ARCHIVES PROCESSING NOTE

You will find two versions of the document withdrawal sheets in this file. The original
document withdrawal sheets were completed in the 1970s and early 1980s. Since that time,
many of the documents have been declassified. In an effort to make the withdrawal sheets easier
to use, we have updated the withdrawal sheets, listing only the documents that are still closed.
Use these updated withdrawal sheets to request Mandatory Declassification Review of closed
security classified documents.

The original withdrawal sheets are in a mylar sleeve in the front of the folder. We have retained
them in the file so that you can see the status of the documents when the folder was opened and
the history of their declassification. Please replace the sheets in the mylar sleeve when you have
finished examining them.
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NSC STANDING GROUP MEETING OF APRIL 28, 1964

SUBJECT: MEETING ISRAELI ARMS REQUESTS
(NSAM - 290)
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MEMORANDUM FCR MR. McGEORGE BUNDY, THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Meeting Israeli Arms Requests (NSAM 290)
PROBLEM

To outline an appropriate response to Israel’s arms requests, par-
ticularly that for 300-500 i tanks, ° the context of o * facets
of US-Isrseli relations as requested in NSAM 290 of March 19, 1964 (Tab 1).
See Discussion for brief background and summary of alternatives
availsble.
CONCLUSIONS

In essence, there are three feasible answers to the Israeli request.

A. Tor the U~*ted States to supply their legitimate requirements.

L. It is in the interest of the Department of Defense to sell
Israel 500 M-60 tanks. However, recognizing that Israel does not have a
valid requirement at this time to augment its tank inventory, the Department
of Defense, subject to a US Govermment policy decision, recommends the sale
of 200 M-48Als converted to M-48A3s over the next year or two and 100 M-60s
over the next three years as replacements for obsolete M-ks in the Israeli
inventory.

2. Such tanks should be offered as a military assistance sale
(MAS) on liberal credit terms--10 years, 10% down, 3%% on balance--rather
than as grant aid (MAP).

B. For the US to assist Israel in procuring tanks from Western Europe.

1. ©For political reasons, it is probébly inadvisable for the US to
provide Isrsel with tanks, but the US should assist Israel behind the scenes in
meeting its requirements from among Westexn European sources.

2. Early discussions should be undertasken with the UK and West
Germany, and perhaps with France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Canaeda, and
others to consider all or some of the following ways of meeting Israel's request
for tanks: ‘

a. To seek their agreement to a "consortium" arrangement for
the supply of 300 medium tanks to Israel.

b. To sound out the possibilities of arranging for West
German y, or another Furopean power, in that order, to supply Israel'‘s tank
need with US-type tanks retrofitted in the US, Europe,; or Israel, as feasible
(diesel engines, 105mm guns).

,.
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¢c. To sound out West Germany and the UK on the possibility of
supplying Isrsel's armor needs directly from their inventories or from new pro-
duction of their tanks.

C. For the US to treat the tank request as but one part of the larger
problem of controlling the arms race in the Middle East by some or all of the
following:

1. Pressing for the agreement of the UK, France, West Germany, and
others, as appropriate, to revitalize and strc -then the We -~ 3 A1 Coordin-
ating Committee (NEACC) and set up a "consortium” for the joint provision of
heavy military equipment tc the Middle East.

2. Obtaining Western European agreement and support for a prohi-
bition on the provision of sophisticated weapons to countries of the Middle
East, and of information or assistance in developing such weapons, including
SSMs, nuclear and other advanced weapons.

3. Obtaining their support, if possible, for an urgent effort to
obtain Soviet agreement to prohibit provision of such advenced weapons to the
Middle East.

4, Obtaining their collaboration and support, if possible, for a
strong, urgent effort to obtain agreement from Mid-East countries to:

a. Forego procurement or production of advanced weapons,
including SSMs, nuclear, etc.

b. Seek measures designed to preclude surprise attack, per=-
haps under the operation and control of UNTSO and UNEF.

c. Agree to an arms "freeze" in the Middle East pending
efforts outlined above.

5. Informing Prime Minister Eshkol during hig 1-2 June visit that
the US considers efforts along the above lines to be of overriding importence
and thus the decision on the provision of military equipment is dependent on
these efforts and Israel's cooperation in them.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Stending Group, National Security Council recommend action based
upon the alternatives outlined in the conclusions above.
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DISCUSSION

BACKGROUND

1. Israeli Request. Israel has asked for a total of 500 medium US
tanks (200 M-48A3s in the next year or two and 100 M-60s within two or three
years, both to replace obsolete M-Us; 200 more M-60s within the next two or
three years to maintain an accepteble ratio with growing Arsb tank strength)
under grant milita , essistange (MAP).

2. Israeli-Arsb Tank Inventories. Israel now has 464 M-4 medium
tanks, some of which have been modified with a T75mm French gun and improved
engine; 135 Centurions, 90 of which have been up-gunned with a 105mm gun; and
150 AMX=13 French light tanks. The Israelis c¢laim that the Eastern Arab states
have over 2700 tanks, of which 1200 are UAR, and anticipate the Arabs will have
3000 tanks in 1965, of which 1400 will be Egyptian. By 1968-69, they argue,
Egypt will have 1800-19C . modern tanks. ..ey claim a need, therefore, for 1000
medium tanks now and 1200 such tanks in 1965 to maintain an acceptable 1:2 or
1:3 ratio as between Israel and the Arab states. '

The US disputes the Israeli figure and believes there are 2070 tanks
in the inventories of the Arab states, of which 739 are UAR (Tab 2). Another
49 M-48s are funded for delivery to Jordan from FY 1963 end FY 1964 MAP funds.
We are also selling a few M-4Ts to Saudi Arabia.

