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The record of our consultations with the FRG has been 

good on the whole until the fall of 1966, perhaps because 

we stood foursquare with them on the question of maintaining 

the MLF option under a non-proliferation treaty. Consequently, 

we engaged in high-level exchanges with the Germans in 

July 1965 prior to tabling our August 17,1965 treaty draft. 

(It was in this period that we discouraged the UK from 

tabling a treaty draft that would have outlawed an MLF). 

Again in February/March 1966 there was a series of President/ 

Chancellor letters concerning the treaty amendments we tabled 

on March 22, 1966. 

Between these two, in September and December 1965, 

Chancellor Erhard visited Washington and received assurances 

from the Secretary of State and the President concerning our 

continued adherence to the concept that the MLF was compatible 

with non-proliferation. 

Mr. Foster visited Bonn in July 1966 and talked frankly 

to Schroeder and von Hassel, telling them that although US 

policy was unchanged, he personally felt it made no sense to 
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continue to hold out for a "hardware" solution that was 

becoming ever more unobtainable. He noted that the chances 

of changing U.S. legislation which prohibited the transfer 

of US nuclear weapons were remote. 

Negotiations in Geneva in August 1966 with the Soviets 

began the unfreezing of both the Soviet and US positions. 

On the US side this meant giving up on the "hardware" or 

NATO nuclear sharing option. On October 18, 1966, the 

Secretary made the key tactical decision that we should 

submit the new language which excludes the option to the 

Soviets before raising it with the Germans and other NATO 

allies. He reasoned that it would be no use to stir up the 

latter until we were sure the Soviets were serious. Moreover, 

all formulations agreed to with the Soviets are subject to 

consultation with our allies, thus are not binding. At the 

same time he authorized Ambassador Cleveland to report to 

NAC that US policy is (1) non-transfer to non-nuclear countries 

directly or indirectly; and (2) non-relinquishment of US 

control over nuclear weapons. The Secretary saw this as "the 

heart of the matter" and reasoned that this should forewarn 

the Germans to the direction in which negotiations were 

trending. 
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Any charge sustainable by Kiesinger that the Germans 

were not adequately informed must be based on the foregoing 

decision. Once the new Article I was delivered to the 

Soviets oM~consultations with the Germans have been continuous 

and as complete as circumstances will allow. 

In response to the Kiesinger charges I think it best to 

outline the decision the Secretary took in October 1966 and 

defend it on the basis of his rationale B at that time. 

Unfortunately we are now victimized by our previous record 

of staunch and forthright support of German interests prior 

to last Fall. 
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