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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THROUGH; 

F&OM. 

SUBJECT: 

10N HOWE 

BUD MCFAB.LANE 

The followlag la a 1111¥ey of selected l•k• that ~red dllriag 19,9. 
The •ubJec:t• addr•••ed an. Vlfdnao;i wttWra...-le, bomldq .i.1 tile 
C..mbodfa llerclea,, •tratqJc: ••m•, and 001ot1a.tlta• fo• •• •••••:aloa 
al Olduwa. Oil each of the•• ••Jttet•, tbe objective u to ~•t 
A) ometat clocam•~ of Ow ,olicy d•elaloa coecened; B) •ub­
•eciueat MW•i-,per ••la.ace of tM leak; and C) a 4iaeualall of the 
atptflcuce of tbe 1..a • 

.!!et!!!:m Wltbdra!!!J-,. Followio& a meellag of tile Natloaal 
Security Qoaacll of Much 28, the J:Tealdent 4lrected (NSDM CJ .. T•b A) 
tbat •tt&di•• be COIMlacted ec ••nnl ••Ject• ••aoct.c.d wUll a •ettte­
ment et th• war ta Vietnam. Tbe•• mclo4ed a ,_.,. ef alteftlatt••• for 
a •tlateftl pbaa,ed wltbdn--1 (NSSM 17). Tile •tudy dl .-.cU.e a• 
t••lled • April • ·· lmm.U.e.tr tb•J!Mfte.-. ta uttc1•• •~liq ta 
tlua New Yt,rk 1.'tme• OA, Apsil • -- ' ... la ti. ·••!!!t.e!! Po•l 
oa April ? ud lt1ae .t1l4J' ob.teethe• aa4 tanne of _..,_.._. were . ..._rised 
accuately. la eaa-lf MaJ, it..,.. d~Wed u.t t- U,.S. ndd aadlate·nlly 
wttbdnw u_p to &5, 000 ma. eollmMllaeina S.ptembel' lat. 0. J•• 3rd 
aacl ·"'1 utf.el•• appea.-ed la ._ .h..ta1 Sff:r -, N•~ Yo~ 'flm!-• · 
i-espectlnlV fra1- C) •ecva,tely •tllDIDl-riaiq this d•cl•Joa. aad. -..Ollllclq 
t».tlit wo'4.4. be --4• public iollowtaa the Ph•ldut•• dlae1lll•f.on• wUh 
PN•l4eat Thleu on Mlclwar 11:lud tile f•llowlDC 8111141.,. 

At a U-• whea the Admlalatatioo. wa.e &ttemptbaa to ••••• tu tmponaaee 
of mutuu witWra--1•-• aad malfttaal.a.t hope of ~ &owai'cl thl• 
objec:U•e wUh th.• North Vitttnam•••• t&u compt'Cl11d-ae ef eu policy 
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deliberations could have serioasly damaged our position. An awareaaea 
of our jnte.n.tions and objectb-es ,aould have plac.ed u• at a seriou,s 
disadvantage vis -a-vis the North Vietnamese. 

Can-J>odia., In early March of 1969, the decidon wa.s made to co.nduct 
a series ot B-52 bGmbing ra.ids on North Vietnamese sanctuaries in 
Cam.bodia. 1t wa, extremely important that these ra.ida remain secret 
for eusons of diplona tic sensitivity associated with C-.mbodia.n neutrality 
and the tacit support of Prince Sihanouk. In an article in the New York Times 
on May 9 (Tab D) William Beecher aummari~ed the conduct ofthese 
ra.ld• qvoting administration aourcea. 

If the bombing bad been publicly confirmed. Prtn.ce Sihanouk would ha¥e 
been forced to prote.et a.nd the bombing might well haYe been halted .. 
At the ttme, the tJnited State• ha• over SO.O, 000, men m Vietnam and was 
sutferl.ng n»re than 300 e&eualtie• each week, due tn targ,e part, to 
r•id• being launched from these Cambodian •anctuaries. 

ln addition. at the time. werwere hopeful .c,f opening private 
negott.atto.rus ia Paris. Maintaining the ·secrecy of the raid• ·faellitiated 
this effort by e.na.bling North Vietnam to negotiate privately .Ulbut being 
under the pllhllc pressure to :retaliate for a major U.S. military ac·tion. 
lt was through these private negotiationa that a aettleme.nt was finally 
reached. 