3. Grant Aid or Credit. The Govermnent of Israel is aware that grant
aid is most unlikely, especially in view.of Israel's flourishing economy and
growing foreign exchange reserves, but continues to press the point. Liberal
credit terms are probably available, however, and should be offered in con-
nection with the purchase of US tanks or tanks from foreign sources. The
Israelis are aware of the political difficulty this matter presents for the US
and are willing to accept tanks either directly or indirectly from other
sources; but we should expect it will require strong US pressure to ;pers‘uade
such other countries to supply favorable credit terms.

b, Israeli Procurement Efforts in Europe. Israel is currently obtain-
ing 48 Centurion medium tanks from the UK; delivery will be phased over two
years. The Israelis have also shown interest in other Centurions and the new
British Chieftain medium tank, especially if availsble at a "substantial
reduction” in price.

5, JCS-Defense Views. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have stated: “Apart
from...estimates of overall capabilities, Israel's concern about tanks is
Justified.,.there is a military need for Israel to modernize its tank force
because the bulk of its tank inventory is obsolescent...Israel needs to re-
place obsolete M-l tanks in order to counter Arab T-34s, T-Shs, and JS=-3s,"
but see no military Jjustification for an additional 200 at this time. They
have urged, however, that before agreeing to provide Israel with tanks, every
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effort be made to limit the flow from Western end Bloc sources of arms to the
area (Tabs 3 and 4). Subject to US Government political decision, Secretary
McNemara has approved the sale of 200 M-48A3s over the next year or two and
100 M-60s over. the next two or three years along with credit for this purpose.
In fact, from a purely production/balance of payments point of view, Secretary
McNamara favors the sale of 500 of M-60 new tanks. It is assumed that the
M-48A38 would be retrofitted from M-48Als in Amy's inventory, the latter to
be replaced by new production of additional M-60s, and that the credit would
be for ten years, 10% down, 3%% on the unpald balance--terms under which the
HAWK misslle was B0ld.

6. Anti-tank Weapons. Neither the JCS por the Israelis consider enti-
tank weapons an adequate substitute for tanks in this case. The JCS noted
thet anti-tenk weapons snd tenks are complementary to each other, so that
Isreel has & need for an appropriate mixture of tanks and anti-tank weapons
(Tebs 3 and 4). 1Israel, in fact, does have 850 SS-10 and 36 SS-11 wire-guided,
and perhaps some SS-12 radio guided, anti-tank weapons purchased from France.

T. Israeli Migsile Progrem. Israel has also asked for 100 Pershing
misgiles with conventional warheads and for unspecified naval equipment with
special emphasis on ship-borne end shore-based missiles to counter -UAR Komar
class guided missile patrol boats which are being equipped with 13-20 mile
missiles. Intelligence reports and discussions with Israeli officials indi-
cate Israel is obteining 25 test surface-to-surface missiles from Generale
Aeronautique Marcel Dessault in France and 1s consideririg whether to purchase
a production run of perhaps 250-340 of these French SSMg. In response to US
pressure larael has asgreed to consider not purchasing further SSMs without
consulting the US and is willing to forego any further SSMs 1f the UAR will
do likewise. The Isrselis argue, however, that they must have SSMs to counter
the UAR program despite the crude nature of the Egyptian misasiles. They rest
their argument on political and psychological rather than military grounds,
but point out that 300 of the simplest UAR missliles would creste hawoc in

Israel.

8. Israeli Nuclear Program. The Isreeli nuclear reactor at Dimona went
critical in late December 1963. There is no evidence that Israel is producing
nuclear wesoana./ \\

| Prime Minister Eshkol uas refused to permIt The US to assure
wusder that the Dimona reactor will only be used for peaceful purposes. . For
his part, Nasser has stated that on receipt of hard evidence of Israeli pro-
duction of nuclear weapons, Egypt will destroy Dimona. So.far, Israel also -
refuses to consider Internetional Atomic Epnergy Agency (TARA) 1nspcction of
its nuclear facillties, but did sign the test ban agreement.

9. US Securlty Commitments to Israel. Israel has pressed hard for
assurances of US support beyond those conteined in President Kennedy's public
statement of 8 May 1963 that "In the event of eggression, or preperation for
sggression, whether direct or indirect, we would support appropriate measures
in the United Nations and adopt other courses of action on our own to prevent
or to put a stop to such aggression, which, of course, has been the policy
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which the United States has followed for some time,” and of even more
definitive private reassurances. These have, however, been refused. Israel
also is seeking bilateral military discussions of US contingency military
plans in case of hostilities. The JCS have said such discussions or combined
contingency planning are neither necessary nor desirable and that the US can
respond with adequate forces within hours (see JCSM 611-63, T Aug 63 « TS).
Discussions approaching combined contingency planning have been avoided.
Nonetheless, the Israelis continue pressing for such military consultations.

10, Fe¥l~l wvigit +~ US. At the President's invitation, Prime Minister
Eshkol wil: vis.t wdaSorogton on 1-2 June 1964. The Israelis are pressing
hard for a declsion on the tank problem prior to this visit.

