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ADORIESS OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS TO 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

// 

WASHINGTON ZS, O. C. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON ~ 

~ April 27, 1964 
S/S 6054 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. McGEORGE BUNDY 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Subject: Transmittal of Three Docu­
ments on NSAM 290, uMeeting 
Israeli Arms Requests" 

Enclosed are 1) the covering Memorandum for the 
Standing Group and 2) the two responses of · the Department 
of State and the Department of Defense to NSAM 290, 
"Meeting Israeli Arms Requests". 

It is suggested that, in addition to the regular 
membership of the Standing Group, the !ollowing individuals 
who have expressed a desire to be. present for the dis­
cussion be invited to attend the April ~meeting: William C. 
Foster, Director,. Arms Control and Disai:mament Agency, and 

/-- J ohn Do Jernegan, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Near Eastern 
/ and South Asian Affairs. 

~ ·~~ 
rwtr~ I 

~~~.~~ 
Benjamin Ho Read 

Executive Secretary 
(:~' ~ l<:) 

Enclosures: 

1. 

2. 

Memorandum for the 
Standing Groupo 
Department of State 
and Department of 
Defense Responses to 
NSAM 290. 

-sEeRET--­
Group 3 

Downgraded at 12 year intervals; 
not automatically declassified. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE STANDING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Response to NSAM 290, '':Meeting Israeli Arms Requests" 

The State and Defense Departments have thoroughly analy zed the 
questions raised in NSAM 290. Their tentative conclusions are that 
the U.S. is sympathetic to Israel's growing need for modernization of 
its armor and would find it advantageous from a production and balance 
of payments point of view to sell 500 tanks to Israel but: (a) Israel's 
need is not immediate; (b) the political cost to the U.S. of meeting 
this need directly would be too great; and (c) there are alternate 
possibilities for meeting Israeli needs via European suppliers which 
offer promise. The conclusion that the cost to U.S. interests in the 
area of providing the tanks from U.S. sources would be heavy is supported 
by SNIE 36-2-64 of 15 April 1964. 

Moreover, Israeli acquisition of surface-to-surface missiles is a 
matter of great concern to the U.S., because of the new arms spiral it 
would help stimulate in the area and the additional step toward an 
Israeli nuclear deterrent it might entail. 

These judgments are more fully discussed in a State Department 
paper (Tab A) and one from the Department of Defense (Tab B). 

Therefore, the agencies concerned tentatively reconnnend that the 
following be the basis for U.S. discussions with Israeli Prime Minister 
Eshkol: 

1. The U.S. should tell Israel that, while recognizing Israel's 
growing need for tanks, the U.S. cannot enter into direct supply at 
this time. 

2. However, the U.S. believes that alternate sources of supply 
which meet Israeli needs can be made available, with U.S. help behind 
the scenes, and is willing to help Israel explore these. 

• 3. The U.S. should tell Israel again of its strong opposition 

I to Israeli missile acquisition and seek to dissuade Israel from going 
down this road; we are even more concerned about the development of 
nuclear weapons and insistent that there be no proliferation of such 
weapons in the Middle East. 

4. The U.S. is intensifying its exploration of possible arms 
control measures to damp down the Middle East arms race, and enlists 
Israeli help in this effort. 
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·NSC STANDING GROUP MEETING 

April 28, 1964 

Subject: Israeli Arms Requests 

-Summary . 

Israel has· requested grant aid to acquire 500 modern U.S~ tanks, 
and has inquired about ground-to-ground missiles and naval equipment . 

.. Israel concedes its. military superiority .over the Arahs at the present 
time, but in the near future believes it needs t .o modernize . its tank 
force .and ·desires .missiles to det er possible future Arab aggression. ­
Although . the Arabs recognize U.S. miiitary power as the prime deterrent 
to their attacking Israel, the latter is determined to build an indepen­
dent military deterrent. 

we· estimate that compliance with Israel's arms request would 
1) vitiate overall U.S. policy objectives in the Near East, 2) risk 
severe damage to U.S. military, corrnnercial and financial interests, 
3) jeopardize our secret and sensitive arms control initiatives, 
4) risk ·_ ~old war polarization in the area, and S) accelerate and expand 
the Near East arms spiral to include missiles capable of _conversion to · 
nuclear warheads. · "Moreover, compliance holds little for ·the U.S. in 
terms of greater coopera~ion from Israel in achieving our foreign policy 
objectives . 

. Israeli acquisition of tanks from its usual arms suppliers in 
Western Europe would meet its .needs and pose less threat to _U.S. 
interests. : Israeli acquisition of missiles is cigainst the national 
interests of the U.S. and 1~ our view is als"o counter to the interest 

.· of Israel, ·and. should be opposed. ·_ 

I. 'Problem:· Israel has stated its need in the near future to 
acquir~ · tanks~ ground-t~-ground missiles~ and naval equipment to assure 
its security. It has requested grant aid to acquire soo ·v.s. tanks 
(M-48A3 and M-60). ., 
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Aware of U.S. opposition to proliferatipn of sophisticated 
weapons, Israel has merely stressed its needs in this field to U.S. 
officials but has submitted no formal request. Maanwhile, Israel 

· has arranged to ~rocure ground-to-ground missiles from France in 
about one year. 

_ While expressing concern about projected expansion of th~ U.A.R. 
n?vy and its acquisition of Komar missiles from the U.S.S.R., Israel 

·_has said ·the naval equipment it requires is not available in the U.S. 
and has approached the UK and West Germany . for · submarines. . 

II. Conclusions: · 

-

1. U.S. military power and our stated opposition to _aggression 
have been -the · main assurance of Isra_el's long-term security and are so 
recognized by the Arabs. 

2! Acquisition of tanks, missiles and naval equipment is 
relevant fargely to Israel's determination to have an independent mili­
tary · ~eterrent against possible future Arab aggression. We consider 

. Israe 1 concedes it enjoys mi li ta.ry superiority over the Arabs. 

3 ~ Israel can acquire the arms it wishes from its usuai 
Western European suppliers. . We · judge its request for · U.S. ·tanks is 
designed primarily to project the image of a close military association 
with the United States, and secondarily to save money. 

4. · As shown in estimates from the field (Tab D), the supply 
of U.S~ tanks to Isr~el would jeopardize current U.S. policy objectives 
i n the Near. East and risk serious damage to U.S. military; ·commercial 
and balance of payments interests. In our view,· it would also militate 
against Israel's l-0ng-term security interest by causing further escalation 

· -o_f the Near East arms race. In addition·, our secret and highly sensitive · · 
arms control initiatives would be s.eriously vi~iate_d. 

5. Acquisition_ of missiles by·. Israel presents .serious risks 
of further cold war polarization in the Near East, acceleration of the 

_ arm~ spiral and eventual acquisition by Israel of a nuclear missile 
. capability~ · . . 

. ._ · 6.- The potential gains from the supply of tanks to Israel, 
·whether in terms of improved relations with Israel or progress toward 

-> attal.riment . of. our ·roreign ·policy ·objectives in the Near East, -are not 
CODDnensurate. wi~h the potential losses. · 
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III. Recommendations: That we: 

1.. Encourage Isr_ael to acquire tanks and anti-tank weapons 
from usual Western European suppliers. 

2. _Explore means to facilitate Israel's acquisition of 
tanks from ~estern European sources. 

3. Dissuade ·Israel, by appropriate means, from ~cquiring 
missiles or developing nuclear weapons. 

4. Accelerate and intensify our secret efforts to achiev~ 
practical arms control in the Near East. 

IV. Di$cussion: . 

A. .Political Climate . in the Near East: By c·once~trating on 
developing and expanding bilateral interests, the U.S. was able from 
1959--63 to improve its relations with Near Eastern states. During this 
period, we followed a policy of firm, but unostentatious, support of 
Israel and, by tacit agreement with the Arabs, we kept the Arab-Israel 
problem largely "in the ice box." We hoped to draw upon the resulting 
good will we had built up to. influence the Arabs to a moderate reaction 
to Israel's off-take of Jordan waters scheduled for the spring of 1964. 

_The decision of the January Arab Summit Conference to eschew military 
action against Israel was in f~ct a consequence of our policy. We did 
not achieve th~s without cost, however~ Congressional attacks. on 
Nasser culminating in the Gruening Amendment had already galled the 
Arabs. A hostile state of mind further evolved after the Alexis Johnson 
speech, grew with the President's Weizmann Institute address, and gained 
further strength with the announcement of the President's i~vitation to 
Prime Ministe~ Eshkol. This hootility has taken concrete form in a 
growing anti-American ·propaganda campaign and the recent demand by Libya 
to vac_ate Wheelus Air Force Base. It is increasingly evident that further 
deteriora~ion in our Arab relations will result in heavy, possi~ly damaging 
pressures against our majo.r interest·s· in this area·. 

B. l~rael's Quest for Security: Israel con8iders maximum 
effective security measures vital to its survival.. It pins its hopes 
for security on maintenance of an independent military _deterrent 
supplemented by U.S. support again~t the Arabs. To achieve · this 

· objective, Israel seeks an ·arsenal- of increasingly sophisticated weapons 
and a close military association with the United States.' Israe 1 is . not . 
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satisfied with public and private assurances of U.S. support against 
aggression. It wants the U.S. to connnit itself to joint military 
planning or a formal military alliance. · short of this, it seeks to · 
~roject the image of a de facto alliance through increasingly frequent 
military consultation$, exchanges of visits by high-ranking military 
officers, and a growing volume of military purchases. Israel's request 
for help in .procuring tanks is an integral part of this pattern, since 
suitable armor is available in Western Europe which traditionally has 
supplied Isra·er's armed forces. The sale .of U.S. tanks to Israel would 
be regarded by both Arabs and Israelis as tangible evidence of U.S~ 
military support of Israel against the Arabs. 

Israel appears to have assigned a lower priority to the acquisition 
of missiles and naval equ ipment. . It does not see an immediate threat 
from the U.A.R. missile program and navy. Current discussions on these 
items appear to have been designed partly to prepare the ground for later, 
more serious approaches. Isra~l used a similar technique to acquire the 
Hawk missiles.. The · softening-up process lasted three years in that case. 

We believe arms control is vital to Israel's security and ultimate 
acceptance as a Near Eastern state. Our ability to help in achieving 
a viable arms control program will be vitiated indefinitely if we now · 
upset our established arms policy and thereby identify ourselves with 
Israel against the Arabs . 

. C. Israel's Request for U.S. Tanks: Israel wants · tanks to 
assure continuance of its military superiority over the Arabs. It wants 
U.S. tanks to symbolize a closer U.S.-Israeli military association. It 
also hopes to get these free, or .very cheaply. 

As ·pointed out _ in comments from the field (Tab D), supply of modern 
U. S •. tanks to Israel on any terms at any time would jeopardize our basic 
objectives ·of assuring Western access to Arab oil and to strategic 
communications, transportation and base facilities in the Near East. It 
would also seriously reduce U.S. influence with the Arabs, which is . 
import~nt for Israel's interests, Israel's security, and the peace of 
the area. · 

Although the Arabs respect ·u.s. military power as a prime deterrent 
to tneir attacking Israel, the latter insists on maintaining an indepen­
de~t military deterrent. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that Israel 
wi.11 continue to enjoy overall military superiority over the Arabs for 
the· ne~t . several years but needs to modernize its tank force . ." I s r ael 
has built ·and ·maintained a powerful military deterrent by purchases from 
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Western European arms sources with little strain on its flourishing 
economy . . Israeli acquisition .of tanks and anti-tank weapons from its 
usual arms suppliers would meet its military needs and pose much less 
threat to the U.S. interest. 

D ~ Israeli Missile Acquisition: Israel agrees that U.A.R. 
missiles are eff~c~ive only as a psychological weapon to disrupt Israel's 
mobilization system . .. It insists, however, upon the acquisition of a 
missile capability ~o deter Arab attack. 

Israel ··has contracted with a French firm to develop a groun.d-to­
ground missile . simHar. to the Pershing. Twenty-five missiles are 
s cheduled for test · firing July 1964 to July 1965 . If successful; Israel 

· r~portedly plans to order 250 missiles. 

· The Rowen mission to Israe 1 failed to persuade Israel to give up 
missiles in exchange for the provision of tanks by the U.S. In any case, 
because of the leverage it would give Israel to press us for further 
arms supplies, such an arrangement would not be in the U.S. interest. 

The ·acquisition of missiles by Israel would accelerate the arms 
spiral in the Near East. It might also call into question the uncondi­
tional. U.S. pledge to assist Near Eastern states against aggression. 
The U.A.R. would seek to obtain improved missiles from the Soviet Union 
and might launch a pre-emptive attack on Israel. A closer U .A.R. -Soviet 
association and the positioning of missiles acquired by the U.A.R. from 
the U.S.S.R. could threaten U.S. security interests and complicate the 
mission pf . the Sixth Fleet. · 

A further complication is that concurrent with efforts. to acquire 
a missile capability, Israel is developing the know-how to produce nuclear 
weapons. To date, no Israeli facilities have a nuclear weapons making 
capability, . but equipment conversions could make this possible within 
two years or so. Therefore, Israel appears to have the option. of joining 
the small circle of nuclear powers. Upon acquisition of missiles from 
France, ' the Arabs would assume Israeli intent to develop nuclear-tipped 
missiles. · 

So long as the U.A.R. continues mis~ile . development, there is little 
prospect of diverting Israel from the missile road ·and perhaps the nuclear 
road~ Conversely, realization that Israel is about to acquire such a ' 
capability would drive the U.A.R. either to more sophisticated missile 
acquisition from the Soviet Union or to a pre-emptive raid or attack. 
The only apparent way to end this arms spiral is to persuade the U.A.R. · 
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t~ . suspend its missile program, perhaps through generous economic aid 
offers; coupled with convincing assurances that U.S. undertaking~ to 
oppose aggression in the Near East apply to Israel as well as the Arab 
states. We would need to make clear that while the U.S. would not 

.countenance and could not permit the destruction of Israel, the U.S. 
would oppose Israeli territorial expansion and avoid fostering Israeli 
strength or power at th~ expense of or in a manner harmful to the Arabs. 
Also essential woul~ be accompanying public statements from each si~e 
for.swearing production or acquisition of missiles or nuclear weapons.· 

Israeli· acquisition of missiles is against our national interests 
and is, in our view, not in Israel's own interest. 

Attachments: 

Tab A Analysis of Key Factors Relating to Israel's 
.. ·Request for Tanks . · 

Tab B ~ Impact of Provision of U.S. Tanks to Israel on 
Major U.S. Policy Interests in the Near East 

Tab C - .· Economic Effects of Supply of U.S. Tanks to Israel 

Tab D Field Estimate of Probable Local Reactions to the 
Supply of u .. S. Tanks to Israe 1 · 

Tab E Pertinent Indicators on Israel's Economy 

._ Tab F - What the U.S. Has Done -and Is Doing ~o Support 
Israel 

Tab G Partial List of Current Israeli Requests for Military 
and Quasi-Military Equipment by or through the U.S. 
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TAB A --

AMALlSIS CF KEY FACTCES REIATING TO ISRAEL'S HEQUEST FCR TANKS 

I. [lgreerr.ent to saf~-~~-~_9-_I.,?_;:ae~~t di vergenc·e on how to do 
it: Both Israel and the United States agree on the need to safeguard 

· Israel's independence and integrity. We differ, hm·1ever, on how to 
attain this objective. The u.s. hopes to achieve Israel's long-term 

- security through an eventual Arab-Israel accommcdation. Ue seek to 
maintain influence ~rith the Arabs by adhering to an impartial posttire 
toward~ the Arab-Israel dispute and by building up our bilateral rela­
tions with each Am b state·~ We use our influence to pror.iote Israel 1 s 
interests by easing Arab-Israel tensions • . We also have given clear 
public assurances to protect .Israel against aggression. 

Israel, however, pins its hopes for long-term sec'l.ll"ity on an 
independent nilitary deterrent supplerr£nted by U~S. support against 
the Arabs• Israel sees greater* advantages in a close military asso­
ciation with the United States than in the maintenance of U.S •. influ­
ence ~Tith the Arabs. 