81!!!•Jfc Arma. During the first six months of the Admin.ietration, 
a compreheaalve re'riew was conducted. o-l strat.egic ann• policy 
in prepara.tic,n !or negotiations with the Soviet Unloa. A f unc!a:mental 
reqw.reinent wa• to aeee•• c»rrectly So'Yif.'t intentiom ia the strategic 
area and to determine what progn.m.a should be adopted to en•ure the 
credibility d. the American deterrent. Two of the koy decl•ions requlred 
coAcerned the .ne.ee•aity for MIRV te•ting and the nece,e.ity for deployment 
of anti-ballistic mieaile ayatem (A!SM). A st~f these i•saea and et 
the overall queetion of U.S. ltntegic force po1t11re bad been directed 
on January 20. Prior to the eompletloa of the report. &n article in tbe 
New York Time• . on May lat by-illiam Beecher (Tab E) &\mlm&rized the 
ruge of option• in the report. 

TOP SEOR.iST/SJi:NSITIVE 
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With rega.td to MIRV testutg. the intelligence eomrmuuty had 
been ea.gaged in analysis of thi• isaue for several months. The 
.report wa, extremely cloeely held.. By mld-.fune there was stilt 
a lack of coueasus aa to Soviet 11\tentiona. The aeaeasmenta varied 
in degrees of certainty. and. if made public. wou.ld provide a uaeful 
tignal to tho USSR. a.• to: th• eflicacy of our intelUgence s-yatema; 
tile diaas.re:emeat within 0'11' co•ermnentt &nd our pr~ry concern• 
for, tbe •trategic anne ta:lke. On .Jane 18th the fact of the hiteagency 
disagree·meot and each agencie• potlltion was printed in a N•• York Tin.w• 
article by Peter Grose. (Tab F) 

The•• leak• were of the moat ext,:em.o gi-avity. As a presentation of 
Admlrd•t-r&ti.en thtnld:ng o.n the•• kepsaue• it P,rovided the USSR with 
eonaider.able lntl&ht to ov a.p~ch to the SA~T egotiat!oaa. 
Needles• to say the compromt•• ofoou f.atentions with regard to MlR.V 
tectina and/or AMB deplby:mat could •erioualy affect om- •1u:ce■e 
ln reaehlns our SALT objeetlft..and our ap:pareat inability to accurately 

. •••••• enemy capa.bUiti•• eou14 baWJ enhanced ht. confidence in his ovns 
security. 

Okin•--·• On May 2.8, 19:69. tJ.S .. polley towa.rd Japa.a was outlined 
tn NSM 13 (Tab G). It included, inter aUa. ouJ" negotiating atr.at.egy 
with reap.et to Okinawa. Thi• included our de•ire to retaln nu~lear 
"W'd.pGl'le Oil Okinawa, b\lt a.a a fallbaek, to be prepared to consider the 
withdrawal o.f theee weapeae while t'etainiag the •tora1e ud transit 
riahte. Prior to the negotiaUoa• on June 3rd, Hedrick Smith, in an 
article ill the New York Tune■ (Tab H). •tated the U.S. wiUblgneaa to 
remove American nu~lur weapons from Oldaa .. con.tin.tent upo.n. reachbla 
a aatief&ctory pl&a for the return o.l tb.e i•laad to the Jap&lle•e... 

The releaee of this lnformt.ti.en, attributed to weU ... p!ace4 inlonnant•, 
obrioWtly preeinpted the 9Pt0rtwuty for 1•lnlng a JUOl'e la't"On.ble outcome 
with the J'apanese durin1 the 11egotiation.•. 

The above brief 8\U'Ve.y •\Unmadsea the ad•er•• lmpa.et of leaks o.n 
the achievement of U.S .. national •e<;IU'ity objectives in four •elected areaa. 
It ia clear !rom the above tbat the Admini1tratloa '• coa.ettra over leake 
reflected COl:lcern over the potential compromlae of major nation.al 
security iatereste. Th&re was oauc:ern t.bat le.aka of Wcn:mation on 
our weat)(iM •ystem would provide the •ru~my with in•i1ht aa to our capabtlUlee 
and limitations t'b.at might alter hie view a• to the ci-edib.Uity of our 
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deterrent. In t. be same context. such knowledge aould serioual y 
impair our ability to achieve acnptable :results ia strategic arms 
limitation• talk•. 