The Israelis have repeatedly sought to dissociate consideration of
S6Ms from the question of tanks. They insist that the decision on procure-
ment of SSMs beyond the 25 test vehlcles will not be made for a year or two
and will be made on the basis of their requirements as they see them. They
will be hard to move from these positions and will only give them up at the
highest level, in the face of major pressure, and in return for important
concessions, probably going beyond the sale of modern US tanks. However,
provision of 300=-500 modern medium US tanks, especially if accompanied by
an understanding that further modern naval and air eguipment would be made
available, might be a sufficient politico-military gesture to warrant Israeli
capitulation to US demands on missiles and nuclear weapons.
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ALTERNATTVES

Bagically, the US has available three and perhaps five alternatives for
approaching this tank problem, each with a considerable number of variants.
These are:

X, TO OFFER CREDIT SALE OF UP TO 500 MODERN US MEDIUM TANKS OVER THE
NEXT FEW YEARS AS A DIRECT ONE-TIME ACTION.

II. TO ASSIST TSRART. IN PROCURTNG EITHER ALL OR A TARGE PORTION OF
THEIR REQUIl...BNTS FC.. buo.UM TANKS ..XOM OR THROUGH EURO. ..\N SOURCES-=PRI-
MARILY TO MINIMIZE THE POLITICAL ONUS ATTENDANT ON THE US FINANCING OR
PROVISION OF SUCH EQUIPMENT,

III. TO DECLINE TO PROVIDE TANKS AND GIVE NO ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL IN
OBTAINING SUCH ARMOR FROM WESTERN SOURCES.

IV. TO OFFER BOTH ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES, ON A CREDIT SA™™" BASIS,
REPLACEMENTS FOR OBSOLETE EQUIPMENT AND SUFFICI....' OTHER MILITARY EQUIPMENT
TO MAINTAIN THEIR RESPECTIVE MILITARY STRENGTHS IN AN ACCEPTABLE STATE COF
EQUILIBRIUM.

V. TO DEAL WITH THE TANK REQUEST ESSENTTALLY AS MERELY ONE ASPECT OF
THE LARGER PROBLEMS OF PEACE, SECURITY, AND STABILITY IN THE MITDLE EAST
AND OF PREVENTING A PROLIFERATION OF SSMS AND NUCLEAR AND CTHER SCPHISTICATED
WEAPONS TO THE MIDDLE EAST.

A fur*® >r analysis of these alternatives with some of their variants

follows (see attactments for further specifics). Finally is a short surmary
of the divergent viewpoints on this issue.

/

€
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I. CREDIT SALE OF UP TO 500 MODERN US MEDIUM TANKS OVER THE NEXT FEW YEARS
AS A DIRECT ONE-TIME ACTION, (Tabs 5 and 6 for information on price, avail-
ability, and production of M-60s and M-48s; and retrofitting of M-L8A1 to
M-48a3)

A. Sell 500 M-60Al tanks as soon &3 available from new production on
liberal credit terms.

This would doubtless be most attractive to Israel, since 1t would
show Israel and the Arab world where the US stands. It would also permit
the US to increase M-60 production, thus lowering the unit price which is
between $169,000 and $220,000 each as well as resulting in the msximum balance
of payments advantage to the US.

M-60s could start flowing to Israel from US production lines within
a short time after agreement at almost any reasonable level. (See Tab 5.)

However, such a sale would have the maximum international political
implications and provision of M-60s to Israel could stimulate other countries
to press for M-60s, perhaps in spite of our advice. Also, this action would
go beyond what the JCS consider militarily justified for Israel in the light
of the existing balance of Arab-Israeli military strength: It would provide
Israel with our most modern tank and would add to the net Israeli strength by
200 tanks (Tabs 3 and 4).

B. Sell 300 (or anv other =+%v) of US medium tanks-~200 M-48Als retro-
fitted as M-4GA3s and 100 m~-60Als wo a tet~l of 300,

The JCS have recognized that from a military point of view Israel
has a need to replace 300 of its obsolete tanks (Tabs 3 and 4). This action
would also reflect the views of the Secretary of Defense. Israel would pay
less (from $40 to $50 million) but the US would receive less and the resulting
increase in US tank production would be a meximum of only 300 tanks. However,
the political repercussions should be reduced somewhat. Further, the first
deliveries would be delayed for at least 18 months after a signing of private
contract to convert M-48A1s to M-L8A3s and the release of the first M-48als
by the Army. Thus, any announcement of the sale could be arranged for the
least unfavorable time and deliveries could be well spaced (See Tabs 5 and 6).

C. Sell 300 or less of the basic M-48 tank now excess to US Army needs
to be retrofitted by the Israelis (or in US) with US kits and such technical
assistance as required (1ab 7.

This should reduce adverse area reactions to US sale somewhat, but
the reactions might still be serious. It would be considerably cheaper for
Israel: The basic M-48 would cost about $6,000 each, necessary kits would

DA
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cost $60-T5,000, and labor, if done in the US, about $30,000 each, for a total
in the neighborhood of $100,000 each, depending on Israeli specifications. By
the same token, US gains in balance of payments would be lessened.

- This slternative would offer a market for surplus basic M-48s plus
some returns from the sale of conversion kits but would be less than satisfactory
to the Israeli Defense Force. The estimated lead time for retrofitting an M-U4S8
as an M-48A3 would be about 21 months merely for the production of conversion
kits to which would be added time required in Israel for the sctual conversion.
(Conversion of an M-48A1 to an M-48A3 requires about 18 mon™~ )
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IT. ASSIST ISRAEL IN PROCURING EITHER ALL OR A LARGE PORTION OF THEIR REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR MEDIUM TANKS FROM OR THROUGH EUROPEAN SOURCES.,

A, Seek an srrangement with West Germany wherszin Wegt Germeny would
agree to supply Israel with 300 mediwm tanks, incinAing provision of neces-
sary credit, to minimum Israeli specifications (dicoc. engines, 105mm Guus,
performance comparable to M-4GA3) based on appropriate combination of the

fbllowigg:

1. Tanks would be provided by FRG through sale of one of following
to Israel:

8. 300 M-48Als from German inventory over next three years
(FRG has about 634 M-48A1; 1077 M-48A2). These would be replaced by US
sale of M-48A1/A2 or M-60 to FRG and/or by German-built Standard Panzer
("Leopard") tenks, as required by the FRG, or

b. Up to 300 Leopards, supplemented if necessary by FRG
M-48A1/A2s, or even M-60s from the US., The German Standard Panzer, or
Leopard, is a medium tank being developed in Germany for the West German
£ ny. It 11 be eguipped with a diesel engine and 105mm gun. Cost esti-
mates vary from $300-400 thousand each with deliveries not expected before

1966,

Question would be extent Israel would wait for and accept
Leopards and the extent FRG could be persuaded to speed up production of
the Leopard and delay replacing their M-47/M-48s with Leopards in order
to supply lsrasl, or

¢, US M-i8s, M-48Als, and/or M-60s shipped to Germany for
reshipment to Israel as an FRG sale (perhaps after retrofitting in US if
the FRG was unwilling to rob its own tank inventory and disrupt ite plans
for producing Leopards to replace its M-UTs and M-48A2s).

2. Retrofitting of M-U8s or M-U8A1/A2s (or even M-UTs) as M-L8A3s
could be done bys

&, Retrofitting in the US, This would be quicker by asz much
as six months but would tend to minimize the political sdvantages of an
arrangement for provision of tanks through the FRG. The additional trans-
portation time and costs required to ship to the US for retrofit would tend
to negate savings due to US experience and plant capacity.

b. Retrofitiing in the FRG. While technically feasible, it
will be most difficult to sell this idea to Cermany. The FRG would not
wish to divert scarce skills and plant capacity to the retrofitting job
on top of their current tank program (plus accepting the political stigma)
despite the financial incentives of such an arrangement.




co Retrofitting in TIsracl. This should be technically feasible
with US-provided kits and some technical help. It would also reduce use of
Israeli foreign exchange by the cost of labor, at least. It might prove
expensive in time, however, due to added six months or more required to com-
plete retrofit, in the diversion of Israel skills to do the job, and in the
provision of necessary plant capacity for the retrofit., Whether these would
be offset in the eyes of the Israslis by the foreign exchange savings and the
intangible longer-range commercisl and political gains seems doubtful. The
Israelis might consider this as a last resort and acceptable only if M-60s
or M-48A3s are not availsble in finished form.,

3. U8 flnancial or other support.

Dirset US financing of any of the above would tend to destroy the
reason for adopting them, but any European deal will require US pressure
and perhaps indirect US support in the form of US-furnished guns, kits,
tank replacements, etc.; or perhaps favorsble arrangements v "h the FRG ar -/
or Isrsel in some other sphere.

k., Plausible "cover.”

Arrangements with FRG to provide US tanks to Israel would seem to
require additional plausible "cover"” such as being a part of a US-FRG general
tank arrangement or an FRG-Isrseli asgreement of wider scope, or both, to
minimize identification with the US.

5. Adventages

Except for the possible provision of Leopards without compensating
purchases from the US, these arrangements would net the US some sales of tanks
to Germany. In varying degrees they would divert the main thrust of the Arab
reaction away from the US. The closer Isracli-FRG ties implicit in such an
arrangement might provide an added abtractive politico-militery incentive to
Israel and even prove decisive. (See Tab 8 for further information.)

B, Seek some comparable srrangement with Beigium or Italy or other
Western countries wherein it would serve as supplier of ﬁg"tanks to Israel
under suitable 'cover' and in which it would provide the financing and POGe
sibly do the retrofitting.,

Both Belgium and Ttaly have the requigite technical skills and
plant capacity for the conversion, and both could finsnce the transaction.

The problems would be whether any of them would sssume the political
responsibility and find it sufficiently rewarding financially, and whether
Israel would accept the prupcosal. Either arrangement would hsve less appeal
to Israel since there would be virtually no underlying political gains to be
realized; but their tznk problem would be solved,

D%EE;E%E ﬁ
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Either might be willing to retrofit M-4T7s in their inventories if
compenseated by more modern US M-48s or M-60s buy the Israelis would be likely
to reject the M-47 even with a retrofit.

C. Seek an understanding with the British whereby Israel would obtain
all or most of its bank requirements from the UK,

le O Surioms. Israel already has 135 British Centurion Mark V and YVIIIL
tanks in its inventory. These originally were equipped with 20-pounder (84mm)
guns, but some 90 have been fitted with the British 105mm guns with which the
later Mark IX and X are equipped. The UK has agreed to deliver another 48
Centurions to Israel over the next two years but these are said to be all that
will be readily awvailable prior to receipt im the British inventory of the new
British Chieftain, starting in 1966 (Tab 9). Nonetheless, with encouragement
the UK might be willing to make a total of 300 medium tanks available to Israel
over the next 3-4 years.

Theoretically the British might supply Centurion Mark IXs or Xs from
their inventory (perhaps refitted with deisel engines), new Centurions built
by restarting production lines (which would require six or more months), or
by refitting older Cenburions with US or UK 105mm guns (and perhaps with diegel
engines, if feasible). Since older Centurions will become excess after 1966,
the price for the basic tank should be favorable but refitting would still be
reguired. This refitting should be possible in the UK or in Israel with US
or UK kits and/or financing, but probably would require 4-6 months to replace
the guuns alone. :

2, Chieftain, Israel would probebly welcome the new British Chieftain
due to come off the production line in late 1965. This tank is equipped with
a 120mm gun and & multifuel engine but probably could be eguipped with a 105mm
gun if desired. However, the price is high (over $250,000 and up to $400,000
each) snd considerable persuasion might be required for Israel to be allotted
any significant number before British Army requirements are met from limited
UK production.

