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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and sig-
nificant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The series
documents the facts and events that contributed to the formulation of
policies and includes evidence of supporting and alternative views to
the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The Historian of the Department of State is charged with the re-
sponsibility for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff
of the Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, plans, researches,
compiles, and edits the volumes in the series. This documentary editing
proceeds in full accord with the generally accepted standards of histori-
cal scholarship. Official regulations codifying specific standards for the
selection and editing of documents for the series were promulgated by
Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925. A statutory char-
ter for the preparation of the series was established by Title IV of the
Department of State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351 et seq.),
added by Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, which was signed by President George Bush
on October 28, 1991.

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government, including facts which contributed to the for-
mulation of policies and records providing supporting and alternative
views to the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The statute confirms the editing principles established by Secretary
Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is guided by the principles of histori-
cal objectivity and accuracy; records should not be altered or deletions
made without indicating in the published text that a deletion has been
made; the published record should omit no facts that were of major im-
portance in reaching a decision; and nothing should be omitted for the
purposes of concealing a defect in policy. The statute also requires that
the Foreign Relations series be published not more than 30 years after the
events recorded.
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The volume presented here, compiled in 1981 and 1982, meets all
the standards of selection and editing prevailing in the Department of
State at that time. This volume records policies and events of more than
30 years ago, but the statute allows the Department until 1996 to reach
the 30-year line in the publication of the series.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a triennial subseries of volumes of the Foreign
Relations series that documents the most important issues in the foreign
policy of the final 3 years (1958-1960) of the administration of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower. This subseries comprises 19 print volumes total-
ing more than 16,000 pages and 7 microfiche supplements presenting
more than 14,000 additional pages of original documents.

In planning and preparing this 1958-1960 triennium of volumes,
the editors chose to present the official record of U.S. foreign affairs with
respect to Europe, the Soviet Union, and Canada in five print volumes.
Part 1 of Volume X presents the record of U.S. policy with respect to
Eastern Europe as a region, the Soviet Union, and Cyprus; Part 2, the
record of U.S. policy with respect to East-West exchanges, Albania, Bul-
garia, Finland, Greece, Poland, Turkey, and Yugoslavia. Volume VII (in
two parts) documents U.S. policy on European economic and political
integration, NATO, Canada, France, Italy, Portugal, Scandinavia, Spain,
the United Kingdom, and the Vatican. Volume VIII presents the record
of U.S. policy during the first half of the Berlin crisis through the end of
the Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting in August 1959. Volume IX pre-
sents documents on U.S. policy toward Berlin following the Foreign
Ministers meeting with particular attention to the abortive summit con-
ference in May 1960; U.S. relations with the Federal Republic of Ger-
many and Austria; and U.S. policy toward the German Democratic
Republic.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The original research, compilation, and editing of this volume were
done in 1981 and 1982 under the Department regulation derived from
Secretary Kellogg’s charter of 1925. This regulation prescribed that the
Foreign Relations series include “a comprehensive record of the major
foreign policy decisions within the range of the Department of State’s
responsibilities,” presuming that the records of the Department of State
would constitute the central core of documentation presented in the se-
ries. The Department of State historians have always had complete and
unconditional access to all records and papers of the Department of
State: the central files of the Department; the special decentralized (lot)
files of the policymaking levels; the files of the Department of State’s
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Executive Secretariat, which comprehended the official papers created
by or submitted to the Secretary of State; the files of all overseas Foreign
Service posts and U.S. special missions; and the official correspondence
with foreign governments and with other Federal agencies. Any failure
toinclude a complete Department of State record in the Foreign Relations
series cannot be attributed to constraints or limitations placed upon the
Department historians in their access to Department records, informa-
tion security regulations and practices notwithstanding.

Secretary Kellogg'’s charter of 1925 and Department regulations de-
rived therefrom required that further records “needed to supplement
the documentation in the Department files” be obtained from other gov-
ernment agencies. Department historians preparing the Foreign Rela-
tions volumes documenting the Eisenhower administration, including
the editors of this volume, fully researched the papers of President
Eisenhower and other White House foreign policy records. These Presi-
dential papers have become a major part of the official record published
in the Foreign Relations series.

Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Presidential
libraries include some of the most significant foreign affairs-related
documentation from other Federal agencies including the National Se-
curity Council and the Central Intelligence Agency. All of this documen-
tation has been routinely made available for use in the Foreign Relations
series thanks to the consent of these agencies and the cooperation and
support of the National Archives and Records Administration. Particu-
lar thanks are due to the Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library for
assistance in preparing this volume.

Department of State historians have also enjoyed steadily broad-
ened access to the records of the Department of Defense, particularly the
records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense. Selective access has been obtained to the records of several other
agencies in order to supplement the official record of particular Foreign
Relations volumes.

Completion of the declassification of this volume and the final steps
of its preparation for publication coincided with the development since
early 1991 by the Central Intelligence Agency, in cooperation with the
Department of State, of expanded access by Department historians to
high-level intelligence documents from among those records still in the
custody of that Agency. The Department of State chose not to postpone
the publication of this volume to ascertain how such access might affect
the scope of available documentation and the changes that might be
made in the contents of this particular volume. The Department is, how-
ever, using this expanded access, as arranged by the CIA’s History Staff,
for compilation of future volumes in the Foreign Relations series.



VI  Preface

The statute of October 28, 1991, requires that the published record
in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of all the major foreign policy decisions and
actions of the United States Government. It further requires that govern-
ment agencies, departments, and other entities of the United States Gov-
ernment cooperate with the Department of State Historian by providing
full and complete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions
and actions and by providing copies of selected records. These new
standards go beyond the mandate of the prior Department of State regu-
lations for the preparation of the series and define broadened access to
the records of other government agencies. The research and selection of
documents for this volume were carried out in 1981-1982 in accordance
with the existing Department regulations. The editors decided not to de-
lay publication to conduct the additional research needed to meet the
new standards, but they are confident that the manuscript prepared in
1981-1982 provides a fully accurate record.The List of Sources, pages
XIII-XVIII, identifies the particular files and collections used in the
preparation of this volume.

Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume X

In selecting documents for Part 1 of this volume, the editors placed
primary consideration on the formulation of policy by the Eisenhower
administration toward Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and Cyprus.
The memoranda of discussion and policy papers of the National Secu-
rity Council with respect to basic U.S. policies toward these areas are
presented as fully as possible. The editors had complete access to and
made use of memoranda of discussion at National Security Council
meetings and other institutional NSC documents included in the Whit-
man File at the Eisenhower Library, as well as more informal foreign
policy materials in that file and in other collections at the Eisenhower
Library. These Presidential files were supplemented by NSC and White
House documents in Department of State files.

During the years 1958-1960, the Department of State worked
closely with the White House in the formulation of U.S. policy toward
Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and Cyprus. Secretaries of State John
Foster Dulles and Christian A. Herter advised President Eisenhower in
detail and had major roles in the deliberations of the National Security
Council. The White House and National Security Council also directed
the preparation of reports based on interagency information on these ar-
eas. The Department of State prepared and coordinated exchanges of
views and discussions of policy toward Cyprus with the British Govern-
ment, and Department officers participated in the meetings between
President Eisenhower and Chairman Nikita S. Khrushchev in Septem-
ber 1959.
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The editors have selected from Department of State, White House,
and National Security Council records memoranda of conversation and
records of meetings between the President and his principal foreign pol-
icy advisers. They have also included internal U.S. Government policy
recommendations and decision papers relating to these areas.

In addition to Department of State, White House, and National Se-
curity Council records, the editors made use of declassified JCS files at
the National Archives and Records Administration. Copies of classified
JCS materials were obtained from the Joint Staff on a request basis. The
editors selected documents that indicated the policy recommendations
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding various major foreign affairs poli-
cies.

The editors did not seek to document the limited economic rela-
tions between the United States and the nations of Eastern Europe, nor
did they document U.S. intelligence operations in the area. The sub-
stance of important intelligence assessments are included in the politi-
cal-strategic documents selected for publication here.

This volume was compiled before the development in 1991 of pro-
cedures to expand access by Department of State historians to the his-
torical records of the Central Intelligence Agency. As those procedures
were being established, the declassification and final preparation for
publication of this volume concluded. The Department of State chose
not to postpone publication to allow for search for and assessment of
relevant material in the Central Intelligence Agency’s files.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time or, in the case of conferences, in the order of individual
meetings. Incoming telegrams from U.S. Missions are placed according
to time of receipt in the Department of State or other receiving agency,
rather than the time of transmission; memoranda of conversation are
placed according to the time and date of the conversation, rather than
the date the memorandum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The source text is
reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or other nota-
tions, which are described in the footnotes. Obvious typographical er-
rors are corrected, but other mistakes and omissions in the source text
are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic type; an
addition in roman type. Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate
omitted text that deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that
remains classified after declassification review (in italic type). The
amount of material not declassified has been noted by indicating the
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number of lines or pages of source text that were omitted. The amount of
material omitted because it was unrelated, however, is not accounted
for. All ellipses and brackets that appear in the source text are so identi-
fied by footnotes.

The first unnumbered footnote to each document indicates the
document’s source, original classification, distribution, and drafting in-
formation. The source note also provides the background of important
documents and policies and indicates if the President or his major policy
advisers read the document. Every effort has been made to determine if
a document has been previously published, and this information has
been included in the source footnote.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent ma-
terial not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional docu-
mentary sources, provide references to important related documents
printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide summaries
of and citations to public statements that supplement and elucidate the
printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and other first-
hand accounts have been used when appropriate to supplement or ex-
plicate the official record.

Declassification Review

The declassification review of this volume in 1991 and thereafter re-
sulted in the decision to withhold less than 4 percent of the documents
originally selected. The remaining documentation provides a full ac-
count of the major foreign policy issues confronting, and the policies un-
dertaken by, the Eisenhower administration with respect to Eastern
Europe, the Soviet Union, and Cyprus.

The Division of Historical Documents Review of the Office of Free-
dom of Information, Privacy, and Classification Review, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, Department of State, conducted the declassification
review of the documents published in this volume. The review was con-
ducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive Order
12356 on National Security Information and applicable laws.

Under Executive Order 12356, information that concerns one or
more of the following categories, and the disclosure of which reason-
ably could be expected to cause damage to the national security, re-
quires classification:

1) military plans, weapons, or operations;

2) the vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations, proj-
ects, or plans relating to the national security;

3) foreign government information;

4) intelligence activities (including special activities), or intelligence
sources or methods;

5) foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States;
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6) scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to national
security;

7) U.S. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials
or facglities; ,

8) cryptology; or

9 arg,c?nfidegﬁ’tial source.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-

mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security and
law. Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate
geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State, other
concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and the appropriate for-
eign governments regarding specific documents of those governments.
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RSFSR, Russian Socialist Federated
Soviet Republic

RWP, Romanian Workers Party

S, Office of the Secretary of State

SAC, Strategic Air Command

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe

S/AE, Secretary of State’s Special
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Keskusliitto (Finnish Confederation
of Trade Unions)

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty
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SEF, Special East European File, United
States Information Agency

SEK, Synomospondia Ergation Kypron
(Confederation of Labor of
Cyprus/Confederation of Cypriot
Workers)
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East-West Exchanges

SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
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Demokraattinen Liitto (Finnish
Peoples Democratic League)

SKP, Suomen Kommunistinen Puolue
(Finnish Communist Party)

SNIE, Special National Intelligence
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SOF, Status of Forces

SOFA, Status of Forces Agreement

SOV, Sov, Soviet; Soviet Union, Office
of Soviet Union Affairs, Department
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SPD, Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (Social Democratic
Party of Germany of the Federal
Republic of Germany)

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department
of State

S/S-RO, Reports and Operations Staff,
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(National Defense Battalions)

TL, Turkish lira

TMT, Turk Mukavemet Teskilati
(Turkish Resistance Organization)
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from the Department of State to the
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TUC, Trade Union Congress (United
Kingdom)

TUSLOG, The United States Logistics
Group

U, Office of the Under Secretary of
State

UAR, United Arab Republic

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNGA, United Nations General
Assembly

UNSC, United Nations Security
Council

US, United States

USA, United States Army

USAF, United States Air Force

USAREUR, United States Army,
Europe

USC, United States Code

USDA, United States Department of
Agriculture

USEC, United States Mission to the
European Communities

USEP, United States Escapee Program

USIA, United States Information
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USIB, United States Intelligence Board

USIS, United States Information
Service

USMC, United States Marine Corps

USN, United States Navy

USOM, United States Operations
Mission

USRO, United States Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional
Organizations

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

USUN, United States Mission to the
United Nations

VOA, Voice of America
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EASTERN EUROPE REGION

U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE SOVIET-DOMINATED
NATIONS IN EASTERN EUROPE; U.S. RESPONSE TO THE
RAPACKI PLAN FOR CREATION OF A NUCLEAR-FREE
ZONE IN CENTRAL EUROPE; PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S
PROCLAMATION OF CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

1.  Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and European
Regional Organizations

Washington, January 21, 1958, 5:38 p.m.

Topol 2486. This message contains Department views on Rapacki
Plan.!

Embassies London and Ottawa should convey Foreign Offices as
soon as possible and inform Department and USRO when instructions
carried out.

USRO should make presentation to NAC based on following points
as soon as NAC schedule permits. You may begin your presentation us-
ing numbered points 1-4 Polto 21122 as preamble. We leave it to your
judgment and Spaak’s views whether or not convene special NAC meet-
ing.

1) We indicated in our reply to Bulganin note® which was dis-
cussed in NAC that we believed Rapacki Plan should be studied in

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 640.0012/1-2858. Secret. Drafted by
Reinstein (EUR/GER) and McBride (EUR/RA) and cleared with various officers in the
Department of State and with the Department of Defense. Also sent to London and Ot-
tawa and repeated to Bonn, Moscow, Warsaw, Ankara, Athens, Brussels, Copenhagen,
Lisbon, Luxembourg, Oslo, Reykjavik, Rome, and The Hague.

"The Rapacki Plan was first proposed by Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapackiina
speech to the U.N. General Assembly on October 2, 1957. It called for the establishment of
a denuclearized zone in Poland, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and
the German Federal Republic. For text of Rapacki’s address (U.N. doc. A/PV.697), see
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892.

2 Points 14 of Polto 2112 from Paris, January 18, discussed Western and free world
public opinion and the difficulty of leading it in the “right direction.” The telegram cau-
tioned that the United States must not appear to be forcing atomic weapons or foreign
forces on its European allies, but point 4 concludes that the United States “does not pro-
pose to sacrifice real security for agreements that only provide illusion of security.” (De-
partment of State, Central Files, 740.00/1-858)

> For text of Premier Bulganin’s letter of December 10, 1957, and President Eisen-
hower’s reply of January 12, 1958, both of which dealt with ways to reduce international
tension, see Department of State Bulletin, January 27, 1958, pp. 122-130.

1
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NATO and with NATO countries directly concerned. In Heads of Gov-
ernment communiqué* NATO nations stated they would study all pro-
posals designed to reduce international tensions. Accordingly we have
carefully considered Rapacki Plan. After careful study our reaction is
heavily negative. While it might have some surface attraction, it poses
totally unacceptable risks. Therefore we cannot consider this scheme as
basis for any serious negotiations for reasons given below.

2) Although other proposals in same field (Kennan ideas, Gaitskell
plan, etc.)® are being publicly discussed, we have restricted following to
Rapacki Plan because latter was specifically raised in Bulganin note.
Furthermore attempt discuss all these things at once would seem con-
fusing.

3) For obvious reasons we believe NAC debate on this subject
should remain most private and we expect every precaution will be
taken against leaks.

4) We believe dangers of plan are self-evident to those with any
knowledge of subject. Real problem would seem to be public opinion, in
combating what appears to public on surface as reasonable proposal.
We believe public statements by Western countries on Rapacki Plan
should spell out as simply as possible dangers of plan and stress posi-
tive aspects Western proposals in disarmament and security fields.

5) Inmeeting this unquestioned problem of public opinion, we be-
lieve NATO Governments should take lead in presenting forcefully to
their peoples considerations which make this plan dangerous, as well as
positive aspects of Western proposals.

6) RapackiPlan was put forward by Poles in UN some months ago.
While it attracted relatively little attention initially, degree of interest in
Western opinion which it has aroused since endorsement by Bulganin
makes essential adoption common line by NATO Governments on pro-
posals and concepts it involves.

7) Rapacki Plan has much in common with other Soviet bloc initia-
tives in that it proposes formula to reduce tensions in Europe based on
existing division of Germany, and designed to exclude nuclear weapons
from Germany.

4 For text of the communiqué issued on December 19, 1957, at the conclusion of the
meeting of the Heads of Government of the North Atlantic Council in Paris, see ibid., Janu-
ary 6, 1958, pp. 12-15.

5 The proposals of former Ambassador to the Soviet Union George F. Kennan and
British Labour leader Hugh Gaitskell, among others, are discussed in Intelligence Report
No. 7664, “Public Reaction in Western Europe to Recent Disengagement Proposals,” Feb-
ruary 13, 1958, prepared by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research in the Department of
State. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 59, OSS-INR Reports)
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8) RapackiPlan goes counter agreed NATO strategy existing since
1954 which calls for integrated nuclear capability in NATO shield
forces. Furthermore Heads of Government meeting recently decided
implement decision extend tactical nuclear weapons (which US forces
now have) to forces of other nations (warheads remaining US custody).
Without such weapons Soviet superiority becomes overwhelming in
light their much greater conventional forces.

9) Barring NATO forces in Germany from having nuclear weap-
ons is unacceptable militarily and it is highly unlikely US opinion would
tolerate maintenance significant US forces in Germany without such
weapons, which in their tactical form are increasingly becoming con-
ventional, with U.S. forces. Result would be that shield concept would
disappear.

10) Rapacki Plan also involves disarmament considerations. If ban
proposed is on nuclear warheads alone, we seriously question its en-
forceability. If it involves delivery systems as well (Rapacki according to
Embassy Warsaw includes ban on “nuclear infrastructure” in his plan),
it obviously goes deeply into question armament limitations.

11) From disarmament standpoint, Rapacki Plan and Soviet variant
thereof appear new limited form of basic Soviet “ban the bomb” pro-
posal. As arms limitation applied to divided Germany, it involves entire
European security question which Western policy links to German
reunification.

12) Plan has further disadvantage of establishing particular condi-
tions and limitations on one NATO member which do not apply to oth-
ers. This is contradictory thus not only to basic NATO strategy as
outlined but also to NATO political unity.