II. -Provi_s_i..<2,~ __ of ~.s._~~n}rn t,Q.. I s~aeMl would ~§2aiE_~o.2-3!_~bil~.1z.. to 
~upp_ort Israel an~- vit~ate_51_u.E_ otper yolicie.~A~ the f~~..?r EaE._~: 1·ihile 
the u.s. is com.uitted to -safeguarding the- ini:egrity of Israel, this 
.is but .one of several U .s. objectives in the l~~ar Eas~. We also aim 
to 1) check the expansion of 8oviet influence i.n the area, 2) assure 
Western access to Arab oil on reasonable . ten.JS, and 3) assure the 
access of .the u.s. and its allies to Near East communications, trans­
portation and base facilities. V.iaintemnce of Us. infli;.ence with the 
Arabs is essential to achieve these objectives. • 

-· · Because of our previoiis · policy of restraint on arms sales in the 
Near ~st, the supply of u.s. tanks to ~srael is .likely to· convince the 
Arab governments and people· generally tbat a fundamental policy change 
deeply hostile to the Arabs has taken place. The Arabs would regard _ 
the provocation as being on the general order of that which led to the 

· Suez Canal -Company nationalization in 19.56. The wave of reaction cotild . 
be so strong as to override such inhibiting factors of self-interest as 
do exist. By acceding to Israel's request we would reverse our tradi­
tional . policy of not becoming a major supplier of offensive arms to 
either Israel or its il'llm3diate neighbors and discredit our policy of 
constructive· balance in ·~he ·Arab-Israel context. - The resulting crisis 

·~ . 
• • - ~I • -

.. . h,:.·_ ' ' 
. - .. 



I -, 

I I 
I ' I I 

I I 
I 

• 

-SE~ 
-2-

1n our Arab relations would cause our innuence to plUt'Tl.met when. it · is 
needed to support such ! sraeli interests as the J:>rdan waters off-take 
and to ~oderate reaction in the activation of the Dirr.ona reactor. The 
transaction would undermine the central policy we .hope will assure 
Israel's long-term·security. · 

In the sarre stroke, we risk serious damage to ether u.s. interests 
in the ?rear East. The Arab reaction probably would include a rna jor 
-anti-U.s. propaganda offensive which would stimulate pressures to abro­
gate or drastically .renegotiate oil concessions and military base agree­
zr:ents,and possibly cancellation of u.s. mi.litariJ and comnP-rcial overflight 
rights. It is clear from the sharp Arab reaction to the J.::>hnson speech 
and the President's Friends of the Weizmann Institute speech that provi- · 
sion of u.s. tanks to Israel would bring greatly heishtened, perhaps in-

. tolerable, Arab pressure on the u.s. to abandon such military facilities 
as Wheelus Air Force Base in. Libya. Nasser's February 22 speech attack­
ing u.s •. bases was a ·reaction to 't'!hat he considered hostile u.s. moves 
and gives a foretaste . of what might be eJ• .. vected. His speech did much to 
stilllulate Libya to demand prompt termination of the Hheelus Base agree­
rr:e~t. l!egotiations are no:·r underuay to determine the futm--e of the base. 

The provision of U.S. tanks to Israel would . also jeopardize the posi- ­
tion of Jordan, long considered the keystone to peace in the Near Eas-t-
It would n1ake it aw1mard for King Hussein to maintain his close relation­
ship with the u.s. and would increase presst'lres for ~ closer Jordan­
u.s.s.R. relationship. The King could not afford ·to continue fue 11 live 
and let live" policy that characterizes Jordan-Israel relations. He 
would be forced into closer relations with the U.A.R. and other Arab 
states that might result in the positioning of U.A.R. forces in Jordan 
that Israel always has regarded as · a serfotis threat to itself. 

nr. Sec~ret· ~~ree~nts ~~f.!2E~ _,!_o_.._rni ~~ate tlle effect of t!J.e -~ply 
or U.S. tanks to Israel would be unavailing: Given Arab cuspicions tPzt 
the U.S. is shifting . to a policy Ofoutright support of Israel and the 

. inflamed state · of Arab emotions, efforts to mitigate the repercussions . of 
the P!Ovision o_f U.S. t~nks . to Israel by adv:i.nce explanation to Nasser · 
would be in vain. Postponenent of action or timing the transaction to 
occur in_ 1~65 instead of 1964 ·would not help. Secret agreement with 
Israel now to. provide the tanks later would also have disastrous results. 
Past experience in dealing with Israel on matters of confidence suggests 
the impossibility of preventing a leak. Eoreover, recent .reports in t."-le 
Arab press of Israel• s request for tanks would raake secrecy doubly diffi­
cult. The repercussions of discovery would be worse than the reaction to 
an overt trans.action because the Arabs could attack the U.S. for .duplicity 
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as well as partiality to Israel.. A si:nilar reaction might be expected 
to th~ supply of mo:lern U.S. tanks t!irough our ~uropean allies. · 

IV. u.s.· 1-H.litszy might assures Is~~'s se~url.ty, but Israel_ 
insists on ~m L11dcpend.ent; d~tcrrent: Achievement of the joint u.s.­
Israel goal of assu:ri..~g Israel:s security does riot d~pend upon the pro­
vision of U.S. tan.~s. At President Kennr<ly's request, the U.S.Govern-

. ment carefUlly st,uiled its mili tariJ capabl 1 i ties a!rl deter.mined that 
our military rorca·s could repel any attack on Isra~l. The President so 

· informed Prime }!j nister Eshkol in October 1963 and assured hirn we nould 
·resist any aggrassion aga~n;;t Israel or its neighbors. The Arabs, pub­
licly in authorita~ive press editorials and privately at the Arab Su.'runit 
Conference, have recognized U111&. military pom~r as a prL--ne deterrent to 
any Arab at.tack against Israel. · 

Israel's insistence upon maintaining an independent deterrent through 
a strong defense force of its o~n refl~cts a p~rchological feeling of in­
security· and determination not· to per:uit ccntrol of its defense to slip 
fro~ its grasp. In terms of a credible deterrent to Arab attack, Israel 
does not need tanks. U.S. milifary might is the acknowledged deterrant. 
Additional tanks would be nee es sary only if Israel m d to rely solely on 
its u.m ~ilitary capabilities. u.s. assurances provide a lcng-tern1 guar­
antee of Israel's security and are less dar.mging to Arab pride than tanks 
because they are invisible. Israel tan..~ acquisitions would not provide 
insurance against Arab attack and, in fact, by f annL~g long-standing Arab 

· fears or aggressive Israeli expansionist arnbitions would quicken the arms 
~~- . 

Israeli lllilitary men accept the si~10erity of U.S. · assur.ances or mill- . 
tary siipport, but believe circumstances may inhibit pr~"'npt U.S. reac.tion 
in time of need. Deputy Prime Minister Eban has . said the provision of 
tanks would gU.ard against this continge~cy a~d would be considered. con­
crete· evidence or U.S. determination to fu.lfill its assurances. It would. 
also ~olize a closer u.s.-Israeli military association. 

V. !_!!rael's military superiority is built on purchases from Wester::i 
Euro~: U.S. military authorities consider that individually and collec~ 
tively the armed forces of the Arab states remain inferior in quality to . 
those of Israel, though superior in nur.i.bers and hardware. Israel can 
expect to maintain· its overall military superiority for the next several 
years. The Joint Chief's of Staff co.nclude that sale oi' tanks to Israel 
cannot be p~edicated. primarily on military corisideratio:is. Modernization 
of' I _srael' s ta."lk force is militarily sound, but augmentation of its tank 
invent_ory is not presently justified. . r. 

:r ..... 
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Since the 1955 Near East crisis over tha Baghdad Pact which led to 
the orlgingl U.A.R.-Soviet arms agreement, the U .• s. has refrained .from 
becoming a major supplier or offensive arJJS to either Israel or its 
immediate neighbors. Israel, however, has been able to maintain a 

_powerful military machine ~ough arms acquisitions from Western Europe. 
The arms race has not bled Israel white. To the contrary, it enjoys 
the hl.ehest sfandard or living in the area, even exceeding that of some 
Western European cc;u .. vitries, ·8.L"ld has growing gold and foreign exchanee-

. reserves. There is no reason w.:'hy Israel cannot continue nili tary acqui­
. sitions from Western Europe. Israeli Deputy Defense 11inister Peres re­
cently said· Israel was prepared to purchnse any nur:Oer of second-hand 
British Centurion tan.~s. He was also interested in the new British 
Chieftain tan.~ a.lld the French Am:-30, whi~h -we tmderstand will be avail.;. 
. able . in about two ·yaars. 

Since there is jus"l;ification for moderni~i.ng Israel ts tan.~ force and 
no. amoun.t or presstu"e or persua~ion will denect Israel's drive to ac­
quire tanks, the best course for the U.S. is to endeavor to facilitate 
A.cquisition from Western European sources. This mi~ht have to include 
indirect financial assistance and perhaps help in molifying available 
European equipment to maet Israel's needs. We tmderstand the U.K. l·n.11 
have a · number of Centurion tan.;:s that might be sui. table if equipped w.Lth 
U.S. 105mm guns. 

VI. Adverse r~ercussions fra,"l r~~~i!m of Israel's J:?nk r~q~ 
could be mitigate.st..:.. By acceding to Israel's request for tanks, it 
does not appear that the United States wi.11 be able to obtain an adequate 
quid Ero _guo. Israel has flatly declined iD give up missiles ·in exchw."lge· 
Ior pro7ision or tanks. In any case, .because of the leverage it would 
give Israel to prass us for further arms supplies, such a."l arrangement 
would not be in the .u.s. interest. Our experience with the sale o-r Hawk 
niissiles to Israel suggests that ~he supply of u.s._ tanks to Israel would 
not assure any greatly increased Israeli cooperation ·with U.S. initiatives 
1ri the Near East • . The Hawk sale cost us dear'.cy' in terms of goodwill and 
influence with the Arabs, but did not make Israel more receptive to U.S. 
efforts to further the Johnson _refugee initiative, strengthen UNTSO or 
maintain silence on implementation or the Jordan waters off-take. 

Conversely, refusal to accede to the request would deprive the U.S. 
of nothing since Israeli cooperation on U.S. initiatives i.11 the Near East 
could not be guaranteed by sale of tanks. The only foreseeable adverse 
result would be increased Israeli pressure on the American Jewish com­
munity to .support the tank request. These can be counteracted by a 
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careful explanation or 1) past and present u.s. economic and military 
·assistance to Israel, 2) Israel's present strong military posture, . 

_ J) Israel•s remarkably flourishing economy, arid 4) the nature of the 
- extent or U.S. assurances of support for Israel in such 1natters as 

security and Jorda.~ waters off-take. 

. . 
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IMPACT OF PRC11ISIOU OF U.S. TANKS TO ISRAEL ON 
MAJCR U.S. POLICY INTERESTS IN THE NEAR EAST 

TABB 

Supply ot U.S. ta.'lks to Israel would vitiate most or Otn" major 
policy interests in the Arab 'W'orld which comprises over 90% or the 
land area and population of the Near .East arid contains over two­
thirds of the world•s known oil -reserves. 

I. Prevent the 1lear East from falling .under the control of the 
Sino-Soviet Blee: .. Tile consensus of our missions in the Arab wo1"id is 
that t.~e Arabi"Would· interpret the provision of u.s. tanks to Israel 

. as a fundainental change in pol.icy deeply hostile to them. They would 
eee in it ·the. realization of their suspicion that the u.s. is backing 
Israel against them. Inevitably they would strike out at the interests. 
or the friend of their enen~r and turn to the Soviet Union for added 
support. A retaliatory cutoff or foreign aid rather than curbing the 
Arabs would drive them to further #e~cesses and push them further into 
the arms of the Soviet Union.. The result could be a heightened cold 
war. polarization of the Near East with the Soviet . Union solidly sup­
ported by the Arab world fr.om the Atlantic ·to the Persian Gulf and 

_ the U.S. position reduced to fortress Israel. . 

IL Arab-Israeli ·war: The provision or mcdeni. U.S. tanks to Israel 
would give added s·tit" .. ulus to Masser' s efforts to acquire sophisticated 

·· weapons. While this might not increase UAR military effectiveness, it 
would accelerate the arms spiral a.~d increase the chances of miscalcu­
lation or desperate pre-emptive attacks from either side. 

III. Continue the fiorr or sufficient Near Eastern oil t:> meet 
· Western European require§"lts on reasonable terms: · The -wave of emo-
. tional Arab reaction ·t :o the provision of u.s. tanks to Israel is likezy 

to.be .so strong as· in dome measure to override feelings or self interest. 
Arbitrary unilateral measures including possible coordinated harassment · 
of· American oil interests -would worsen the terms under which the flow or 
oil tiould continue. The U.S. balance of' payments that benefits directly 
b.Y upwards of' $1 billion annually would suffer. ·0ur Western European 
allies would also suffer oil shortages that might have to be made up from 
m~3 e-:tpenatve ~ow.cea than the Near East. 

IV. ·Assure to the United S~tes and .its citizens and allies rlghts 
and peaceful passa~e throu.c:h ancrrntercourse with the area: Following 
the supply of U.S. tanks to Israel, anti-Am9rican sentiment woul~ be 



. . 

i • 

general in the Near East and U.S. citizens and U.S. Government prop­
erties midi t be threatened with physical harm. Pressures to cut off 
U.S. military or commerci"al air and land transit rights would mount. 
Our position in military installations, such as Wheelus Air Force 
Base, wculd b:ccome increasingly di.f .ficul t •. 

V. Maintain friendly relations with both the Arab states and 
, WWW .:J •cw ~ • 

Israel; ar~d to th~~~ ee t~at OJ2,T?Ortu.'1i ties ~_Elli t, wo:-k to~ard reso-
. lution of the Pales t:l.ne -crobl em ~ii tfioiit'Teon[~rdizin::; the; exis-tenca o~ · 

ina:epenie _ce of ~IT ·S'UPPiYof'"u.s;-tariks to tSrael would turn the 
Arabs agci.inst, the --U:S:- and preclt:de our playing · any useful ·role in · 
moving tcr.{ard resolution of the Palestine ·problem. Since both the 
Arabs and the Israelis traditionally have accepted the U.S. as the 
prime mover in helping to ease tensions bet.men · them, our alienation 

· of .the Arabs would er.d the prospect of progress toward resoluti0i1 of 
the ·.Palestine .problem for the foreseeable future. Hopes for an even­
tual acco:nmodation betueen Israel ar.<l its .neighbors on which the long­
term future ·and security of Israel depend would receive a severe set­
back. At the same time the relative caL~ that hss characterized Arab­
Israel relations over the past five years would be broken~ Arab atten­
tion that has been diverted by intra-Arab fi-•icUons l:Ould focus sharply 
on Israel, breathing new life into latent hatreds, and giving added 
impetus to the Arab arms build-up. The acknowledged secUTity of Israel's 
present position would soon be threatened, requiring renewed internal 
measUI'es and external help to assure the nation•s survival~ 

VI. Encourage political evolution .e.1!!-. economi~ and social devel­
.2Ement to__.Ero~ote,,yo~ supportedL stnbl~, and indep2122:ent ¥£Y~r.n-
ments: The supply of u.s. tanks to Israel would revive Arab fears 
and suspicions of the U.S.-backed Israeli e.""'Cpansionist aspirations. 
This in turn would further divert -Arab attention from the vital tasks 
or internal politicBl reforms or economic and· social · evolution. · Progress 
now underway. in these -fields "Hould slncken arn the stability for ·which we 
strive would be f'urt.her threatened. The monarchical govermnents -in par-· 
ticular would be subjected to serious stresses and strains. 

. : ... , · . • 

'\ ,. . 

. l 

··.,.,. 



-
:romroz.[C ·EFFECTS.· OF SUPPLY" CF TANKS TO ISRAEL 

The U.S. has very significant·· interests in Near East oil and in 
access to and transit through the area which can be darr:aged seriots ly 
either by direct unilateral actions by one or more Arab states or by· 
harassing actions. The Arabs have begun to .focus on the elements of 
weakness in the u.s.-, and general Western position ·with resi:-ect to 
these interests. . The dangers are heightened by the strains already 
apparent in our relaticns ·with the Arabs from the series of recent 
events which. the Arabs have interpreted as generally hostile to them. 

