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1. Opsning the briefing, Asbasusdor Poster made the following pointe:

(1) Ve cammoct nezotiate & "bilstsral treaty” betwesn the U.8. end
the ¥RO. X2 e do, it won't be signed by the rest of the world.

{(2) In hia diroussion with Foster, Chancellor Kismimger had
expresesd conosrn about protectisg Oermeny's growing penceful m2slear Industry,
aboent the need for an sdequate mipply of nuclesar fusl, and sbhout hic destire
that BT not hinder growth toward a U.8. of Burepe. Oeoman concerns such as
these ahwuld be taken care of in the NP? preambls, in interpretetions or in
bilateral discussisnu, but not in body of the NPT itself. The EPT draft is
btasod on & fundwmenta) Rusk-Groogko sgressent that HPT shouvld deal with

Growp 3 WA

SECHAT - LDAITHD DISTRIBUITCH
at 12-yr intervals;
dosmgradad .

Downgraded
SECRETL piymg ™t meemtienty



L == “LCLASSIFIED

_—

EECRET - LINTTED DISTRIBUTION
o2

what is prohibited not with what is permitted. This fo ths foundation for
interpretaticns the Oermanm want {e.g., that JOPT dosn not deul with aliled
mielsar ccnmultations or nuclear depleyment arrengementa). If "allowables”
are put In trenty articles rather than fn iInterpretations, pressdble and

Milstaral discusrions, this foundation will be destroyed., Koreover, there
will be o end of things Whileh will have to go into the text of the treaty.

(3] The NPT smust be nagotisted with the Indisns, Japansse, Isreslis,
Swedes, e2s. Who nay uiberwise go nuolger in the yeors immediately echesd.
Hagotinticng with these csuntries muxt begln very scon. Jurther long dalayn
for allled cunsuitations may Jecpardirzs the chance of petting the rest of
the world signed up. And some of the paints must be left to be made by them;
our allies ave not the only ones who must participate in thase negotistiona.

() ¥e dn not propose to put a finally-agresd dreft on the table at
the Geneve Disarmmsent Confersmon. Further changes will be inevitable ax
the result of negotintions st Qenevae, and allled comsuitaticne can gcontinue

durdng this pericd.

2. The Vios Prasidant sshed Ambansador Poster whether he thought
Vashington hat different views. IAsbagssdor Foster replied that mary seesed
to think there was plenty of tise. The Vice Presidmmt sald the Preaident
had imstrusted hin 4o tell the Germans that we did not intend to “do them In”
on snything, but that NFT had very high priority with us. We should sasure
the Germsne on their pmscefil muslesr industry, on NATO, ond on an EDO without
mielanr wnrheads, A U.8. of Burops oould imbherit UX and Prenck nuclear wespons.
¥While giving sszurenoss on thess points, the dilateral discussiona should not
5o ca od infindtus, The Oermans ghonld tell HAC what they had in nind. Somm
aftor that, the NPT shiculd be tabled at Oeneva. We can't stall and stall and
satialy every eomcern. But NPT should not appear as Just a U,3.-13BR negotia-
tion without input from car allisz. The Germane were suspicious of V.S,
motives and the President wanted to remond $o ths legitimate conserns of
cur allisn. But this process diculd not go on for wesks and weeks.

3. Asbassader Foster sald he agreed fully with this approsck. But
499 Oermans wanted Rore. They had leaked the Presidenmt’s letter te
Chancellor Kiasgingsr saying it mesnt that thsre was no hnry. Kissioger had
patd be miazht ses the President on HPT in the Pall, ixplying the FRG oouid
wait entdl then. Mhis bad prompted press stories much as thst in the London
Swadey Times of 26 Rarch by Antouy Terry which states:
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“In the neat presisien-mads coalition packsge neither Kissinger
nor Brandt are prepared 0 quarrsl over Borm's cemditicnal 'no' to

Eg

s effort %o taks W heat cut of the arpmeent. Popular feeling is
stronzly en the side of Herr Btrauss's pro-Fremch palisy and hopas
& wited Tuopd with itn ot noolear foree. Yerr Kiesinger kncows
in en the right lines in putding up & tough fromt %o Vice President

]
.