13) Rapacki Plan is sharply different from NATO-approved disar-
mament proposals of last August which envisaged inspection for pre-
vention surprise attack in a broad European zone which included
portions of USSR.¢

14) Rapacki Plan appears designed to appeal to sentiment in West
for “disengagement” on basis present line of demarcation between Sovi-
ets and West. This sentiment appears to be motivated by two ideas.

a) Oneis that confrontation of two large groups of potentially hos-
tile forces in Central Europe involves threat to peace and that this threat
is increased by adoption of nuclear weapons. This idea, which is funda-
mentally opposed to NATO shield concept, we do not consider to be
sound. Threats to peace since NATO was established and NATO force
created have arisen not in Europe but elsewhere. Political directive rec-

® Secretary Dulles made this proposal to the Subcommittee of the U.N. Disarmament
Commission on August 2, 1957; for text of his address, see Documents on Disarmament,
1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 839-845.
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ognizes need for forces capable of dealing also with hostile local action,
as distinct from major armed aggression. We believe NATO forces, or-
ganization and command arrangements are well adapted to prevent in-
advertent, unauthorized or unnecessary use of nuclear weapons.

b) Second idea is that presumed reduction of tension which would
result from military steps would in some way facilitate settlement of
German problem. We believe this is not only erroneous but dangerous
concept. In the absence of comprehensive understanding with USSR on
future of Germany and on detailed military arrangements in broad area
of Europe, partial measures would merely be to solidify status quo,
which is Soviet aim. This proposal has no features looking to German
reunification and indeed seems perpetuate division.

15) We have received reports indicating that plan was proposed on
Polish initiative, although cleared in advance with Soviets. If this is true,
it is interesting. It may represent Polish desire to take steps leading to
breaking impasse between Soviets and West. It may also reflect Polish
concern that continuing build-up of nuclear capability in Western forces
in Germany may lead to demand by Soviets for stationing of Soviet nu-
clear bases in Poland and Czechoslovakia. Such a development could
result in restoration of some of Soviet control over Poland weakened
during past year.

16) Exploitation of potential differences between Poland and USSR
would present West with opportunities. Ability to establish Western
military inspection in Poland and Czechoslovakia would also offer pos-
sibilities of expanding Western contact and influence in these areas.
While these are possibilities to which West must be alert in presenting
its own proposals, they do not involve advantages of sufficient impor-
tance or certainty to warrant us in incurring risks to our own security.

17) Therefore, we reiterate in conclusion our conviction that in fact
Rapacki Plan represents nothing new in the way of progress towards
settlement of European problems and is, for the reasons listed above, a
highly dangerous proposal.’

Dulles

7 The Rapacki Plan was discussed in the session of the North Atlantic Council on
January 22 and also in a special private session later that day attended only by each Perma-
nent Representative and one or two of his advisers. The private session was held at
Spaak’s suggestion in order to permit a “free and forthright expression of views.” Reports
on these two sessions are in Polto 2157 and Polto 2158 from Paris, both dated January 22.
(Department of State, Central Files, 640.0012/1-2258)
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2.  National Intelligence Estimate

NIE 12-58 Washington, February 4, 1958.

OUTLOOK FOR STABILITY IN THE
EASTERN EUROPEAN SATELLITES

The Problem

To assess the prospects for stability in the European Satellites over
the next few years.

Summary

1. Since the crisis of October 1956, the USSR and the Satellite re-
gimes have had considerable success in reimposing party unity and
general submissiveness among the people, at least on the surface. Even
in Poland, the Gomulka regime has strengthened its hold despite con-
tinuing unrest.

2. For at least the next few years the USSR and the Satellites will
probably avoid further political innovation but maintain the general
policies—especially in the economic field—followed during 1957. We
estimate that by and large such policies will preserve relative stability in
the Satellites over the next few years. Popular revolts are unlikely,
largely because of the still fresh example of Soviet repression in Hun-
gary; nor do we expect another coup on the Polish model elsewhere in
the Satellites.

3. But the USSR and the Satellite regimes have by no means elimi-
nated those forces in Eastern Europe which underlay the unrest of 1956.
We foresee a continued atmosphere of change and ferment, more highly
charged than under Stalin. Popular dissatisfaction, party factionalism,
intellectual dissent, and chronic economic difficulties will continue to
stimulate desires for reform and change. A period of political turbu-
lence might again emerge if internal controls are relaxed, or there are
economic crises, or uncertainties appear to characterize the policies of

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. A note on the cover sheet indi-
cates that this estimate superseded NIE 12-57 and was concurred in by the Intelligence
Advisory Committee on February 4. The Atomic Energy Commission Representative to
the IAC and the Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, abstained because the
subject was outside their jurisdiction. An extract of NIE 12-57, “Outlook for Stability in the
Eastern European Satellites,” dated February 19, 1957, is in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957,
vol. XXV, pp. 578-579.

The cover sheet, dissemination notice, table of contents, and a one-page appendix on
Soviet economic aid to the satellites and other intra-bloc credits affecting the satellites are
not printed.
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the USSR or local regimes. The greatest potentialities for unrest appear
to exist in Poland and East Germany.

4. We also continue to believe that Poland’s ability to maintain its
semi-independence will be a key factor affecting future political devel-
opments in Eastern Europe. Barring an acute economic crisis, the
Gomulka regime has a better than even chance of surviving the internal
threats to its position. We also believe that it will be able to retain its rela-
tive freedom from direct Soviet control. In time this development, to-
gether with Yugoslavia’s continued independence, may tend to
encourage nationalist-oriented elements in the other Satellites to seek
greater autonomy.

5. For the short term at least the Soviets will almost certainly go
slow in liberalizing their policy, but they do not seem to view a return to
Stalinist policies as either necessary or feasible. The USSR will probably
continue to extend substantial aid to alleviate economic difficulties.
Moreover, once reassured that their position is no longer threatened, the
Soviet leaders might gradually allow a more independent role to the
Satellites, within the limits imposed by Soviet hegemony. On the other
hand, should this hegemony again appear to be seriously threatened re-
version to a harsher policy would follow.

6. The West’s ability to influence the course of European Satellite
development through policies and actions directed at the Satellites
themselves is limited, particularly by tight Communist controls. Within
these limits, however, the post-Stalin trends in Eastern Europe and the
likely continuation of stresses and strains within the Satellites have cre-
ated a situation more open to Western influence than at any time since
1948. Growing trade and East-West contacts offer some opportunities.
But probably the only means—short of force—that could have a sub-
stantial positive or negative impact on Eastern Europe lie within the
field of major East-West agreements which would fundamentally affect
the current situation.

[Here follows the “Discussion” section with parts entitled “Situ-
ation and Prospects in Individual Satellites,” “The Outlook in the Satel-
lites,” and “Impact of Western Policies.”]
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3.  National Intelligence Estimate

NIE 10-58 Washington, March 4, 1958.

ANTI-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE POTENTIAL IN THE
SINO-SOVIET BLOC

The Problem

To appraise the intensity and scope of dissidence and resistance in
the Sino-Soviet Bloc, and to estimate the resistance potential in times of
peace and war.

Introductory Note

Like its predecessor, ! this estimate is a brief appraisal of the causes,
nature, and extent of anti-regime dissidence and resistance within the
Sino-Soviet Bloc. It is based upon eleven country studies prepared by
the inter-agency Resistance Intelligence Committee established by the
IAC. These studies, which analyze dissidence and resistance in each
country of the Bloc, have been noted but not individually approved by
the IAC; they are appended as annexes to the estimate itself.?

In the estimate and the annexes, the following terminology is used:

Dissidence—a state of mind involving discontent or disaffection
with the regime.

Resistance—dissidence translated into action.

Organized resistance—resistance which is carried out by a group of
individuals who have accepted a common purpose, agreed upon lead-
ership, and worked out a communications system.

norganized resistance—resistance carried out by individuals or
loosely associated groups which may have been formed spontaneously
for certain limited objectives, without over-all plan or strategy.

Passive resistance—resistance, organized or unorganized, which is
conducted within the framework of the resister’s normal life and duties,
and involves deliberate nonperformance or malperformance of acts
which would benefit the regime, or deliberate nonconformity with stan-
dards of conduct established by the regime.

Activeresistance—resistance, organized or unorganized, which ex-
presses itself in positive acts against the regime. It may or may not

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. According to a note on the cover
sheet, this estimate was submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence and concurred in
by the Intelligence Advisory Committee (IAC) on March 4. The Atomic Energy Represen-
tative to the JAC and the Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, abstained
because the subject was outside their jurisdiction.

"NIE 10-55, “Anti-Communist Resistance Potential in the Sino-Soviet Bloc,” 12
April 1955. [Footnote in the source text. NIE 10-55 is not printed.]

2None printed.
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involve violence, and may be conducted openly or clandestinely. It may
take such forms as intelligence collection, psychological warfare, sabo-
tage, guerrilla warfare, assistance in escape and evasion, open defiance
of authority, or preparatory activity for any of the above.

With the progressive consolidation of Communist control, how-
ever, active resistance has in general tended to take less the forms men-
tioned above, and to be expressed more in such forms as strikes,
demonstrations, and open manifestations of intellectual and other dis-
sent. While in many cases these activities are not wholly motivated by
anti-regime attitudes, they nevertheless have anti-regime connotations.

Estimate

Scope and Intensity of Dissidence and Resistance

1. Dissidence continues to be widespread in the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
Improvements in living standards and such relaxation of regime con-
trols as took place during the last three years have been, except perhaps
in the USSR, insulfficient to reduce substantially general discontent. Save
in semi-independent Poland, nationalist anti-regime feelings in Eastern
Europe are as strong as ever. In addition to common grievances, various
population elements harbor special resentments, such as those of peas-
ants towards collectivization, workers towards Communist labor
discipline, intellectuals and students towards enforced ideological
conformity, believers towards anti-religious measures.

2. The scope and intensity of dissidence, however, varies widely
from country to country. One of the most important distinctions in both
peacetime and wartime resistance potential is whether or not the regime
is viewed as representing the national rather than an alien interest. Ex-
cept among certain of its own national minorities, the Soviet regime has
succeeded in identifying itself among its own population as a legitimate
national government. But Communist regimes in the Far East have
made somewhat less progress in this respect, and those in Eastern
Europe, again excepting Poland, have failed almost completely. In the
divided countries, the existence of a functioning alternative government
exercises some attraction which operates to increase dissidence, but this
appears to be a major factor only in East Germany. Other variations in
resistance potential arise from differences in national character, in his-
torical traditions, in economic conditions, and in religious attitudes.

3. In the last few years most Bloc regimes have sought to reduce
popular discontent and to narrow the rifts between the regimes and
their peoples. The leashing of the Soviet secret police, the decollectiviza-
tion of Polish agriculture, and efforts to improve living standards are
cases in point. These policies have had some success. On the other hand,
the very trend toward relaxation of controls and resulting confusion as
to regime policies have given greater scope to overt manifestations of
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discontent. Sharp criticism arose, for example, among Moscow writers
and Chinese intellectuals when the regimes experimented with a looser
application of controls. In Hungary and Poland, inhibitions upon the
use of police terror and serious splits within the Communist parties per-
mitted dissidence to swell into active resistance, in Hungary on a mass
scale. In reaction, the Bloc regimes have tightened their controls, and in
Hungary after the bloody suppression of the revolt the regime reverted
to harsh repression. The Bloc leaders have striven to insure party unity,
to circumscribe the range of permissible criticism, and to provide vari-
ous reminders of their physical power. As a result, organized active re-
sistance is negligible in the Bloc at the present time.

Resistance Potential in Peacetime

4. During the next few years, conditions of life probably will not
improve sufficiently to reduce dissidence significantly in most countries
of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. This dissidence will probably continue to be ex-
pressed primarily in various forms of passive resistance—noncompli-
ance with regime orders, economic malingering, other low-risk ways of
expressing individual opposition. So long as the regimes do not revert to
all-out repression, there is also likely to be some continuation of those
forms of active resistance—strikes, demonstrations, open expressions of
intellectual dissent—which have characterized the past few years. In
particular, such manifestations are likely in parts of Eastern Europe. In
Communist China, some disturbances by peasants and ethnic minori-
ties are also likely.

5. Moreover, many Bloc regimes recognize that the cultivation of
popular support and the eliciting of broader initiative would require not
only economic betterment but some degree of liberalization of controls.
However, they also recognize that such steps increase the difficulty of
maintaining party unity and complete control over the populace. Thus
they will probably accede to popular pressures only in those cases in
which they regard it as relatively safe to do so. But any relaxation of con-
trols will tend to give dissident elements opportunities to press their
grievances in indirect ways.

6. Further, each regime’s problems may be increased and compli-
cated by developments elsewhere in the Bloc and influences from the
Free World. The repercussions of the USSR’s de-Stalinization campaign
and the events in Hungary and Poland have agitated dissidents
throughout the Bloc, in some cases to the point of stimulating various
forms of resistance. Intra-Bloc variations in ideology and policy have
contributed to dissatisfaction and ferment among intellectuals and stu-
dents. As contacts with non-Bloc countries increase, unfavorable com-
parisons will arise. In consequence, campaigns against dissidence,
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while primarily concerned with its domestic sources, must also contend
with unsettling influences from abroad.

7. The difficulties of dealing with dissidence, various forms of re-
sistance, and foreign influences may lead to policy vacillations between
“hard” and “soft” lines or to intra-party disputes. These developments
might evoke greater resistance activity. This activity, however, would
tend to be directed towards the elimination of specific grievances rather
than to the overthrow of the existing regimes, since the latter course
would seem highly unpromising unless there were a serious prior
weakening of party and police.

8. For these reasons we regard major outbreaks of active resistance
as unlikely, although these cannot be excluded in certain volatile situ-
ations in Eastern Europe. Sporadic local outbreaks will probably recur,
but they will almost certainly be within the capabilities of security forces
to repress. The regime’s counter-weapons—primarily the monopoly of
physical force (coupled with an evident willingness to use it) and a near-
monopoly of means of communication—will remain formidable. In Po-
land the regime has shown less reliance on these weapons, but a
primary safeguard against violent resistance is the widespread recogni-
tion, to which the Catholic Church lends important support, that it
would provoke Soviet intervention. Here, as elsewhere in Eastern
Europe, Soviet suppression of the Hungarian revolt and the absence of
Western assistance have underlined the futility of violent resistance.

9. Emigré organizations of former Bloc nationals have, in general,
lost effective contact with their homelands and are little known to Bloc
populations. Virtually all of them have suffered from internal bickering,
and many have been penetrated by Communist agents. Emigré groups
do not significantly contribute to resistance potential, and with rare ex-
ceptions their leaders would not be welcomed to positions of power af-
ter liberation.

Resistance Potential in Event of General War

10. At the outset of a general war, patriotism would act to diminish
sharply the resistance potential in most of the USSR and to some extent
in Communist China, though in the latter case this would depend more
on the nature of the conflict. In the Far Eastern satellites, any increase in
resistance potential probably would be only marginal. But in the satel-
lite states of Eastern Europe, as well as in certain minority areas of the
USSR and Communist China (e.g. the Baltic States, Georgia, Western
Ukraine, Tibet), the outbreak of war would rekindle hopes of liberation
and immediately increase the resistance potential. This potential prob-
ably would be highest in Poland, Hungary, and East Germany. We be-
lieve, however, that unless the tide of war ran sharply against the Bloc
and its military and security forces were significantly weakened,
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resistance activities of a para-military nature could be prevented or at
least confined to manageable proportions.

11. While we conclude that resistance activities probably would not
be a major factor so long as the outcome of the main conflict remained
dubious, resistance activity probably could be expected, especially in
Eastern Europe, in the form of intelligence collection and transmission,
aid to Western personnel in escape and evasion operations, and minor
sabotage. The level of such activity would vary considerably, because of
differences in resistance potential, and also as a result of the amount of
outside assistance available and the location of battle lines.

12. Only conjectures can be made concerning the impact on resis-
tance activity of the use of nuclear weapons. Much would depend on
such factors as the extent and locale of the attacks, the types of weapons
used, the damage caused, the extent to which regime controls were dis-
rupted, etc. Among population groups suffering direct losses, survivors
probably would first be stunned, then concentrate their energies exclu-
sively on problems of personal survival. In areas sufficiently distant
from attack to be largely unaffected, resistance might increase as dissi-
dent elements found that Communist controls had been weakened; on
the other hand, they might conclude that nuclear weapons were so deci-
sive that extensive resistance was irrelevant or unnecessary. Groups
outside the attack area but sufficiently close to be caught in the resulting
chaos would be subject to all these effects. It is possible that, in certain
cases, attacks against selected targets might weaken the regime’s anti-
resistance capabilities more than they impaired resistance potential.

13. The question of responsibility for the initiation of general war
probably would not substantially affect the will to resist the regimes in
the Bloc countries. Nor would the nationality of attacking forces be
likely, in the majority of cases, to have great bearing upon the coopera-
tion offered by resistance elements. Exceptions would be cases in which
long-standing national antipathies might conflict to an important de-
gree with anti-regime feelings, e.g. (a) German forces in Czechoslova-
kia, Poland, and the USSR; (b) Yugoslav, Greek, and Turkish forces in
Bulgaria; (c) Greek, Italian, and Yugoslav forces in Albania; and (d)
Japanese forces in North Korea and Communist China. On the other
hand, in the divided countries anti-regime resistance might increase if
military forces of the non-Communist government were used.
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4. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(Twining) to Secretary of Defense McElroy
Washington, May 20, 1958.

[Source: Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC
5811 Series. Secret. 3 pages of source text not declassified.]

5.  Memorandum of Discussion at the 366th Meeting of the
National Security Council

Washington, May 22, 1958.

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and
agenda items 1 and 2.]

3. U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe
(NSC5608/1; Appendix to NSC 5608/1; NSC 5808/1; NSC 5505/1;
NSC 5607; NSC 5616/2; NSC 5704/3; NSC 5706/2; NSC 5726/1;
NSC 5803; NIE 12-58; NIE 10-58; NSC Action No. 1896; NSC 5811;
Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated May
13 and 21, 1958)!

General Cutler briefed the National Security Council at consider-
able length, stressing in particular the differences of view in sub-
paragraphs 28— and 28-d of NSC 5811, reading as follows:

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only.
Prepared by Gleason on May 23.