The importance of Middle East oil to the U.S. is twofold: 
a) supply on present reasonable terw.s is ·a rr~jor eler.~nt in the eco­

. nomic health or Western Europe, and b) the U.S. private corupany role 
'tenefits the u.s. bcilance of payr.ents directly by uprards of $1 bil-
lion annually. · 

' We cannot. rule out· cc<irdinat.ed harassment of Arr.erican Near East 
oil interests ·as a reacticn to sale of tanks to IsraeJ. Allowing for 
some teclmical complications, oil would probably continu.e to now, 
but the terms might 'Korsen oortsicerably. Certainly the U.S. balance 
of paymGr1ts would suffer. 

While a distinct possibility, oil nationalization is not, or 
course, an ili.evitable consequence of the tan.~ Sc.le. A greatly hard~ 
~ned Arc.b approach towartl oil interests ·Kould, ho1:ever, almost cer­
tainly en.sue and rein.force the existing OFEC efforts to increase the 
producing government's share of oil incc-:e. Instead of the existm g 
pattern of evolutiona-7 chz.nge with gradual adjustments of the company­
governrr~nt roles over a pe~iod of yea.rs, we would hQVe to anticipate an 
acceieration of arbitrary unilateral n:easures and assessments. The 
Arab countries are becoming increasingly aware that there are many 

· actions short of· nationalization which they can take that would be 
very damaging to. Western interests. · 

The geographic location of t.he several Arab states give obvious 
importance to the rights or access and transit, both surface and air, 
which they control. The potential impact on our otm civil aviation 
interests, for exal!lple,ca."1 be gau.ged by comparison 'With the problems 
and burdens imposed on Soviet cor.-an.ercial air expansion over the past 
several years by the denial, at our urging, or variou.S rights by 
countries in relative key positions. The oppor1unities for harass-

. ,. 
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ment or our interests by hostile Arab states along these lines is 
very considerable. 

Ficonornic self-interest factors incltrle U.A.R. ·reliance on U.S. 
Plrh8o fqod, manly wheat, and the desire of the oil producing 
states .for steadily increasing revenue. Orderly nn rketing is im­
portant to .the oil prcducing states. Jordan has been heavily de­
pendent on regular U.S. bclget su.~port. These factors tend to in­
bibi t ·Arab counter Ineast1.res. They are not, hoT,;ever, absolutely 
controlling either in. the short or long-term, and it would be dan­
gerous to assume. that they are. The u.s.s.R. might give ~ore aid. 

-!uwai t alone represents a reservoir of emergency econof.dc strength 
in its lar.ge accumulated financial reserves--riiore than three-fourths 
or a billion dollr.·Ys. Km·:raiti willingness to use th~se rescurc.es as 
an Arab state has already been demonstratedo Prirce l1r.ister Faisal 
of Sal..xii Arabia has als·o publicly stated that Arabicm oil would be 
denied "supporters of Israe.L n A cutb2ck in developr:isnt in the U.A.R • 

. and a reallocation of resources c ov.ld, as in the past, do a great deal · 
to see that cotmtry through a period cf ~..eternal economic pressure. 
A slort-up in oil producticn lncreases and e~~n emergency cutbacks in 
revenues · could be tolerated by all or the Arab oil producers. Even. 
Jordan has sufficient foreign exchange reserves to see it through 
well over a year without foreign aid. 

tn SUJnr'...ary, ir.portant U.S. interests .in the Near East are \ruJ.ner­
able to possible Arab actions against them and a majcr U.S. offensive 

. anr.s sale to Israel by tha U.S.G.--an obvious and distinct departure 
in policy-a-could be sufficie:lt to provol:e both long and short-term 
actions against_ those interests. 

; , 
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FIEID . ESTil{A.TE CF. PROBABLE LOCAL 
REACTIOl~ TO SUPPLY OF U.S. TAN!~ 'TO ISRAEL 

TAB D 

At the Department's request, our Embassies in the Near East, 
North Africa and interested European cou..ritries have ccmmented on the 
questions raised in 15.PJ1 290. ·The consensus is that there are no 
gains for the United States frcm the supply of U.S. tanks to Israel 
and probable severe damage to u.s. policies and interests in the Mear 
East. Our Ernbassy at Tel Aviv believes Israel would continue to press 
for missiles, but perhai:-s rr!ore slowly. · 

Higli.llghts f'rcm the comments_ of our posts follow: · 

;. l. !].giers: Th~ Israeli tank transaction woUld maY.e the .Algerians 
even less disposed to list~n to U.S. advice on the risks in becoming too 
closely involved with the ·u.s.s.R. Procureffient from Western suppliers 
would best serve to protect the u.s •. position. 

2. Annnan: The transaction would have the gravest implications 
for the U.S. position in Jordan and for Isr2el's mm security; which 
depends to a large extent on stability in Jordan. Popular pressures 
might force King Hussein to alter drastically his present close asso­
ciation ·with the· Uni t.ed States and accept Soviet military equiprc.ent arll 
economic aid. The best alternative would be. to supply both the Arab · . 
states and !srael with defensive equipments such as anti-tank missiles • 

. The only possibility for ·a lone-term solution would be a u.s. - u.s.s.R • .. 
arms agreement for the Niddle East. 

· 3. Baida: Libyan reaction to the provision ·of u.s. tanks to 
I~rael would be stronger than to the 1963 sale of Ha1·Jk missiles and 
would jeopardize the prospect of reasonable settlement of the controversy 
over continuance of Wheelt'l..S Air Force Base. We should . encourage Israel 
to buy fro..11 W3stern. suppliers other .than ihe u.s, or U.K. 

· · L. Baghd~: If Nass~r decided to arouse the other Arabs, Iraq 
'Would perpetrate considerable· damage to U.S. interests. Sale of tanks 
by others would be a col.Teet course. A possible alternative might be 
equal offers to sell heavy conventional arms to either Israel or the 
Arab states conditioned upon pledges to avoid acqUi.sition of missiles 
or ,nuclear weapons. ' ' . 

.. 
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S. · Beirut: Specific damage to our position in Lebanon mieht 
well include an increased. Soviet presence through arms acquisitions 
from . the U.S.S.R., a swing of Lebanon ts pro-Western policy toward 
neutralism, and anci-Ar.eric~"l acts ranging from ir.dividual harass­
ments to sabotage of oil installations. If' the transaction should 
be i.Ylevitable we should exact Isr~ .li cooperation on Jordan waters, 
the Joseph Johnson refugee . plan, and strenethenmg of tnrrso. Near 
East arms 1L"11i tat ion 1ri th Soviet m operation offers the only effec­
tive alternative.· 

6. Cairo: .The U.A.R. response would include appeal to the 
U.S.S.R. for cou.nter weapon::i, heating up -the Arab-Israel. cold war, 
and retaliation against U.S. rr:.aterial interests in other Arab coun­
tries, e.g., Wheelus. Host feasible alternative is to.help Israel 
meet its needs frora its traditional suppliers • . 

7. Danascus: Reaction could well be a rupture in u.s.-syrian 
relations, retaliatory action agai~st oil pipelin8s and closer asso­
ciation ·wit;1 u.s.s.R. Best alternative woul_d be supply by u.s. to 
Israel of latest anti-tank and defensi7e equip~ent; less preferable 
but acceptable would be sale of tai~s by other ilestern suppliers. 

8. Jidda: CrO".m Prince Faysal' s 11cornerstone policy of friend-
· Ship withtile"United States'would ror.Le into question. Anti-u.s. pres­
sures .could 1) force postponmnent or rejection of a nen USHTI1 agreement., 
2) terminate the major U.S. GoYernr:ent-to-Goverri..ment prograr:i, 3) deprive 
us of a long-standing position of L'lfluence with. the Saudi· military es­
tablish'nent, 4) jeopardize current delicate oil negotiations, and 5) 

·stimulate a tu..r.-n towa1:U the Soviet Union. The .trfortress Israelu concept 
has no future in the long ru.ri. · Israel can meet her minimal defense needs 
from free world markets. Arms lLrni taticn . proposals presented publicly 9Y · 
some "neutral" power on our behalf would force both sides to defend before 
world .opinion the rationale of their existing policies • 

. 9. · London: Direct sale of tanks to Israel tiould not serve our area 
interests. A possible aiternative might be u~s. participation in a con-· · 

· sortium with Great Britain, France, West Germany, and Belgium that would 
· share the responsibility .for meeting Is~ael•s legitimate tank needs. 

10. Paris: Arab reaction would be adverse to the U.S. At the 
same time, the transaction might result in an improvement in the political 
aid economic relations between the Arabs ar.d the French. 



11. _ Rabat: The tank transaction would sti:nulate anti-Americanism 
in Morocco and adversely affect United States interests. Limiting the 
size of . the delivery or promising later delivery would not reduce the 
outcry. · 

12. Tel Aviv: The 11.fortress Israel" con~ept is not an unfair way 
to charact"erize Israel's present stand. Although aware of the U.S. com­
. mitment to its nation:il e:<:istence, Israel 1·rill not agree to subordinate 
its mm urgent defense needs to the political aim of u.s. policy. 
Refusal or postponement of the Israeli request will not terrni:nate the 
issue.. Israel uill continue to press its case in the U.S. until .. a posi­
tive response is obtained or the military necessity, as Israel sees it, 
is met from non-Cof:'lmu.nist sources. -Given the absolute priority of de­
fense expendit111~es and failing a favorable U.S. response, Israel would 
probably scrape up the money necessary to buy tanks -from Western_ sup­
pliers. CompJ.iance vr.Lth the Israeli request might .delay Israel's acqui­
~ition of .ffi:issiles, but only temporarily. 

13. Tunis:. Sale of arms to Israel would be -likely to provoke the 
Arabs to a co11rp~-nsatory arms build-up, ·with Soviet or· Chinese support.­
The resulting arrrB race _would jeopardize the st3bility of the area. The _ 
interest of all oo ncerned would be better served by utilization ·or 
avail.able U.S. assistance in compensation and resettling of Arab ref­
ugees than in a milita1"y build-up. 

lh. Jerusalem: We are still unable to identify any substantial · 
American -interest in providing heavy equipment to anyone not in immediate · 
danger or aggression from a major foe of the West. Israel ca."1. meet its 
needs elsewhere. 

i . 
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PERTINENT INDICATORS ON ISRAEL'S ECONOMY 

L Israel's GNP has been increasing at the phenomenal rate of 
ten per cent per annum and this is expected to continue. At the 
same time, private consumption has been increasing five to six per 
cent per capita.· The current per capita GNP of $900 is well ab!we 
that of Italy, Japan, and Greece, and only slightly under that of ·the 
Netherlands. · 

2. Isr~el's gold and foreign exchange reserves rose some $80 " 
million in 1963 and -now total approximately $580 million. A further 
$60 million increase is anticipated this year. This rise in foreign 
exchange .reserves has taken place even while Israel paid off $50 
million foreign indebtedness in ~dvance of maturity. Further advance 

.· repayment of $35 million in foreign loans is pian~ed for 1964. 

: 3. Current reserves amount .to nearly one year's commodity imports. 
The IMF considers six months coverage of import requirements. ample and 
bas recommended ·that Israel permit a draw down of these reserves by 
reducing customs tariffs which effectively protect much of Israel's 
industry from foreign competition. 

4. Israel's strong· financial position renders it fully able to 
meet its capit~l import requirements through conventional oorrowing 
from international lending institutions, the Export-Import Bank and 
European countries. 

5. While German. reparations wl.11 terminate in 1966, German · 
restitution payments at a high level are expected to continue for some 

. years to come, as are Israe"i bond sales and unrequited transfers (UJA) 
from abroad. 

6. Israel ,.s foreign exchange debt, totalling some $832 million 
is probably about 43 per cent sma Iler than it appears to be becaus.e 
Israel Independence and Development Bonds .which constitute one-half of 
this ·debt are largely redeemed, not in hard currency", _ but with Israeli 
pounds to meet tourist expenditures and for investment. Past experience 
shows that 85 per cent of such bonds redeemed have been paid off in 
Israeli pounds.· ·· 

- • ..z_ 
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WHAT THE UNITED STATES HAS DONE AND IS DOING TO .SUPPORT ISRAEL 

1. On May 8, 1963, President Kennedy publicly committed the United 
States to support the integrity .of states in the Near East ~nd to oppose 
aggression in any form. 

2. On October 30, 1963, President Kennedy wrote to Prime Minister 
Eshkol specifica.lly affirming United States capability and preparedness 
_to safeguard Israel. · This letter, in fact, · constitutes a security 
guarantee. 

3. On ·the Jordan waters diversion, we have committed ourselves to 
stand by Israel's side during the time of gravest threat that it will 
have faced since its creation in 1948. We have made extensive diploma.tic 
preparations to protect . Israel_' s welfare in this crisis. 

4. The major diplomatic initiative that the United States has 
carried on in .the Near East in the past three years has been that on 
the Arab refugee problem. This issue, derived from circumstances 
surroundi_ng Israel's establishment, lies at the core of continuing 
Arab~Israel hostility. 

5. ·We have made. generous arms sales· and given extensive credit on 
military materiel short of major offensive weapons; e.g., 106rrnn recoilless 
rifles, sophisticated radar and communications equipment, $25 million 
Hawk sales on credit. Government-to-Government and commercial sales 
total over $7 million. 

6 • . We have held s·ecret talks with the Israelis in 1962 and 1963 
to hear Israel's military concerns in detail. 

1. Our aid . level of about $80 million annually these las.t two years 
has been roughly $20 million over the 1948-1960 average and now totals 
$986 million as compared to $1.5 billion ·of aid to all the Arab states. 
It will drop next year, but this reflects the remarkable progress Israel 
has made as well as sharp cuts in our world-wide AID funds. · 

8. We finance scientific research grants in Israel of almost $3 
million a year. 

9. Full United States diplomatic and financial support goes to the 
elaborate peacekeeping machinery on Israel's borders. We give staunch . 
support to Israel, as warranted, in ·the United .Nations (e.g., Security 
Council consideration of August 1963 Almagor incident). 

10. We continually make clear to all Arab governments, as occasion 
_arises, our· firm opposition to Arab actions hostile to Israel and our 
determination not to allow Israel to be destroyed. · 

·· ·SBGRK~. 
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PARTIAL LIST OF CURRENT ISRAELI REQUESTS FOR MILITARY AJ.~ 
QUASI-MILITARY EQUIPMENT BY OR THROUGH THE U.S. 

1. M-48 and M-60 tanks on grant aid has is: 200 M-48A3"' s and 100 
M-60 's now, 200 M-60 's later. 

2 . · 113 Sherman M-4 tanks and 3 tank recovery vehicles ~uthorized 
for sale from French depots 1/10/64. 

· 3. 10,000 rounds of 76mm HE ammunition for Sherman H-4E8 tanks. 

4 . . 3, 500 rounds of 76rinn HVAP _ammunition for Sherman H-4E8 _t.anks_. . 

5. · 400 M-3Al personnel carrier half tracks from supply depot in 
France (~ale 200 authorized 3/19/64). 

6. Out-of-channels oral request for 500 M-59 armored personnel 
carriers~ 

7.· · Credit sale ~f 1,200 M-~5 or M-36 2\ .ton 6 x 6 trucks. 

8. 100-1500 used G742 . 2~ ton 6 x 6 cargo trucks. 

9 . su·rface-to-surface missiles (type _unspecified). 

10~ Cooperation with NASA in meteorological sounding rocket program 
to be carried out in Israel and involving a proposed 18 firings over a 

· three-day peLiod with attendant tracking, radar, and missile safety equip­
ment. 

11. AN/MPS-19 and 26 radar (~issile tracking)--action suspended .. 
. . 

12. Photovoltaic Infrared Detecter useful primarily for missile 
·guidance, fire control and war~ing systems (deni~d 3/27/64). 

13 • . Sea-to-sea missiles for naval use, 

-. · 14. Naval coastal defense equipment (types unspecified). 

l5· Anti-submarine torpedo {the classified Mark~44)-~request denied. 

16 . Anti-submarine rocket Mark-20. 

17. Sale of 25 MAP Ouragan aircraft out of France. 

18. Classifi~d- anti-jamming (ECCM) components .for air defense 
radar· already. sold~ · 

19. Airdrop equipment--loan ·of ·2 AN/PRC-25 radio .sets. 

--sECREt 

. I 



Y' . 

I 

~iT_ 

- 2 -
'' 

-·· 

20. Set of mi~rofilm and Index for B-47 A, B, E, Airc~aft. 

21. 25 steel barrel forgings for lOSrmn gun barrels . . 