§“i

4§, The Vice President indicated we were not happy with the lesk of the
President’s letter; snd thet Terry had writtan anti-0.8. stories dbefore. &
asid tha U.8. position was ximplie: We are prepared §o comsult Turther with
our allies, but HPY had high priority; we felt & sense of urgency ond &
special respensibility in this ares as A nuslear power,

5. Apbaszafdor Fostsr pet forth the tise scheduls for NAC sonmultations,
for further U.8.-Bcvist negotiations, and for tabling an EPFT draft when tiw
Oenwva Dignrsesent Confersnce resumed on May 9. He reported that Chanoellor
Elssinger had told hin sfter their mesting that the Clarselior had to look
tough 4o avald giving tha ¥W¥D any psemiticn, but that Durmeny would :
eventually sizn. Brandt was mupporting ¥eT, kut Etrauss, Schrosdsr and
Schnippankosttsr were not halpful. The Viecs President said he thought
the Oermenn &1d not wish %o ki)] WPE, but the soelition had produced &
BaTvous govarmsant. The sain argusetit againet NPT was tiat It wonid permit
all e mwlesar powsrs to have nualgar weapins but deprive others of this
right. An abjector ghould be asked shother his oomitry remlly wanted nuclear
weapenn; 1f 1t did 18 could ebvicusly mot sign angwmy. A main asiling point
for 1T was that 1t would provide furthwr incentive, mot hindrense, to
Boropean fedpution.

6, Tn a digoussion on the WPY provimion calling for JARA safegusrds,
Anbassador Poster said we had so cavineed 4w Sovieta on the virtuss of
suoh safeguards that now thay were inaigting thet thay be in the tresty.
Bureton was the problen besause 1t 414 not went anyons else locking over
its shoulder. The Vice Presidet sugzasted that the IARA do oniba-apot
verification of RBeton inspections st any tine. Astassndor Postar added
that this would keep Eurslom in the fospection busioesa just as our nstional
ahecks would be kept o IABA-safeguarded U.8. plants., But it would also
sive the Sovieta wore assurance than g aysten of allies Iimspecting alliss
== & gyotse upon which we would not wish to rely 1f 1t were Poles inapecting
the Soviet Thiocn, To alleviate the concerns about industyrisl espionege and
Alsorintonticn, we were prapared 40 support the FEI 1f 1t rejected TARR
inwestors from miclear powers. We were aleo eonsidering putting more U.5.
pesseful astivities wnder eafegusrds,. The Vise Prenident added thmt Germany
also noeded ampsurancs adout U.B, supply of miclear fusls in the future,

m-mm

maclear amepraliferstion trecty, now slwived by President Jolmson
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7+ A paper entitled "Questicns Wost Likely to be Ackad o RPT” wus
discusned Yy Asbacandor Poster. A copy is attached.

B. In canalusion, the Vice Pregident maid that RPT was going %o happen,
but wo should be swere of thw prohismg of a ccalition putting Brandt in the
same cabinet with Streuves et al.

Attachment:

"Questions Most Likely to
be Asked on NPT"
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How can We be sure Soviets will not interpret NPT in manner
oontrary to US interpretations? ;

We can never be sure, but NATO members have all withstcod
Soviet propaganda charges before with equanimity. US _
interpretations are based directly on treaty text and ;.
negotiating history, The Soviets understand them, although :
we can not expect them to say publicly that, for example,
existing NATO nuoclear arrangements are OK. Firm in our
agreement within the Alliance on these interpretations, we
should have no difficulty with Bovliet propaganda,

Won't NPT hinder unification of Europe?

No., NPT does not deal with Furopean unification and would
not prevent creation of a new federated European state (U.S.

of BEurope) which succeeded to the nuclear weapons of UK or F\\?.

Franca., It doea not give France any new status or bargaining
leverage which France did not already have as result of its
geographic and economic position, as well am its possession
of nuclear weapons.

Why did US work out basis for new approach to NPT without
first oonsulting its allies?

There have been rapeated consultations with allies on NPT
since late 1962. In diamcussions in North Atlantic Counecil
over last two years, it became olear that not more than

two of our allies wished to keep open an option for a
multilateral force with nuclear weapons which could be fired
by majority vote (Uermany and posaibly Italy wanted to keep
this openy Italians told us last year they wished to glve

it up to get NPT), It also heoame olear after extensive
allied consultations that there was insuffioient supporst

to form an MLF for the foreseeable future. When Soviets

s

e
sy

existing NATO arrangements for nuolear consultations and
nuolear deployments, US concluded that US and 1ts allies
would all be better off with NPT and no MLF than with
neither NPT nor MLF., Allies wore briefed on negotiations
with Soviets beginning in Ootober; no one then objected
and we therefore went ahead.