! The following are printed in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XXV: NSC 5608/1,
“U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet Satellites in Eastern Europe” (without the appendix), July
18, 1956, pp. 216-221; NSC 5706/2, “U.S. Policy on Defectors, Escapees, and Refugees
From Communist Areas,” February 26, 1957, pp. 584-588; and NSC 5616/2, “Interim U.S.
Policy on Developments in Poland and Hungary,” November 19, 1956, pp. 463-469. NSC
5607, “East-West Exchanges,” June 29, 1956, is printed ibid., vol. XXIV, pp. 243-246. NSC
5704/3, “U.S. Economic Defense Policy,” September 16, 1957, is printed ibid., vol. X, pp.
495-498.NSC 5803, “U.S. Policy Toward Germany,” February 7, 1958, is printed in vol. IX,
Document 243. NIE 12-58 and NIE 10-58 are printed as Documents 2 and 3. NSC 5808/1,
“U.S. Policy Toward Poland,” April 16, 1958, is in Part 2, Document 46. Regarding NSC
Action No. 1896, see the memorandum of NSC discussion, April 14, ibid. NSC 5726/1,
“U.S. Civil Aviation Policy Toward the Sino-Soviet Bloc,” December 9, 1957, is in Depart-
ment of State, 5/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5726 Series. Lay’s May 13 memorandum
transmitting a memorandum from the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers on
portions of NSC 5811 is ibid., NSC 5811 Series. NSC 5811 and Lay’s May 21 memorandum
are not printed. (Ibid.)
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“c. Encourage the dominated peoples to seek their goals gradually
[and without resort to premature violent actions].*? [5—1%2 lines of source
text not declassified]

“d. Discreetly foster dissident and non-cooperative attitudes; and
[do not discourage]**2 non-cooperative activities, including passive re-
sistance.

“* JCS proposal.
“** State-Treasury-Budget proposal.”

(A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of
the meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.)?

When General Cutler had finished explaining that the main issue in
this paper focused on these two subparagraphs, he stated that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff proposals for rewriting subparagraphs 28—c and —d really
constituted a fundamental difference with the view set forth by the pres-
ent text of these subparagraphs.

The President said that he was unable to understand the difference,
and the matter seemed to him essentially an exercise in semantics. Secre-
tary Dulles noted his agreement with the President’s view. General Cut-
ler, however, insisted that if the President and others could not grasp
that there was a concrete and substantive difference of viewpoint be-
tween the Joint Chiefs’ proposals for subparagraphs 28— and -d and
those of the Planning Board, he had failed to explain adequately the es-
sential differences. The Planning Board had unanimously agreed that
the dominated peoples should seek their goals of greater independence
from Moscow gradually and generally without resort to violence. The
Joint Chiefs, on the other hand, believed that there was no chance of
achieving independence in these countries without some fighting. They
believed that we should discreetly encourage passive resistance and
that violent uprisings, rioting, and guerrilla operations should be en-
couraged, though only “on a calculated basis when we are ready to cope
with the Russian reaction.” Moreover, the Chiefs believe that in the
event that a satellite gained some measure of freedom, the United States
should be prepared to make unmistakably clear to the Soviets that we
will not tolerate any efforts toward reprisal or resubjugation.

After thus summarizing what he conceived to be the differences be-
tween the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Planning Board on this issue, Gen-
eral Cutler called first on General Twining.

General Twining said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were aware that
they were getting somewhat out of their military sphere in their com-
ments on subparagraphs 28-c and —d, but that they felt that as these

2 Brackets in the source text.

3 Not printed. The minutes of all National Security Council meetings held during the
Eisenhower administration are in National Archives and Records Administration, RG
273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File.
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subparagraphs were written in NSC 5811 they were much too weak. It
was for this reason that they had recommended their changes.

Secretary Dulles said that he could not quite agree with General
Twining’s view and that of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that there was no
chance of a satellite securing its independence of Moscow without some
fighting. This was a pretty sweeping statement, and while it might be
likely, it was not so certain as the Chiefs seemed to think.

Broadly speaking, continued Secretary Dulles, we in the State De-
partment believe that the best hope of bringing about an acceptable evo-
lution toward greater freedom for the satellites is the exertion by the
satellites of constant pressure on the Soviet Union and on their own re-
gimes, in the hope of effecting a change in the thinking of the Soviet rul-
ers. Thus the Soviet rulers may ultimately come to realize that it is in
their own best interests to be surrounded by free and relatively friendly
countries, rather than, as at present, by a series of bitterly hostile satellite
states. How to exert this pressure was a very delicate matter, but it
seemed reasonably well covered by the limited-distribution Appendix
to NSC 5608/1. While it remained true that no enslaved country could
ever achieve its freedom if the people of that country were not willing to
die for freedom, the example of Hungary showed that the elements that
we most depended upon had been liquidated by the resort to violence.

Secretary Dulles stated that he particularly disliked the bracketed
phrase in the first sentence of subparagraph 28-c, dealing with prema-
ture violence. He felt that the proposed course of action was dangerous,
and that the bracketed phrase should be omitted from the final text of
the subparagraph.

The President said that he didn’t clearly understand the difference
between the bracketed phrase and the first part of the sentence, but he
was willing to agree with Secretary Dulles that the bracketed phrase
should be deleted.

Turning to subparagraph 28-d, Secretary Dulles commented that
he couldn’t get very excited about whether the bracketed phrase, “do
not discourage”, was deleted or remained in the final form of the sub-
paragraph. After all, said Secretary Dulles, the difference between “non-
cooperative attitudes” and “non-cooperative activities” would have to
be drawn by a pretty fine line. He accordingly would not object to the
deletion of the bracketed phrase in subparagraph 28-d.

Mr. Allen warned the Council that if subparagraph 28—-d remained
as written, it would constitute guidance to his Voice of America opera-
tions. In this circumstance, and if there were another Hungary, the
script-writers could only defend themselves against accusations such as
had occurred at the time of the Hungarian revolt, by stating in effect
that their discreet encouragement of dissident and non-cooperative
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attitudes was national security policy. On the whole, Mr. Allen felt that
the bracketed phrase had better stay in subparagraph 28-d.

Both the President and Secretary Anderson expressed anxiety
about leaving the phrase “discreetly encourage” in subparagraph 28—d.
The President thought that what was really meant by this phrase was “to
look on with a benevolent eye”.

[2 paragraphs (11 lines of source text) not declassified]

General Cutler then went on to speak of paragraph 40, reading as
follows:

“40. Seek to establish between the United States and the dominated
nations with which the United States has diplomatic relations, more nor-
mal economic relations, thereby facilitating a gradual expansion of
trade—consistent with ‘Basic National Security Policy’ (NSC 5810/1)*
and ‘U.S. Economic Defense Policy” (NSC 5704 /3)*—as a means of pro-
jecting U.S. influence and lessening the dominated nations’ economic
ties with and dependence on the Soviet Union.

“* NSC Action 1865—c directed the review of this policy; cf.
NSC 5810/1, paragraph 37. For the Department of Commerce sug-
gestions for expanding par. 40, see Annex C.”

General Cutler also noted that the Secretary of Commerce had sug-
gested, in Annex C to NSC 5811, more detailed guidance with respect to
the course of action set forth in paragraph 40. General Cutler suggested
that if the details of paragraph 40 were adopted by the Council, they
should be removed from the Annex and placed in the policy paper.

The President said that it was his understanding that the proposed
expanded trade between the United States and the Soviet-dominated
nations was designed to achieve U.S. political objectives and had little or
nothing to do with any purely economic advantage which might accrue
to the United States. If he were right in this assumption, he believed that
the initiative in carrying out the course of action in paragraph 40 should
come straight from the State Department.

In turn, Secretary Dulles said he felt that the implementation of
paragraph 40 would have to be handled with very great care. As the
Vice President had just recently pointed out, the Latin American coun-
tries were now under very heavy pressure of an economic sort to in-
crease their trade with the Soviet satellite states. If we, the United States,
open the door to greater trade with the satellite states, it may well prove
to be the Latin American countries which rush through the door. This
could have very serious effects on the political orientation of our Latin
American neighbors. The President agreed, and said that that was

4NSC 5810/1, “Basic National Security Policy,” May 5, 1958, is scheduled for publi-
cation in volume III
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precisely why he felt that State should take the initiative in determining
what should be done to carry out the policy in paragraph 40.

Secretary Dulles said that he would be very reluctant to see the Na-
tional Security Council agree to any sweeping public statements by U.S.
officials regarding increased trade with the Soviet-dominated nations,
as appeared to be suggested by the Department of Commerce proposals
in Annex C. This could have a very serious effect in Latin America. The
Vice President agreed with Secretary Dulles’ viewpoint, and said that
the leaders of the Latin American countries would on the whole much
prefer to trade with the United States, first of all because the machinery
we sold them was better than the machinery they got from the Soviet
Bloc, and secondly because they did not want a lot of Communist tech-
nicians coming into their countries to show them how to operate the ma-
chines they had imported from a Soviet Bloc country. The Vice President
accordingly agreed that this matter should be handled entirely by the
State Department.

Called upon for his views, Secretary Weeks agreed that this was es-
sentially a State Department matter, and that the objective sought, in
calling for more normal trade relations with the Soviet-dominated na-
tions, was a political objective and not a commercial one. The para-
graphs suggested by the Department of Commerce in Annex C were
merely designed to spell out in greater detail what Commerce had sup-
posed to be the State Department’s position in favoring more non-strate-
gic trade, as set forth in paragraph 40; and, moreover, Commerce would
of course have to implement the actual commercial operations under
paragraph 40.

General Cutler then suggested to the Council that Annex C be omit-
ted. The President, however, thought that the whole matter, both para-
graph 40 and Annex C, should not be acted upon at this time by the
Council, but should be further studied in the State Department prior to
final Council action. The subject matter of paragraph 40 was, in the
President’s opinion, the most important matter which had been dis-
cussed this morning at the meeting. As he had so often said, the Presi-
dent reminded the Council again that trade was the chief weapon of the
diplomat.

General Cutler then suggested approval of all of NSC 5811 as
amended, including paragraph 40, but suggested the omission of Annex
C. The details of the implementation of paragraph 40 could safely be left
to the Operations Coordinating Board, where the State Department
could take the lead. The President said he could not agree with General
Cutler’s suggestion, and felt that the State Department would have to
make up its own mind as to how it wished to make use of increased
trade with the Soviet-dominated nations in order to achieve our political
objectives. Secretary Dulles agreed, and stated that in its present form
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paragraph 40 seemed too sweeping, and he would like an opportunity
to look at the problem at greater length. General Cutler asked the Presi-
dent if he was agreeable to Council adoption of all of NSC 5811 as
amended, except for paragraph 40 and Annex C. Council action on para-
graph 40 and Annex C would be suspended until the Secretary of State
had had an opportunity to study further the implications of this para-
graph. This proposal was approved.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject contained
in NSC 5811, including a supplementary draft statement of U.S. Policy
Toward Estonia, Latvia ancF Eithuania (Annex B to NSC 5811), in the
light of:

(1) The views of the Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic

Policy, with particular reference to paragraph 40 and Annex C of

NSC 5811, transmitted by the reference memorandum of May 13,

1958; and

(2) The views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon, transmitted

by the reference memorandum of May 21, 1958.

b. Adopted the statement of U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet-Domi-
nated Nations in Eastern Europe, and the supplementary statement of
U.S. Policy Toward Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, subject to:

(1) On page 16, deletion of the bracketed words in the first sen-
tence of subpara%ra h 28—, and the footnote thereto.

(2) On page 17, deletion of subparagraph 28-d and the footnote
thereto.

(3) On page 20, deferral of action on Earagra h 40 and (on
pages 31 and 32) on Annex C, pending further study by the Secre-
tary of State of the foreign policy implications of expanding non-
strategic trade with the Soviet-dominated nations for primarily
Eolitical purposes, and a report on the results of such study for

ouncil consideration at the June 19 meeting.

c. Agreed that the provisions of the special limited-distribution Ap-
gendix to NSC 5608/1, as amended at this meeting, should apply to Al-
ania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Rumania.

Note: NSC 5811, as adopted by the action in b above, subsequently
approved by the President; circulated as NSC 5811/1 for implementa-
tion by all appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S.
Government; and referred to the Operations Coordinating Board as the
coordinating agency designated by the President.

The action in b-(3) above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate action.

> Paragraphs a—c and the Note that follows constitute NSC Action No. 1914. (Depart-
ment of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the Na-
tional Security Council)
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In accordance with the action in ¢ above, as approved by the Presi-
dent, the special limited-distribution Appendix to NSC 5608/1, as
amended at this meeting, subsequently issued as a special limited-dis-
tribution Appendix to NSC 5811/1.

In accordance with NSC Action No. 1896, the special limited-dis-
tribution Appendix to NSC 5608 /1, without the amendment adopted at
this meeting, issued as a special limited-distribution Appendix to NSC
5808/1 (Poland).

[Here follows agenda item 4.]

S. Everett Gleason

6.  National Security Council Report

NSC 5811/1 Washington, May 24, 1958.

STATEMENT OF U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE
SOVIET-DOMINATED NATIONS IN EASTERN EUROPE

General Considerations

Regional Considerations

1. Soviet control over Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East
Germany,! Hungary and Rumania (referred to hereafter as the domi-
nated nations)?2is a basic cause of international friction and, therefore, a

Source: National Archives and Records Administration, JCS Records, 092 (9-14—49)
IN 15RB. Secret. A title page, a table of contents, and a May 24 covering note by Lay are not
printed. In the covering note, Lay noted that paragraph 40 of NSC 5811 and Annex C of
that paper were being referred to the Secretary of State for additional study and would be
reconsidered by the NSC at its meeting on June 19. See Document 8.

! While many of the considerations set forth in this paper with respect to the Soviet-
dominated nations of Eastern Europe also apply to East Germany, there are a number of
respects in which special considerations are applicable to East Germany, owing to the fact
that the United States regards it as under Soviet military occupation and not as a separate
“nation”. The specific problems of East Germany and Berlin are treated in the Supple-
ments to NSC 5803. [Footnote in the source text. NSC 5803, “U.S. Policy Toward Ger-
many,” February 7, 1958, is printed in vol. IX, Document 243.]

2U.S. Policy Toward Poland is treated separately in NSC 5808/1. [Footnote in the
source text. NSC 5808/1, dated April 16, 1958, is in Part 2, Document 46.]
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threat to peace and to the security of the United States and Western
Europe. Soviet determination to maintain control of these nations is also
an obstacle to an over-all European settlement and to a significant re-
laxation of international tensions, including a comprehensive disarma-
ment agreement.

2. The principal impediment to Soviet efforts to impose an effec-
tive Communist political, economic and social system on the peoples of
the dominated nations is the anti-Communist and anti-Russian attitude
of the great majority of the population in each such nation. This attitude
is intensified particularly by severe restriction of personal and religious
freedom, a continued low standard of living, and strong nationalist sen-
timent among the people, especially the youth, and even among certain
elements within the Communist parties. An additional impediment is
the continued refusal of the West, particularly the United States and its
principal NATO allies, to accept the permanence of Soviet-imposed re-
gimes as compatible with the principles of human freedom and self-
determination of nations.

3. Although Moscow has not incorporated the dominated nations
into the state structure of the USSR as it did the Baltic Republics of Esto-
nia, Latvia and Lithuania (see Annex B), Soviet physical control over
these nations remains firm. The USSR maintains Soviet troops in much
of the area (see Annex A)®and the Warsaw Pact formalized Soviet meas-
ures for coordination and control over the military forces of these na-
tions. Political control is exerted both on a governmental level and
through the Communist Party apparatus. Moscow also exercises control
over the area’s economy through such means as the Council of Eco-
nomic Mutual Assistance (CEMA) and through bilateral trade and aid
agreements. There are no known anti-regime groups capable of success-
fully organizing coordinated and sustained resistance to the Commu-
nist regimes in any of the dominated nations. The United States has not
been prepared to resort to force or threat of force either to eliminate So-
viet domination or to support revolutionary movements.

4. After Stalin’s death in 1953, the stability of the Soviet political
system in Eastern Europe was shaken by a succession of important de-
velopments, including: the elimination of a single source of ideological
authority and the attacks on the cult of personality (denigration of
Stalin); the re-establishment of Party primacy over the police; the
growth of the concept of “different roads to socialism”; and, in the cam-
paign to increase labor productivity, an increased use of economic in-
centives and a decreased reliance on arbitrary police and administrative

3 Annex A, a table on military forces in the Soviet-dominated nations of Eastern
Europe and Poland, is not printed.
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methods. These developments, which gave rise to policy and doctrinal
conflicts within the Soviet leadership, were reflected in the decisions of
the 20th Congress of the CPSU in 1956; and their impact spread through-
out the Bloc. These developments added to growing uncertainty and
confusion in the Communist parties and strengthened the hand of party
dissidents seeking democratization and greater national independence.
Party and popular unrest reached the greatest heights in Poland and
Hungary, where in October 1956 Soviet authority was seriously chal-
lenged for the first time since the Yugoslav break in 1948.

5. Although surface stability has been restored and will probably
be preserved over the next few years, an atmosphere of change and fer-
ment more highly charged than under Stalin will probably continue for
some time. The forces of unrest which underlay the troubles of 1956 are
manifest in discontent over current policies within the Communist par-
ties, particularly at middle and lower levels; in intellectual and student
ferment; in popular hostility to the regimes, stimulated by party and in-
tellectual dissidents; and in economic discontent, common to all who do
not enjoy privileged rank.

6. Additional factors adversely affecting Soviet control in Eastern
Europe are:

a. The effects of the Hungarian revolt, which was a serious moral
and ideological defeat for the éSSR, will persist for some time. The re-
volt engendered an enduring hatred of the USSR. Future Soviet actions
will be temgered by this demonstration of the risk of relying on indige-
nous armed forces and of failing to gain popular support f%r Commu-
nism.

b. Poland’s ability to maintain the limited independence gained in
October 1956 will be a key factor affecting future political developments
in Eastern Europe. A Polish-type coup in the area is not likely soon, but
if the Polish experiment is successful and Moscow’s acquiescence in it
continues, nationalist elements in the dominated nations may be en-
couraged to seek greater autonomy.

c. Similarly, the continued existence of Yugoslavia as a Commu-
nist nation independent of Moscow will tend to encourage nationalist
elements in the area to seek greater autonomy.

7. In these circumstances, present Soviet policy appears to be one
of experimentation in an effort to find a middle course between the al-
ternatives of (a) placing primary reliance on policies of force and re-
pression, and (b) granting increasing autonomy and independence to
the Eastern European regimes. The first alternative would deny to these
regimes the possibility of broadening their base of popular support. The
second alternative would stimulate popular pressures for further con-
cessions and might become extremely difficult to limit or control.