22. 27 training films including· those on nuclear, radiological, 
·chemical and biological warfare. 

. . 

23. Set or production drawings of M:J/VRC-24 radio set. 

24 . . Copies of naval operating, . performance and maintenance · 
instrucfi'ons. 

25. ·~ Miscellaneous trainirig aids. 

· ' 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR o Mc GEORGE BUNDY, THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT~ Meeting Israeli Arms Requests (NSAM 290) 

PROBLEM 

To outline an appropriate response to Israelrs arms requests, par­
ticularly that for 300-500 medium tanks, in the context of other facets 
of US-Israeli relations as requested i:n NSAM 290 of March 19, 1964 (Tab 1). 

See Discussion for brief background and summary of alternatives 
available. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In essence, there are three feasible 8.lilswers to the Israeli request. 

A. For the United States to supply their legitimate requireme~ts • 

. 1,. It is in the interest of the Departmentt of Defense to sell 
IsraeJ. 500 M-60 tanks., However, recognizing that Israel does not have a. 
valid requirement at this time to augment its tank inventory, the Departmen_t 
of Defense, subject to a US Government 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-4s in the Israeli 
inventory a 

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

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

1. For political reasons, it is probably inadvisable for the US to 
provide Israel with tanks, but the US should assist Israel behiHd the scenes in 
meeting its requirements :from among Weste.r:n European, sources .. . , 

2. Early discussions should be undertaken With the UK and West 
Germany, and perhaps with France, the Netherlruads, Belgitim, Italy, Canada, 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 
G e rm an y, or another European power, in that order, to supply Israel 1 s tank 
need with US-type tanks retrofitted in the US, Europe, or Israel, as feasibl.e 
(diesel engimes , 105mm guns)~ 



,,. . 

o~ To sound out West Germany and the UK on the possibility- of 
supplying Israel's armor needs directly from their inventories or from :new pro­
duction of their tanks O· 

Co For the US to treat the tank request as .but ome .P~t of the larger 
problem of controllillg the arms race in the Middle Eas~bl some or all of the 
following: 

L Pressin.g for the agreement of the UK.9 France, West Germany, and 
others, as appropriate, to revitalize and strengthen the Near Ea.st Armts Coordin­
ating Committee (NF.A.CC) snd set up a "consortium" for the joint provision o:f 
heavy military equipment to the Middle East o 

-------- --- - 2 • ·obtai01rig- We Stern European agreement and support for a prohi C9 

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., 

.. 

3o Obtaiming their support, if possible, for an urgemt effort to 
obtain Soviet agreement to ;prohibit provisiom of such advanced 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 procurememt or production of advemced weapons, 
- including SSMs, nuclear, etc o 

b ~ Seek measures designed to preclude surprise attack, per= 
haps under the operation and control of UNTSO and UNEFo 

c ~ Agree to an ann.s ufreeze" in the Middle East pe:ading 
efforts outlined above. 

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

RECOMMENDAT I ON 

That the Standing Group, National Security Cotiricil -recommend actiom based 
upon the alternatives outlined in the conclusions aboveo 



D I S C U S S I 0 N 

BACKGROUND 

1. Israeli. Requesto Israel has asked :for a total of 500 medium US 
tanks (200 M:Ji8A3s in the next year or two and 100 M""60s Within two or three 
yea.rs, both to· replace obsolete M ... 4s; 200 more M ... 6os within the neXt two or 
three yea.rs to maintain an acceptable ratio W'ith growing Arab tank strength) 
under grant military a.ssistan~e (MAP)o · 

2. Israeli-Arab Tank Inventorieso Israel now has 464 M ... 4 .medium 
tanks, some of which have b~n modified with a T5mm Fre~9'h-r gun and improved 
engine; 135 Centurions~ 9() ot· which have been up.;.gu.nned with al~5mm gun; and 
150 A.MX ... 13 French light tanks o The Israelis claim 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 Egyptiano By. 1968=69, . they·El;rgue, 
E:gy:pt wiJ.+ have l8ooc:sl900 modern tanks~ They c~~ .. a need' therefore, fer 1000 
medium tanks now and 1200 .sucb tanks in 1965 to maintain an acceptable 1:2 or 
1:3 ratio as between Israel and the Arab sta.teso 

The US disptttes the Israeli figure and bel.ieves there are 2070 tanks 
in the inventories of' the Arab states 9 of' which 739 are_, _~, ('l'ab 2)., Another 
49 M-48s are fU:nded for delivery to Jordan from FY 1963 and FY 1964 MAP funds .. 
We are also selling a few Mc,.J1-7s to Saudi Arabia .. 

3. Grant Aid dr . Credito The Government of Israel · is · aware that grant 
aid is most unlikely, especially in Yd.ew.:~of Israel's·· flaur;shihg economy and 
growing foreign exchange reserves~ but ~~ontinues tc» press tlie pe;Lnt. Liberal 
credit terms a.re probably available, however~ and shrurci be offered in eon ... 
nection w1 th the purchase of us tanks or tanks from foreign .. ewrees. The 
Israelis are aware of the politicaJ. di:f':f'iaulty this niatte'r presents for the us 
and are Willing to accept tanks either directly or indirectly fr.om other 
sources; but we should expect it will require strong US pressure to pernade 
such other countries to supply favorable credit terms .. 

4.. Israeli Procurement Efforts in . Europe~ Israel is eurrently obtain .... 
ing lf-8 Centurion medium tanks from the UK; deli very· Will" be -phased over two 
years o, The Israelis have also shown interest in other Centurions and the new 
British Chieftain medium tank, especial.ly if' available at a 'isubstantial 
reduction" in pricee 

5 o JCS-Defense Views. The Joint Chief's of Staf'f'---have stated: nApart 
from ... estimates of' overall capabilities, Israe1 's concern.·-·about tariks is 
justifiedo •• there is a. military need for Israel to modernize· its tank force 
because the bulk of its tank inventory is obsolescent~~~Isra.el - needs to re00 

place obsolete M-4 tanks ~n order to counter Arab T-34s, ·sr..,;4s, and Js ... 3s,"' 
but see no military justification for an additional 200--·a.t this timeo ·They 
have urged, however, that before a.gl"eeing to proiride Israel with tanks, every 
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effort be made to limit the nov f'rom Western end Bloc sources of · arms to the 
area (Tabs 3 and ~). Subject to US Government political decision, Secretary 
McNema.re. 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 a.long with credit for this purpose. 
In fact, f"rcm a purely production/balance or payments point o:f' view, Secretary 
McNamara favors the sa.le of 500 of M-60 nev tanks. It is assumed that tbe 
M-48A38 'W'Otlld be retrofit-tad from M-48AJ.s in Army's inventory, the latter to 
be replaced by new production of additional M-60e, end ·that the credit would 
be for ten years, 1~ down, 3~ on the un:paid bs.1.ence--terms under which the 
HAWK missile was sold. 

6.. Anti-tank Weapons. Neither the JCS nor the Israelis consider ant~­
tank weapons an adequate substitute f'or tanks in this case. The · JCS noted 
that anti-tank weapons and tank.a are ccmplem.entary to ea.Ch other 1 so that 
Israel has a need :for an appropriate mixture of tanks and s.nti-tank weapons 
(Tabs 3 and 4). Israel, 1n fact, does have 850 SS-10 and . 36 SS-11 .vire-guided, 
and :perhaps some SS-12 radio guided, anti-tank veapons :purchased f'rom France. 

7. Israeli Mieeile Pro~am. Israel has also a~ked for 100 Pershing 
missiles with conve.ritionai war cads and for uns:pecif'ied naval equipnent with 
e:pecial. emphasis on . ship-borne end shore-based mif'eilea ·,to countet"" ·UAR Kan.er 
cl..aas guided missile patrol boats vhich are being equipped vith 13-20 mile 
missiles. Intelligence reports and discussions with Israeli officials indi­
cate . Israel is obtaining 25 test surface-to-surface· missiles .. f'ran General·e 
Aeronaut1que Marcel Deaea.u.1t in France· and is cons1deriii8 vhether to purchase 
a production run of :perhaps 250-340 of these French. ssM,s. In response to US 
:pressure Israel has agreed to consider not :purchasing :rurther SSMs without 
consulting the US and is v1111ng to forego any t'urther sSMs· if the UAR vill 
do likevi.ee •. The Israelis argue, hovever, that they mtist bave SSMs to counter 
the UAR program despite the crude nature of the Egypt18.ii .m1es:Ues. '!'bey rest 
their e.rgument on ~olitical and paychologica.1 rather than military grounds, 
but point out that 300 o~ the simplest UAR m1as1les vould create havoc 1n 
Israel. 

8. Israel'i Nuclear Program. The Israeli nuclear- reactO?-- at Dimona vent 
critica1 in late December i963. · There is no evidence ·that ·rsrael is ·:prOduciDg 
nuclear vea:pons, 

Fri.me Minister Eshkol has refuse assure 
asser at the Dimon.a reactor will only be used far· :Peacef'ul .purpoaes. , For 

bis :part, Nasser has stated that on receipt 6£ . bB.id ·eirtdence ot' Israeli pro­
duction o:r nuclear weapons, F.gYJ)t vill destroy ·Dimaria : So.· -far; ·rarael ·SJ.so 
re:f'uses to consider International Atomic Eriergy Agenc:y: :(!AF.A.) .insJ>cction of 
its nuclear facilities, but did sign the test be.n agreement. 

9. US Security Commitments to Israel. Israel has pressed hard tor 
assurances of US support beyond those contained in President Kennedy's public 

8 nC.. It • statement of ·May 1::;iou3 that In the event of aggression, or preparation for 
aggression, vhether direct or indirect, we 'W"OU.ld support a-ppropriate measures 
in the United Nations and adopt other courses o~ action on our own to prevent 
or to put a stop to such aggression, which? of course, bas been the policy 



~.fhich the United States has followed for some time, u and of even more 
defi nitive private reassurances c These have, however; been re:f\l.sedo Israel 
also is seeking bilateral military discussions of US contingency military 
plans in case o:f hostilitieso The JCS have said such discussions or combined 
contingency pl anning are neither necessary nor desirable and that the US can 
respond with adequate forces within hours (see JCSM 611 ... 63, 7 Aug 63 - TS) ., 
Discussi ons approaching combined contingency planning have been avoided. 
Non7theless, the Israelis continue pressing for such military consultations. 

10. Eshkol visit to US .. At the President's invitation, Prime Minist er 
Eshkol will visit Washington on 1-2 June 19649 The Israelis are pressing 
hard for a decision on the tank problem prior to this visit& 

The Israelis have repeatedly sought to dissociate consideration of 
SSMs from the question of tanks e They insist that the decision on procures.. 
ment of SSMs beyond the 25 test vehicles will not · be ma.de 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 understa.nding that further modern naval and air equipment._ would be made 
available, might be a sufficient politico .... military gesture .to warrant Israeli 
capitulation to US demands on missiles and nuclear weapons~ 



ALTERNATIVES 

Basically7 the US has available three and perhaps five 8.lternatives for 
approaching this tank problemp- each with a considerable number of variants& 
These a.re: · 

Io T-0 OFFER CBEDIT SALE OF UP TO 500 MODE!m US MEDIUM TANKS OVER THE 
NEXT FEW YEARS AS A DIRECT QNE.,,TIME ACTION. 

II• TO ASSIST ISR.l\.EL IN PROCURING EITHER .ALL OR A LARGE PORTION OF 
THE:IR REQUIREM&NTS FOR MEDIUM TANKS FROM OR THROUGH EUROPEAN SOURCEs-... pfil .... 
MA.RILY TO MDTIMIZE THE POLITICAL ONUS ATTENDA.J."\JT ON THE US FINANCING OR 
PROVISION OF SUCH EQUIPMENTo 

IIIo TO DECLINE TO PROVIDE TANRB AND GIVE NO ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL IN 
OBTAINING SUCH ABMOR FROM WESTERN SOURCES o 

IV o TO OFFER BOTH ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES, ON A CREDIT SALES BASIS, 
REPLACEMENTS P1CR OBSOLETE EQUIPMENT AND SUFF'.ICIENT OTHER MILITARY EQUIPMENT 
TO MAINTAIN THEIR RESPECTIVE MILITARY STRENGTHS IN AN ACCEPTABLE STATE OF 
EQUILIBRIUM. 

Vo TO DEAL WITH THE TANK REQUEST ESSENTIALLY AS MERELY ONE ASPECT OF 
THE LARGER PROBLEMS OF PEACEp SECURITY, AND STABILITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST 
AND OF PREVEim:NG A PROLIFERATION OF SSMS AND NUCLEAR .AND OTHER SOPHISTICATED 
WEAPONS TO THE MIDDLE EASTo 

A further analysis of these al.ternatives with some of .their variants 
follows (see attachments for further specifics)o Finally is a short summary 
of the divergent viewpoints on this issue~ 



I ~ CREDIT SALE OF UP TO 500 MODERN US Mbi""'DIUM TANKS OVER THE NEXT FEW YEARS 
AS A DIRECT ONE-Tn1E ACTION ~ (Tabs 5 and 6 for information on price:1 avail00 

ability, and production of M-60s and M-48sj and retrofitting of M-.48Al to 
M--48A3) 

A ,; Sell 500 M ... 6QA1 tanks as soon as ~,vailable from new production on 
liberal credit terms. 

This would doubtless be most attractive to Israel, since it 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 maximum 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 ma.ximulil international political 
implications and provision of M~60s to Israel could stimulate other countries 
to press for M-6os, perhaps in spite of our advice.. Also, this action would 
go beyond wha·t 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)o 

B. Sell 300 or an other mix) of US medium tanks=-200 M-48Als retro­
fitted as M- 3s and 100 M- OAls to .a total of 300 .. 

The JCS have recognized that from a military·· poirit 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 Deferiseo ··Israel would pay 
less (from $40 to $50 million) but the US would receive less and the resulting 
increase in US tank produc·tion would be a maximum 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-48Als to M-48A3s and the release or the· first M-4a~1s 
by the Army. Thus, any announcement of the sale coulff oe- 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 exce~s to US needs 
to be retrofitted by the Israelis or in US with US kits and such technical 
assistance as required (Tab 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,ooo each, necessary kits would 



cost $60-75,000, 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 lessenedo 

,: !!.'his -~ternative 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 Foree. The estimated lead time for retrofitting an M-48 
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 actual conversion& 
(Conversion of an M-48Al to an M-48A3 requires about 18 months.) 



II 0 ASSIST !SRA.EL IN PROCURING EI51'HER ALL OR A LARGE PORT'ION O:F THEIR REQUIRE= 
MENTS FOR MEDIUM TANKS FROM OR THROUGH EUROPEAN SOURCESo 

A. Seek an arrangement with West Germany wherein West Germany would· 
agree to supply Israe! with 300 :m.ediU!ll tanks includi . _ r,oyision of neces­
s~ credit . to min~ Israeli s · eeificaticm.s diesel e~ines 105mm guns 
~rfoma.nce comparable to M- 3 based on ap:p;rn£-PF-;.,~te combination , of . the 
f 9.!tOwi~ 

1. Tanks would be provided by FRG trurough sale of one o:f following 
to Israel: 

a. 300 M°"48Als from German inventory over next three yea.rs 
(FRG has about 634 M-48Al; 1077 M-48A2)o These wou1d be replaced by US 
sale of M-48AJ../P.2 o:r M.-6o to FRG e:nd/or by German=built Standard Panzer 
(nLeopa.rd 81

) tariks, as required by the FRG, or 

be Up to 300 LepPards, supplemented if necessary by FRG . 