Outside tb.e strategic context. the,re was a. ccnu:em that continued 
lealu of cla•eUled information could aeriou.sly erode the confidence 
6t our neptla.ttng partner a• to -our ability to suetain private talks. 
From an lnte,-nal point of new. there was the danger that publtc-.tion 

-4-

of agq-cy poaiUone would de-•tl"OJ our ability to condact policy delib-eratioas 
in u ai..,p}lere of forthrigbtne•• and candor. Flnally, there wa.s 
the danger that repeated leak• ot ud'ormamUon could <:omprcnniee lntelligenee 
•011r-cu. The• e con:dderaticms contributed to the Adminb1taatiods 
sharp &en.slUYity to the rel.ea•e of c:laasified iaformatlon. and 
•uaaeated the Aeceaslty of pur•uing a more aggree•ive program to 
prevent tt. 

'.fQf §BQf!if3T/SENSITIVE 
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To::.✓ SECRET /SENSITIVE April 1, 1969 

N ational Security D eci s ion Memorandum 9 

TO: The Vice President 

The S e cretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Director of Central L'1telligence 
The Director, Office of Emergency 

Preparedness 

SUBJECT: Vietnam 

As a result of the National Security Council meeting on March 28; 
1969, I have made the following decisions on the issues listed below: 

The Issue of D e .:.escalation 

1. There will be no de-escalation except as an outgro\vth 
of mutual troop withdrawal. 

2. The U.S. side will not initiate any de-escalation 
proposals in the Paris negotiations. 

3~ · Ii_the DRV raise the issue of de-escalation, the U.S. 
side will listen ~ ;only discw,s it in the context of mutual withdrawal. 

The Issue of U.S. Forces Subject to Withdrawal 

On the definition of U.S. Forces subject to withdrawal, 
I have decided that we should be prepared to withdraw all combat 
forces from South Vietnam if Hanoi meets specific conditions of a 
mutual withdrawal agreement. Thes e conditions should include 
provisions for: 

1.. Verification and supervision of withdrawal. 

TOP SECRET /SENSITIVE 
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2. The w i thchawal 0£ :,forth V i e t:na rnes c For c e s :f.rorn 
L ao s a nd Cambodia , as well as frorn S out h Vi e tna m . 

3. Gua r a ntees t o maint a in the agreeme nt. 

The Is s u e of a Time t a b le for Comple tion of U . S . Withdr a w zi. l 

The r e will b e no publi c r e pudia tion 0£ the for m e r U. S . p os i­
tion t h at we would comple t e our w ithdra wal within s ix m ont hs o f t he 
completion of Hanoi I s withdrawal. This po s ition w ill be adopte d 
with the recognition that, in pr a ctice , the U.S. will b e i n a p os ition 
to control the timing of the comple tion of our withdra w a l, s ince w e can 
determine if Hanoi has fully met the conditions of the mutua l with­
dr a wal agreement. The key point will not be the time table but r a ther 
getting Hanoi to comply with the conditions for withdrawal. 

The draft papers considered by the National Security Council on 
M...arch 28, 1969, are approved with modifications refl~cting the 
above decisions. 

I have also directed that the following studies be undertaken £or which 
appropriate NSSMs will be forthcoming: 

1. Specific plan timetable for Vietnamizing the war. 

2. Phased withdrawal under conditions of: 

a. Mutual withdrawal, or 

b. Vietnamizing the war. 

3. Verification for mutual withdrawal. 

4. Detailed political settlement for SVN. 

5. International guarantees for above. 

cc: The C:b.airman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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National Security Study Memorandum 3 7 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 

·April 10, 1969 

The Director of Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT: Vietnam 

As indicated in NSDM 9 of April 1, 1969, the President has 
directed the preparation of certain studies on Vietnam. He has 
asked that the following papers be prepared by the interdepartmental 
Ad Hoc Group on Vietnam and submitted to the NSC Revie~v Group by 
the dates indicated. 

Phased Withdrawals 

a. Mutual Withdrawal 

This paper should examine the modalities of mutual with­
drawal, whether agreed to publicly or privately by both sides, tacit, 
or de facto. It should cover timetables, phasing, types of personnel, 
regroupment, local cease fires and any other relevant subjects. 
Military, logistic, territorial and political factors and implications 
should be considered. (May 16, 1969). 

b. Vietnamizing the War 

This paper should examine the modalities of US withdrawals 
under conditions of our progressively turning over combat efforts to 
the South Vietnamese in the absence of reciprocal enemy withdrawals. 
It should cover timetables, phasing, types of personnel, regroupment, 
and substitution of South Vietnamese forces. Military, logistic, 
territorial, and political factors and implications should be considered. 