8. In this situation, Moscow may experience a diminished ability
to exercise unilateral authority in the Communist world. The necessity
for maintaining at least outward unity in the Sino-Soviet Bloc and the
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international Communist movement will, as in the past, lead the Soviets
to compromise on some issues and at least to consider the opinions of
other Communist parties on others. However, while the memories of
Hungary and Poland remain fresh, the security of the USSR’s position
will remain uppermost in Soviet minds and measures to insure it will be
given first priority. This does not mean that Soviet leaders consider a
return to Stalinist policies as either necessary or desirable. Rather, so
long as Soviet hegemony and basic Communist tenets are not called into
question, the USSR will continue to place major reliance on indirect
methods of control, preferring to let the dominated regimes deal with
their own internal problems unless these get out of hand.

9. In attempting to cope through flexible and pragmatic means
with the complex problem of maintaining its position in the area, the
USSR probably will:

a. Attempt to obtain some form of East-West ratification of the
status quo in Eastern Europe in the hope of undermining the dominated
peoples” hope of future U.S. support and thus reducing the likelihood of
deviation and unrest.

b. Continue to maintain sizeable armed forces in the area, particu-
larly in East Germany, not only for military reasons but as an essential
element in maintaining control over the dominated nations.

c. Be prepared to use armed force to thwart any serious threat to
its control in the area, although Soviet reaction to a Gomulka-type coup
would depend on the circumstances of the moment; i.e., whether the
threat to the Soviet position was sufficient to outweigh the disadvan-
tages of military intervention.

d. Continue to provide economic aid to the dominated nations in
order to reduce unrest by improving living standards, to maintain the
area’s dependence on the USSR, and to counter the appeal of increased
trade between Eastern Europe and the West.

e. Permit the dominated nations to enter into increasing but selec-
tively-controlled contacts with the West, in an attempt, among other
things, to influence world opinion, to obtain technological data and ease
economic strains, and to appease the desires of the intelligentsia in the
area for wider associations throughout the world.

10. The current ferment in Eastern Europe offers new opportuni-
ties, though still limited, to influence the dominated regimes through
greater U.S. activity, both private and official, in such fields as tourist
travel, cultural exchange and economic relations, including exchanges
of technical and commercial visitors. Experience has shown that a U.S.
policy designed to ostracize the dominated regimes has had the concur-
rent effect of inhibiting increased direct U.S. contacts with the people of
the dominated nations. It is now apparent that, as a practical matter,
substantial expansion of direct U.S. contacts with the peoples of these
nations, and the development through such contacts of popular pres-
sures upon the regimes for increased internal freedom and independ-
ence from Soviet control, cannot be achieved without more active U.S.
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relationships with and through these governments. Such relationships
would enable the United States to probe, within the party and govern-
mental bureaucracy, for those individuals or groups who show signs of
independent thought, nationalist aspirations, or willingness to use their
influence to modify their nation’s subservient relationship to the Soviet
Union.

11. The West could have the greatest impact on Eastern Europe,
and would run the greatest risk, through major East-West agreements
which would fundamentally affect the European situation. The very fact
of negotiations on any such issues as mutual troop withdrawals, Ger-
man reunification, or the status quo in Europe, would have some impact
on Eastern Europe. To the extent that the West seemed to be confirming
Soviet hegemony over Eastern Europe, morale among the peoples and
potential party deviants would tend to be depressed. On the other hand,
negotiations which appeared to offer hopes of a Soviet troop withdraw-
al, particularly if coupled with convincing guarantees against their re-
turn, would have an opposite effect. An East-West agreement on
German reunification which was interpreted in Eastern Europe as an
abandonment by the USSR of East Germany would almost certainly
have major repercussions throughout the area. Unless countered by
positive and vigorous Soviet action, these repercussions—in the form of
increasing dissidence, ferment, Party factionalism, riots and strikes—
might lead to upheavals or radical policy shifts toward greater external
or internal freedom in Eastern Europe, especially in Poland.

12. With the passage of years during which Soviet domination of
the Eastern European nations has continued, émigré national commit-
tees have proved less productive. This situation has been aggravated by
internal factional strife and lack of unified purpose. There is no evidence
that émigré politicians have any significant following in their home-
lands or that in the foreseeable future they will be able to return there to
assume a role of political leadership.

13. Flexible U.S. courses of action, involving inducements as well as
probing actions and pressures, are required to exploit the Soviet di-
lemma and sensitivities in the dominated nations and to complicate the
exercise of Soviet control over them. In order to take full advantage of
existing opportunities in this area, U.S. courses of action toward the
dominated nations must appropriately exploit their individual histori-
cal and cultural characteristics and the significant differences of their re-
spective present situations.

Albania

14. Albania is unique among the dominated nations for its political,
economic and cultural backwardness. Despite post-Stalin trends to-
ward liberalization elsewhere in the Soviet Bloc, the Albanian regime
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has shown few signs of deviating from the Stalinist pattern. Albania pre-
sents special problems to U.S. policy because it has traditionally been
subject to rival claims and ambitions by Greece, Italy and Yugoslavia.
The Albanian Communists have posed as the indispensable champions
of Albanian independence and territorial integrity.

15. Albania has never been a nation of primary importance to the
United States. Immediately after World War II, U.S.-Albanian discus-
sions on the establishment of diplomatic relations broke down as a re-
sult of Albanian refusal to affirm the validity of pre-war treaties and
agreements between Albania and the United States. There have been
some indications recently that the Albanian regime may desire to estab-
lish diplomatic relations with the United States.

Bulgaria

16. The Bulgarian regime, despite occasional top-level purges and
discontent among intellectuals, appears relatively stable and able to
maintain control of the nation. Communist efforts to make Bulgaria an
industrial nation without the necessary resources base have produced
serious economic problems. Large-scale unemployment has caused the
Bulgarian regime to seek extensive economic aid from the Soviet Union
and to adopt a new economic plan under which Bulgaria would special-
ize in light industry and truck-farming. The United States suspended
diplomatic relations with Bulgaria in February 1950 after a series of har-
assments which culminated in Bulgarian action against the U.S. Minis-
ter as persona non grata on charges of subversion and espionage.
Bulgarian leaders have several times indicated publicly and through
diplomatic channels their desire for a resumption of relations.

Czechoslovakia

17. Except for a brief period of ferment in the spring of 1956 follow-
ing the disclosures at the 20th Party Congress in Moscow, Czechoslova-
kia has been a submissive satellite. The Czech people, although
traditionally Western-oriented and anti-Communist, have remained
largely apathetic under Soviet domination. Specific grievances are prob-
ably allayed to some extent by the Czech standard of living, which is
appreciably higher now than it was during the Stalin era and is the high-
estin Eastern Europe. Anti-Soviet sentiment exists within the Party, and
there are certainly some in the Party who favor greater independence;
but the Party leadership, so far as can be determined, is steadfast in its
adherence to the Moscow line. The regime has failed to eliminate the
thorny minority problem. The Communist Party continues to have less
influence in Slovakia than in Bohemia-Moravia, and the Slovak poten-
tial for active resistance is higher.
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Hungary

18. The present Communist regime in Hungary, in consolidating its
physical control of the nation, has followed a policy of terror and intimi-
dation clearly intended to wipe out all resistance. Although the Hungar-
ian people continue to despise this regime, a surface calm prevails and
the normal pattern of life under Soviet Communism has resumed.

19. A certain degree of moderation has been evident in the eco-
nomic policy of the Hungarian regime. Collectivization of agriculture
remains the ultimate goal, but Kadar has asserted that this will be
achieved by “Leninist” persuasion rather than “Stalinist” coercion. A
degree of private enterprise among artisans and small tradesmen has
been tolerated though not encouraged, and there has been an effort to
keep the market reasonably well supplied with consumer goods. With
the aid of extensive grants and loans from the Soviet Union and the
other Communist nations, the Hungarian economy has recovered from
the effects of the revolution more rapidly than had been anticipated,
though grave economic problems remain.

20. The Hungarian regime has not granted any appreciable internal
political concessions in order to improve its international standing. It
has, however, made continuing efforts to overcome its isolation by other
means. It has been energetic in negotiating trade agreements with the
West, has shown interest in cultural exchanges, and appears to be pre-
pared to permit a degree of contact between Hungarians and the West.
The regime has continued publicly to condemn the excesses of Rakosi
even while following a basically repressive policy. For public consump-
tion, at least, it has pictured itself as determined to steer a “middle”
course between the extremes of Nagy-ism and Rakosi-ism.

21. Because Hungary has become an important psychological factor
in the world-wide struggle of the free nations against expansionist So-
viet Communism, U.S. policy must maintain a delicate balance; it must
seek to encourage the same evolutionary developments as in the other
nations of Eastern Europe, without compromising the symbol which
Hungary has become. More restraint will be required in dealing directly
with regime officials than in certain other nations of the area, and the
timing of U.S. moves will be of great importance.

Rumania

22. The physical hold of the Communist regime on Rumania re-
mains firm. Such personnel changes as have occurred in the Rumanian
Communist Government and Party since the Polish and Hungarian
events appear to have been connected with internal Party differences,
and have not been caused by overt public pressures for change.

23.0ne of the distinguishing marks of Rumanian Communist
rule is an unwillingness to deviate too far from a moderate position in
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response to sudden changes of attitude in Moscow. The Rumanian
Communists have consistently failed to attack Tito with the extreme fer-
vor of some of the other Communist Parties while, on the other hand,
they have never gone as far in the direction of liberalization as did the
Hungarians prior to the 1956 uprising. Attempts both to pursue stan-
dard Communist goals and to allay the economic causes of popular dis-
content, have caused considerable economic strain.

24. Although unwilling to grant substantial political concessions to
the population, the Rumanian leadership during the past year has
sought an easing of relations and increased contacts with the United
States in order to secure benefits in trade and technology and give sub-
stance to its claims of legitimacy and permanence in the eyes of its own
people. The Rumanian regime is therefore exceptionally receptive to in-
creased contacts with the West.

Objectives

25. Short-range: Promotion of the peaceful evolution of the domi-
nated nations toward national independence and internal freedom,
even though these nations may continue for some time under the close
political and military control of the Soviet Union.

26. Reduction of the contribution of the dominated nations to Soviet
strength, and weakening of the monolithic front and internal cohesive-
ness of the Soviet Bloc.

27. Long-range: Fulfillment of the right of the peoples in the domi-
nated nations to enjoy representative governments resting upon the
consent of the governed, exercising full national independence, and par-
ticipating as peaceful members of the Free World community.

Regional Policy Guidance*

Political and Diplomatic

28. In order to maintain and develop popular pressures on the pres-
ent regimes and accelerate evolution toward independence from Soviet
control:

a. Expand direct contacts with the dominated peoples to exploit
their anti-Communist and anti-Russian attitudes.

b. As a means toward accomplishing a above, establish more ac-
tive relations with the existing regimes, without creating the impression
that the basic U.S. attitude toward those regimes has changed or will
change in the absence of some significant modification in their charac-
ter.

#NSC policies on the Soviet Bloc (including NSC 5726/1, “U.S. Civil Aviation Policy
Toward the Sino-Soviet Bloc”, December 9, 1957, and NSC 5607, “East-West Exchanges”,
June 29, 1956) will continue to apply except as modified by this policy or by exceptions in
the policies concerned. [Footnote in the source text. See footnote 1, Document 5.]
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c. Encourage the dominated peoples to seek their goals gradually.
[5 lines of source text not declussifiedﬁ)

[1 paragraph (5 lines of source text) not declassified)

30. To impair and weaken Soviet domination, exploit divisive
forces by appropriate measures including:

a. Fostering nationalist pride and aspirations among the people and
within the regime leadership.

b. [2 lines of source text not declassi’fied]

c. [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]

d. Publicizing evidences of unequal treatment by the USSR.

e. Encouraging comparisons of the lot of the dominated nations
with that of the %SgR and with each other.

31. Emphasize on appropriate occasions the U.S. view that the peo-
ple of each nation should be independent and free to choose their form
of government; and avoid any action or statement which could reason-
ably be represented in the dominated nations as advocacy of a return to
the authoritarian systems of government which existed prior to or dur-
ing World War II.

32. Reiterate on appropriate occasions in public statements that the
United States does not look upon the dominated nations as potential
military allies and supports their right to independence, not to encircle
the Soviet Union with hostile forces, but so that they may take their
rightful place as equal members in a peaceful European community of
nations.

33. Continue in official public statements:

a. To point out the evils and defects of the Soviet-Communist
system.

b. To reiterate U.S. refusal to accept the domination of these
nations by the USSR as an acceptable status quo.

c. To stress evolutionary change.

34. a.Encourage the regimes in the dominated nations to take inde-
pendent initiatives in foreign relations and domestic affairs.

b. Take advantage of every appropriate opportunity to demon-
strate to these regimes how their national interest may be served by in-
dependent actions looking toward more normal relations with the West.

35. Be prepared to discuss and negotiate issues between the United
States and the individual regimes. When complete solutions are not pos-
sible, be prepared to accept partial solutions which do not impair U.S.
objectives.

36. Endeavor to bring the dominated nations increasingly into the
activities of international technical and social organizations in order to
contribute to their greater independence from Soviet influence and be to
U.S. advantage.
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37. Continue as appropriate to support selected émigrés or émigré
groups capable of making a positive contribution to U.S. objectives,
while gradually phasing out support of less useful émigré organiza-
tions.

38. Exploit the benefits received by Yugoslavia and Poland from
their relations with the United States as an inducement to the regimes of
the dominated nations to seek closer relations with the West.

39. Continue application of “U.S. Policy on Defectors, Escapees and
Refugees from Communist Areas” (NSC 5706/2)° to nationals of the
dominated nations, except that:

a. [5 lines of source text not declassified]

b. Avoid publicity concerning defectors, escapees and refugees
unless such publicity would produce a net advantage to the United
States.

Economic

40.5

41. Encourage voluntary relief agencies to undertake appropriate
operations in the dominated nations if opportunities arise. Be prepared
to offer food and other relief assistance, through voluntary agencies or
otherwise, to the peoples of the dominated countries when emergency
situations occur.

42. Seek the alleviation or settlement of long-standing economic is-
sues (nationalization claims, surplus property and other financial obli-
gations) between the dominated nations and the United States.

Information and Exchange Activities

43. a. Indominated nations with which the United States maintains
diplomatic relations, conduct as many information and cultural activi-
ties as are considered desirable and feasible.

b. Continue radio broadcasting activities to all the dominated na-
tions.

c. Encourage private information and cultural activities in the
dominated nations, recognizing that private media can engage in activi-
ties which would promote U.S. objectives but for which the United
States would not wish to accept responsibility.

5See footnote 1, Document 5.

6By NSC Action No. 1914-b-(3), action on paragraph 40 and Annex C of NSC 5811
was deferred, pending further study by the Secretary of State of the foreign policy implica-
tions of expanding non-strategic trade with the Soviet-dominated nations for primarily
political purposes, and a report on the results of such study for Council consideration at
the June 19 meeting. [Footnote in the source text. In a June 23 memorandum to the NSC,
Lay quoted the text of paragraph 40 as agreed to at the June 19 meeting (see Document 8)
and subsequently approved by the President and requested that it be inserted in the text of
NSC 5811/1. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5811 Series)]
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d. Be prepared when necessary to permit information and cultural
activities in the United States by the diplomatic missions of the domi-
nated nations on an approximately reciprocal basis.

44. To promote expanded contacts and to revive and revitalize tra-
ditional bonds between the dominated nations and the United States,
encourage, as circumstances in a particular nation may warrant:

a. Contacts between U.S. individuals and individuals in domi-
nated nations in religious, cultural, technical, business, and social fields.

b. Contacts between U.S. business and other organizations and or-
ganizations in the dominated nations in comparable fields, including
the exchange of delegations of technical experts.

c. Participation, where feasible and appropriate, in international
trade fairs, film festivals, etc., organized by the dominated nations, in-
viting on a basis of general reciprocity their participation in such activi-
ties in the United States.

d. An expanding exchange program of students and teachers and
increasing numbers of leaders’ and specialists’ visits.

e. Tourism, on an approximately reciprocal basis, particularly vis-
its between relatives anc}3 Friends.

Internal Security

45. Entries, visits, and activities in the United States of individuals
or groups from Soviet-dominated nations shall take place under ICIS-
approved internal security safeguards.

Policies of Other Free World Nations

46. Encourage Western European nations to adopt policies toward
the dominated nations parallel to those of the United States, and in par-
ticular to concert together through established institutions such as
NATO, OEEC and the Council of Europe for the purposes of (a) taking
all practicable steps to extend Western European influence among the
dominated nations of Eastern Europe, and (b) exploiting the concept of
an integrated, prosperous and stable European community.

47. Seek to counter Soviet efforts to use the dominated nations for
penetration of the less-developed nations.

Special Country Policy Guidance
Albania

48. Promote increased Western contacts with Albania and encour-
age other Western nations to establish diplomatic missions there. When
appropriate, recognize and establish U.S. diplomatic relations with Al-
bania, subject to certain conditions, including a guarantee of correct
treatment of U.S. diplomatic personnel and satisfactory settlement of
the question of the validity of pre-war treaties between Albania and the
United States.

49. After U.S. recognition of Albania, permit travel of U.S. tourists
in Albania.
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Bulgaria

50. Seek through negotiations to re-establish diplomatic relations
with Bulgaria in the near future, subject to appropriate conditions and
suitable guarantees.

51. After U.S. resumption of relations with Bulgaria, permit travel
of U.S. tourists in Bulgaria.

Czechoslovakia

52. Expand contacts and reporting opportunities in Slovakia. Be
prepared to permit reciprocal re-establishment of Czech consulates in
the United States on a one-for-one basis, despite the additional opportu-
nity thus afforded for Communist espionage and subversion in the
United States.

53. Seek to stimulate nationalist feeling by such means as references
in U.S. propaganda to the Ruthenian territory annexed by the USSR in
1945 and frequent references to the Soviet Union’s exploitation of
Czechoslovakia’s uranium resources.

54. Emphasize in U.S. propaganda past and present contributions
of Czechoslovak intellectuals and scientists to demonstrate that the
common interests and basic orientation of these groups is toward the
Free World rather than toward the USSR.

Hungary

55. Continue to keep the Hungarian issue alive through diplomatic
action, within the United Nations, through official and non-official U.S.
media, and through the encouragement of public reactions and protests
in Free World nations against repressive developments in Hungary.

56. Work toward the satisfactory integration of Hungarian refugees
in the Free World through support of legislation aimed at regularizing
the status of the parolees in this country and through continuing by the
Escapee Program to assist in the solution of settlement problems in
other nations.