M-48Al/A2s, or even M-60s from the USe The Germ.an Standard Panzer, or 
Leopard, is a med:ium tank being developed in Germany for the West German 
Army. It will be equ:ipped with a diesel engine and 105mm gun e Cost esti­
mates vary from !})300 .... 400 thousand each with deliveries not expected before 
19660 

Question would be extent I srael would wait for and accept 
Leopards and the extent FRG could be persuaded to speed up production of 
the Leopard and delay re:placing their M .. 4 7 /M-48s with Leopards in order 
to supply Israel, or 

c6 US M-48s, M-48Als 9 and/or M-60s shipped to Germany for 
reshipment to Israel as an FRG saJ.e (perhaps after retrofitting in US if 
the FRG was unwilling to rob its OTnl tank inventory and disrupt its plans 
for producing Leopards to replace its M-47s and Moa48A2s)o 

2. Retr9fitting of M ... 48s or M-48Al/A2s (or even M-47s) as M-4a43s 
could be done by: 

ao ~trofittiES in the !!l'.• This would be quicker by as much 
as six months but would tend to minimize the polit'ict\l_ advantages of' an 
arrangement for provision of tanks through the FRG. The a.dditionaJ.. -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" 

bo Retrofitting in the FRGo While technically feasible 9 it 
will be most difficult to sell this idea to Germany. The FRG would not 
'rlsh to divert scarce skills and plant capaci·ty to the retrofitting job 
on top of their current tank program (plus accepting the political stigma.) 
des:pite the financial incentives of' such an arrangement. 



c. ~etrofitting in ~~e This should be technically feasible 
with US-provided kits and some ·technical he~pe It would also reduce use of 
Israeli foreign exchange by the dost of labor 11 at least. It might prove 
expensive in time, howev-er, due to added six m.onths or-more required to coa­
plete retrof:i.t_, in the diversion of Israel skills ·to do the job, and in the 
provision o:f necessary plant capacity for the retrofit o 'Whether these ·would 
be offset in the eyes of the Israelis by the foreign exchange savings and the 
intangible longer-range commercial and political gains seems doubtful. The 
Israelis might consider this as a. last resort and acceptable only if M.,,.6os 
or M-48A3s are not available in fini.shed form., 

3. US financial or other support. 

Direct US financing of any of the above would tend to destroy the 
reason for adopting them, but any European deal. wi·ll require US pressure 
and :perhaps indirect US suwort in the form. of' US=fu.rnished guns, kits, 
tank replacements, etc .. ; or perhaps favorable arrangements with the FRG a:nd/ 
or Israel in some other sphere. 

4o Plausible "coveron 

Arrangements W'i th :b'"'RG to provide US tanks to Israel would seem to 
require additional plausible "coverp3 such as being a part of' a US-FRG general 
tank arrangement or an FOO-Israeli agreement of wider scope, or both9 to 
minimize identification with the USo 

5 o Advantages 

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 WOl.l.ld di'Vert the main thrust of the Arab 
reaction avray f'r01n the US& The closer Israeli~FRG ties implicit in such an 
a.rrai."lgement might provide an added attractive poli tico=mili ta.ry incentive to 
Israel and eiren prove decisive o (See Tab 8 for further information.) 

B" Seek some c~a:rable arrangement with Belgit:µn : ,or ,I'taly or other 
Western countries Where_?.n it would serve as su;p;plier o.f 'QS - t~$ks :to Israel 
under suitable Qi cover 11 and in which it would provide the f'ina.ncir1g and pos.., 
sibly do the retrofittingo · 

Both Belgium and Italy have the requisite technical skills and 
plant capacity for the conversion, and both could finance the tra.nsactiono 

The problems would be whether any of' them would assume the political 
responsibility and find it sufficientlr rewarding financially$ and whether 
Israel would accept the proposal o Either arrangement would have less appeai 
to Israel since ·there would be "'rlrtu.ally no underlying political gains to be 
realized; but their tank problem would be solved o 



Either might be willi..~g to retrofit M-47s in their inventories if 
compensated by more modern US M-48s or M ... 6os bu\ 'the Israelis would be likely 
to rejec·t the M-47 even with a retrofit. 

Ca Seek an understanding 'With the British whereby Israel '\\?ould. obtain 
all or most of its tank requirements from. tl1e UIC~ 

1. Centurions. Israel already has 135 British Centurion Mark. V and VIII 
tanks in its inventory. These originally were equipped W'i th 20-pounder ( 84rmn) 
guns, but some 90 have been fitted with the British 105mm -guns with which the 
later Mark lX and X are equiwed o The UK has agreed to deliver a.nother 48 
Centurions to Israel over the next two years but these are said to be all that 
will be readily available prior to receipt ~ the British inventory of the new 
British Chieftain, starting in 1966 (Tab 9)o Nonetheless, with encouragement 
~ UK might be willing to make a total ef 300 mediUm tanks available to Israel 
oftr the next 3..,,.4 years o · 

Theoretically the British might sup:ply Centurion Mark IXs or Xs from 
their inventory ,(perhaps refitted 'With deisel engines), new Centurions built 
by restarting production lines (Which 1fciuld require six"or more months), or 
by refitting older Cen~ions with US or UK 105mm gun.s (and perhaps with dieeel 
e~ines, if :feasible). Since older Centurions will become excess after 1966, 
the price for the basic tank should be favorable but refitting 'W'OUld still be 
required., 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 guns alone. 

2 o Chief"ta.in. Israel would :pr0bably welcome the new British Chieftain 
due to come of'f the :production line in late 1965 o This ta.llk is equipped with 
a 120rnm. gu..'rl. and ~ mul.tifuel engine but probably could be equipped with a 105mm 
gun if desiredo However, the price is high (over $250,000 andu:p to $400.,,000 
each) snd considerable persuasion might be requ'ired 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 man's Chieftain n might meet Israeli meeds o This tank mounts a 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 ~.,,.60 9 the Frencll AMX=30 9 
and the FRG Leo:pa,rd as a cheaper, lighter and faster Chieftain for users like the 
Indian Armyfi>, A Vickers Armstrong brochure estimates the cost at $250,000~ well 
above the US M-60 figureso It is supposed to become available beginning in 1965 ... 
1966. 

·; '4- o Problems • With a little delay Israel should be able to meet its tank 
needs from British resources, perhaps by a mix of Centti.rions and Chieftains or 
Vickerso However, the price may be double the cost of US tanks under consider= 
atione The UK would probably be interested in a straight commercial sale but 
would hesitate at assuming the added political/military liabilities implicit in 



the delivery of a:ny large number of tanks t o I~r~el in a short span of time. 
Given this situation, 'the UK would not be disposed to of'fer especially favor"" 
able financial terms or major concessions on timing of deliverieso 

Thus .P any US vrgood offices n in Israel 9 ~~ behalf' might find the 
British skeptical and slow to react in the absence of other US concessions 
such as stronger su:rrport of' UK positions and att itudes in the Middle Easto 

Still, any such result would free the US of the political. liabili~ 
ties of providing Israel tanks and ;m.ight be worth at least some financial 
aid to Israel as a...~ indirect subsidy for the purchase of non~us tankso 

Do ~ a commerciaJ. or political arrangement wherein the Frencl! 
su · 1 Israel 'With u: to 300 AMK-30 medi'U!ll ta.iruts or if' · acceptable to 
Israel.l 1\MXml3 light tanks or some of the US M- 7s in the French 
inventortJo -

lo AMX0013 ""'M-47& The Israelis are unlikely9 except as a last resort 9 

to accept M:Ti.7s for retrofitting9 or AMX·l3s, although they have 150 of the 
latter in their inventory and they are available with a 105mm gun.o 

2o AMX-300 This new French medium tank (sometimes ~esignated ~-63 
Ylhe:ri equip:ped with diesel engine) will probably be available in 1966 at a 
price in excess of $225~000 eaehp and the French would be likely to be rece~= 
tive to a sale to Israel«> Howeverp they would be most Unlikely to wa.rtn to 
pulling US political chestnuts from the fire in the Arab world & If -for no 
other reason, DeGa.ulle is carefully cultivating improved Arab relations and 
appears less willing to identif°y France with Israeli causeso 

In the final analysis, French provision of Israeli tank needs would 
be the least demaging to US interests in the Arab worldo France would doubt""" 
less insist on a straight comm~rcial deal to France's advantage, on fairly 
stringent French terms.9 and at a relatively high price to Isra.elo Any US 
good offices or participation might have to be limited to. -indirect :financia.l. 
support to Israele Nor would such an ~swer appeal strongly to the present 
regime i.n Israel for political if not for financial reasons.. Israel is 
already heavily dependent on France as the major hope for missiles, nuclear 
materiel and know-bow, and for high=performance aircraf'to There would be 
little poJ,i tico'""tnili ta:ry gain to Israel in the increased dependence on France 
for military equip:nent 'Which would result if France also supplied tanks. 

3~u The F-:rench Government firm of SOFAM has a license 'With a US firm. 9 
Wheland Products, which will permit the manufacture of the ft.MX light tanks 
(with 105mm gun) in the US" The arrangement (1) :requires that at least 2C/fo 
of the value of all orders received by Whela.nd be ·filled by manufacture in 
or supply of :parts and components from France P and ( 2) was aimed primarily 
at obtaining substant ial tank orders fro.m Indiao India has a stated require~ 
men.t :for 700 light and 8oo medium te..i'lkso With t he .105 gun and with a. diesel 



engine (still under development) this 'ta:nk might conceivs,bly 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 f'inancial terms no't otherwise available to Israel through direct pur= 
chase from France6 However, we do not support an Indian requirement for any .. 
thing like 700~8oo ta.nksQ It should be noted that this is a 14-ton light tank 
whereas the Israelis have asked for 50=ton medium tanks~ There is no assurance 
that they would accept this A\i'K-13 even with a 105mm gun and diesel engine. 
It is not known whether Wheland will produce the new J\MX ... 30 medium tank .. 

rrhe Wheland Company estimates the cost of the .fuVIX .... 13 105mm tank 
between $70 and $100 thousand per tank. 

Ef; Seek a uconsortiumu srran ement (as sugges~ed by .Ambassador Bruce in 
London to State . 75 dated April l i. wherein three to fl:. ve or more Western 
arms suppliers would join ia providing tanks and other arms to Israel ... -a.na :Rre..-.. 
sumably to the Arab states .. 

Such an arrangement could~ in effect, revitalize and extend the scope 
of the :near-dormant NEACC to the field of actual sales. A profit .... sharing or 
other arrangement to make it equally advantageous to all the participants 
would probably be necessary and even then France might be reluctant or refuse 
to join" Lim:i.ted ti.me 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 ba.rgaill.ingo 

In this avoidance of' bargaining would be found· one of the chief 
merits of such a proposal a.long with the fact that it woul~ spread the politi= 
cal onus for provi.di..'tlg Israel trith tanks. 

Also, it is one of the few "outsn aYa.ilable, if the US is to honor 
the Israeli request" It a.voids what the prepondernance of opinion sees as 
serious adverse results from a direct US sale ~ Further, this proposal would 
seem to baYe important future potentialities preventing the introduction of 
SSMs and nuclear and other sophisticated weapons into the areao 



Ill~ DECLINE TO PROVIDE TANKS AND GI VE NO OVERT ASSISTANCE TO . I~ IN 
OBTAIIITNG SUCH ARMOR lo~OM WESTERN SOURCES.,. . : 

A. Advant~es. To t he A..'t"'8.bs, t his is the only clefensi\>le action 
and it would appear i n consonance with the wei ght of po+itical opinion as 
expressed by the USIE and mess~es from the US Country 'reams in the Middle 
East (see below). 

I t has the further justification i:n that, despite Israeli pleas, 
US observers a.re not convinced that Israel is as yet seriously vulnerable 
to ground attack. In fact, an a.noms.ly in the 12-13 November 1963 taJ.ks was 
that Israeli spokesmen insisted, with considerable ef're'ctj:~ ~hat Israel is 
vulnerable to surprise aircraft and/or missile attack but is not vulnerable 
t<:> Arab attack in the foreseeable future on. the ground 0 rt is generally 
understood that the UAR might be able to launch a destructive surprise air 
attack but it coul.d neither exploit such an. attack on the ground nor win by 
it aloneo Yet, Israel is pressing for . tanks as f'irst priority, on the ground 
that they face real and increasing obsolescence of their present tank inventory. 

B. Disadvantages. Failure to meet their urgert pleas in some way could 
have serious r epercussions in I srael and would appear as a US ca.pi tulatio:rlL to 
Arab pressure and propaganda.. Even more im.portmit, it wotild .drive Israe1 to 
seek arms from any Western source where available and to a "go it aJ.one'1 att i= 
tude Which could result i n a serious crisis, · perhaps involving SSMs and nuclear 
weapons. There is a consi derable nGaullist '1 faction in the Israeli Government:; 
including Defen.se Minister Perese The hand of the "depend on Europe'' or ''go 
it aloneu elements in Israel would surely be strengthened. 



IV~ 	 OFFER TO PROVIDE BOTH ISRAEL AND THE ARAB STATES, ON A CREDIT SALES 
BASIS, REPLACEMETu"TS FOR ·OBSOLETE EQUIPMENT ANp SUFFICIENT OTHER MILITARY 
EQUIPMENT TO KEEP THEIR MILITARY STRENGTHS IN A ROUGH STATE OF EQUILIBRIUM. 

Ao 	 Advantages: 

1. 	 Apparent impartiality while also supplying Israel's 
requirementsq, 

2o 	 Taking advantage of sales· opportunities. 

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

4o 	 Increasing the opportwlity for the US to displace the Soviet 
Bloc as supplier f'or Iraq, Syria, Yemen, and perhaps the UAR. 

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

B~ 	 Disadvant@seS 

1 .- It is unlikely that the UAR at1d 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. 

4o 	 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 a:rms policy toward 
the area~ 



Vo DEAL WITH THE TANK REQUES~1 ESSENTIALLY AS BUT ONE ASPECT OF THE LARGER 
PROBLEMS OF PEACE, SECURITY AND ST.AJ3TI,I'fi IN THE MIDDLE FAST AND OF PREVENTING 
A PROLIFERATIO!\J OF SSMS AND MUCLEA..R AIID OTHER SOPHISTICl.\.TED WEAPONS IN THE 
Ivrr.DDLE EAST. 

Ao - The problem of Advanced Weapons.. Far more important to the US than 
the tank sale t o Israel is peace, stability, and the protection of US interests 
in the Middle East. A most serious threat to peace and stability in the Middle 
East is the danger t hat Israel or t he UAR will somehow obtain or fabricate 
effective SSMs or nuclear or other sophisticated weapons, o.r that the one of 
the rivals will become CO!f'finced its enemy is a.bout to achieve a capability in 
the area o:r ad-va.nced "Weapons. Neither can afford, politically if' not militar­
ily, to pe:rmi t such a. development to go unchaJ.lenged o Thus, either side, using 
information available to it, could become convinced of the necessity te take 
drastic redressing action on short notice and disregard great power advice .. 
Such action could be in the form of a pre-emptive 8,ttack by either side, an 
offer of rights by the UAR to the Bloc if sophisticated weapons were emplaced 
on their soil i an aJ..1.,,out e:f'fort to procure even more eff'ect:t've weapons at 
aJ.l costs, or a era.sh production efforto 

Bo ~elating Tallks to Advanced Weapons., Given the overriding :importance 
to the US of checking the spread o:f sophisticated weapons to the Middl.e East:1 
consideration mu.st be given to conditionL't'lg any :provision of US tanks, upon a 
firm. Israeli comm.itment to forego :purchase of further SSMs from France or 
through their own ~reduction effortse -

So far, Israel has refused to commit itsel.f on the subject of SSMS 
except to state flatly it would abandon them if Nasser did too, and to promise 
cons.1deration of' a suggestion that the US be consulted be:tore Israel acquires 
more then the 25 test ·vehicles already coming from France e Similarly, Israel 
has repea:tedl.y re:f1J.$ed i"t1s consent :for the US to reassure Nasser that Israel 
will not prod1'1ce nuclear weapons a:t Dimona o 

I n taking these positions as well as in pressimg .f'or tanks to augment 
their a.rm.or strength, Israel is :L"lsisting on freedom of aet:ton to pursue a pol= 
icy o:f dete~en.ce through preponderna.t strengtho Israel _is also refusing to 
take th.e lead in reducing tens ions through such reassurances & Presumably t his 
is because Israel finds itself beset by hostile states sworn to its obliteration, 
but it may also r eflect a desire to be :free to expand its borders if the oppor= 
tun;t.ty arises through some hostile act<>-~ Israel .. thus . wou.ld have their US cake 
a:nd eat it too, while the Arabs fall out with us ent~r~~Y~. 