3. Vickers. A third British medium tank known as the Vickers tank or
"poor men's Chieftain"” might meet Israseli needs. This tank mounts s 105mm gun
and has the Chieftain's diesel engine along with a number of other Chieftain
components. It is being produced to compete with the US M-60, the French AMX-30,
and the FRG Leopsrd as a cheaper, lighter and faster Chieftain for users like the
Indian Army. A Vickers Armstrong brochure estimates the cost at $250,000, well
above the US M-60 Pigures. It is supposed to become available beginning in 1965-

1966.

k. Problems. With a little deley Israel should be able to meet its tank
needs from British resources, perhaps by a mix of Cenburions and Chieftaing or
Vickers. However, the price may be double the cost of US tanks under consider-
ation. The UK would probably be interested in a straight commercial sale but
would hesitate at assiming the added political/military liabilities dmplicit in

o /e Rin SR indkalal
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the delivery of sny large nmumber of btanks to Isreel in a ghort span of time.
Given this situstion, the UK would not be disposed to offer especially favor-
able financial terms or major concessions on timing of deliveries.,

Thus, any US "good offices” in Israel's behelf might find the
British skeptical and slow to rsact in the absencs of other US concessions
such as gtronger support of UK positions and abtiitudes in the Middle East.

Still, any such result would free the US of the political 1] bili-
ti 3 of providing Isrsel tanks and uight be worth at least some financial
ald to Israel as an indirect subsidy for the purchase of non-US tanks,

D, Seek a commercisl or political arrangement wherein the French
supply Israel with up to 300 AMX-30 medium tanks, or, it acceptable to
Tsrael, AMA-13 1i/ % tanks (or some of the 8ot US M-l(s in the French

inventory).
1. AMK=13 = M=LT, The Israelis are unlikely, except as a last resort,

to accept M-U4Ts for retrofitting, or AMX-13s, although they have 150 of the
latter in thelr iunventory and they are available with a 105mm gun.

2. AMX-30. This new French medium tank (sometimes designated AMX-63
when equipped with diesel engine) will probably be available in 1966 at a
price in excess of $225,000 each, and the French would be likely to be recep-
tive to a sale to Israsel. However, they would be most unlikely to werm to
pulling US political chestrnuts from the fire in the Arab world. If for no
other reason, DeGaulle is carefully cultivating improved Arab relations and
appears less willing to identify France with Israeli causes.

In the final analysis, French provision of Israeli tank needs would
be the least demaging to US interests in the Arab world. France would doubt-
less insist on a straight commercial deal to France's advantage, on fairly
stringent French terms, and at a relatively high price to Israel. Any US
good offices or participation might have to be limited to indirect financial
support to Israel. Nor would such an amswer appeal strongly to the present
regime in Israsl for political if not for financial reasons. Israel is
already heavily dependent on France as the major hope for missiles, nuclear
materiel and know=how, and for high-performance aircraft. There would be
little politico.miliitary gain to Israel in the increased dependence on France
for miiitary equipment which would result if France also supplied tanks.

3., The French Government firm of SCFAM has a license with a US firm,
Wheland Products, which will permit the manufacture of the AMX light tanks
{with 105zm gun) in the US. The arrangement (1) requires that at least 20%
of the value of all orders received by Wheland be filled by menufacture in
or supply of parts and components from France, and (2) was aimed primarily
at obtaining substantial tank orders from Indias. Indiaz hag a stated require-
ment for TOO light and 800 medimm tanks. With the 105 gun and with a diesel

&jﬁitfiﬁ§:ﬁg H
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engine (still under development) this tank might conceivaebly satisfy Israeli
requirements. If a deal could be worked out it might be possible to minimize
political objections of direct US involvement and yet give us the ability to
provide financial bterms not otherwise available to Israsel through direct pur-
chage from France. However, we do not support an Indian requirement for any-
thing like 700-800 tanks. It should be noted that this is a lk-ton light tank
whereas the Israelis have asked for 50-ton medium tanks. There is no assurance
that they would accept this AMX-13 even with a 105mm gun and diesel engine.

It is not known whether Wheland will produce the new AMX-30 medium t "i,

The Wheland Company estimates the cost of the AMX-13 105mm tank
between $70 and $100 thousand per tank.

E. Seek a "consortium” srrangement (as suggested by Ambassador Bruce in
London to State 4875 dated 4 April 1964 ) wherein three to five or more Western
arms suppliers would join in providing tanks and other arms to Israel--and pre-
£ “ably to the Arab states.

Such an arrangement could, in effect; revitslize and extend the scope
of the near-dormant NEACC to the field of actual sales. A profit-gharing or
other arrsngement to make it equally advantageous to all the participeants
would probably be necessary and even then France might be reluctant or refuse
to join. Limited time is a further precluding factor in this scheme. It
might also be difficult to decide on which tank or tanks would be supplied
with all competing for sales, and of course the arrangement would not appeal
to either the Arab states or Israel since it would prevent bargaining.

In this avoldance of bargaining would be found one of the chief
merits of such a proposal along with the fact that it would spread the politi-
cal onus for providing Israel with tanks.

Also, it is one of the few "outs" available, if the US is to honor
the Israeli request. It avolids what the prepondernance of opinion sees as
serious adverse results from a direct US sale. Further, this proposal would
seem to have important future potentialities preventing the introduction of
SSMs and nuclear and other sophisticated weapons into the aresa.,
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IIT, DECLINE TO PROVIDE TANKS AND GIVE NO OVERT ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL IN
OBTAINING SUCH ARMOR FROM WESTERN SOURCES. :

A. Adventages. To the Arabs, this is the only defensible action
and it would appear in consonance with the weight of political opinion as
expressed by the USIB and messages from the US Country Teams in the Middle
East (see below).