57. In order to permit a substantial number of Americans to visit in
Hungary, continue currently to interpret travel restrictions liberally,
and for the next tourist season consider removing entirely the passport
validation requirement.

58. Encourage cultural and scientific exchanges with Hungary on a
case-by-case basis. Do not permit at this time the sending of large pres-
tige attractions to the United States, the exchange of official Government
delegations, or visits to the United States by leading members of the
Hungarian regime.
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Rumania

59. Seek to exploit fully the opportunities which exist at present in
Rumania because of the receptive attitude of the regime, particularly in
economic and cultural relations.

Annex B7

ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND LITHUANIA

General Considerations

1. Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were created as independent na-
tions after World War I. In the summer of 1940 they lost their independ-
ence by forcible incorporation into the USSR as Soviet Socialist
Republics.

2. The United States condemned Soviet aggression in the Baltic
States in 1940, and has consistently refused to recognize the incorpora-
tion of these States into the USSR. This policy has been publicized on
appropriate occasions since 1940.

3. The Baltic States have no governments-in-exile. However, the
United States has continued to recognize the diplomatic representatives
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania appointed to the United States by the
last free governments of these countries. Their diplomatic establish-
ments in the United States and in a number of foreign capitals are main-
tained with money released by the United States from the blocked
accounts of the free governments of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

4. There are occasional indications that the populations of the Bal-
tic States have not acquiesced passively in the establishment of the So-
viet order. It is clear that a strong anti-Soviet sentiment still prevails,
although its expression is necessarily circumscribed.

Special Policy Guidance

5. Maintain the policy of non-recognition of the incorporation of
the Baltic States into the Soviet Union and avoid any steps which could
reasonably be construed as de jure or de facto recognition. Continue to
recognize the diplomatic missions established here by the last free gov-
ernments of the Baltic States.

7 Secret.
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6. Preserve limited unofficial contacts between the peoples of the
Baltic States and the West by such means as the travel of U.S. citizens to
the Baltic States as tourists or for other personal reasons, or the travel of
private groups such as American church representatives. Examine pro-
posals for other non-official exchanges on a case-by-case basis, in the
light of their possible effect on the policy of non-recognition as well as
any possible net advantage to U.S. interests.

7. a. Encourage the circulation of American informational media
in the Baltic States, and continue broadcasting services to the Baltic peo-
ples. Design U.S. broadcasts to maintain an interest on the part of the
Baltic peoples in the United States and the West generally, and in exist-
ing conditions and current developments in the Free World.

b. Avoid making public statements which could reasonably be in-
terpreted as inciting the Baltic peoples to open revolt or indicating that
this country is prepared to resort to force to eliminate Soviet domina-
tion.

c. Discourage the use of U.S. Government broadcast facilities to
convey messages of exiled leaders, but permit the diplomatic represent-
atives of the Baltic States in the United States to send messages on anni-
versaries and other special occasions, provided that the content accords
with U.S. policy.

d. On appropriate occasions, publicly reiterate the U.S. policy of
non-recognition of the incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet
Union, to demonstrate that the United States remains conscious of the
plight of the Baltic peoples and still does not condone aggression against
the smaller nations.

Appendix?

[1 page of source text not declassified]

8 Top Secret.
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7. Editorial Note

On June 16, Radio Moscow announced that former Hungarian Pre-
mier Imre Nagy, General Pal Maleter, and other Hungarian officials had
been executed for their actions during the Hungarian rebellion of Octo-
ber-November 1956.

The next day, the Department of State issued a statement condemn-
ing the executions and asserting that “the Soviet Union and the Soviet-
imposed regime in Hungary have once more violated every principle of
decency and must stand in judgment before the conscience of man-
kind.” At his press conference that day, Secretary of State Dulles also
strongly condemned the executions. For texts of the Department of State
statement and the transcript of Dulles’ press conference, see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, July 7, 1958, pages 6-10.

At 4:15 p.m. on June 17, Secretary Dulles spoke on the telephone
with Senator William F. Knowland about the executions. According to a
memorandum of their conversation, the following exchange took place:

“The Sec returned the call and K said there was quite a considerable
discussion and it was bipartisan in nature today on the Hungarian situ-
ation—he was wondering what steps we coulc?,take in the UN or other-
wise to show some disapproval of this kind of situation. They agreed it
is shocking. K said he does not see how they can do business with the
Kadar regime. The Sec said we have not recognized it—XK said they are
sitting in at the UN. The Sec said he hit it %reg{\‘hard at press conf but
that is not the same as doing something at the UN. We are not treating it
in any casual way and are thinking of other things. K said the Sec might
have someone in State look over the Record today.” (Eisenhower Li-
brary, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations)

The execution of Imre Nagy and Pal Maleter was the subject of dis-
cussion at the 104th meeting of the Operation Coordinating Board’s Spe-
cial Committee on Soviet and Related Problems held at the Department
of State at 3 p.m. on June 17. Members of the committee participating in
the meeting were Barrett M. Reed and William S. Peterson of the U.S.
Information Agency, a representative of the Central Intelligence
Agency, Manning H. Williams of the Operations Coordinating Board’s
Staff, and Henry P. Leverich, Director of the Department of State’s Of-
fice of Eastern European Affairs, who served as Acting Chairman. Wil-
liams’ memorandum of the discussion at the meeting reads as follows:

“Mr. Leverich said this announcement, coming at the same time as
the publication in Moscow of Khrushchev’s letter to the President of
June 11, was a slap in the face to the United States. The question now is,
in what degree and how do we react? One way, of course, is through our
information media, which would give the affair heavy and continued
play. Another way would be through the UN.

“One proposal being considered by the State Department was
the reconvening of the Special Committee on Hungary to produce an
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addendum to their report demanding details of the trial, etc., and auto-
matically putting the Hungarian item on the General Assembly agenda
for September. A special session of the UN is being considered, but it is
not likely that the United States will call for one at this time. It was
agreed that the Special Committee Report on Hungary was a tremen-
dous reservoir of material available for immediate use.

“Mr. Leverich also outlined the following steps that were being
taken:

“a. Reference to the executions was being written into the draft
replies to Khrushchev’s letter of June 11 and his letter on trade.

“b.Belgrade was being asked to sufuply new material on
Nagy’s arrest and execution from Yugoslav sources; it was ex-
pected that the Yugoslavs would now open up with new revela-
tions.

“c. A statement for the President to make at the opening of his
press conference Wednesday was being drafted.

“d.Ambassador Lodge had prepared a statement which had
been cleared in the Department and would be coming out soon.

“e. Suggestions from other agencies would be welcomed; also
suggestions as to how EE or EUR could help other agencies.

“Mr. Cox remarked that Khrushchev’s remarks on East Europe in
the June 11 letter left him wide open on the executions. Mr. Cox said the
executions should be referred to as ‘Soviet murders,” since there was no
indication of even the semblance of a free trial. The label of barbaric
Stalinism should be pinned on them.

“Mr. Cox said it was also interesting that the Communists had
shifted from blaming ‘fascist Horthyites” for the Hungarian uprising
and now were admitting that revisionism and national communism
were at the center of the trouble. They had made it a matter of Commu-
nists versus Communists. Now they were putting the blame on Nagy,
the Yugoslavs, and Malenkov.

“Mr. Reed asked about the Secretary’s reference to this as another
step in a reversion toward the brutal terrorist methods which prevailed
under Stalin. He felt this should be kept in context, and that no major
reappéaisal of Moscow policy shoulcfJ be read into it. Mr. Leverich
agreed.

& “Mr. Reed also cautioned against seeming to use the executions as
an excuse for a negative answer on trade. That was a question which
should be handled on its own merits. Mr. Leverich felt that the execu-
tions could be referred to in the trade reply, but agreed that cautious
handling was required in this instance.

“Mr. Cox suggested that for Asian audiences it would be useful to
play up the fact that the Chinese Communists had taken the lead in at-
tacking Nagy and more recently Tito. There was also convincing evi-
dence that what the Yugoslavs have said recently about the Chinese
being prepared to lose 300 million persons in a war because there would
still be 300 million left was not something the Yugoslavs had dreamed
up.

“Mr. McFadden pointed out that the Soviet violation of asylum was
a very important issue in many parts of the world, especially Latin
America. Mr. Stefan felt that Soviet double-dealing in arresting Maleter
after inviting him to negotiate was worth stressing to all areas. Mr.
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Peterson suggested that the International Commission of Jurists make a
statement on the lack of a fair trial for those executed.” (Department of
State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—General—1953-58)

For text of President Eisenhower’s comments on June 18 regarding
the executions, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States:
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, page 480. For text of Khrushchev’s letter of
June 11 to Eisenhower, see Department of State Bulletin, July 21, 1958,
pages 96-101.

8. Memorandum of Discussion at the 369th Meeting of the
National Security Council

Washington, June 19, 1958.

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and
agenda item 1.]

2. U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe
(NSC 5811; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same sub-
ject, dated May 13 and 21, 1958; NSC Action No. 1914; NSC 5811/1)!

In briefing the Council General Cutler reminded the members that
the paragraph in this policy (NSC 5811/1), relating to a proposal to nor-
malize U.S. trade in non-strategic goods with the Soviet-dominated na-
tions, had not been adopted by the Council but had been referred for
further consideration by the President to the Secretary of State together
with Annex C of the paper which spelled out in greater detail proposals
by the Department of Commerce for stimulating American business-
men to engage in non-strategic trade with the Soviet satellites. The Sec-
retary of State was now ready to inform the Council of the results of his
further review of Paragraph 40 and Annex C. In the course of General
Cutler’s briefing, the President took his place at the table as did Mr. Wal-
ter Williams representing the Secretary of Commerce. (A copy of Gen-
eral Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and
another is attached to this memorandum).?

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only.
Prepared by Gleason on June 20.

! Regarding NSC 5811 and the May 13 and 21 memoranda, see footnote 1, Document
5. Regarding NSC Action No. 1914, see footnote 5, Document 5. NSC 5811/1 is printed as
Document 6.

2 Not printed.
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Secretary Dulles informed the Council that he was not at present in
a position which would permit him to favor the proposal of the Depart-
ment of Commerce to launch a considerable campaign designed to in-
terest U.S. businessmen in trade with the satellite nations. In recent
weeks the situation of the Soviet satellites had become so ambiguous
that it now seemed wise to keep our trade program with them very
closely under Washington policy control so that we could turn on or off
the flow of trade with the satellites as circumstances dictated. We would
not be in a position to regulate such trade if we had told our business-
men in advance to go ahead and engage in extensive trade with the So-
viet-dominated states.

In explanation of his change of view, Secretary Dulles pointed out
the likelihood that the Soviet Union was in the midst of reverting to the
old Stalinist policy of harsh control of the Soviet satellites. This develop-
ment was illustrated by the recent execution of the leaders of the Hun-
garian revolt. In connection with the latter event, said Secretary Dulles,
the Yugoslav Ambassador had commented to him only yesterday that
these executions in Budapest did not constitute the epilogue to the Hun-
garian revolt, but rather the prologue to something else.?Thus, if the sat-
ellites are going to be even more completely dominated by the Soviet
Union, this would not be an appropriate time for the U.S. to inaugurate
and endorse a policy of increasing the volume of trade between the U.S.
and the satellites.

Secretary Dulles went on to observe that this matter of U.S. trade
with the satellites was related to Khrushchev’s proposal for greatly in-
creased trade between the U.S. and the Soviet Union itself. In view of the
present mood of the Soviet rulers, Secretary Dulles thought it would be
idle to imagine that the U.S. could have one kind of policy with respect
to U.S. trade with the U.S.S.R. and and another kind of policy for our
trade with the Soviet satellites. Accordingly, Secretary Dulles suggested
that it would be best for the Council to defer any decision on this matter
until the present trend of the Kremlin’s policies towards the satellites
was more fully developed and clarified. At the moment the Kremlin is
taking a much tougher line and if we were to countenance a great surge
of U.S. trade with the satellites, it might look as though this was our re-
sponse to the Kremlin’s tougher line.

In the light of the Secretary’s views, General Cutler suggested the
Council action on Paragraph 40 and Annex C be deferred until perhaps
next September when the Council could again look at the problem.

3 A memorandum of the conversation between Dulles and the Yugoslav Ambassa-
dor is in Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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The President then stated with great emphasis that he had certain
views on this subject which he wished to make known at this time. He
insisted that we should do all we can to avoid Congressional strait jack-
ets on trade with these satellite states. After all, the Executive Branch
had very competent advice on this subject from several different agen-
cies—the CFEP, the State Department, and the Department of Com-
merce. What we required was flexibility to study and to act on the
problem of trade with the satellites on a case by case basis. The Soviets
were in a position of being able to change their trade policies towards
the satellites or anyone else by simply turning on or off the spigot. We in
the U.S. certainly needed sufficient flexibility to permit us to maneuver.
The existence of this necessary flexibility was jeopardized by the atti-
tude of Congress in wishing to legislate against any trade with any Com-
munist state.

Inresponse to the views suggested by the Secretary of State and the
President, General Cutler suggested that the language in the old Para-
graph 40 be amended so that our encouragement of trade with the So-
viet satellites should be implemented on a case by case basis and any
increase to have the approval of the Secretary of State. The President
said he agreed with the wisdom of General Cutler’s proposal but in-
sisted that we could not encourage increased trade on even a case by
case basis if the Congress insisted on legislation which forbade all trade
with a Communist state.

General Cutler reminded the President that the kind of trade re-
ferred to in Paragraph 40 was trade in non-strategic goods and that there
was no legislation which forbade the U.S. to engage in such trade even
with Communist or Communist-dominated nations. Secretary Williams
expressed agreement with General Cutler’s statement.

The President again complained about the attitude of Congress to-
ward U.S. trade with Communist nations. He cited as an example the
difficulties we encountered when the Danes proposed to acquire much-
needed coal from Poland in return for building tankers for Poland.
However, Secretary Dulles pointed out that in the instance the President
cited, we had run afoul of the Battle Act* which applied to Denmark. The
present paragraph, he again pointed out, dealt only with trade in non-
strategic goods. He added that he did not object to General Cutler’s pro-
posals for amending the old Paragraph 40 but would also change one
other phrase in that paragraph. The President then agreed to this pro-
posed Council action. General Cutler made one further suggestion to

4 Reference is to the Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act of 1951 (P.L. 213), spon-
sored by Congressman Laurie C. Battle of Alabama and enacted October 26, 1951. It pro-
vided for the suspension of U.S. economic aid to nations supplying strategic materials to
Communist countries. For text, see 65 Stat. 644.
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put the bee on the CFEP rather than on the Secretary of State for ap-
proval of any increase in the volume of U.S. trade with any of the Soviet-
dominated states.

General Cutler then suggested that the Council hear the views of
the Department of Commerce on this subject. Secretary Williams said he
would be happy to describe the views that had been current in his de-
partment on this subject. He said that he grasped the delicacy of the
problem as it had been described by Secretary Dulles but Commerce
had felt that if it were to be our policy to go ahead and normalize U.S.
trade with the Soviet-dominated nations, some agency in the govern-
ment had to engineer and promote such trade by providing guidance
and the like to American businessmen. Commerce was the obvious
agency to handle trade relations, subject only to a policy veto by the Sec-
retary of State on political grounds. Apparently, however, these views
of the Commerce Department were no longer applicable if, as now
seems to be the case, the Administration did not wish to generate any
considerable increase in U.S. trade with the Soviet-dominated nations
generally. Secretary Dulles confirmed Secretary Williams’ understand-
ing of his changed position.

At this point the President changed the subject by turning to Mr.
Allen Dulles and asking him if he knew when Premier Nagy had actu-
ally been executed. Mr. Dulles replied that to the best of their knowl-
edge, it had happened quite recently. The President said that it had been
his guess that Nagy had been executed five or six months ago. Mr.
Dulles replied that his people in CIA had also thought of this possibility
but that the best information at present was that the decision to try Nagy
had been made at the recent Moscow Conference.> The trial had actually
begun at the end of May and lasted a fortnight. The President com-
mented that if this were indeed the case, it made the affair look all the
more ominous.

The National Security Council:®

a. Discussed an oral report by the Secretary of State on the foreign
policy implications of expanding non-strategic trade with the Soviet-
dominated nations for primarily political purposes (paragraph 40 and
Annex C of NSC 58{,1), prepared pursuant to NSC Action No.
1914-b-(3).

5 Presumably a reference to the meetings in Moscow of the Council for Mutual Eco-
nomic Assistance (CMEA), May 20-23, and the Warsaw Pact’s Consultative Committee,
May 24.

6 Paragraphs a-b and the Note that follows constitute NSC Action No. 1927. (Depart-
ment of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the Na-
tional Security Council)
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b. Adogted, for insertion in NSC 5811/1, the following revision of
paragraph 40 of NSC 5811 (while agreeinsg that Annex C of NSC 5811
should not be adopted for inclusion in NSC 5811/1);

“40. On a case-by-case basis as approved by the Council on
Foreign Economic Policy, seek to establish between the United
States and the dominated nations with which the United States has
diplomatic relations, more normal economic relations thereby fa-
cilitating a gradual expansion of trade—consistent with ‘Basic Na-
tional Security Policy” (NSC 5810/1)” and ‘U.S Economic Defense
Policy’ (NSC 5704 /3)*—when it would be a means of projecting in-
fluence and lessening the dominated nations’ economic ties with
and dependence on the Soviet Union.

“*NSC Action No. 1865—c directed the review of this policy; cf. NSC
5810/1, paragraph 37.”

Note: The revision of paragraph 40 in b above, as approved by the
President, subsequently circulated for insertion in all copies of NSC
5811/1.

3. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security

As his first topic, the Director of Central Intelligence proceeded fur-
ther to describe the trials and executions of the leaders of the Hungarian
revolt. It seemed likely that Nagy had been hanged in Budapest on the
night of June 16. General Maleter had been tried before a military tribu-
nal. The civilian victims had been tried in a civilian court. Mr. Allen
Dulles suggested that the trials were primarily designed as a move
against Tito but one of the results had been a considerable weakening of
Kadar’s position.

Secretary Dulles carefully inquired as to the reliability of the state-
ment of the Director of Central Intelligence that the trials and the execu-
tions of the Hungarian leaders had been prescribed by Moscow. Mr.
Allen Dulles repeated his view that while the information on this subject
came from a journalist in a position to know and not from any official
statement by the Soviet or Hungarian Governments, he nevertheless
believed that it was the truth. Moreover, Mr. Allen Dulles believed that
we should play up very hard the fact that the executions were ordered
by Moscow. Secretary Dulles commented that the reaction in Europe to
these executions had been very strong.