On 'the other hand, there is the 'View that provision of 300-500 modern 
tanks to Israel 'Will provide I~rael with a convincing deterrent ground force 
for years to come and there.by contribute to Mid-East peace and proitide time 
for t he settlement of the numerou.s seemingly unsolvable issues & Even if one· 
holds to this view, it is important to withhold a favorable decis ion on ta~ 



unti1 .ev~ry e:ffort ha.s been made to a.c;h:teve an Israeli accommodation to the 
US ·policy of preventing more so:phi.stica.ted weapons from reaching the area. 
Military pressure on the Israelis is probably not as important as their neetl 
to make the best of a US el.ection year.. · 

C. .Esbkol Visit May Provide O,pportu.mi ty. Prime Mini~ter Esllkol' s visit 
to the US may provide a favorable occasion to inaugurate new positive efforts 
to put a ceiling on the extension of advanced weapons to the Middle East. 
SJ!hese ·e:fforls might include the following: 

a. A clear explanation by the President that the US considers prohibi­
tions on advanced weapons, specifically including SSMs and nuclear weapons, 
:ror the Middle East,, of overriding importance. 

bo A discussions with Eshkol of ways and means for achieving the kind 
of arms limitation for the Middle East which will provide the mecessary 
assura.nc~'3 to Israel as well as the Arab states. 

Co Pressing the UK~ West Germany, France, . and other potential. Western 
suppliers o:f a:nns 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 be :permitted ... 

d. A nev and vigorous pu..s'1 toward the revival and strengthening of' the 
NE.A.CC as a control organ :for Western suppliers, perhaps combined with a "ccm­
sortium, n to supply those arms considered appropriate as well a.s to provide a 
solid Western £rent to Moscow .. 

eo Discussions with selected Arab and Moslem leaders, to explain this 
effort and the reasons for it and to enlist their cooperation along vi.th that 
of' Israels 

f o Urgemt ettorls t o achieve some progress in stabilizing the military 
situation in the Middle East by some or a.11 of the :following additional 
devices~ 

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

2. Agreement to International Atomic Energy Agency (IA.EA) in.spec­
tion of all nuclear developments in the Middle Easto 

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

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

g ~ Prime Minister Esbkol might be told that to provide tanks at this 
time vould, in our view, destroy a'l'ly chance of' a successful initiative toward 
Mid-Ea.st ~· limitation and reduction; however, in retur.t'.!. for Israeli cooper­
ation in such initiatives, the US would make a commitment to furnish needed 



tanks a.ta definite future date if suc.b. efforts were frustrated and Israel"s 
security against ground attack were further undennined. 

D. S~ested Positon. In. any cruse, the best alternative may be to 
consider ~sraeli tank request only as it f'its into the larger picttt.re . . . * of US efforts to achieve an arms stabilization and ceiling in the area, and 
finaJ..ly to reject the Israeli request if they refuse to cooperate in the arms 
control effort. · 



. . .. .· ... "1tli' 

. The tollmring is a Bl.lDlma.rY of key Yielni CJ1l the issue o'f temk.8 'for Israel: 

I. . Ailvan~es ili~'l)S .Proviaion of T&!lks 

.Provisien of 300-500 M-48A3/M-6o US tanks vould have a number of 
advantages to the US. · 

a. It would hel:P red.reel! the imbalance in quality of armor between 
I1'rael ·and the .Are.b states ~e.ted b7, Soviet 13~~ shipnent.a of armor. to the 
aree.. 

b. It !hould en.hlmce US ability to in:f'luence .milite.ry. :policy ill ~ere.el. 

c. It would serve Dot ice to the Blea,. · tbe Arabs, and Western Europe 
that the US 'W1ll not follov a po°Iicy o~ sel:f'-lll11tat1on i.Jl. a.ms ·ehipnel1ts 
to the area Wile others create trouble by providing arms to the area M they 
~ee fit. 

d. · It vould improve ·the US bal..ance of :P~nts .'bY $0-plli8 milliorus. 

e. It vould demonistrate to the Arab·s and the Bl~c that the US . vni 
neither caJ>itul.ate to Arab/Bloc ::pressure and criticism When action · seem.a 
lNUTanted nor '_abandon its interests and its friendis in the area. · 

f. It vou.l.d demonstrate · to the Arabs that the US l70U.l.d not penil! t 

;; 
·• 

Israel to beccne vul.nerable to being overrun. EO. 12958 3 .3(b) (1)>25Yrs 

II: Disadvantages 'ill . US Prov1don. o:f' !l'.'Mke 
(C) 

a.. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

b. US Country Teems in the Midd1e East-North ·Mrica were asked to ·com­
ment on the .. qqe.etions ... po.eed 1n ~ 290 •. _The l'Teyon9erat opini<>ll 1s that 



provision of any significant nU.'ber of US t&llks by sale or grant to Israel 
Will h.ave serious adverse effects on us .interests in the area. They stress 
that it will tend to confirm the Arab suspicion that us policy is Chu.gim.g 
toward more epe:ra support f'or Israel. All feel that lJP lewrage an.d influence 
iB the Arab world will' be .greatly lessened and that the Soviet ·Blee will be 
given. iaew opportunities whieh they will exploit rapidly • . Furt:her, they 
expect tha.t the US position in Libya and US oil rights will be ' weakened• 

Even the Cotmtry Team in Tel Aviv, while f'avori)lg the provision of 
300 tanks, was not optimistie a.bout the ability of the US ·to prevent Israel 
from obtaining s~ S.Jld even nuclear weapons~ if they deem these necessary 
to their own security. 

All of the Embassies recegnize the serious diffieulties inherent iB 
the :Pro'blem and a maJority of them seek alter.natives either te> provision or 
deni&l ·of taks to I$rael. In addition to .th.e "colll.sort1\mi." proposaJ. submit­
ted from London, varicnis ~ddle East Embassies stress ·that. the 0n1y satis• · 
factory answr not only to the tank pr0blem l:m:t also to tlfe· even more serious 
pr0b1em . o:f' missiles and nue1ear weapon.s 1ies in same. f'orm of arms limitation 
f'or the Middle East. They urge that an attempt be .me· .to reach agreement 
with suppliers in Western. Euro.Pe and~ even mere ~ortut, with , the SOViet 
Union, and that am.y sucll agreement emphasize the necessity of' exeluding SSlls 
and nuclear weaptDnts from the Middle Ea.st in 11eu of' Gr bef'ore any decision. : · 
om tanks for Isra.e1. 
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DEO.ASmllD 
!. o. 12356, Sec. 3.4' 

. ~n'I. · .. 93- ~7 . 
1.~i.o ' , . . ' .. THE WHITE HOUSE: 
. . NARA, ·Date 11-lj -z,_ . 

WASHINGTON 

March 19, 1964 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 290 ----
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

. THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE J 
THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL lL~TELLIGENCE 

SUBJ:E:CT: ,Meeting lsraeli Arms Requests 
\ · 

·Before deciding on whether:. or how to meet Israel 1s current'request 
for tanks, the President desires a thorough review of all' aspects · . .... 
of this problem, · leading to a . coordin~ted interdepartmental recom­
mendation not later than 1May1964. 

I • 

Among the aspects. he ''wishes reviewed are: (a) likely Arab reactions 
and th.eir consequences; (b) various means of offsetting"such reactions; 
{c) likely Israeli reaction if we refuse to _meet their request or post­
pone the issue; (d) the likelihood that Israel c .ould satisfy its needs 
elsewhere; and (e) the likely course and consequences of Israe li mis-

. sile development, and the desirability bf an effort to t~rn Israel aside 
from this course, including ways and means of doing s·o. 

' 
. The review should also assess various alternative ways 0£ dealing 
with this matter, such as limiti11g the size o~ any $ale, postponing 
s · ;1. a sale to a more propitious time, or encourag:l.ng and perhaps 
hel ping Israel to meet its needs from other .suppliers. Finally, it 
s~ould i:r:i.cl~de an· analysis of what· c·ooperative measures we might . 
reasonably ask of Israel in retu:rn for our respons'iveness in meeting 
its arms needs. 

.. 
I suggest that we prepare .a paper in time ·· for discussion of this mat.:. 
ter in the Standing G~oup on 28 April, p#pr . to final approval by the 
Secre~aries of State and _Defen~e· and submission to the President. 

... . 
I , 

· '~ \ ~ r '-y· 
1~"-· r · 

McGeorge ~µndy 

.... ... . 
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Availability 

D veries 

Price 

AVAILABILITY AND PRICE DATA 

M-48A3 

I f M- 48Als used ) requires replacement i n Arrny 
i nventory bi M- 60s . If 1- 48s used , could be 
drmm from excess stocks in CDNUS . In either 
case would i nvolve negoti ation of prtvate con-
t ract for odification to N-2~8A3 . {Army has 
no in-house capability for modification .l 

18-month l ead t ime for conversion of first 
M- ~8.\l to J."1-48. 3; f'urther deliveries per con­
t r act · and px·emium I srael ·Tilling to pay for 
more rapid modification . An e:.Gra 9 months 
lead time probabl./ requi red for eng · neering 
studies of con ersion of M-48 to M-l~lli\.3 since 
_ever done (sin il I ' fo::. 1.-!~7 ). 

Each 

300 

500 

N-48 to l·.- 48A3 

$100-110 tho·sand 

(at $100, 000 e ch ) 
<t>30 mil ion 

(at $100, oc-0 e2ch ) 
$50 million 

!" -481' 1 to ·I-48A3 

$125-140 thousand 

(at $130 1 000 ea ch ) 
$39 million 

(at ~13 , OOO each ) 
~65 million 

. DECLASSIFIED 
Auqioritr. RAC -Nt..1 oo/-l~S-;>.-5 4td 
Y. ~,NARA, Date t: :J.3 & :il, 

f-3 - {)' . ~ '" 

M-60 

Requires add-on to presently 
planned production of : 

60 per month at present 
50 per month in May 1964 
35 per month in Sept . 64 

Assuming continued 60 per month 
production r ate : 

10 per month after May 61~-
25 per month after Sept . 6h 

However , ·ri th a 9-month lead 
time , total production could be 
stepped up to: 

100 per month with 1 shift 
200 per month with 2 shi:fts 

And thus provide for Israel : 
40-70 per month with 1 shift 
140-170 per month · w:.tll 2 shifts 

6o per moi1th 
50 er month 
40 per month 
30 pe:r onth 

Each 
$168, 895 
175,395 
197 , 895 
219, 895 

s s }Ling continued production 
rnte of 60 p r no . at $168, 895 ea 

300 
500 

$50,668 ,500 
84 , i~47 J 500 
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HEADQUARTERS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 

~ -

MEMORANDUM FOR: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
INTERNATlONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Possible Sale of Medium Tanks 
.'!.~fl-' 

I ./1{ 

" • /v" 1rJ .. ~ 

1 3 1964 

In response to your memorandum I-17555/63 dated 20 December 1963, 
f,~ubject as above, the following informat_ion is provided: 

a. U. S. Army tank inventory in CONUS and in Europe is contained 
in Inclosure 1. 

b. Quantities of tanks delivered to the various countries under 
Grant Aid and/or Military Sales are contained in Inclosure 2. These are 
total delivery figures and ha1e not been adjusted to reflect either 
attrition or degree of serviceability. 

c. Estimated prices are contained in Inclosure 3. The price 
shown for the M48 medium tank is based solely upon scrap value. The 
price shown for the M60Al tank is an estimate only and will vary 
depending 1on the quantity and rate of production of the contract in 
force at ·the time of delivery to a purchasing country. 

d. There are no known phase-out dates for tanks in the hands 
of foreign governments. It is believed, however~ that Germany will in 
the near future start phasing out M47 med ium tanks. An adequate quantity 
of M4,; t anks are presently available for the proposed sale. Availability 
of M48Al tanks is contingent upon their replacement with M60 tanks. 

e. The present rate of production is 60 tanks per month which 
is scheduled for phase-down to 50 per month in May 64 and 35 per month in 
September 64. Production from present facility could be increased to 100 
per month on a one-shift basis, or to 200 per month on a two"shift basis 
with a nine month lead time. M60Al tanks can be made available for sale 
by add-on to the planned production schedule for U. s. Army requirements. 

f. The U. S. Army has no in ... house capability to convert any 
M48 . tanks to M48A3. The rate of production will be dependent upon the 
conditions of the contract to perform the modification. A complete 
modification, to include up-gunning to 105mm gun, is estimated to 
require 18 onths for initial delivery after contract is negotiated. 

] .. 

}.~. . .z·~. , 
.,.,.,. .. ,/ ... 
~~1~ 
\' 



SUBJECT: Possible Sale of Medium Tanks 

Attention is invited to the fact that listed p'rices are estimates 
at .this time. When firm requirements for sale are developed, a ·definitive 
position as to price and availability will be provided. 

3 Incls 
1. Tank Inventory (S) 
2. Quantities of Tanks 

Delivered to Various 
Countries (C) 

3. Estimated Prices (C) 

. ' • .. t • ~ ..... 

A. Ty r Port 
DeJ;>uty~ Assistant Secretary of the Army ( I&L) 

.(Logistics) 

2 



- .. /ri~ '·- · · • . ·· I DECLASSIFIED 
~ ........ i.. ... ....;..; " 

Authority .000 OjrS¢a?, 10 

Byif.-, NARA, Date s?-/ ~ M 2. 

US ARMY TANK I NVENTORY 

... 

MODEL 

M60Al 

M60 

M48A3 

M48A2C 

M48A2 

M48Al 

M48 

M47 

M41 (all types) 

DOWN GI ADED AT 3 YEAR INTERVALS:' 

OECLASSIFIEO AFTER 12 YEJ\RS 

lit)) O:H 5::00.10 

Inclosure 1 r-
. OASA O c~.L } CONTROL o.__LL./ 9:;, .. .. 

CONUS EUROPE 

79 606 

256 1047 

160 2 

141 0 

225 541 

3932 633 

3389 0 
. 
0 0 

1851 23 

I /,1 
CO PY ---------- OF ----~----- COPIES 

:/ ffC::,;:; .1 e?-q Lf I c, / l Y 
1/f) .. ~ ) .i> :I( 1 

·~ 
~ 
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COUNTRY 

Germany 

Austria 

Italy 

France 

Belgium 

Greece 

Netherlands 

Spain 

Portugal 

Denmark 

Norway 

Yugoslavia 

Jordan 

Lebanon 

Tunisia 

Ethiopia 

Turkey 

Iran 

Saudi Arabia 

Rep. of China 

Korea 

Japan 

Pakistan 

M41 & 
~41Al 

(>02 

42 

518 

1137 

242 . 

160 

65 

'69 

19 

120 

113 

0 

0 

28 

17 

40 

9 

0 

36 

484 

0 

147 

123 

IN-COUNTRY MAP TANK DELIVERIES 
(Grant Aid and Military Sales) 

M47 

. 1120 

153 

2294 

.864 

852 

275 

0 

389 

123 

0 

0 

319 

49 

0 

0 

0 

980 

414 

18 

0 

465 

1 

230 

M48 

0 

93 

253 

M48Al M48A2 

634 1077 

0 0 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authotiry_Dof) Dir 5:.l . 
B 

oo . 10 

y: N 4 -ARA, Date~S}~ 

0 0 

DOWNGR/\.0£0 f1T ~ Y::: ·R INTERVALS: 
DECLASSIFl [O /\ITif~ l.2 YE!\RS 

DOD Oii~ ~-~ ~ · ... . :o 
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-----
ESTIMATED PRICES TANKS 

MODEL USED OVERHAULED PRICE AS IS PRICE 

M41 $ 54,953 $34,436 

M41Al 52,499 31,569 

M41A2 73,625 52,695 

M41A3 70,353 49,423 

M47 30,980 7,386 

M48 26,930 5,954 

M48Al 65,612 42,891 

M48A2 S0,144 58, 112 

M60 N/A N/A 

M60Al 168,895 (new)* N/A 

*Based upon current production rate of 60 tanks per month. 