It has the further justification in that, despite Israeli pless,
US observers are not convinced that Israsel is as yet seriously wvulnerable
to ground attack. In fact, an anomaly in the 12-13 November 1963 talks was
that Israeli spokesmen insisted, with considerable effect, that Israel is
vulnersble to surprise sircraft and/or missile attack but is not vulnerable
to Arab attack in the foreseeable future on the ground. It is generally
understood that the UAR might be able to launch a desiructive surprise air
attack but it co " 1 neither exploit such an attack on the ground nor win by
it alone. Yet, Israel is pressing for tanks as first priority, on the ground
that they face real and increasing obsolescence of their present tank inventory.

B, Dicedwentaces, Failure to meet thelr urgert pleas in some way could
have seriouls .cpciCussions in Israel and would appear as a US capitulation.to
Arab pressure and propesgande. Even more important, it would drive Israel to
seek arms from any Western source where available and to a "go it alone” atti-
tude vhich could result in a serious crisis, perhaps involving SSMs and nuclear
weapons. There is a considerable "Gaullist"” faction in the Israeli Govermment,
including Defense Minister Peres. The hand of the "depend on Europe" or "go
it alone" elements in Israel would surely be strengthened.
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IV. OFFER TO PROVIDE BOTH ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES, ON A CREDIT SALES
BASIS, REPLACEMENTS FOR OBSOLETE EQUIPMENT AND SUFFICIENT OTHER MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO KEEP THEIR MILITARY STRENGTHS IN A ROUGH STATE OF EQUILIBRIUM.

A, ‘Advantgges:

1. Apparent impartiality while also supplying Israel's
requirements.

2. Teking advantage of sales opportunities.

3. Giving the US a greater ability to maintain a satisfactory
equilibrium as between the military strengths of the Areb
states and Israel,

L, 1Increasing the opportunity for the US to displace the Soviet
Bloc as supplier for Iraq, Syria, Yemen, and perhaps the UAR.

5 In combination with a consortium arrangement, might avoid
the disadvantages of intra-Western competition in the sale
of ams to the area and of individual country sales to rival
countries.

B. Digadvantages

1. It is unlikely that the UAR and others which now receive arms
from the Soviet Bloc on favorable terms would be major takers.

2. Western prices would be unlikely to be competitive with those
of the Bloc.

3. The Arabs would find it politically difficult to rely solely
or largely on the West for arms.

4, The US would be subject to the accusation of being ready, for
a price;, to sell arms to both sides in a fight.

In any case; this would require a basic change'in US arms policy toward
the area,
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V. DEAL WITH THE TANK REQUEST ESSENTTALLY AS BUT ONE ASPECT OF THE LARGER
PROBLEMS OF PEACE, SECURLITY AND STABILITY IN THE MIDDLE FAST AND OF PREVENTING
A PROLIFERATION OF SSMS AND NUCLEAR AND CTHER SOPHISTICATED WEAPONS IN THE
MIDDLE EAST. ‘

A. The problem of Advanced Weapons. Far more important to the US than
the tank sale to Israel igs peace, stability, and the protection of US interests
in the Middle Fast. A most serious threat to peace and stability in the Middle
Bast is the danger that Iszrasl or the UAR will somehow obtain or fabricate
effective S8Ms or nuclear or other sophisticated weapons, or that the one of
the rivals will become comvinced its enemy 1s about to achleve s capability in
‘the area of advanced weapons. Neither can afford, politically if not militar-
ily, to permit such a development to go unchallenged., Thus, either side, using
information asvailable to it, could become convinced of the necessity to take
drastic redressing action on short notice and disregard great power advice.
Such action could be in the form of a pre-emptive attack by elther side, an
offer of r! "its by the UAR to the Bloc if sophisticated weapons were emplaced
on their soil, an all-out effort to procure even more effective weapons at
all costs, or a crash production effort,

B. Relating Tanks to Advanced Weapons., Given the overriding importance
to tk s of checking the spread of sophisticated weapons to the Middle East,
consideration rmust be given to conditioning any provision of US tanks, upon a
firm Israeli commitment to forego purchase of further SSMs from France or
through their own production efforts.

So far, Israel has refused to commit itself on the subject of SSMs
except to state flatly it would sbandon them if Nasser did too, and to promise
congideration of a suggestion that the US be consulted before Isrsel acquires
more than the 25 test vehicles already coming from France. Similarly, Israel
has repeatedly refused its consent for the US to reassure Nasser that Israel
will not producs muclear weapons at Dimeona,

In taking these positions as well as in pressing for tanks to augment
their armor strsngth, Israel is insisting on freedom of action to pursue a pol-
icy of deterrence through prepondernat strength. Israel is also refusing to
take the lead in reducing tensions through such reassurances. Presumably this
is becaunse Israsl finds itself beset by hostile states sworn to its obliteration,
but it may aise reflect a desire to be free to expand its borders if the oppor-
tunity arises through some hostile act.  Israel thus would have their US cake
and eat it too, while the Arabs fall out with us entirely.