This study should reflect the findings of the preliminary 
report of the Secretary of Defense on a specific timetable for Vietnamizing 
the war. {June 13, 1969). {See NSSM 36) 

TOP SECRET SENSITIVE 
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Verifica tion for M u tual With dr awal 

This p ape r s h ould e x amine v arious means and m e chani sms for 
verif ying the p r ocess a nd c ompleti on of mutual withdrawal s , v1hethe r 
agreed to publicly o r p r i vate ly by both side s, t acit, or de f a cto . It 
should s e -t fo r th the advantage s and di s a dvantages of various typ es of 
verific a tion m a c hin e r y i n clu ding j oint be llige r ent commi ssions , 
reactivation of the ICC, and creation of n ew i n tern a tional groups 
(such a s an A s ian body }. The p a p e r s ho u l d i n clude a di scussi on of 
our unila t e r a l capability to v e rify withdrawals dr awing on a ll so ur ces 
of informa tion. It sho u l d conside r h ow agree d arr angem ent s can 
usefully supple m e nt our unilateral c a p abili tie s. (May 16, 1969 ). 

Political Settlement for S outh Vie tnam 

This study should e x plore various typ e s of p o litic a l se ttle ment 
within .South Vie tnam a nd the possible US role conce rning these 
questions. The p a p e r s h ould ex amine all fe a sible option s , inc luding 
elections at all levels, sharing of go v ernmenta l powe r b efor e a nd/ or 
after e lections, constitutional cons ide rations , ag r ee d or ~ facto 
territorial accommoda tions, d e c e ntralization of g ove rnme nt p owe r. 
The s tudy should disc us s the feasibilit y of e a ch alte rna tive a nd the 
likely attitude s of the GVN, the various seg ment s of the So uth Vie tnames e 
populace, the NLF, and H a noi. It should evalua te the like ly e volution 
within South Vie tnam under alterna tive arrang ements. Finally , the 
possible US role -- in Vietnam as well a s in the ne g otia tion s --
in achieving a political s e ttlement should b e covered. (Ma y 16, 1969). 

Inte rnational Guarante e s 

The paper should ex plore the subject of international guarantees 
for 

-- mutual withdrawal 

-- political settlement in South Vietnam 

the DMZ 

any other appropriate aspects of an overall Vietnam settlement. 

In so doing, the study should be consistent with the separate papers on 
mutua l withdraw a l, verification for mutual withdrawa l, political 
settlement for SVN, and our policy on the DMZ. This paper should 

.. 
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discus s the advantage s and dis advantages of a ttempting to achieve 
interna tional g u arant ees , and ways to n egotiate the m -- e.g., at 
Paris, in a follow-on internationa l confere nc e , etc. (June 13, 1969). 

cc: The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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M ay 1, 196 9 
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Amendment to National S ec urity Study :Nfomorandmn 37 

TO: The S ec retary of Sta te 
The S ec r etary of D efense 
The Directo r of Central Intellige nce 

SUBJECT: Vie tnam 

In NSSM 37, dated April 10, 1969, the spe cifica tions 
for a pape r on V s rifica tion for Mutua l W ithdrawal should 
be amended by adding the following sentences after the firs t 
sentence : 

"In addition, the p a per should examine the requir e ­
ments for v e rifying that there is no r esump tion of 
infiltration in the future , in a po s t-withdrav,: a l 
situa tion. For b oth purpos es , the means and 
mecha nisms for verifying should include a careful 
discussion of manpower and l ogistic requirement s . 
The p a per should set fo rth . · .. 11 

/ 
/ • . . ~ 

'i . / -/ 
It ;..___· ·7 /I /. - . . .-

, ,, : f- ;...<.,. ... - 1: . -· ··- ·-~------

Henry A . Kissinger / .,.._.~ 

cc: Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

May 28, 1969 

, TOP SECRET 

National Security Decision Memorandum I 3 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Secretary of the Treasury 
The Director of Central Intelligence 

·SUBJECT: Policy Toward Japan 

As a result of the NSC meetings on Japan, the President has 
made the following decisions with . regard to U.S. policy toward Japan: 

1. We shall basically pursue our current relationship with 
Japan as our major partner in Asia, seeking ways to improve this 
relationship from the viewpoint of U.S. national interests and to 
seek an increasingly larger Japanese role in Asia. 