Additional estimates: 

Production Rate 

50 per month 
40 per month 
30 per month 

DOWNGRADED AT 3 YEAR INTERVALS: 
DECLASSIFIED AFTER 12 YEARS 

DOD DIR 5200.10 

Inclosure 3 

Estimated Cost 

$175,395 . 
197,895 . 
219,895 " 

- vA$A (l&i.) CONT ROL o.__LL/ tJ ~-:-. ~ 

DECLASSIFIED 

Authority 000 Dir S QQ, l O 

Byf , NARA. Date J-!S}cp ... 
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HEAD UARTERS 
DEPARTME T OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE O~.THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 20310 

MEMORANDUM FOR: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . 
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS (ATI'N: Mr. Evans, NESA) 

SUBJECT: Retrofit of M48 Tanks 

1. The inclosed information on costs and characteristics of M48 
tanks converted to the M48A3 configuration with the 105mm gun is pro­
vided in response to your oral request of 24 February 1964. 

2. The following additional comments are made for clarification. 

a. The significance of the statement of repair parts avail­
ability lies in the fact that M48 peculiar parts will not be stocked 

3 

in anticipation of MAP requirements (Grant Aid or Sales). They wi ll, 
however~ be available from procurement for requirements as they develop. 
Price increases can be anticipated as a result of small lot procurements. · 

b. The M85 50 caliber machine gun used on the M60Al tank as 
the ~ommander:s machine gun is a new weapon capable of a high rate of 
fire. Retrofitted tanks cannot accommodate this new weapon, but use 

. the M2 50 caliber machine gun. 

c. The M48 tanks were equipped wi th three different models 
of transmissions, one o f which will require replacement rather than 
rebuild. This will require selection of tanks to be retrofitted to 
screen out those with transmissions requiring replacement to avoid 
t he additional $8,300 cost. 

d. The cupola on the M60Al tank permits the tank commander 
to fire his machine gun without exposing himself to hostile fire. If 
t his cupola is desired on the r et rofitted M48 an -additional $3,000 cost 
pe r tank will be incurred. 

3. It is ·reiterated that all costs are estimntes only, based upon 
engineering studies and past conversion experience, and are subject to , 
chaqge in the event contract negotiations are conducted. 

' I 

'· :.~ · /,/ FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS: 

l Incl 
·:.·as 
' ... : 

-· ·- ! .• \ ~ ... 

~ . . 
( "' ~ j 

1 .1x-~;t;.~a~r?,,4. 
V • KOV ALEVS KY 
Colonel G 
Chief 
Military Sales Division 

137 

(;-... 

' 

- · ,.;.: -· '· ··· ) ! . -- 6'. ? tJ z/r-.f / , . 
_ _j,_··"' .._; . ' I 

______ ..., _______ ·---·-------------------·------ --·---;---·---"---·-·-------··---:-·-~ - - ~-"" --·-·-·----- - .. - ---- - -·-:--·---·-- --.,.-- ··- ·- ,;_ _ _J 
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CONVERSION OF M48 TAN1<S TO M48A3 W/lOSMM GUN 

Feasibility of Conversion 

It is considered physically feasible to modify M48 tanks to 
the M48A3 configuration with a 105rt.L..71.1 guno This tank would have 
essentially the s.ame mobility and fire power as the M60Al; however, 
it wouldhave significantly less ballistic protection. It is 
. . ot considered economically feasible since the modification and 
~sbuild costs would approximate 2/3 of the cost of a new M60Al. 

I Comparison between ~1odified 48 r Modified Al I and M60Al 

A detailed comparison is attached as Annex 1. The modi­
fied M48 and modified Al would possess the same characteristics. 
Retrofit tanks are not capable of accepting the present ·infra­
red fire control or the M85 Machine Gun. 

Duration . of Repair Parts Availability after Delivery 

. ' 

Parts common to the M48 .. \ 3 and M60A_ \vill remain avq.ilable 
as long as these vehicles are classified as standard A or B. 
Parts peculiar to the M48, which has been classified stanqard 
C, are being disposed of. Since an engineering package has 
·not been made for the ·conversion of a basic M48 to an A3 con­
figuration, it is not known if any M48 peculiar parts would 
remain on the vehicle after the conversiono 

Cost of · Modification 

Detailed modification costs are shmvn as Annex 2. A 
~~eakout of labor and overhead costs by major vehicle category 
is not available. Modification costs do not include the basic· 
cost of the unserviceable M48, the M2 Machine Gun, or radios. 
Costs are based on donversion of 300 vehicles and includes a 
$ 300, 000 cost of ~n_gineering and $170·, 009 for one pilot build 
and testing. 

Es~}.mated Lead-Time from Date of Order to Availability of Con­
vc ·~ 2i on Kits 

Engineering of t•1e conversion of a basic i.."48 to the A3 
configuration with ·a lOSMM Gun is estimated to take nine months. 
This is necessary to develop adequate procurement packages and 

/ 
' ·' 

",,... 1 .. • 1 •. /I ... i ' .. > 
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"ho test any changes that would be different from converting an 
M48Al t o an A3 configuration. In addition, the present Al to 
A3 procurement package ·has not been _ kept up to date since Army 
plans did not contemplate a.J.y conversion beyond the FY62 pro­
gram. If kit procure1ti.ent is advertised, a three month procure­
ment lead-time will be required. Production lead-time of kits 
is estimated to be nine months. Total time required from the 
date of order would therefore be: 

Engineering 
Procurement Lead-Time 
Production Lead-Time 

Total 

9 months 
3 months 
9 months 

21 months 

It is not considered feasible for the Government to procure kits 
_as· GFE, since any slippage in kit delivery would re~ult in a tank 
. line s.toppage which could be charged to the Government. 

Estimated Le ad-Time from time of Order to Delivery of First 
Modified. Tank .P:i.ssuming Use of Commercial Contractor 

Considerable time in obtaining completed tanks can be saved 
by placing a sole source negotiated contract with the present 
producer of M60Al tanks who would procure necessary parts and 

· kits rather than furnishing them as GFE. The only G~ E would 
then be engines, gun, fire control, and OVE. The time required 
for delivery of the first vehicle w~uld therefore be: 

Engineering 
Procurement Lead-Time 
Production Lead-Time 

Total 

2 

9 months 
3 months 

__ 8_months · 
20 months 



.• .. .. 

ANNEX l 

TANK CHAR.~CTERISTICS 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Weight: (Combat Loaded) 
Length: Hull Only (Over Fenders) 

With Gun Forward 
·~·lidth: 

Height : (w/o Cupola) 
Ground Clearance: 
Ground Pressure 
Engine Horsepower (w/o Fans) · 
Fuel Capacity 

PERFORMANCE 

Max. Speed: Fon<1.ard 
Max. Speed: Reverse 
Sustained Speed: Up 3% Slope 
Cruising Range 
Vertical Obstacle 
Trench Crossing 
Gradeability 
Max. Fording Depth (w/kit) 

ARLV.A.rviENT 

Primary 

Cannon M68 
Elevation Limit 
Depression Limit 
Max. Rate of Traverse 
Anununition Stowage 

s ~ cona.~rv 

M73 .d .. G. Coaxial 
F~:.i.mi ti on Stowage 7. 6 2MN 
: ,: manders M.achine Gun 
:::ate o ' Fire 

A.rnmunition Stowage 50 Cal. 

,1 1 i,. 4 ' '.(t I vi T 

Modified M48 
or M48Al 

52 Tons 
2704'5 in. 
366.3 in. 
143 in. 
103.l in. 
16.8 in. 
11.8 PSI 
750 BHP 
385 Galo 

32 MPH 
8 MPH 

20 MPH 
310 Miles 
36" 
8 a 6" 
60% . 
8 ft. 

105.MM 
+20° 
_90 

4 RPM 
41 Rounds 

7 e 6 2MJ.\1 
5900 · Rounds 
50 Cal-M2 . 
350-450 RPM 

500. Rounds 

M60Al 

52.S Tons 
273.S in. 
370 in .. 
142.8 in. 
108.4 in. 
18.2 in. 
11.2 PSI 
Same 
Same 

Same 
Sasne 
Same 
Same 
same 
S3me · 
Same 
15 ft. 

Same 
Same 
-10° 
Same 
63 Rounds 

Same 
6000 Rounds 
50 Cal-ABS 
350-450 RPM Lo·w 

1000-1100 RPM High 
900 Rounds 
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~ .. RM.OR 

Hull -
· Front 

. 

Sides (Crew Comp) 
(Eng Comp) 

Rear 
Fl oor 
Hull Roof 

Turret 

Front 
Sides 
Rear 
Top 

Sighti l.q Equipment 

Gunner (Periscope) 
(Articulated Telescope) 
Con~~ander (Periscope) 

(Range Finder) 

TANK CHARACTERISTICS 

. • 

Modified M48 
or M48Al 

0 
4 11 @ 60 
2 11 @ o0 E~uiv 
l.25 11 @ o Equiv 
1.25 11 @ o0 

l" 
• 7 5 II 

7 II @ 00 

2" @ 00 
3 II @ ao 

· 111 

M31 Daylight .8~ 
f.U05C ax 
M28C Daylight 

l..,.sx 
Ml7BlC lOX 

M60Al 

4.5" @ 65° 
2.9" @ 0° Equiv 
2.9 11 @ o0 

Equiv 
1~65 11 @ o0 

.75" 
1.4" 

10" @ 00 Equiv 
· 5 e 5 "@ 00 Equiv 

2.25" @ 00 Equiv 
.93 11 

M32 Inf rared SX 
Saine 
M34 Daylight 7X 
M36 Daylight ax 
Ml7C lOX 
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. AN1'IBX 2 

UNIT MODIFICATION COSTS 
(Based on 300 Vehicles) 

.MATERIP.L COSTS 

Hull ' and Suspension 
Power P-ck 
Turret and Gun Controls 
Fire Control Sights 
105.MM Gun, P-.mmo Racks, & 7 .62 M.Go 
Overhaul l'arts 

L? BOR . • ND OVERHEJ'..D COSTS 

Vehicle Conversion 
lOSMM Installation 
Vehicle Overhaul 

:::~ · TGINEERING, QUALr.rY ASSURlU\fCE I NSPECTION 
CA.GES, FIXTURES« AND SPECIAL TOOLS 

Total 

$15, 900 
19, 300 (1) 
4, 800 (2) 
8, 200 
8,800 
8,000 

17 • .400 
3,000 
4,000 

5,200 

$94,600 

(1) Add $8,300 if transmissions must be replaced rather than 
rebuilt. 

(2) l\dd $3 ·~ . ooo if Ml cupola is desired. 
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P OVIS.LOH OF TATTKS THl OUGH WE.:>T GE J 

The J.i'RG 1.nventory includes the followi g: 

M-2~7 
M-l+uAl 
M-48A2 
11 Leopcu·d 11 

M-41 (lt) 

1 , 110 
634 

l,OTf 
50 :rn·ototypes 

5~6 

By 

y 

DE~IFIED 
E.O. 12356 Sec. 3.4 

N1J • NAKA. 1>a1c'tl S..q;5 

'11he M- 1+8Als cnn be retrofitted in -the VS a~ p ~su 1 obly in Germcny 
or Israe l with 105rm11 [s"lms and diesel engines U.$i:ng US kits . d some tech-
nical assiGtance . M.- l1.8A2s have not been conver t ed to J.·1-48A3s nor have 
M- 4·7s , but there is no doubt th"t the A2s can b so modi:fied ond it seems 
quite cert et in that the M-47s could nlso be ietrofitted . However , the 
Israelis c ~~ v that they do not want M-4 7s with the 105mm or ,.,,Omm t,u.n . 

The Germans are not expected to have any qu:mti t y of their "Leopa r d '' 
standnrc1 p nzer t onl s built unitl 1966 or l ater, c;nd they plnn to use them 
to i~eplacc the M- L1.7s, not M-L~8s . Also , t hey \·rill cost ~µ300-390 thous e. 1 

c :.:i ch O S contrasted With $1 r0- 220 thousand for 11 r - 60 . Further J nll i1 t ­
c~1tions ore that the FRG does not want M- 60s , so no de,..,l, at least nt o 
military level, could make aerm:an ii-L~8s (or Iieo~) :.:i:cds) available for Israel 
until 1969 or later. 

As to the possibility of the FRG retrofittinc; c y of these, there if.; 

no doubt of their t e chnical obility to do so , but t1c·e would be an '"td. c cl 
delay of up to 12 months to provide the FRG with ld s nd know-how to do 
the job . lso , there is serious doubt of their willineness to do so. More 
specifically: 

a . It does not seem reasonable thnt the FRG will re least . M-1.i.8 · l/ A2 
t s nks for approximately 5 yeGrs . The 1- !1.Ss are the ir best. t nnl s . 
Upon receipt of their new Leopard tnnk (est . CY 65 ), the FRG will 
:;:;tnrt to rer>la cc their M- 1.i. 7s . It should be obout CY 1J69 or 1970 

·b fo:i."'e the FRG logically would be i n a position to xele· se 1·1-48s . 

b. The FRG has a shortD.ge of tank maintenance ;['ncilj.ties. They 
are unable t o s atisfy their ovm requirements and this new· proposal 
would merely add to their problems . 

c . The FRG hove their new tank effort mainly tied up in the develop­
ment and production of the Leopard tank . Their desire to get that 
tanl into production makes it doubtful that they would desi.J.e to dive "'t. 
effort from new production f or a modification progrnm which they have . 
not cccepted f or their own t anks. 

d . M-l~8A3 modificatio~J:J,t~upplied from the US ana 105mm 
guns can be obtained f~'Ut,~i11 other sources . However , the 



1 ... 
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shipment of these components separately to Germany, plus the expense 
of the US providing technical assistance as well as FRG purcha se of 
spJcial tools and t est equipment needed in this program, would increase 
the cost of the tanl~s from 15% to 3Ql~ . 

e . The FRG turned dmm our suggestion that they retrofit their own 
M-48Als to M-48A3s . 
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UK ATI'ITUDE TOWARD 3UPPLY OF TANKS FOR ISHA.EL 

Discussions with UK officinls indicate the fol.lowing attitudes and 
facts vis-a-vis supplying Isi·ael with its tank needs: 

L The UK would probably .J:·espond affirnmtively to & request f;rom Israel 
fm· purchase of ave. ilo.ble items. 

2 . The new British Chiefta in will probably not be civeilnble for sGle to 
Isroel until 1967. It will oe off the production lines for British 
use in 1966. 

3. The UK is rendy to suppl~r Israel with 48 Centurion tanks cuthorizecl. 
as p2rt of nn c:.:1 ~clier agreement. Shimon Pere: s, Isrci.cl i Deputy Defense 
M).nister, had been 2nxious to take deli VCJ.":T of ci.ll l~S Cc;nturions imme ­
diately, plus :::my others thnt might be avnilelble. These .sre Mork V 
models but it is not knmm who.t C8liber et-ms the:r have. 

L~. The UK 2grees in principJ.c: with the neeC. to pho.se the del i ver:y of th2 
11.8 Centurions ovei· a t110-:rc::.~ 1 ... period. 

5. A Centnrion t o.nk vith :J 105tnm eun instal:.ec~ uould be equal to the 
UJ~R' s T-54 2.nd superio:c to the T-34. 

-1ECRH 
DECLASSIFIED 

E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.5 
State Dept. Guidelines 

By 7J , NARA, Date I ;.. - / Jrf 
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T HE WHITE H O U SE 

WASHINGTON 

SFCR:M;T March 19, 1964 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 290 ---
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

SUBJECT: Meeting Israeli Arms Requests 

Before deciding on whether~ or how to meet Israel's current-request 
for tanks, the President desires a thorough review of all aspects · ~ 

of this problem, leading to a coordinated interdepartmental recom­
mendation not later than 1 May 1964. 

Among the aspects he wishes reviewed are: (a) likely Arab reactions 
and their consequences; (b) various means of offsetting such reactions; 
(c) likely Israeli reaction if we refuse to meet their request or post­
pone the issue; (d) the likelihood that Israel could satisfy its needs 
elsewhere; a nd (e} the likely course and consequences of Israeli mis­
sile development, and the desirability bf an effort to turn Israel aside 
from this course, including ways and means of doing so. 

