. atesmis m,e . o=e
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L oo WASHINGTON,D.€.2001 | T e eo Teebees

- - g

27 November 1968

BOGANANONAL HEVATY ATIARS

PR A b3, & o P .:ftltf*-.. ':~a ln reply refer to.

- f’ C y "' . -:ﬂj-,. a g 1 -26174/68
j . . .,]« .' ol * % ¥ UL, e By :
| " Hl's Excellency : T i SR A "'.? F AP ,
i " . Lleutenant General Yitzhak Rab!n , T ST w AN )
g "7 Ambassador of Israel e s ¥ y By By T e RS
: — . 2816 Chesapeake Street, N.W, - =~ 7 =~ ' T e
7., Washington, D, C, 20008 E ‘-~W¢/# e® w3
i -.' ¥ A . .l .' . 5 .. m m . . .r.. .'.
" . Dear Mr. Ambassador:  : N Y a S o

- Thls wlll acknowledge and respond to your letter of 22 November 1968,
A «+ . requesting on behalf of the Government of Israel that the Unlted States
ki "0 7 " .sell to the Government of israel fifty Phantom alrcraft and related
4 . equlpment and training. The Government of the Unlted States agrees to
” W sell to the Government of Israel flfty F-4 Phantom alrcraft and related
equlpment and services In accordance with thls exchange of letters and
.technical and flnanclial annexes to be negotlated separately, Thls trans~
‘actlon Is subject to the provislons of the Forelgn Millitary Sales Act
and the Mutual Defense Asslstance Agreement of July 23, 1952,

i
)
i

S ot

"The Un!tcd States Govcrnment for lts part, accepts the assurances glven
" by the Government of Isracl as stated In your lctter' . .

DR

i , W ''On Its part the Government of Israel reafflrms Its long-.
| o : - standing policy as lald down In the Memorandum of Understanding
N ' of March 10, 1865, that It wil) not be the first power In the

-+ Mlddle East to Introduce nuclear weapons and agrees not to use
~ ,any alrcraft supplled by the Unlted States as a nuclear weapons
,/cuTur" L ; - .

In this cbnncctlon, i have made clear the pos!tlon of the Unlted States-
Government that the physical possesslon'and control of nuclear arms by
a Middle Eastern power would be deemed to const!tute the Introductlon of
_nuclcar weapons,

I wlsh also to conf!rm the understandlng ‘of the Government of Israel as

set forth In the flfth paragraph of your letter of 22 November 1968,

: Such unusual and compelling clrcumstances would exist In the event of

= action Inconslstent wrth your policy and agrcemcnt .as set forth In your
: letter, ,

w“ . . ' .

3 The agrecmcnt contalncd In the last paragraph of your !cttcr concernling
' ‘the sccrecy of thls undcrtaking Is satlsfactory to us, -
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i. and flnancla! detaHs of . this transactlon.

lt ls understood that we can now proceed to negot!ate tha technfcal

bl B sl als  c i ey st UL TR . S : ;
L e ,. )
.3 o s 8 Sincerely,
2 b v 3 )
5 - . .~
5 & b . ve
. b ¢ . . A
o A oy Paul C, Warnke
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