2 • .. We shall allow the present Treaty of Mutual Cooperation 
and Security to continue without amendment after 1970 when it 
becomes subject to renunciation or amendment. 

3. We shall continue to make gradual alterations in our base 
structure and base utilization in Japan to reduce major irritants 
while retaining essential base functions, 

4. We shall continue our present policy of encouraging 
moderate increases and qualitative improvement in Japan1 s defense 
efforts, while avoiding any pressure on her to develop substantially 
larger forces or to play a larger regional security role. · 

With respect to Okinawa, the President has directed that a 
strategy paper be prepared by the East Asia Interdepartmental Group 
under the supervision of the Under Secretaries Committee for negotiations 
with the Japanese Government over the next few months on the basis of 

the following elements: 

TOP SECRET 
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1. Our willingness to agree to r eve r s ion in 1972 provided 
Lh.er e is agreement in 1969 on the essential elements governing 
U.S. military us e and provided de tailed negotiations are cornplete d 
at that time. 

2. Our desire for maximwn fr ee conventional us e of the milita ry 
bases, particularly with r espect to Korea, Taiwan and Vietnam. 

3. Our desir e to retain nuclear w eapons on Okinawa, but 
, indicating that the President is prepared to consider, at the final 

j
1 

stages of negotiation, the withdrawal of the weapons while retaining 

Ii

i eme rge ncy storage and trans it rights, if other elements of the 
Okinawan agreement are s a tisfactory. 

4. Other commitme nts to be sought from Japan with respect 
to Okinawa. 

t--, / 1L~_ 
Henry A. Kissinger · /~ 

TOP SE GR;g T 
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MEMORANDUM FOR.2 

THR.OUOH: 

:raOM: 

SUBJECT: 

JON HOWE 

BUD MCFARLANE 

Leaks Early in the Administration 

The following is a ..-vey of aele,cted leaks that c;,ccur" dt.iring 1969. 
The subject, .addrea,sed are; Vlet.aam 'Withdrawal.a. l»n'lbiag alohg the 
Caml>odla.n border, strategic a.rm•, and negotiations. for the reversion 
of Okinawa. On e-.ch of the•e aubjeC'ta, tbe obJ•ctive is to :provide:. 
A) officlal ,documentation of the policy d•c:hiou concerned: B) sub­
sequent newspa.p$r evidence af the leak.; and .C) a diecusaion of the 
• ignifieaaee of the lea.II.. 

Vlotnan:i Withdr•wals. Following a meeting of the National 
S.ecur-ity Council of March 28, th• President directed (NSDM 9 - Tab A) 
that etudiea be co.edlolCted on e•veNl •ubjeets aes&cta~d with a eettle­
ment of the war in Vietnam. The•e tnclu.ded a study of alternaUvee for 
a w,.lla.toral pha.aed withdr.•wal (NSSM 37). The • ·tudy di rectiv«; was 
itaued o:n April 3.. h:nmedtetely thereafter. in article• appea~ing ht 
the Ne~ Yo~k 'J:'imes on AprU 4 .nd. 6 u.d in the WatbhtJton Post 
011 Ap~U T and lithe •tudy objectives and term• of referene.e wei,e ~rized 
accurately. 1n early May, it waa decided tblt.t tho U.S. could unilaterally 
wf.thdi-aw up to Z5, 000 men eonuneacing Sept.ember 1st.. On J°\ia.e 3rd 
a.nd 4th e.rticlee appeared bl the .I!;vening Stu ·and New .York Tltn&e 
respec::tively (Tab C) accurately aumrnariztag this deeislon a.ad · &nnouncin:g 
thatilit would be tnade pubUe fallowing the P,:-,sident1

• dhcuston•· with 
Pre•ident Thieu oa Midway Island the fellowing Sunday. 

At a time when the Admirdst,atioa was attempting to atNas the importance 
of mutual withdrawalt, aad n:ialfttaaltted hope of negotiatiag toward this 
objective with the North Vietnameae, thu cornpromtae of ou:t policy 
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deliberations could have s eriously da?l".aged our position. A.n aware.rm.ea 
of our j:ntentions and objective~ \11Bluld have placed us at a serious 
disadvantage vis-a-vis the North Vietnamese. 