e A RS

Why can't nuclear powars undertake spesifio disarmament
steps in connection NPT 4f they expeot others permanently
to renounce. nuclear weapons?
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We have already achleved the Limited Test Ban Treaty and E
Outer Bpaoce Treaty whioh have oonsiderable impact on nuelear
powers but little as yet on anyons else. If we insist on o
further such steps by nualear powers, we will probably hold

up NPT so long that proliferation will bes unstoppable, The NPT :

preemble will, however, call on nuclear powers to halt the
nuclear arms race at the earliest poassible date., We believe
NPT will also improve the atmosphere for discussions on ABM's
end offensive missiles now beglinning in Moscow. )

Why should none-nuclear states be made to aocept safeguards
when nuolear powers have no such obligetion? Why not leave
Euratom free to apply its own safeguards without seeking
to impose IAEA controls on them?

revent
The purpose of safeguards is to/manufacturs of nuclear . G
weapons. Safeguards make little senae on the peaceful
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reactors of a ocountry already making nuclear weapons elsa- L

where, However, to reduce the element of disoriminatilon as

fer as possaible, U8 is prepared to support the right of non-
nuclear countries to reject inspectors from nuclear countries,
We are alac considering putting more US peaceful nuclear
agtivities under safeguards. We would appreciste imowing
from our allies if they believe this would help them to

eﬁg&f'

Furatom will be free to ocontinue its own safegucrds
pyastem, But we cannot expeot other oocuntries to accept ;
IAEA safeguards if Euratom members insist thet only they ¥
can inspect themselves, Many non-aligned ocountries have L

made it olear that they are prepered to acoept IAEA safeguards

but only if everyons elsa does too. And, we would not be
prepared to rely on Czeche inspecting Russians. We ocamnnot
therefore expeot Czechs or Russlians to rely on Weat Europeans
inspecting eaah other.

How can we be sure NPT will not be used to hamper develop-
ment of peaceful nuclear programs in non-nuclear weapon
states? Won't they lose all the "spin-off" benefits enjoyed
by those who produce nuclear weapons?

Exoept for the requirement for IAEA safeguards, and the
problem of nuclear explosions which may some day be developed
for peageful purposes, there is nothing in NPT which would

in any way affect peaceful nuglear programs. Twenty-five
countriea inoluding US have IAEA safeguards on some peaceful -
nuclear facilities without any "hampering" of suoh programs.,
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US is modifying the safeguards article, and we have added !
preambular paragraphs to NPT, to make clear that peaoceful gﬂ
activities are to be encouraged, not hampered. With 3

agssurance to other ocountries which will follow saleguards, ‘i i

wider international cooperation on peaceful programs should [
be possible,

The "spin-off" from nuclear-weapon programs came long . of °

ago and has now been widely dispersed to many countries in '/
the form of peaceful nuolear assistance and information, Y
Other spineoff, and there is very little, will also be made
availeble to others} an NPT preambular paragraph to this

effect has been added, In addition, the US has made clear
its intention to share the benefite of any nuclear explosivesn
vwhioh may one day he developed for peaceful purposes.

What assurance will non-nuclear weapon states be glven of .j;
protection againet nuclear blaclkmall or attack? -ﬁ

Allies have the Alliance. It is muoch better proteotion

than will be available to other non-nuclear countries. We

are, however, prepared to negotliate an assurance of protecticn

in the form of a UN resolution.
¢

Why can't review and withdrawal provisions be revised to

make it possible for non-nuclear weapon states to hold the

nuclear powers more striotly to ascoount for implementing

declarationa of intention regarding nuolear disarmament?

If these intentionas are not implemented why should not the

non-nuclear weapcn states be able to withdraw without having

to Jjustify the rigld requirements of the present withdrawal

olause?

The present review olause permits review by all Parties after

e

five years of whether the "purpcses® of NPT have been achieved,’
i

A

"Purposes” means what appears in the preamble--which includes
declarations of intention on nmuclear disarmament. Review )
glause 1s therelfore adeguate,

If the seourity of a non-nuclear-weapon state is
Jeopardized by failure of the nuclear powers to disarm, then
of course it oan withdraw. Thus, if USSR fails to come to
agreement with US to cut back nuolemr weapons and seriously
threatens Western Europeans with those weapons, then of

course they ocan withdraw.

Why puraue this treaty, with all the serious problems it
raises, when all it does is to institutionalize preaept

practices?
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A, NPT does far more than institutionalize the present piractlca
of the nuclear powsra to retain their nuclear weapons, If R
"near nuolear” ocountries sign up, NPT will be an effeative bt
brake to proliferation in the way it 1s most likely to ocoura- L_H
by indigencus manufacturs of nuclear weapons in Indie, Israel, |
Sweden, Japan, eto, L t
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