On the other band, there is the view that provision of 300-500 modern
tanks to Israsl will provide Isrsel with a convincing deterrent ground force
for years to come and thersby contribute to Mid-East peace and provide time
for the settlement of the numerous seemingly upsolvable issues, Even if one
holds to this view, it is important to withhold a favorable decision on tanks
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until every effort has been made to achieve an Israell accommodation to the
US policy of preventing more sophisticated weapons from reaching the area.
Military pressure on the Israells is probably not as important as their need
to make the best of a US election year,

C. Eshkol Visit May Provide Opporbunity. Prime Minister Eshkol's visit
to the US may provide a favorable occasion to lnaugurate new positive efforts
to put a ceiling on the extension of advanced weapons to the Middle East.
These efforts might include the following:

2. A clear explanation by the President that the US considers prohibil-
tions on advanc 1 v pons, s; ‘:ifically including SSMs and nu AT ¥ L1pons,
for the Middle East, of overriding importance.

b A discussions with Eshkol of ways and means for achieving the kind
of arms limitation for the Middle East which will provide the necessary
assurances to Isrsel as well as the Arab states,

¢. Pressing the UK, West Germany, France, and other potential Western
suppliers of ams to the Middle East to support possible talks with the Soviet
Union, looking to a ceiling on the kinds of weapons to be provided the Middle
East and the quantities to he permitted.

d. A new and vigorous push toward the revival and strengthening of the
NEACC as a control organ for Western suppliers, perhaps combined with a "con-
sortium,” to supply those arms considered appropriate as well as to provide a
solid Western front to Moscow.

e, Discussions with selected Arab and Moslem leaders, to explain this
effort and the reasons for it and to enlist their cooperation along with that
of Israel.

f. Urgent efforts to achieve some progress in gtabilizing the military
situation in the Middle East by some or all of the following additional
devices:

1. Measures against "surprise attack," perhaps monitored by the
UNEF or UNTSO or similar international organizations.

2, Agreement to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspec-
tion of all nuclear developments in the Middle East.

3. Arranging a "freeze” or control on all offensive missile
development .

4, Reaching tacit agreement (not necessarily formal or even overt)
to a "freeze"” on axms levels and arms shipments within or to the area.

ge. Prime Minister Eshkol might be told that to provide tanks at this
time would, in our view, destroy asny chance of a successful initiative toward
Mid-FEast arms Limitation snd reduction; however, in return for Israeli cooper-
ation in such initiatives, the US would make a commitment to furnish needed
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tenks st a definite fubure date if such efforts were frustrated and Israel’s
security against ground attack were further undermined.

D. Suggested Positon. In any case, the best alternative may be to
consgider the Israeli tank request only as it fits into the larger pioture
of US efforts to achieve an arms stabilization and ceiling in the area, and

finally to reject the Israeli request if they refuse to cooperate in the arms
control effort,
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-The following 1s a summeary of l_iey v-i_ewn" on the issue of tenks for Isreel:

I. Adventages mhﬁg Provision of Tanks

Provision of 300-500 M,.h&ts.s/'n-so US tanks would have a mumber of
edv  tages to the US.

a. It would help redress the imbalance in quality of armor be een
Israel and the Arab states created by Soviet Blog shipments of sarmor to the
aree. ' L ’

b. It should enhence US abllity to influence military policy in Isreel.

c. It would serve notice to the Bloc, the Arabs, and Western Europe
that the US will not follow a policy of self-limitation in arms shipments
to the area while others create trouble by providing arms to the area as they

see Tit.
d, It would improve the US balance of payments by $0-plus millions.
e. It would demonstrate to the Arabs and the Bloc that the US will
neither capitulate to Arsb/Bloc pressure 1 criticism whem action seems
warranted 1 * abandon its interests and its friends in the area. -

f. It would demonstrate to the Arabs that the US would not permit

Israel to become vulnerable to being overrun. EO 12958 3.3 (b

(C)
II. Disadvantages in US Prr-~‘on of Tanks

¥
o

y(1)>25Yrs

k. |

b. US Country Teams in the Middle East-North Africa were asked to com-
ment on the questions.posed in NSAM 290. _The preponderaat opinion is that
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provision of any significant mumber of US tanke by sale or grant to Israel
willl have serious adverse effects on US interests in the area. They stress
that it will tend to confirm the Arab suspiclorn that US policy is changing
toward more open support for Israel, All feel that UP leverage and influence
in the Arab world will be greatly lessened and that the Soviet Bloec will be
given new opportunities which they will exploit rapidly. Further, they
expect that the US position in Libya and US oil rights will be weakened.

Even the Country Team in Tel Aviv, while favoring the provision of
300 tanks, was not optimistic about the ability of the US to prevent Israel
from obtaining SSMs and even nuclear weapons, if they deem these necessary
to theilr own security.

All of the Embassies recognize the serious difficulties inherent in
the problem and a majority of them seek alternatives either to provisiom or
denial of tanks to Israel. In additiom to the "comsortium" proposal submit-
ted from London, various Middle East Embassies stress that the only satis-
factory answer not only to the tank problem but also to the even more serious
problem of missiles and nuclear weapons lies in some form of arms limitation
for the Middle .ast. They urge that an attempt be made to reach agreement
with suppliers in Western Europe and, even more importamt, with the Soviet
Union, and that any such agreement emphasize the necessity of excluding SSMs
and nmuclear weapons from the Middle East in lieu of or before any decision
on tanks for Isrsel.


























































































ARCHIVES PROCESSING NOTE

As of this date, there is no document #3r in this folder, National Security File, National Security
Action Memorandums, “NSAM 290—Meeting Israeli Arms Requests,” Box 3.

Alexis Castro
December 5, 2011


















THE WHITE HOUSE _ SONES

WASHINGTON

March 13, 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR
THE PRESIDENT
Subject: Tanks for Israel

Mike Feldman and I have talked further about
tanks for Israel and we agree that the best
way to put it up to you at this stage is by send-
ing you two memoranda -~ Mike's is at Tab A
and mine is at B.