Cambodia. In early March of 1969# the decision was made to conduct 
a series of B-52 bombing raids on North Vietname$e sanctuaries in 
Cambodia. It was extremely important that these raids remain secret 
for eeasons of diplona tic sensitivity associated with Cambodian neutrality 
and the tacit support of Prince Sihanouk. In an article in the N~w York Times 
on May 9 (Tab D) William Beecher summarized the conduct of these 
raids quoting administration sources. 

If the bombing had been publicly confirmed,. Prince Sihanouk would have 
been forced to protest and the bombing might w~ll have been halted. 
At the time~ the United States ha4 over 500. 000 men in Vietnam and was 
suffering more tha.n 300 casualties each week. due in large part, to 
raids being launched from these Cambodian sanctuaries. 

In addition, at the time. werwere hopeful of opening private 
negotiations in Paris. Maintaining tb..e secrecy of the raids facilitiated 
this effort by enabling North Vietnam to negotiate privately witlbut being 
under the public pressure to retali-.te for a major U. s. military actio.n. 
It was through these private negotiations that a settlement was finally 
reached. 

& .. epc Arms. During the first six months of the Administration, 
a comprehensive review was conducted of strategic arms policy 
in preparation for negotiations with the Soviet Union. A fundamental 
requirement was to assess correctly Soviet intentions in the strategic 
area and to determine what programs should be adopted to ensure the 
credibility rx the American deterrent. Two of the key decisions required 
concerned the nec-essity for MIRV testing and the necessity for deployment 
of anti-ballistic missile system (ABM). A stuf-f these issues and of 
the overall question of U.S. Strategic force posture had been directed 
on Ja.nuary zo. Prior to the completion of the report, an a.rticle in the 
New York Times on May 1st byWIIVilliam Beecher (Ta.b E) summarized the 
range of options in the report. 
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With regard to MIRV testing, the intelligence community had 
been engaged in analysis of this issue for s ev-eral months. The 
report was extremely closely held.. By mid-June there was still 
a lack of consensus as to Soviet intentions. The assessments varied 
in degrees of certainty, and, if made public, would provide a useful 
signal to the USSR as to: the efficacy of our intelligence systems; 
the disagreement within our governrrient; and our prirnary concerns 
for the strategic arms talks. On June 18th the fact of the inte•gency 
disagreement and each agencies potlii.tion was printed in a New York Times 
article by Peter Grose. {Tab F) 

These leaks were of the most extrem.e gravity. As a. presentation of 
Administration thinking on these ke,-issues it provided the USSR with 
considerable insight to our approach to the SALT negotiations. 
Needless to say the compromise o!oour intentions with regard to MIRV 
testing and/or AMB deployment eould serioudy affect our success 
in reaching our SALT objectivesaand our apparent inability to accurately 
assess en.emy capabilities could ~ve enhanced his confidence in his own 
security. 

Okinawa. On May 28, 1969. U.. S. policy toward Japan was outlined 
in NSM 13 (Tab G}. It included, inter alia, our negotiating strategy 
with respect to Okinawa. This included our desire to retain nuclear 
weapons on Okinawa, but as a fallbaek, to be prepared to consider the 
withdrawal of these weapons while retaining the storage and transit 
l'ights. Prior to the negotiation• on June 3rd, Hedrick Smith .• in a.n 
ar-ticle in the New York Timee {Tab H), stated the U.S. willingness to 
remove American nuclear weapon• from Okinawa contingent upon reaching 
a sa.tiifaetory plan for the return of the island to the Japanese. 

The release of this information, attributed to well-placed informants. 
obviously preempted the ppport:u-nity for gaining a more favorable outcome 
with the Japanese during the negotiations .. 

The above bdef survey sununadsea the adverse impact of leaks on 
the achievement of U.S. national security objectives in four selected areas .. 
It is clear from the above that th-e Administration'• concern over leaks 
reflected concern over the potential compromise 0£ major national 
security interests. There was concern that leaks of information on 
our weapons system would provide the enemy with insight as to our capabilities 
and limitations that might alter hie view as to the credibility of our 
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deterrent. In the same context. such knowledge eould seriously 
impair o:ar ability to achieve acceptable results in strategic lll rms 
limitations talks. 