Mr. Allen Dulles then went on to sketch in the background of these
trials and what the victims had done during the course of the Hungarian
Revolution and afterwards. He pointed out that the Yugoslavs had re-
ceived written assurance of respect for the asylum they had provided
Nagy and others in the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest.

7NSC 5810/1, “Basic National Security Policy,” May 5, 1958, is scheduled for publi-
cation in volume III
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Mr. Allen Dulles reiterated his conviction that the signal for the exe-
cutions had almost certainly come from Moscow. The Soviets must cer-
tainly have weighed the unfavorable world reaction which these
executions would stimulate. Mr. Allen Dulles believed that the execu-
tions were intended as warnings first to Tito and thereafter to Gomulka.
He thought it likely that in the sequel Kadar would drop out of the po-
litical picture quite soon. The reaction of the Hungarian people had been
one of stunned and shocked silence.

Secretary Dulles said that he understood that Mr. Allen Dulles was
now engaged in a study with State Department officials and CIA people
to try to grasp the meaning of all these concurrent developments in the
Soviet Bloc.® Mr. Allen Dulles replied in the affirmative.

The Director of Central Intelligence next pointed out that there had
apparently been called a sudden meeting in Moscow of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party. This meeting was believed still to
be going on and Mr. Dulles thought it of great significance. None of the
most eminent Soviet leaders had appeared in public since June 12 for the
reason that they were probably getting ready for this meeting.

Mr. Dulles speculated that the Central Committee meeting might
deal with the new Seven Year Plan which was supposed to be unveiled
before next July 1. The Central Committee meeting might also debate
Khrushchev’s programs for the reorganization of Soviet industry and of
Soviet agriculture. Khrushchev probably realizes that he is somewhat
under fire with respect to both of these programs. There have been accu-
sations that in supporting these programs Khrushchev is not behaving
as an orthodox Marxist-Leninist. The Committee might also discuss
problems in connection with the summit meeting and the implications
of the executions in Hungary. There was even the possibility of a further
purge such as that which had occurred last June.® Mr. Dulles thought we
would know more in a few days and again pointed out that CIA officials
were studying with officials from State and other departments the
meaning and significance of all these inter-related developments in the
Soviet Bloc. He felt that it was of special importance to watch what hap-
pened in Poland.

Secretary Dulles commented that a great many important things
seemed to be going on concurrently in the Soviet Bloc. Taken together
they seemed to point to a change in Soviet policy. On the other hand it
was not easy to understand why the Soviets were proposing significant

8 Presumably a reference to SNIE 11-8-58, Document 48.

9 Reference is to the announcement on July 3, 1957, by the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union of the dismissal from the Presidium the previous
month of the “anti-party” group, which included Malenkov and Molotov among others.
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policy changes because normally one does not change policies unless
things were actually going badly.

[Here follow the remainder of the briefing and the remaining
agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

9.  Draft Paper Prepared by N. Spencer Barnes of the Policy
Planning Staff

Washington, June 27, 1958.

LONG-TERM TRENDS IN THE
SOVIET EUROPEAN SATELLITES

Introduction:

A recent discussion! of long-term trends in the Soviet satellites of
Eastern Europe produced substantial agreement on the nature and di-
rection of expected trends, but differences as to their strength.

Area of Agreement:

It was generally agreed that in the foreseeable future—probably at
least over the next ten years—no internal developments were likely to
change the basic characteristics of the present political, economic and
social structures in the Soviet-dominated states of Eastern Europe. Such
changes were not anticipated, therefore, unless there should be pro-
found evolutionary developments in the Soviet Union or comprehen-
sive settlements of major international problems. Neither of the latter
were within the scope of this discussion.

Source: Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548, Europe (East). Confidential.
According to a handwritten note on the source text, this subject was discussed at the Pol-
icy Planning Staff meetings on May 25 and July 7. Very brief summaries of the discussion
at these meetings are ibid., Meetings. This draft paper and another draft paper by Barnes,
dated November 7, 1957, entitled “Considerations of US Policy Toward the Communist
States of Eastern Europe Exclusive of the USSR,” were combined and condensed by
Barnes to produce a revised paper printed as Document 11.

lPresumably a reference to the discussion at the Policy Planning Staff meeting of
May 25.
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It was further agreed that there would be a tendency toward con-
solidation and strengthening of both regimes and system. This would
mean in practice, some ten years or more from today and other things
being equal, that:

a) Satellite regimes would still be totalitarian, one-party Commu-
nist governments; self-perpetuating without benefit of free elections; ac-
cepting the hegemony of Moscow to the extent of taking instructions on
basic domestic and foreign policy, though exercising a certain leeway in
minor decisions and implementation; protected from external aggres-
sion or popular revolt first by the presence or threat of Soviet armed
force and secondly by internal police controls; with a centralized,
planned, government-controlled and largely government-owned econ-
omy. In sum, the situation would be very similar in kind to that at pres-
ent.

b) It would also mean that this type of system would be more
firmly entrenched than it is today, in tIYtat the masses would accept it
morereadily, there would be less popular antagonism toward it and less
underlying resistance to it.

In support of this forecast, it was believed (assuming the Soviet
state and Soviet motivations unchanged) that the following major influ-
ences would act in the direction indicated:

a) Inthe absence of internal disorders—which would in fact be in-
hibited by Soviet armed force and readiness to use it—the simple pas-
sage of time would condition peoples to perpetuation of the regime, and
favor their judgment to it.

b) The economic situation would gradually, if slowly, improve
and so reduce dissatisfaction.

¢) The Soviets would gradually accord more freedom of action to
the local regimes, thus making Soviet control less conspicuous even if
ultimately determinant, which would reduce popular dissatisfaction
stemming from nationalism.

d) Continuous indoctrination would finally have some effect, par-
ticularly on youth who would have no first-hand experience with other
ways of life.

Disagreement on Emphasis:

The existence of such trends was generally agreed on, as well as
their tendency to strengthen regimes and reduce popular dissatisfac-
tion. There was, however, a noticeable difference of opinion as to how
pronounced the effects would be. One view was that the cumulative im-
pact would be very considerable. No one would go quite so far as to pre-
dict that, even after ten or twenty years, in the hypothetical event that
Soviet pressures were eliminated, the local Communist regimes would
be firmly enough entrenched to maintain themselves and their system
through indigenous controls alone. But an impression was given that
this condition might be approached; and that the ability of regimes to
resist popular pressures directed toward change would be much
stronger than at present.
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The other view was that not one of the influences listed, or even all
combined, would be much more than marginal; and that, even after ten
or more years of enforced stability, if the support of Soviet armed force
should for one reason or another be withdrawn, popular pressures
would force basic changes on the regimes. It was felt that such changes
would come just as surely, and not very much more slowly than if the
hypothetical situation were to develop in 1958.

Arguments supporting this view rested largely on the following
considerations:

a) Itis very doubtful whether popular disapproval of a Commu-
nist system—whether expressed with violence as in Hungary or subli-
mated as in Rumania—has appreciably abated in these countries during
the last ten years. It is hard to gauge, but it may even have increased in
some areas.

b) Continuous indoctrination has not had great effect. Evidence
suggests that the youth, a prime target of indoctrination, have nowhere
become unquestioning advocates of the system. If anything—as every-
where and at all times—the most skeptical attitudes appear to be found
among youth.

¢) Superficial apathy should not be confused with willing accep-
tance. A people are quite capable of retaining a smoldering dislike for a
system or a regime not of their own choice, even for generations as his-
tory has shown, passive but ready to burst into flame under favorable
conditions.

d) While the economic situation may gradually improve, the over-
all standard of living will rise so slowly as to create no great reservoir of
good will for the regimes. Even in the Soviet Union, after 40 years of im-
pressive industrial progress, the standard of living of the masses is not
so very much higher; and its present level is a matter for considerable
complaint—perhaps as much in the 1950s as in the 1920’s.

e) Despiteall Soviet efforts to camouflage their hegemony, the ma-
{ority of the people in the satellites will remain quite aware that they are

iving under an alien system; and will be under no illusions as to what
foreign power forced the system on them, and what foreign power is
committed to maintaining it.

f) Despite continuation of present censorship and other tech-
niques tending to isolate the peoples from conditions abroad, consider-
ab?e awareness of realities in the non-Communist world will probably
continue to seep through the curtain. Presumably living conditions in
Western Europe and America will actually be better for a long time, bar-
ring holocaust; and relative but not complete isolation may even be
counterproductive to the satellite regimes—other fields sometimes look
more green when seen dimly from afar.

g) Human nature being what it is, and the essence of the Soviet
Communist system what it is—political and economic monopoly in the
hands of a few—it seems probable that a basic antagonism between the
two will persist for decades if not indefinitely. Two of the strongest hu-
man urges are: (a) to acquire the comforts and conveniences of life, ac-
cording to taste of the individual; and (b) to think for himself, and
express his conclusions in word and action as he chooses within reason-
abe liberal limits. In the foreseeable future it seems improbable that a
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centralized, planned economy can achieve the flexibility to compete
with the consumer’s choice of an economic democracy in the first re-
spect; and improbable that a single-party government espousing a fro-
zen ideology can compete with political democracy in the second. In
consequence, it seems very doubtful that the masses in any European
satellite, though they may become somewhat more tolerant and apa-
thetic with time, will become supporters of communism by preference
in the foreseeable future.

If the above argumentation be accepted, it could lead to the follow-
ing prediction:

Other things being equal, within the next two or three decades an
evolution within the Soviet Union which will substantially modify the
system in the direction of political and economic freedoms is more likely
than an evolution in the European satellites which will result in popular
preference for the Communist system as it now exists.

Implications for U.S. Policy:

The first and most obvious policy implication to flow from the
above consideration is: If change away from Communism in the Soviet
satellites is desirable; and if it is unlikely—in fact if an opposite trend
seems probable—except in consequence of major evolutionary changes
in the USSR or comprehensive settlements of international problems;
then the best opportunities for promoting the end in view must lie in
efforts to further such an evolutionary process and to achieve such set-
tlements. Results are more likely to be attained indirectly than directly.

At the same time, and particularly if the second line of analysis out-
lined earlier be correct, a constructive, long-term policy pointed directly
at the satellites should also be possible. If the underlying spirit of resis-
tance is likely to persist for years with only a gradual drop in potential,
other things being equal, then it is reasonable to suppose that a policy of
promoting continuing contacts of all kinds, of encouraging a flow of in-
formation, a reasonable amount of trade, tourism and normal contacts
on the official level, should tend to give some additional support to this
potential. Admittedly the effect will probably not be great. But assum-
ing that the inner fabric of resistance potential is strong and durable, the
addition of even a marginal degree of Western influence might act to
preserve the spirit of dissatisfaction with foreign-imposed Communism
for very many years. The ultimate outcome would still be uncertain. Ina
fast-changing world, however, ultimate is a long time. The unexpected
may always be anticipated, and to keep the resistance potential alive
should be a sound aim in itself, even when it is not clear in precisely
what way this potential may finally be translated into action.

On the other hand, while the most soundly conceived and
implemented policy may have positive but quite limited and contingent
effect in promoting policy aims, an unsound policy could have more



44 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume X

pronounced adverse effects. It seems to be admitted that at the least a
gradual process of consolidation and strengthening of Communist re-
gimes in the satellites is probable. Should Western and U.S. policy em-
phasize antagonism and aversion, minimize contacts of all kinds, treat
the captive nations and their representatives alike as pariahs, as partici-
pating causes rather than victims of Soviet imperialism, it might acceler-
ate the process considerably. Complete discouragement, no hope for
and little acquaintance with an alternative, could then bring a more fun-
damental change involving popular acceptance of and adjustment to the
system within a good deal shorter period than might otherwise have
been the case.

In sum, reasonable conclusions appear to be the following: It is
probable that the spirit of resistance to a Soviet-Communist system
among the peoples in the satellites of Eastern Europe, due mainly to its
innate strength but with some assistance from U.S. and Western poli-
cies, will remain alive and a strong potential force for many years—
quite probably until global developments have produced significant
changes of one kind or another in international relationships. The type
of U.S. and Western policies which could give such assistance would ap-
pear to be substantially those now accepted in the Department. They re-
quire ad hoc skill and judgment in implementation and careful
differentiation not only between peoples and regimes but between ele-
ments within regimes, almost to the point of schizophrenia. But they are
not impossible of implementation.

On the other hand, it is conceivable in any event and quite possible
if U.S. and Western policies change in the direction of cutting off and
“writing off” the satellites, that the process of regime consolidation and
strengthening will accelerate. This could result in a general, passive but
more or less permanent popular acceptance of the Communist system in
Eastern Europe in the nearer future, and perhaps before other influ-
ences have weakened the Soviet drive for expansion.
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10. Report Prepared by the Operations Coordinating Board’s
Special Committee on Soviet and Related Problems

Washington, July 23, 1958.

REPORT ON EXPLOITATION OF HUNGARIAN SITUATION

The OCB, at its meeting of July 9, 1958, requested the Special Com-
mittee on Soviet and Related Problems to prepare a special report out-
lining possible U.S. actions which might be considered in connection
with the recent execution of former Prime Minister Imre Nagy and for-
mer Defense Minister Pal Maleter, and also containing a summary of ac-
tions which have been taken or are in process with respect to this matter.

In response to this request, the Committee reports as follows:

1. The news of the execution of Nagy and Maleter has been widely
disseminated through normal world news channels; the spontaneous
official as well as public reaction and comment throughout the world
(except, of course, in Communist-controlled countries) has been sharp
and extensive, and in line with U.S. objectives.

2. The U.S. Information Agency has assisted in disseminating the
news further, and in stimulating reaction to it and comment on it, to the
extent possible without conveying the impression that the United States
is conducting a propaganda campaign to exploit these developments
purely for its own ends. A survey of USIA treatment of the Nagy and
Maleter executions is attached.?

3. TheU.S. position on the executions, clearly putting the responsi-
bility on the Soviet Union, was stated on June 17 by Secretary Dulles and
on June 18 by President Eisenhower. A strongly-worded State Depart-
ment press release was also issued on June 17.3

4. The State Department, through the U.S. mission at the UN, en-
couraged and supported the Special Committee on the Problem of Hun-
gary in the preparation of its special report on the executions, which was
released to the press July 16.4 (The Department, through the U.S. delega-

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Gen-
eral—1953-58. Confidential. Distributed to the OCB Assistants under cover of a July 23
memorandum from OCB Executive Officer Staats, in which Staats said that he hoped the
report could be discussed at the Board Assistants’ meeting on July 25. There is no indica-
tion that the report was discussed by the Board Assistants or brought to the attention of
the OCB in any way.

1 The approved minutes of this meeting are ibid.: Lot 62 D 430, Minutes-VI.

2Not printed.

3See Document 7.

*U.N. doc. A/3849.
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tion at the UN, also suggested to the Special Committee that it receive as
witnesses various prominent Hungarians now in exile to whom refer-
ence was made in the Hungarian regime’s communiqué announcing the
executions; however, the Special Committee did not act upon this sug-
gestion.) A State Department press release was issued on July 17° calling
attention to, and summarizing, the special report. The Department’s
statement welcomed and endorsed the report, and added: “The United
States, on its part, will continue to exert every possible effort to keep the
plight of the Hungarian people before the conscience of the world and
will continue to give full support to all measures within the United Na-
tions that may contribute to the alleviation of the suffering and repres-
sion which the Hungarian people now endure.”

5. The USIA has given wide distribution to the text of the special
report by Wireless Bulletin and VOA broadcasts. The USIA is also inves-
tigating the possibility of the UN having the document printed for pub-
lic sale; if this is done, it will reach a much larger audience, particularly
through libraries and other institutions.

6. An effort has been made to ascertain whether the Yugoslavs do
have, as rumored, new and significant material relating to Nagy’s role in
the uprising, his kidnaping, and his execution, including records Nagy
may have compiled while taking refuge in the Yugoslav embassy and
minutes of the Khrushchev-Tito meeting in Bucharest.¢ So far, the Yu-
goslavs have not divulged what material they have, and have not indi-
cated any intention of making it public at this time. The Yugoslav
Government did, however, furnish to the UN Special Committee the
text of its protest to the Hungarian regime on the Nagy execution.”

7. TheState Department, on the basis of material received from the
legation in Budapest, has called attention to the rumors of the trial and
execution of Julia Rajk®and to the many retrials now going on. Material
furnished by the State Department on the retrials was used by Alsing
Anderson, of Denmark, chairman of the Special Committee on Hun-
gary, in a press conference, and the New York Times carried a long story
on this on July 12 and an editorial on July 13.

8. Exploitation of the special report has been under discussion in
NATO, and the State Department is keeping its delegation informed of
developments in relation to the Hungarian problem.

5 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, August 18, 1958, p. 295.

6Nagy was given refuge in the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest November 4-22,
1956. Reference to the Khrushchev-Tito talks in Bucharest is unclear; presumably it
should be the Khrushchev-Tito talks on the island of Brioni November 2-3, 1956.

" The Yugoslav note of protest was delivered by the Yugoslav Ambassador in
Budapest on June 24 following his return that day from consultations in Belgrade.

8 Widow of former Interior and Foreign Minister Laszlo Rajk.
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9. The State Department is exploring the possibility of raising the
Hungarian issue in the UN General Assembly, but no decision has yet
been reached on how or when it might best be done.

10. The question of challenging and rejecting the credentials of the
Hungarian representatives at the next regular session of the General As-
sembly or at any special session on the Near East has also been dis-
cussed, but no decision has been reached as yet.

11. The Special Committee on Soviet and Related Problems is of the
opinion that the executions of Nagy and Maleter, insofar as topical treat-
ment is concerned, have already been given close to maximum exploita-
tion, particularly in view of subsequent events in the Near East,” which
have overshadowed all other developments in the world press. Maxi-
mum use should be made of the UN Committee’s special report, and a
continuing effort should be made to obtain information and make it
available to the UN and the public about current developments in Hun-
gary. The Committee has no additional immediate actions to suggest at
this time for further exploitation of the executions.

12. The Committee feels, however, that special attention should be
given at this time to the broader problem of keeping alive the story of the
Hungarian people’s heroic bid for freedom, and the Soviet Union’s bru-
tal and continued suppression of Hungarian independence. This is a
long-range project requiring coordinated planning by the agencies con-
cerned, and should be the subject of a separate report which will require
additional time for preparation. (Long-range treatment of the Nagy
story would be part of such a study. One suggestion, for example, has
been a book on “revisionism” which would draw heavily on Nagy’s role
in Hungary.)