Since Mike agrees with my Tab B, you can ex-
pedite this by giving a signal of approval --

and keep Mike's longer memo for leisure read-
ing. The consequence of such approval would
be that we would not decide on tanks before June.

W 6.
McG. B.

Q/)\ ' S
Tab B Approved .
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TANKS FOR ISRAEL

In an earlier n morandum I set forth the political proble s we
might face if the decision was deferred too long. There are foreign
policy aspects to the delay which are even more important.

It « 1s to me that the logic in favor of providing tanks for the
Israeli armed forces is inexorable. In view of the commitments

e:, ressed many times by many Presidents to come to the assistance
of Israel if she is attacked, our basic policy must be directed toward
the prevention of any aggression. Our policy must be such that
American intervention will not be necessary.

Basic to the prevention of war is the maintenance of a balance of
forces between Israel and her neighbors. There is no doubt of the
growing preponderance of Arab tank strength. Nor is there any
question about the Israeli need for modern tanks if Israel is to be

able to meet the military threat posed by Russian tanks in Arab hands.
Israel feels she must have at least half as many tanks as Egypt. I
believe that everyone who has considered this problem believes that
the balance of forces needed to prevent conflict requires that a means
be found to provide the Israeli Government with between 300 and 500
modern tanks.

There are four problems:

1. It is said that any announcement indicating American military
support for the Israeli army would disrupt our relationships with the
Arab nations. I must confess that I am somewhat skeptical of this
argument, [ have heard it in connection with every American action
designed to give comfort to Israel. We should remember that most of
the nations depend upon us for large-scale aid. I notice that, even so,
they more often support the Soviet Union than the United States in the
United Nations. I read their constant denunciations of American im-
perialism; and I am more inclined to believe that firmness will attract
respect than that concessions will win their favor.

Anyhow, if carried too far, this argument will result in actions justify-
ing and encouraging forces in Israel, which have had very little success
thus far, that are much more militant.



2. It 1id 7 t a decision should be deferred as long as pos-
sible. We have already waited five months. These are long-lead
time contracts. Unless the Israeli Government receives some in-
dication that American tanks may be provided, it will be compelled
to make its plans on the basis of other assumptions. Already, I
underst: 1, they have agreed to purchase 90 British tanks.

Those who favor letting the Israeli Government purchase their tanks
elsewhere overlook the shock to American-Israeli relationships which
would result from our action, the balance of payments effects and,
most important, the inability of the Israeli Government to purchase
any substantial number of tanks if they are sold on the usual terms

for military purchases. Besides, ours are the best tanks. To prevent
war, these tanks are needed before the disparity between Egyptian and
Israeli equipment becomes too great.

3. 7 :re is some feeling that we should not agree to the tank
‘ un. the Israeli Government gives up its intention to purchase
ground-to-ground missiles. I find myself sympathetic with this
position. However, it is difficult to tell a sovereign power what
weapons it needs for its defense. The existence of Egyptian missiles
and the fact that the Israeli Government has already contracted for
25 experimental missiles from France makes it impossible to condition
the sale of tanks upon a renunciation of missiles.

But there are two alternatives. First, Israel could give up its right

to missiles of any kind, including Hawks, if Egypt would enter into a
similar agreement. Israel would agree to this, but there is little ch: :e
that Egypt will,

Second, we might be able to persuade Israel to refrain from any further
purchases of missiles without prior consultation with us, In order to
do this, however, it would be necessary for me to explore the question
frankly and candidly with Prime Minister Eshkol, and I would have to
know what we might be prepared to do in consideration for such an
understanding.



4. Finally, and most important of all, there is the problem of
terms of ¢ le. Assuming it is decided that we supply Israel with the
tanks, a 500 tank order would cost in the neighborhood of $75 million.
This is a staggering sum for a country with a total budget of only
$1 billion. The Israeli Government has asked for grant aid. We have
explored various other kinds of assistance in the past; we * ve often
increased the amount of development loans in order to free funds for
the purchase of military equipment. But with the steadily decreasing
foreign aid appropriations this is becoming increasingly difficult.

Tht r I have seen no proposal look™ ; toward the solution of this
problem.,

MF - 3/14/64






R . March 13, 1964

MEMORAN_JM TO THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Tanks for Israel

I still think the best way to go ahead with this issue is to push A
any decision ahead of us., I ~ "nk we should use Mike Feldman's (*'LP vl
visit to Israel as a reconnaissance in force, providing him with

a detailed set of probing questions and comments, but carefully
withholding any U, S. Government decision on the ground that

such decision should await the meeting between President Johnson

and Prime Minister Eshkol,

In this same spirit I would now send out a White House directive

to State, Defense, | CIA to review all aspects of this problem --
tanks, missiles, Arab reactions, actual levels of Israeli procurement
elsewhere, etc. etc., with the object of presenting a coordinated
interdepartmental recommendation, with dissents, not later than

May 1. I would plan to review this recommendation here, with
Feldman, Komer, and myself participating, and then bring it to

you for decision safely ahead of the Eshkol meeting,

McG, B.



March 13, 1964

IORANDUM TO: Mr, Feldman

wonder if we wouldn't save the President

--me if we combined our papers on the tank
issue, Here is what I would send, along

w’'' your most recent memo, if it is

agreeable to you.

McG. B.
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WASHINGTON

March 6, 1964

TO: McGeorge Bundy

FROM: Walter

The Presic 1t would
1i] » you to take this up
W ate and Defense and give him
a recommendation.






