Outside the strategic context, there was a concern that continued 
leaks of classified information could seriously erode the confidence 
of our negotiating partner as tc our ability to sustain private talks. 
From an intern.a.I point of view, there was the danger that publication 

-4-

of agency positions would destroy our ability to conduct policy deliberations 
in an atmDsphere of forthrightness and candor. Finally, there was 
the danger that repeated leaks of informamtion could compromise intelligence 
sources. Thes e considerations contributed to the A dministaation\4 
sharp sensitivity to the relea$e of classified in.formation, and 
suggested the necessity of pursuing a. more aggressive program to 
prevent it. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THR.OUOH: JON HOWE 

FllOM: BUD MCFARLANE 

SOBJEOTt Leaks IL•rly in the Ad.ministration 

The following is a avey of selected lea.ks that e.ceured during l 969. 
The 1\ibjects ad.dreaaed ate; Vte-tnarn withdrawals, bombing along the 
Ca.m:bodi&n borde:r, stl"ategt~ arm.a. and negotiations tor the l:"ever!:Jion. 
0£ Oldn.aw•. On each of these subjecte, the obj•etive ta to prnvidet 
A) oUictal documo:ntaticm. ot-the policy deei-slo.c .con¢<un.ied; B) eub­
sequ.•nt aewspaper evide-~¢tt ot the leak; a.ad CJ a dieeusaion af the 
•!gnliicanee of the lea.a. 

Y!etn&m Wj.tb,drawat.,i.. Following t. meetlag of tbe National 
Beeurity Cou,;u:U of March Z8.,. the President directed (N.SPM 9 - Tab A) 
t~t etu.die• be oonciucted on e.evet'a.l subJeeta aesoeiated with a eettle­
ment of the W'&l' tn Vietnam.. 'I'he•e in,clud'ed a study of alternative• ·tor 
• unilateJ'11l pha11ed withd.-awal (NSSM 31).. The study di rectlve •• 
i,ssu.ed on April 3. lmm.ediately thei-ealtor,,. in aritcles a,ppearlng in 
the ·New, Y_()'tk_ Ti~,es oo. Aptil 4 •cut 6 ud in the wa,hi"~(!~ ~.,t . 
0.11 April V and ltu study ebJe¢Uve• ud terms ot i"ete1re.aee were lllliltlm.ati~ed 
ac~u.~ate:ly. In, eaioly May. tt wae de-etd«id that the U. s. could unila-tel'.al.ly 
wtthdtaw t.lP to Z$, 060 men eo:rnmea.ctng Se-ptembcur ht-... Ga lune 3.-d 
and 4th •rtlcles ap~red in the l:venpy 5'ar and :New Ve>rk Tim•• 
reepectlv~ly (Tab C) aec;u.rately s~rl•ing tbia de°ei,sloti and - &nnounctng 
t~tlit Ylo\dd be rnat.d~ pt.0,1ic foUowihg the Preaident1 

• diseas•lon-a with 
Pre•ideo.t Thieu on Mtdway bland the £0-Uowing SW1da.y. 

At a time whea the Adrninist•tlon wae attemptln:g to e-tl'e•• the hnporta.nce 
of mutqal witb.draw-1•. •nc:l ~lntanined bQpe of rutgotl.,.ting toward this 
objec;ti.ve with th• North Vietnamese, this eompromi•e of our policy 
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deliberations could ha\re seriously damaged our position. An awar~•• 
of our jntentions and objectives "'1.)0uld have placed us at a serious 
disadvantage vis-a-vis th! North Vietnamese. 

Cambodia.. In early March of 1969, the decision was made to conduct 
a series of B-52 bombing raids on North Vietnamese sanctuaries in 
Cambodia. It was extremel y important that these raids remain secret 
for ,:ea.sons of diplorra tic sensitivity associated with Cambodian neutrality 
and the tacit support of Prince Sihanauk. In an article in the Ne:w- York Times 
on May 9 (Tab D) William Beecher summarized the conduct of these 
raids quoting Administration sources. 

If the Qombing had been publicly confirmed, Prince Sihanouk would have 
been for(;ed to protest and the bombing might w~ll have been halted. 
At the time, the United States ha4 over 500, 000 men in Vietnam and was 
suffering more than 500 casualties each week, due in large part:, to 
raids being launched from these Cambodian sanctuaries. 