13. The Committee is of the unanimous opinion that aid to the Hun-
garian refugee orchestra is a timely and valuable project in any long-
range program to keep the story of the Hungarian revolution alive in the
best sense of the word.

9 Reference is to the crisis in Lebanon and Jordan.
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11. Paper Prepared by N. Spencer Barnes of the Policy Planning
Staff

Washington, August 26, 1958.

POLICY TOWARD THE COMMUNIST STATES OF EASTERN
EUROPE, EXCLUSIVE OF THE USSR

I.  Background Factors

The eight states in Eastern Europe bounded roughly by the USSR
and the Black Sea on the east, Baltic Sea on the north, Federal Republic of
Germany, Austria, Italy and the Adriatic Sea on the west, and Greece
and Turkey on the south, have the following points in common:

They are Communist states, with highly centralized governments
which exercise effective control over the peoples and over the political,
economic and cultural lives of these nations, and which in turn are rig-
idly controlled by a single or a dominant political “party” through vari-
ous mechanisms including a strong security police. It is certain in most,
and probable in all of these countries, that the majority of people are op-
posed to the Communist system and to the regimes in the sense that free
elections, at least after a period of free pre-election activity and in the
absence of exterior threats, would result in non-Communist govern-
ments.

All of these states either are or were under effective control of the
Kremlin as a result of war and post-war developments. The Kremlin’s
power to dictate was eliminated in Yugoslavia through successful de-
fection in 1948, threatened and reasserted by force in Hungary in 1956,
circumscribed in Poland over the last two years but has remained sub-
stantially intact elsewhere. The most important instrument of Soviet
control throughout the area has been armed force, present or immedi-
ately available. Other instruments of control have been local party and
governmental machinery and security police forces, directed from Mos-
cow though of greater or less reliability; economic pressures exerted

Source: Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548, Europe (East). Secret. Regard-
ing the origin of this paper, see the source note, Document 9. Several short notes were ap-
pended to this paper, one of which indicated that at the Policy Planning Staff meeting on
August 25 “it was considered that a series of brief, cleared staff papers should be prepared
on major fields of policy for wider distribution than hitherto. Two papers on the Soviet-
dominated countries of Eastern Europe were used as examples, and Mr. Barnes will un-
dertake to revise and condense these as the first of such a series.” The other notes, initialed
by Barnes, indicate that Barnes had sent the revised paper to Elbert G. Mathews, while
Policy Planning Staff Director Gerard Smith was absent, and Mathews had said that a fur-
ther meeting might be held to discuss giving the paper wider distribution when “more
active preoccupations quieted down.” No indication has been found, however, that such a
meeting took place or that this paper was circulated outside the Policy Planning Staff.
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through partial integration of neighboring economies with that of the
USSR; monopoly of publicity media, etc. In every country the masses
strongly oppose Soviet domination and welcome any practical opportu-
nity to assert national independence. In addition, it seems probable that
most of the leaders comprising the local governments do or would favor
greater national independence if this could be combined with maintain-
ing their own positions of power and influence.

None of the states in question possess the human, natural or techno-
logical resources to play a major political, military or economic role in
Europe. Geographically and strategically they all lie in a belt between
the Soviet Union on the east and the NATO power complex to the west
and so will tend, individually or en bloc, to gravitate one way or the
other. This gives very considerable politico-strategic importance to the
area, participated in to a greater or lesser degree by each of its units.

II.  Policy Considerations

US policy in this area will naturally be directed toward the long-
term goal of independent, national states plus an East Germany re-
united in freedom with the Federal Republic; all with governments
freely chosen and supported by the peoples themselves; all satisfied or
at least reconciled to living at peace with their neighbors within ac-
cepted national boundaries; all free from domination by the Soviet Un-
ion or any other foreign power; and all “Western oriented,” not in a
geographic sense but in the sense of sharing in the traditions of and atti-
tudes toward those principles of human freedom under law and na-
tional self-determination within a cooperating comity of nations which
may be considered the natural heritage of the free world. In practice,
however, and in the near future this goal seems hardly feasible nor, it is
believed, is it essential. Communism as an ideology, or way of life to
command men’s loyalties and fervor, is much less dangerous now. It
has proven efficient in producing steel and sputniks but highly ineffi-
cient in satisfying man’s natural craving for such amenities as consumer
goods and free expression. In consequence, red Imperialism rather than
ideological Communism is the enemy in being and the first obstacle to
progress toward US policy goals; and reduction, neutralization and at-
omization of the Kremlin’s power potential appear as prime goals at
present. At the same time, since national policy has ruled out the appli-
cation of military force to free the captive peoples of Eastern Europe,
temporary acceptance of the situation becomes automatic and a shorter
term policy designed to foster evolutionary change through non-mili-
tary means is required.

It would seem wise to concentrate this interim policy on assisting
the natural drive toward independence and on reducing the threat of
Soviet action directed against such independence. It seems clear that in
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practice and in the foreseeable future the first aim can best be promoted
under local Communist governments. Non-Communist regimes are not
likely to come to power before, or coincident with, independence; and
efforts to bring them to power are almost certain to result in retrogres-
sion to occupation status as happened in Hungary. On the other hand,
national Communism, self-determination under Communism, will not
only be in line with the first aspirations of peoples but will be attractive
to local leaders at such times as the latter see prospects for successful
assertion of national rights. In addition, independence on these terms is
much less likely to precipitate Soviet intervention.

The corollary to this proposition is that US policy should, in these
countries, for an interim period only, avoid active opposition to Com-
munism per se and should attempt to discourage premature action
aimed at overthrowing Communist regimes. There is little danger of
overdoing this. The US Government will certainly continue to express,
through media, official and diplomatic channels, its conviction that the
popular welfare in any country is best served through political democ-
racy, individual liberties and wide scope for private enterprise. But this
may be coupled with continuing emphasis on the fact that the US and its
Western allies have no intention of exerting pressure on any Communist
government in a truly independent state. The chances for disillusion-
ment with the West, such as followed the Hungarian Revolution, would
be reduced by this posture. It would encourage elements in present gov-
ernments who may be inclined toward a gradual swing out of the Soviet
orbit. And furthermore, it would continuously undercut Soviet propa-
ganda that US policy promotes the restoration of monopoly capitalism
or feudalism.

The above posture is close to that adopted toward Yugoslavia after
its declaration of independence, and quite similar to our present atti-
tude toward Poland. But it would seem no less important in its applica-
tion to other states where the first steps toward independence have not
yetbeen taken. As to how the attitude can best be carried across, the nor-
mal use of media, official statements, diplomatic channels, economic ne-
gotiations, the UN forum, cultural and informational exchanges and
contacts of all types, are well enough known to require no elucidation. It
would also seem well to avoid expressing antagonism toward local
Communist leaders as individuals—except the most hopelessly com-
promised Soviet agents — on the theory that any one of them may unex-
pectedly be tempted to loosen ties with Moscow. At the same time it
would appear reasonable to express a clear distinction in action between
the more independent nations, as Yugoslavia and Poland, and the out-
and-out satellites—in other words a policy of graduating aid and com-
fort in accordance with degree of independence rather than with degree
of similarity in political and social system.
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In reducing the threat of Soviet intervention, the general approach
should be three-pronged. First, the employment of every effort to stimu-
late a revulsion of world-wide public opinion against the Soviet use of
force against neighboring states. A constant harping on the discrepancy
between Soviet word and deed, using the Hungarian example to the
limit in showing the insincerity of Soviet advocacy of non-interference,
would seem desirable. The examples of Yugoslavia and Poland can be
invaluable vis-a-vis the still captive states.

The second prong would be to maintain a US and NATO military
potential sufficiently powerful to carry conviction that an alternative ex-
ists to Soviet domination. The effectiveness of this posture may be ques-
tioned, in view of demonstrated unwillingness to risk all-out war in
protecting Hungary’s independence. But it is still a real factor, one
which may have tipped the balance in Yugoslavia’s 1948 breakaway and
which could have analogous effect in the future. It goes without saying,
of course, that its efficacy will be largely proportional to actual power
relationships, and would vanish under demonstrable Soviet superior-
ity; and that not only military potential counts, but availability and
readiness to use it if necessary.

The third prong would consist in continued and serious efforts to
reach agreements on political issues such as German reunification,
troop withdrawals, disarmament and European security, of a kind
which would pose both material and psychological blocks to the
maintenance or introduction of Soviet troops in neighboring countries.
Such agreements would greatly facilitate US policy implementation in
Eastern Europe as well as in other areas. The unlikelihood of quick suc-
cess should be no reason to abandon attempts.

Other important elements in policy toward the area in question
would include:

(a) The encouragement of rapprochement and closer ties—diplo-
matic, cultural, informational, etc.—between the US and Western Euro-
pean nations on one hand and the Communist bloc on the other, on the
theory that the natural flow of influence will be from West to East and
closer contacts will promote this flow.

(b) Efforts to reorient trade patterns of the smaller Communist
countries toward greater dependence on Western trading partners.
Limited economic and technical aid would also seem appropriate, but .
only to countries already enjoying an appreciable measure of independ-
ence.
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12. Memorandum From the Director of Intelligence and Research
(Cumming) to Secretary of State Dulles

Washington, November 6, 1958.

SUBJECT

Intelligence Note: Implications of the “New Rapacki Plan” for the US and Western
Europe

1. A new version of the Rapacki Plan was announced in Warsaw
on November 4. (Tab A)! The new version envisages two stages. In the
first stage Poland, Czechoslovakia, East and West Germany, would ban
the production of nuclear weapons and undertake not to build installa-
tions for them; simultaneously the US and the USSR would agree not to
give nuclear weapons to armies that did not have them.

In the second stage, nuclear installations of the Soviet Union and
the West in the area would be banned but only after agreement had been
reached on nuclear and on conventional disarmament in the zone.

2. If accepted by the West, the plan would have profound military
and political implications. Militarily it would deny to NATO the ability
to carry out defensive plans, which depend on utilizing West German
forces armed with advanced weapons as a counter balance to Soviet su-
periority in conventional weapons. While there is no evidence that the
USSR intends to arm its satellites with thermonuclear weapons, the de-
nial of these weapons to German forces would constitute an over-
whelming military concession to the USSR without reciprocal benefits.

3. Politically, the plan implies that West Germany would eventu-
ally be excluded from Western councils and defense planning since it
would not be able to fulfill its military obligations. Moreover, as the plan
seems to enhance Soviet control over Germany, the Adenauer govern-
ment is bound to reject it. It is obvious that Adenauer is fully aware of
the political, psychological and military dangers involved.

4. The new Rapacki Plan is designed as a major propaganda
weapon. It was issued over the heads of existing governments to the
“peoples of Europe”. However, it can develop into an effective diplo-
matic tool of the USSR and become a potent weapon for producing addi-
tional strains in NATO. It is significant that the plan was released after
Rapacki’s visit to Norway, where sympathy has existed for some of his
ideas.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 640.0012/11-658. Confidential.

! Not found attached. A detailed analysis of the new version of the Rapacki Plan is in
Intelligence Report No. 7891, “The Rapacki Plan—A Polish Road to the West,” December
5,1958, prepared by the Office of Intelligence Research and Analysis. (National Archives
and Records Administration, RG 59, OSS-INR Reports)
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5. The propaganda campaign outside Germany will stress that all
the legitimate defense needs of the US, UK and France have been pro-
vided for, since these powers would keep their thermonuclear weapons
in the “atom free zone” until an agreement had been reached on conven-
tional armament in this zone. Only the Germans, the “troublemakers of
Europe”, the “State that produced Hitler” would be denied these weap-
ons.

6. The Soviet propaganda will also seek to impress the West Ger-
mans that the plan is the only one which keeps open the door to
reunification and that Germany is not “disarmed” since she would have
a conventional force for legitimate defense needs. If the Germans restrict
themselves to conventional weapons in their own territory, the Soviets
will insist, they should not hesitate to ask the Western allies to remove
their thermonuclear weapons from German soil in return for similar So-
viet action. Therefore, withdrawal of all alien forces from German soil
and the “atomic neutralization” of a “reunited” Germany will be repre-
sented as the most rational policy for the Germans to adopt.

7. This propaganda line coincides with the position of an increas-
ingly vocal wing of the SPD. The SPD (and the FDP) will probably hail
the new plan as a further sign of the need for negotiations and demand
anew assurances from the Adenauer government that it will not rearm
Germany with thermonuclear weapons until a new effort has been
made to discuss the German question with the Soviets. Should the gov-
ernment not accept these demands, the opposition might launch an-
other major campaign to refer the weapons issue to the people by
plebiscite, referendum or some other scheme. The present thermonu-
clear fallout in the Scandinavian countries and the current deadlock of
test suspension talks in Geneva will also provide additional pretexts to
the SPD to reopen the “Struggle Against Atomic Death” campaign and
to link this campaign with the demand for a high level conference to
consider the Rapacki Plan, as well as general disarmament and the
reunification of Germany.

8. The East German regime will unconditionally accept the new
Rapacki Plan and use it as the basis for a campaign to protect Germany
against thermonuclear annihilation and to assure progress towards
reunification. If the Adenauer government proves to be intransigent, its
policy will be denounced as a return to “fascism” and the East Germans
will attempt to develop a “people’s movement” throughout Germany to
consider means to prevent the return of “Nazism” to Germany. The
combination of these factors may confront Adenauer with as serious a
coalition of hostile internal and external forces as he has ever had to face.

A similar memorandum has been addressed to The Under Secre-
tary.
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13. Despatch From the Legation in Hungary to the Department
of State

No. 302 Budapest, November 20, 1958.

REF
Legation Despatch No. 249, October 23, 1958

SUBJECT
The Future of Cardinal Mindszenty

The Legation has, from time to time, sought to comply with the re-
quirement contained in the Department’s telegram No. 241 of Novem-
ber 16, 1956,2 which concluded: “Legation’s recommendations invited
regarding future of Mindszenty”. Recent developments, connected
with the Conclave at the Vatican for the election of Pope John XXIII,
would seem to make it desirable that the situation of Cardinal
Mindszenty again be reviewed and the Legation’s recommendations be
brought up to date. The present despatch is designed to meet this re-
quirement and this purpose.

Regime Officially Informed

The Hungarian Government has now been “officially” advised of
the presence of Cardinal Mindszenty in this Legation. No such advice
was made to the Government until the presentation of the Legation’s
note No. 136 on Saturday, October 18, 1958.3 On two previous occasions,
officials of the Foreign Ministry had made oblique reference to our har-
boring a Hungarian national, but the name of Cardinal Mindszenty was
not mentioned and there was no discussion of the subject. High officials
of the Government had, however, repeatedly attacked the United States
Government and the Legation (in public speeches, in statements to the
press, and in reply to direct questions from visiting Americans) for giv-
ing “asylum” to a “Hungarian criminal”.

Despite the “after-the-event” knowledge of certain “observers”
that the Hungarian Government was bound to refuse the request for a

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 864.413/11-2058. Secret; Limited
Distribution.

! Despatch 249 contained the recommendations of the Legation regarding the possi-
bility of Cardinal Mindszenty leaving the Legation to travel to Rome for the election of a
new Pope following the death of Pius XII on October 9. (Ibid., 864.413/10-2358) On No-
vember 4 Cardinal Roncalli, who took the name John XXIII, was chosen his successor.

2 Telegram 241 to Budapest contained the Department of State’s instructions regard-
ing the Legation’s continuing refuge and protection of the Cardinal. (Ibid., 864.413/11-
1656)

3Text of this note is quoted in telegram 146 from Budapest, October 24. (Ibid.,
864.413/10-2458)
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safe conduct,* there was no way of knowing before the matter was offi-
cially broached to the Hungarian Government what its reply would be.
The Cardinal (Legation telegram 119, October 9)° thought that the
choice for the regime would be a difficult one, but was inclined to be-
lieve that the authorities would like to have him outside the country.
The Legation (Legation telegram 124, October 10)¢ felt that it was “not
entirely clear” what decision the regime might reach, but pointed out
that recent statements by Government officials had indicated a “general
hardening” on the subject of the Cardinal’s possible departure from
Hungary. The Vatican (Rome telegram 1172, October 13)7 appears to
have had information that the regime would not be opposed to the Car-
dinal’srelease, provided he would not return to Hungary. While the De-
partment was not favorable to initiative being taken by the United States
in the matter (Department’s telegram 1304, October 10, to Rome),? the
Legation was subsequently instructed (Department’s telegram No. 97,
October 14, No. 1356 to Rome)? to negotiate with the Hungarian Gov-
ernment, on behalf of the College of Cardinals, for a safe conduct, thus
seeming to indicate a belief on the part of the Department that there ex-
isted some possibility of procuring such safe conduct.

There is, of course, nothing final about a decision taken by a com-
munist government; it is perfectly capable of reversing that decision
without any new developments having intervened to give even a sem-
blance of justification for such reversal. However, the refusal of the safe
conduct for attendance of the Cardinal at the Conclave was so categori-
cal, and was given at a time and under circumstances which might have
been expected to give perhaps the maximum of justification for the
Hungarian regime to grant it, that the Legation sees little or no likeli-
hood of any change of attitude in the ascertainable future. Only the
agreement of the United States Government to exchange Chiefs of Mis-
sion with the regime and, thereby, to accord the regime full interna-

“London Times, October 24, 1958, from Vienna: “The Hungarian refusal to grant
Cardinal Mindszenty a safe conduct to attend the Conclave of the Sacred College of Cardi-
nals to take part in the election of the Pope, did not surprise observers here, who predicted
all along that the Hungarians will describe the American request asking for permission for
Cardinal Mindszenty to leave Hungary as ‘gross interference in the internal affairs” of
their country.

“Hungarian refugees here said today that the timing of the American request coin-
ciding with the eve of the second anniversary of the Hungarian revolt was instrumental
for the uncompromising refusal.” [Footnote in the source text.]

5 Telegram 119 described the Legation’s informing the Cardinal of the Pope’s death.
(Department of State, Central Files, 864.413/10-958)

6Not printed. (Ibid., 864.413/10-1058)
7 Not printed. (Ibid., 864.413/10-1358)
¥ Not printed. (Ibid., 864.413/10-958)

® Not printed. (Ibid., 864.413/10-1358)
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tional status would seem to be a likely “bait” to bring about a radical
changein its attitude and policy toward this question. The regime’s note
of October 221 would seem to make clear that the Hungarian authorities
(and, presumably, the Kremlin) are satisfied that the presence of the
Cardinal in the Legation is a matter of greater embarrassment and con-
cern to the United States Government than to the Government of Hun-
gary.