The review should also assess various alternative ways of dealing 
with this matter, such as limiting the size of any sale, postponing 
such a sale to a more propitious time, or encouraging and perhaps 
helping Israel to meet its needs from other suppliers. Finally, it 
should include an analysis of what cooperative measures we might 
reasonably ask of Israel in return for our responsiveness in meeting 
its arms needs. • 

I suggest that we prepare a paper in time for discussion of this mat­
ter in the Standing Group on 28 April, prior to final approval by the 
Secretaries of State and Defense and submission to the President. 

B 

DECLAsmmD 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NLJ-.._.... .............. _ 

11-/fn~f~ 

6EGRET 

1~hc~y i'~y -r 
McGeorge Bundy 

cc: 
Mr. Bundy 

Mr. Komer 
Mr. Johnson 
NSC Files 

-Mr . -F--e-l-dm an 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI NGTON 

March 13, 19 64 

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 sen d­
ing you two memoranda - - Mike 1s 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 1s longer memo for leisure read­
ing. The consequence ·: of such approval w ould 
be that we would not decide on tanks before June. 

h1 +tS. 
McG. B. 

Speak to me 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 14, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Tanks for Israel 

I agree with the Bundy memorandum. However, I would 
urge that we make the decision as soon as possible as to 
whether or not we are going to supply tanks to Israel, 
leaving for a later determination the terms under which 
they will be acquired. 

If it is decided that we should supply the tanks, I should 
like to be able to convey this decision, in confidence, to 
the leaders of the J e wish community. They have shown 
in the past that they can keep a secret. 

Attached is an elaboration of my views on this problem. 

Myer Feldman 
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TANKS FOR ISRAEL 

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

It seems to me that the logic in favor of providing tanks for the 
Israeli armed forces is inexorable. In view of the commitments 
expressed 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 m ·eet 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. I 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. 
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2. It is said that 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 
understand, 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. There is some feeling that we should not agree to the tank 
sale unless 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 chance 
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 haye to 
know what we might be prepared to do in consideration for such an 
understanding. 
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4. Finally, and most important of all, there is the problem of 
terms of sale. 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 have 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. 
T~us far I have seen no proposal looking toward the solution of this 
problem. 

MF - 3/14/64 





THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

-SECRE:T March 13, 1964 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Tanks for Israel 

I still think the best way to go ahead with this issue is to push 
any decision ahead of us. I think we should use Mike Feldman's ~~ 
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 di rective 
to State, Defense, and 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. 

-SECRET ..., 

;(/ f 1~, 

McG. B. 

ECL S H'lED 
E.O. 12'.J_,8, ~ ''"' 1.5 

S e. 

----

SC Memo, l/30N5, Sl.:..tL D,..pt. Guidelines 
By , A.Ii h., L'ate 1~-1.J-? ~ 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 13, 1964 

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Feldman 

I wonder if we wouldn't save the President 
time if we combined our papers on the tank 
issue. Here is what I would send, along 
with your most recent memo, if it is 
agreeable to you. 

McG. B. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI N GT ON 

March 8, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Walter Jenkins has passed to me the attached memo from Mike Feldman 
about !):anks for Israel and told me that you would like to have a recommenda­
tion. It happens that I have been talking in re cent days with both State 
and Defense on this matter so that I am able to give you a prompt answer. 

It has been our position, as you know, that we would not make a firm 
decision on tanks for Israel until later in the year. Mike Feldman feels 
strongly the other way, in part for reasons stated in his memorandum 
and in part because he quite naturally would like to be able to carry this 
decision with him on his visit to Israel later this month. Our current 
problem is simply that the Arabs are in an excited frame of mind and are 
likely to get more excited later this spring and summer as Israel begins 
to use the Jordan waters. Moreover, the Israelis have been very reluctant 
to deal frankly with us on their apparent desire to buy surface-to-surface 
missiles from the French, a move which we think full of danger for them 
and for us. The Israelis have a nuclear reactor which could make 
plutonium, and if they buy modern missiles from the French we may 
have a wholly new level of escalation in the Middle East arms race. 
Nasser 's missiles, by contrast, are both conventional and clumsy and 
are more for show than for use. 

Komer and I feel very strongly that it would be wrong to make a commit­
ment on the tanks now, and that you should reserve decision until Prime 
Minister Eshkol comes. Harriman, who ought to know his New York vote, 
agrees with us. The State Department, below Rusk, feels strongly the 
same way, but Rusk himself is more of the view that the matter is 
already decided in principle and that you can make your own political 
choice as to when to tell the Israelis. McNamara is also quite pragmatic 
about it, as a tank merchant, and I do not think that he has concentrated 
on the politids of missiles or the politics of Arab reaction. I am not sure 
that either McNamara or Rusk has seen the very strongly worded cables 
fr om all our Ambassadors in the Arab countries warning of the violent 
reaction to any tank deal. 

On balance, I re commend that you continue to push this decision ahead of 
you, and that we indicate firmly to our Israeli friends the grave impropriety 
of turning any Republicans loose on this point while the missile matter is 
unsettled. My own guess is that if the Israeli missile issue were to get into 

- SECRET (page 1 of 2 pages} 
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-BECRET - -2- March 8, 1964 

the public domain, there would be a very serious backlash of 
criticism against the Israelis. I think we should deal with this by 
quiet diplomacy if possible, and much the best time for a full-scale 
review of it is your meeting with Eshkol in June. 

If you agree that we ought to wait, I suggest that you sign the enclosed 
NSAM, but before we su ort it, I would wish to talk with Mike Feldman 
and try to him tthde stand why it is important to wait. Let me add, 
finally, tha if we hastily give in on something as difficult as the tank 
deal in March, I hate to think what we will be asked for between now 
and November. The Israelis use all sources of pressure in an election 
year, and the heat is really quite low so far. 

At Tab Ais Mike Feldman's memorandum. 

At Tab Bis a summary of U. S. Arab problems. 

At Tab C is a detailed statement of the Arab-Israeli missile problem. 

At Tab Dis the memorandum that you may wish to sign. 

McG. B. 

Not signed 

7 Speak to me ------
Call a meeting of those most concerned ------

(page 2 of 2 pages} 





THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

March 6, 1964 

TO: McGeorge Bundy 

FROM: Walter 

The President would 
like for you to take this up 
with State and Defense and give him 
a recommendation. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 4, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Tanks for Israel 

I met yesterday with Congressmen Geller, Gilbert, Farbstein, 
Toll and Multer. They expressed great dissatisfaction with 
stories they had been hearing about the reluctance of the United 
States to supply tanks to Israel. 

I tried to mollify them and I cautioned them against saying any• 
thing publicly. I pointed out if the Republicans used this as a 
point of attack, it would be dangerous to all Democrats. They 
promised to cooperate for the time being. 

If we are going to supply tanks to Israel I feel it would be 
foolish to wait too long before announcement is made. If 
Keating, Javits, Scott or any of the other Republicans make a 
public statement and we then agree to supply tanks we would 
appear to be reacting to their demand -- it gives the Republicans 
too much credit. 

If on the other hand, we do not react to the Republican demand 
we give them an excellent issue. 

I am not suggesting a public statement on this matter. But word 
could be passed discreetly and the secret can be kept. The secret 
of the HAWKS sale was kept for two months after it was told to 
leaders of the Jewish Community. 

Myer Feldman 





. ' 

FEB 28 

6 E G R i-'r 2 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

OFFICE OF NA'f'IONAL ESTIMATE 

SPECIAL MEMORANDUM NO. 6-64 

SUBJECT: Storm Warnings Up For US-Arab Relations 

SUMMARY 

A. In 1964, as in previous tl3 election years / the Arabs 
will be hyper-sensitive to any suggestion that Israel is getting 
special favors from Washington. Hence, US-Arab relations will 
inevitably be somewhat abrasive. However, as long as the US 
retrains from concrete ~u~port for Israel on issues that threaten 
Arab security, Arab reactions are not likely to be so violent as 
to do serious or lasting damage. 

B. A serious issue uay be involved in the Israeli request 
for up to 500 US tanks. To provide them would reverse a long­
standing US policy, and we would face a sharp decline in relations. 
The Arab states would probably seize opportunities to demonstrate 
their unhappiness with the US. These might include moves in the 
UN on such questions as the admission of Red China and could well 
put US-Arab relations back to the level obtaining in 1957-1958. 

. /. . 

****** 

GROUP 1 
Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 

Ill ·.21 · l'F 
________ ...,. ____ __ 

/ 1 ,,, .) --rt ,, 



S•E•C-R-E-T 

1. For the past year or so, the US bas enjoyed relatively 

good relations with the eastern Arab states. Though both the 

UAR and Saudi Arabia have been at times critical ot US inter­

vention in the Yemen problem, both have recognized that US efforts 

to resolve the impasse were in the ultimate interest of both Cairo 

and Riyadh. The US h3.s avoided getting caught in the recurring 

cross-fire between Nc.sser and the Pa'thist regimes in Beghdad 

and Damascus. Irritations between oil producing governments and 

US companies have not assumed major proportions. US aid programs 

in the UAR and Jordan have gone fo1.,,;ard without major frictions. 

Most 1mporte.nt1 there have been no significant flare-ups in the 

Arab-Israeli dispute, the root cause of. bad feeling between the 

Arabs and the US. 

2. Tb.is atmosphere is changing. The Arabs have long 

criticized Israel's pl.ens to divert water frcm the Jordan val.ley 

and have threatened to prevent any such diversion, by force if 

need be. But the p:~~es and pUaiping stations are now inste.lled, 

withdrawal of water is imminent, and Arab frustration is again to 

the tore, with Israel as the direct object, but with the US also 

affected. 

3. The "Arab Summit" meetirlg in Cairo recognized that the 

Arab powers lacked the strength to block Israel's Jordan water 

project. It concentrated on devising plans to cope with Israel 

- 2 -
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S-E-C-R-E-T 

in the longer run, and on establiAhi1'18 a eommOJl Arab position. 

The top leaders of all the Arab States sat down together in 

considerable harmony, steps were taken toward the resolving ot 

bitter disputes between the UAR and Saudi Arabia and between 

Morocco and Algeria, and relations between the UAR and Jordan and 

Iraq greatly improved. 'lbe tone of the resolutions and communiques 

wa.s relatively moderate, in contra.st to those ot a number of 

earlier Arab league meetings.. Altogether, the A.robs had reason 

to feel that the)' bad conducted a mature and statesmanlike conference. 

4. Hence their feelitlgs were considerably hurt by the lack of 

positive reaction in Western circles. A routine speech by the US 

Deputt Undersecretary 6f State soon after the close of the Cairo 

meeting tailed to mention it, and in an address to the Friends of 

the Weizmann Institute a few days later, PresideGt dohnson also 

ignored it, and went on to suggest us.-Israeli cooperation to use 

nuclear energy to de•salt water. The mention of nuclear energy, 

we.ter, aud Israel in the same speech further stimulated Arab criticism 

of the US. 

5. There is one other reason why the Arabs are especially 

sensitive to US attitudes Just now. 'Ibey are always conscious ot 

the weight of the Jewish vote in inaey US constituencies and are 

prone to resard US political leader$ as pro-Israel until proven 

otherwise. After an initial period of concern, Arab leaders bad 

- 3 -
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come to consider the late President Kennedy as a man who under­

stood their proble:us ~:.1d who '~as at least reasonably impartial 

on Arab-Israeli questions. The accession of President Johnson 

has revived Arab fears that a Democratic administration in Wash­

ington is bound to favor Israel, especially in an election year. 

6. This mooa of fr~stration and suspiciou will certainly 

make for touchy US-Arab relatio~s over the a::xt several months, 

and we can look for bitter and often unreasonable criticis!IlS of 

US actions and attitudes. Some of these ce.n be avoided o~ mitigated, 

without giving ground on matters o-: substance, by presenting our 

statements or actions in a man.ner that takes account of Arab 

sensibilities. In the absence of concrete manifestations of US 

support for Israel on issues that threaten Arab security, Arab 

reactions are not likely to be so violent or profound as to do any 

serious or la.sting damage. 

7. However, Israel has embarked on an intensive cam.pa.ign to 

persuade the US to provide it, on a grant basis, with substantial 

mumbers of taAlks. The Israelis argue that the only vehicles capable 

of match!Jlg the UAR's T-54 are the US M-48 and M-60, and that they 

will need to get up to five hundred such tanks in the next few years. 

These would be to replace their own older equipment and to match 

growing UAR armored strength. 

- 4 -
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8. Agreement to provide tanks to Israel would represent 

a fundamental break wita the 15-year old US policy of not being 

a major supplier of arms, especially offensive ones, to either 

Israel or the Arab states. A decision to provide tanks to Israel 

would produce sharp and violent reactions in virtually all the 

Arab countries, which would regard it as materially increasing 

Israeli striking powe?·. In all probability, the Arab leaders 

would see such a step, not as a mere political gesture in the 

context of a US election, but as evidence of a firm deci sion on 

the part of Washington to choose Israel over the Arabs. The 

intensity of Arab reaction would vary with the size and time limit 

of the arrangement. At the very lea.st, US rel[l.tions with most o:? 

the Arab world would deteriorate sharply, and the various Arab 

capitals would generally seize opportunities to show their un­

happiness with the US. 

9. There are a variety of troublesome issues already existing 

between the US and the several Are.b states, which could be aggravated 

in such circumstances. US oil interests could expect, not nationali­

zation or confiscation, but a sharp increase in pressure from the 

host countries for larger shares in oil revenue. In the UN, such 

questions as t hc admission of Red China and the extension of the 

relief program for the Ara.b refugees are ones on which the US could 

find Arab support wanting, perhaps even from some of the monarchies. 
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All in all, US-Arab relations could well be put back to the 

level obtaining in 1957-58. 

10. A pe-riod of' sharply deteriorating US-Arab relations 

would give the Soviets opportunities which they would almost 

certainly use to improve their position in the Middle Fa.st. 

They would probably not make any drama.tic gains but would probably 

get the "non-aligned" Arabs to incline more to the East. The USSR 

would probably be helped in this respect by the Israelis themselves, 

since the dominant policy makers in Tel Aviv would welcome the 

opportunity to use the Cold War as a device to assure themselves 

of closer~US-Israeli ties, particularly in the military field. 

FOR THE EOAHD OF NATIONAL ESTIMATES: 
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SHERMAN KENT 
Cbairman 







THE WHITE HOUSE 

-sECRET WASHINGTON 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. -----
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Israeli Military Needs 

5p --

1. Though I am most sympathetic to Israel 1 s growing need for 
better armor, I see no need to make any firm decision on whether 
or how the US might help meet this need until my meeting with 
Prime Minister Eshkol on 1 June. I am also concerned over the 
possibilities of escalation of the Arab-Israeli arms race, and 
over likely Arab reactions if we go ahead on tanks. 

2. Therefore, we should use the intervening time to explore 
these problems more fully. I hope we can discuss with the 
Israelis our views as to the risks of escalation if they prematurely 
enter a missile race with the UAR. While recognizing the limita­
tions on our ability to sway Israel from such a course, we may 
want to forestall if possible a risky move which seems quite pre­
mature on the basis of present evidence. 

3. We should also explore ways and means of meeting Israeli 
needs which will minimize the risk of compromise in our re­
lations with the Arabs. While direct sale seems the most likely 
prospect, we should also look at such alternatives as {a) steer-
ing Israel to its traditional suppliers, the UK and France; (b) 
limiting US supply to refitted secondhand M-48A3s, if this would 
significantly reduce the Arab reaction; and {c) postponing the issue 
to early 1965, or at the least making Israeli secrecy on this matter 
until then a condition precedent. I would like the State and Defense 
Departments to make a joint recommendation to me, including 
analysis of feasible alternatives, no later than 15 May 1964. 

'SCLAS IFIED 
E.O. L .. 5~, ec. .5 
o, · /Jt/95, · \ [e Dept. Guidelines 

~i;..___, NARA, Dat\.i I l-tJ1~ 