In addition, a.t the time, werwere hopeful of opening private 
negotiations in Paris. Maintaining the secrecy of the raids facilitiated 
this e{fort by enabling North Vietnam to negotiate privately vvitl:but being 
wider the public pressure to retaliate for a :major U.S. military action. 
It was through these private negotiations that a. settlement wa.s finally 
reached. 

S~c Arms. During the first six months of the Administration, 
a comprehensive review was conducted of strategic arms policy 
in preparation for negotiations with the Soviet Union. A fundamental 
requirement was tQ asee$s correctly Soviet intentions in the strategic 
area and to determine what program.a should be adopted to ensure the 
credibility of the Ameriean deterrent. Two of the key dedsi(:)ns re(Juired 
concerned the necessity for MIRV tea.ting and the necessity for deployment 
of anti-ballistic mi1u1ile system (ABM). A stu#)Glf)f these issues and of 
the overall question ol U.S. itrategie force posture had been directed 
on January 20. Prior to the completion of the report~ an a.rtide in the 
New York Times on May 1st by'11Wllliam :Beecher (Tab E) summarized the 
range of options in the report. 
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With regard to MIRV testing, the int.elligence community had 
been engaged in analysis of this issue for several months. The 
report wa.s extremely closely held. By mid~June there was still 
a lack of consensus as to Soviet intentions. The assessment$ varied 
in degrees of certainty, and, if made public. would provide a useful 
signal to the USSR as to: the efficacy of our intelligence systems; 
the disagreement within our government; and our primary concerns 
for the strategic arms talke. On J'une 18th the fact of the inte•gen<:y 
dis&greement and each agencies poilliition was printed in a New York Times 
article by Peter Oroae. (Tab F) 

These leaks were of the most extreme gravity. AfiJ a. presentation of 
Administration thinking on these ke,issuee it provided the USSR with 
considerable insight to our approach to the SALT negotiations. 
Needless to say the compromise (>foou:r intentions with regard to MIRV 
testing and/or AMB deploym.ent eould li!eriously affect our success 
in reaching our SALT objectives.and our apparent inability to accurately 
assess enemy capabilities could have enhanced his aonfidence in his own 
security. 

Okinawa. On May 28, 1969., U.S. poliey toward Japan was outlined 
in NSM U (Tab 0). lt included, inter alia.,. our negotiating strategy 
with respec;t to Okinawa. This included our desire to retain nuclear 
weapons on Okinawa, but as a fallbaek, to be prepared to consider the 
withdrawal of these weapons while retaining the etorage and transit 
rights. Prior to the negotiations on June 3rd, Hedrkk Smi.tb, in a_n 
article in the New Yo.rk Ti,:rpes (Tab H); stated the U. s. willingness to 
remove American nuclear weapons from Okinawa contingent upon reaching 
a satisfactory plan for the return ol the ieland to the Ja;panese. 

The release of this information, attributed to well--placed inform.ants, 
obviously preempted the ppportunity for gaining a more favorable outcome 
with the Japanese during the negotiation a. 

The above brief survey sun1madzes the adverse impaot of leaks on 
the achievement of U.S. national security objectives in four selected areas. 
It is clear from the above that the Administration 1s concern over leaks 
reflected concern over' the potential compromise 0£ maj<n· national 
security interests. There was concern that leaks Gf information on 
our weapons system would proVide the enemy with insight a.s to our capabilities 
and limitations that might alter his view as to the credibility of our 
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deterrent. In the same context, such knowleclge eould seriously 
impair our a.bility to achieve acceptable results in strategic arms 
limitations talks. 

Outside the strategic context, there was a. concern that continued 
lea.ks of ~lassified information could seriously erode the confidence 
l,f our ~e~()Uating_ partner as to our ability to sue tain private talks. 
From ~~/;j;p..terna.1 point o.f view. there was the danger that publication 
of agen¢y poeitions would dest:r<:>y our ability to conduct policy deliberations 
in an at-DUlSphere of forthrightness and candor. Finally, there was 
the danger· that repeated leak8 of informarntion could compromise intelligence 
sources.. 'l'hes e eonsiderati-ens contributed to the Administaation's 
sharp sensitlvity to the release of classified information, and 
suggeste«f°ihe neces.sity of pqreuing a more aggressive program to 
prevent it., 
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