No such situation can, however, remain permanently static and it is
at least within the realm of the possible that, sooner or later, a move will
have to be made by one of the interested parties—the Holy See, the
United States Government, the Hungarian Government, or the Cardi-
nal—for a solution of this problem. Since, as became abundantly clear
during these recent negotiations, the attitude of the Cardinal could be of
crucial importance in effecting any solution, the Legation would like to
set forth for the consideration of the Department its thoughts on this as-
pect of the matter, in the hope that means and methods might be found
to influence the Cardinal’s thinking, in advance of the event, along the
lines desired by the Department and/or by the Holy See.

The Cardinal and The Vatican

The Legation appreciates and understands the undesirability (as
set forth in the enclosure to Mr. Robert McKisson’s letter of March 11,
1957, to Mr. Spencer Barnes)!! of setting up a regular channel of commu-
nication between the Cardinal and the Vatican. However, those of us in
close, daily contact with the Cardinal have long been aware of his con-
fused thinking on the “deep spiritual problems” which his present situ-
ation creates and have felt that some means should, if at all possible, be
found to give the Holy See a just appreciation of his mental conflicts and
to give him the benefit, on this question only, of guidance and assistance
from his spiritual leaders. (My letters of August 21, 1957, and January
16, 1958 to Mr. James Sutterlin.)'? The almost complete lack of under-
standing between the Cardinal and the Holy See became clearly mani-
fest during the recent negotiations and it was only with the greatest of
reluctance that the Cardinal finally gave his assent to departure if a “sat-
isfactory” guarantee could be obtained from the Hungarian Govern-
ment. (The Cardinal, it should be remembered, has no faith in any
promises from the present Hungarian regime and fully anticipated the
worst, if an attempt had been made to take him to Austria under any
such “safe conduct”.) This reluctant assent was accorded only for the

10 Text of the Hungarian Foreign Office’s note of October 22 was transmitted to the
Department of State in telegram 143 from Budapest, October 22. (Ibid., 864.413/10-2258)

! Not found.

12 Copies of both these letters are in Department of State, Hungary Desk Files: Lot 75
D 45, Refuge for Cardinal Mindszenty.
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particular circumstances then existing—i.e., attendance at the Con-
clave—and would, one may safely assume, not carry over to another set
of circumstances. It would, therefore, become necessary to “negotiate”
once again with the Cardinal and, since the time element might be of
extreme brevity, the Legation believes that logic and our own best inter-
ests require that the Cardinal be attuned to the thinking and wishes of
the Vatican before another crisis arises.

The Legation has sensed for some time, and most particularly dur-
ing the recent “crisis”, that the Vatican itself has not been of one mind
with respect to the policy which it should follow in the matter of the Car-
dinal’s remaining in or departing from Hungary. Earlier reports on this
subject had been conflicting. The direct, official word through the Office
of the Apostolic Delegate in Washington was to the effect that he should
remain. When, however, a seemingly advantageous opportunity to
have the Cardinal leave the Legation and the country presented itself,
the Vatican became intent upon his availing himself of such opportunity
and considerable pressure was put upon him by the Holy See to follow
this course. One is left to speculate whether it was not, perhaps, the late
Pope who was inclined to inaction earlier, with the result that those in
favor of another policy were in a position to act only after Pius XII had
left the scene. The Legation is not in a position to know the correct an-
swer to this question, since it is not aware of the full circumstances (and
under whose initiative) the Cardinal chose to seek refuge at the Ameri-
can Legation in the early hours of November 4, 1956. If, however, the
late Pope did, during his lifetime, make the final policy determination
on matters relating to the Cardinal’s future, the question now becomes
once again subject to review because of the presence of a new Pope,
whose ideas and conceptions may be different from those of his prede-
cessor. The Legation feels that the Cardinal cannot possibly become au
fait of Pope John'’s thinking on this matter unless some exchange of ideas
(again, on this question only) is permitted and arranged.

The Legation has no illusions about the difficulties inherent in try-
ing to bring the Cardinal into line with the policy of the Holy See, if the
Holy See’s ideas and concepts should prove to be different from his
own. The Cardinal is imbued with the very special position and powers
exercised for many centuries by the Prince Primate of Hungary. The
Holy See, however, seems to appreciate (as the Cardinal does not) that
the “social revolution” which has occurred in Hungary since World War
IT has seriously altered (if, indeed, it has not brought to an end) that
“special position”. (The unusual position and powers of the Prince Pri-
mate are fully set forth in the chapter on “The Church” in C.A.
Macartney’s “Hungary”, published in 1934.)
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The Vatican was not, however, always of this view. As late as April
of last year (Embassy Rome’s telegram No. 4174, April 16, 1957),%3 the
Holy See was evincing the desire “to discuss the Cardinal’s departure
on quid-pro-quo basis with view to extract some concessions from
Kadar’s regime”. While any such concept was unrealistic, even at that
date, the Holy See has been in a position, during the intervening eight-
een months, to understand the radical changes that have occurred and
to alter its concepts and its policy accordingly. Cardinal Mindszenty has
not been in such a position; isolated, as he is, from almost all Church
developments and from spiritual contact with the Holy See, his views
and concepts have fallen behind and out of line with those of his spiri-
tual mentors. It is this lack of rapport—this failure to be “on the same
wave length”—which the Legation feels must now be bridged, if we are
not to be faced on still another occasion with the necessity of again un-
dertaking difficult and touchy negotiations with the Cardinal under
pressure of events which may permit even less time and facility for ex-
changes between Budapest, Rome, and Washington than existed during
the recent “Conclave crisis”.

There appears to be a very general (and perhaps not unnatural) as-
sumption by people outside Hungary (one might almost say, outside
this Legation) that the Cardinal would welcome any opportunity to ex-
change his present place of refuge for a place of safety and a position of
Church activity outside this country. Articles in the Western press are
almost uniformly written with this assumption in mind. Even the Vati-
can appears to have expected that the Cardinal would be ready and anx-
ious to avail himself of a safe conduct, if such were arranged for him.
The Legation’s telegram No. 170 of November 19'* was dispatched be-
cause it appeared that the Cardinal’s firmly held ideas on this matter
might not be fully understood in Washington and New York. The offi-
cers of the Legation dealing with the question of the Cardinal’s future
are so fully imbued with the reality of this situation that it seems impor-
tant that it again be brought to the attention of those who will be deter-
mining United States policy on this question. The Legation feels that the
Vatican should likewise be made aware of the problem and, in the light
of the recent close contacts between the Embassy in Rome and the Vati-
can on the subject of the Cardinal, the way would now appear to be
paved and the time to be opportune for effecting this objective.

Conclusions

1. Now that the Hungarian Government and the Legation have ex-
changed communications with respect to the presence of the Cardinal in

13 Not printed. (Department of State, Central Files, 864.413/4-1657)
14 Not printed. (Ibid., 764.00/11-1958)
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the Chancery, there seems every likelihood that the regime—choosing
the opportunity which seems to suit its own purposes best—will mount
a full-scale attack on our harboring of a “Hungarian criminal” and will
make demands for his departure from the Legation. The limits to which
the regime will be prepared to go in ensuring compliance with this de-
mand will depend upon the extent of deterioration in American-Hun-
garian relations, both bilaterally and in the United Nations. Whether
they will be prepared to go to the extent of breaking relations in order
(among other objectives) to obtain custody of the Cardinal, is a question
to which a firm answer cannot at present be given; but it would appear
inevitable that they should play this situation to its utmost in their ef-
forts to get the United States to accord recognition of “respectability” to
the regime, by the sending of a Minister to this Legation and by the ces-
sation of our efforts to have the regime comply with the Resolutions of
the General Assembly.

2. The Legation assumes that the United States will continue to do
everything possible to prevent the present Hungarian authorities from
again obtaining control over the Cardinal, while at the same time seek-
ing a satisfactory permanent settlement of the problem of his refuge.
The possibility—if not the probability—of further negotiations on the
question would, therefore, appear to be likely to arise in due course
(provided, of course, that death or serious illness does not intervene to
effect a different solution). The Legation is impressed with the desirabil-
ity of reaching, in advance of the opening of such further negotiations, a
firm and clear understanding among the Government of the United
States, the Holy See, and the Cardinal that the Cardinal would leave his
refuge in the Legation, if and when a suitable guarantee of his safety
might be obtained. The Legation feels, on the basis of its knowledge of
the Cardinal’s thinking and of the record during the recent negotiations,
that such “clear understanding” cannot be reached with the Cardinal
without an exchange of views between him and the Vatican.

Garret G. Ackerson, Jr.
Chargé d’ Affaires a.i.
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14. Memorandum of Conversation Between the Under Secretary
of State (Herter) and President Eisenhower

Washington, December 6, 1958.

SUBJECT

Hungarian Resolution on the Matter of Credentials

After the NSC meeting this morning the President called me in to
his office to say that he had had a talk with Cabot Lodge with respect to
the Hungarian Resolution on the matter of credentials.

The President had apparently gotten the impression from Cabot
that the State Department was rather lukewarm on raising the creden-
tials issue, but that it was doing so because it thought the President felt
strongly on the subject. Cabot had explained the great difficulties he
thought he would have in getting the necessary two-thirds vote for such
aresolution and expressed his fears as to the wisdom of raising the cre-
dentials issue.

The President just wanted to make it clear that, insofar as he was
concerned, and regardless of C.D. Jackson’s exhortations, the President
would not for a moment consider asking the State Department to go
through with such a resolution if we ourselves were lukewarm or had
doubts about it.!

C.A.H.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 711.11-EI/12-658. Confidential.

1On December 12, the U.N. General Assembly’s Credentials Committee adopted a
U.S. motion by a vote of 6 to 1 (Soviet Union), with 2 abstentions, that “it take no decision
regarding the credentials submitted on behalf of the representatives of Hungary.” On De-
cember 13, the Assembly, by a vote of 79 to 1, with 1 abstention, approved the Committee’s
report. (Resolution 1346 (XIID)

On December 12, the General Assembly also adopted a joint draft resolution on
Hungary by a vote of 54 to 10, with 15 abstentions. (Resolution 1312 (XIII)) The resolution
expressed the Assembly’s endorsement of the Special Committee’s supplementary report
of July 14, 1958, denounced the executions of Imre Nagy and others and the continuing
repression in Hungary, and appointed Sir Leslie Munro of New Zealand to represent the
United Nations to report to member states or the General Assembly on significant devel-
opments regarding the implementation of Assembly resolutions on Hungary.
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15. Editorial Note

OnJanuary 7, 1959, the Operations Coordinating Board considered
a report submitted by the Board Assistants on Soviet-Dominated Na-
tions in Eastern Europe. This was essentially a six-month progress re-
porton NSC 5811/1 (Document 6). The report consisted of a “Summary
Evaluation” and a section on “Major Operating Problems and Difficul-
ties Facing the United States.” The general conclusions in the “Summary
Evaluation” were the following:

“Despite Soviet efforts to enforce rigid ideological conformity and
to tighten party discipline within the Soviet bloc, Soviet vulnerabilities
in the area—including such factors as the degree of liberalization in Po-
land, the disruptive influence on the bloc of the Yugoslav ideological
heresy and of Yugoslavia’s position as an independent Communist
state, and the failure of the Soviet Union and the bloc regimes to estab-
lish a broad base of popular support in the dominated countries—re-
main evident. The resulting atmosphere of change and ferment in the
dominated nations, although recently subject to stronger corrective
measures by the Communist authorities, continues to afford moderate
ogportunities over a long term for the United States to advance its policy
objectives, including entering into more active relations with the domi-
nated regimes in order to project U.S. influence in these countries more
effectively. The refusal of tI;\e {Jnited States to recognize the domination
of these nations by the USSR as an acceptable status quo and the U.S.
view that the people of each nation should be independent and free to
choose their form of government have helped to keep alive the hopes
and aspirations of these peoples; however, this position has not brought
about a modification of Soviet policy favorable to U.S. objectives. It is
difficult to demonstrate or evaluate, on a short-run basis, the effects of
continuing U.S. efforts to exploit Soviet bloc vulnerabilities; some evi-
dence of success, however, is indicated in continued Soviet sensitive-
ness to such activities.” (Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385,
Soviet Satellites—II)

According to a memorandum of January 7 from Jeremiah J. O’Con-
nor of the OCB Staff to Merchant, in which O’Connor quoted an excerpt
from his informal and preliminary notes on the discussion at the OCB
meeting that day, most of the discussion of the paper revolved around
developments in East-West exchanges since NSC 5811/1 had been ap-
proved. Vice Chairman Karl G. Harr noted that reading the paper
reflected a “great feeling of quietude” after the Hungarian revolt. Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles said that this was not the case in
Czechoslovakia and Poland, and he thought Soviet efforts in those
countries had probably “slowed up.” Albert W. Sherer, Officer in
Charge of Polish, Baltic, and Czechoslovak Affairs, commented that in
Poland it was more a matter of some “accommodation” having been
reached between Khrushchev and Gomulka. The Board approved the
report for transmittal to the National Security Council. (Ibid., USSR &
Satellites—General—1959-60)
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16. Despatch From the Legation in Hungary to the Department

of State
No. 413 Budapest, January 23, 1959.
SUBJECT
Recommendations Regarding United States Policy Toward Present Hungarian
Regime

In a recent survey of the course of relations between the United
States and Hungary in 1958 (Legation despatch No. 383, January 7,
1959), the Legation came to the conclusion that there had been a wors-
ening of relations in this period. Virtually all the major and minor issues
existing between the two countries at the beginning of the year re-
mained unresolved at year’s end. With the passage of time, world public
interest in the Hungarian question has decreased; other and more press-
ing problems demand attention. As a result, the present regime in Hun-
gary had been able to improve its international position. If it did not
escape unscathed in the recent session of the United Nations General
Assembly, it did succeed in avoiding drastic sanctions against it. Inter-
nally, also, the regime has further consolidated its position. The Hun-
garian people have not given up their dislike of the regime and its Soviet
masters but, as prospects for outside support have receded, they have
tended more and more to an attitude of helpless resignation and de-
creased resistance to regime pressure.

Under the circumstances, the Legation feels it imperative to re-
examine the outstanding issues in United States-Hungarian relations
with a view to determining what actions it should itself take or should
recommend to the Department in order to improve the United States po-
sition in Hungary.

Before setting forth our observations, we should like to make cer-
tain general comments. In the first place, the Department will perceive
that our present suggestions closely resemble those put forward when
we made a similar survey in the early months of 1958 (Legation

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.64/1-2359. Secret. Drafted by Pratt
and Ackerson.

! Not printed. (Ibid., 611.64/1-759)
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despatches No. 471, March 5, and No. 489, March 12, 1958).2 This is not
surprising, in view of the similarity between the current situation and
that prevailing last year. Our proposals last year bore little fruit; in fact,
most of them were never translated into action because of political de-
velopments in Hungary. There is no guarantee that our initiatives will
fare any better this year, but we are convinced that the deteriorating po-
sition of the United States in Hungary makes some action on our part
more than ever necessary.

In the second place, the overall effect of our recommendations
would be to put United States-Hungarian relations on a basis compara-
ble to that existing for United States relations with other Communist
bloc countries. We believe that movement toward such a “normaliza-
tion” of relations with the present Hungarian regime is necessary not
because we consider that the regime merits approval and respect, but
because we believe some reconciliation with the regime is required be-
fore we will be allowed significant opportunities for projecting United
States influence on the Hungarian people.

Lastly, it will be noted that our proposed initiatives are neither nu-
merous nor extensive. Any real increase in United States activities in
Hungary would require a complete change in the attitude of the re-
gime—something that does not seem likely in the foreseeable future.

Harassment of the Legation

In the past, the chief harassment of the Legation by the Hungarian
authorities has been the arrest of, or punitive action against, local Hun-
garian employees. At present, two local employees are under “internal
deportation” orders and are living a precarious existence in remote vil-
lages. Persistent attempts by the Legation to aid them have been re-
buffed; however, no new drastic actions have been taken or threatened
against other employees in recent months and even cases of minor an-
noyances, such as revocation of driving licenses, have not recurred. The
Legation sees no alternative in the coming months to continuing its
efforts on behalf of the two deported employees and standing ready
to defend any other employees unfairly treated. It may be that our

2In despatch 471, the Legation submitted the following recommendations:
“(1) Continued pressure on the regime for the release of the arrested local employees of
the Legation. This pressure should be in the form of diplomatic representations; publicity
in the Western press should also be considered. (2) Lifting of the ban on the travel of
United States citizens in Hungary as a price for easing some of the present staff restrictions
on the Legation. (3) Implementation of a common NATO policy on the accreditation of
new Ministers to Budapest. (4) Exploration of means of solving the question of Cardinal
Mindszenty’s future position.” (Ibid., 611.64/3-558) In despatch 489, the Legation submit-
ted certain recommendations for expanding contacts with the Hungarian people through
an increase in trade, informational activities, and cultural exchanges. (Ibid., 611.64/3—
1258)
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vigorous protests over the cases that have occurred have helped to some
extent to deter the police from more numerous persecutions.

Minor forms of harassment, such as the “guarding” of the Legation
by large numbers of uniformed and secret police, the interrogation of
Hungarian visitors to the Legation, etc., may be expected to continue. As
in the past, the Legation will from time to time voice its dissatisfaction
over such practices, without necessarily making a big issue of the mat-
ter. Any lasting solution to the harassment issue must, however, depend
on a more extensive easing of relations than seems in prospect now.

Contacts with Hungarians

Since the Revolution, there has been a steady decline in Legation
contact with both official and unofficial Hungarians. The regime desired
to have Americans and other Westerners attend staged propaganda af-
fairs, but hindered meaningful exchanges with citizens. Means used to
accomplish this were not only the minor harassments noted above, but
also the anti-American propaganda campaign which became so marked
during the fall. The clear warning of this campaign was that it is danger-
ous for any Hungarian to have any contact with American officials. Men
holding posts in various ministries who had never hesitated in the past
to discuss official business with Legation officers, now expressed pref-
erence for having the Foreign Ministry act as intermediary between
them and the Legation. Old friends and new acquaintances shied away
from even the most innocuous meetings with Americans. The Legation
will continue to try to check this trend by the judicious inviting of official
or “approved” personalities to social functions, by seeking face-to-face
discussions in preference to written communications whenever busi-
ness matters arise with Hungarians, etc. However, the best method for
expanding the Legation’s circles of acquaintances, under existing condi-
tions, would seem to be the development of informational and cultural
programs approved or tolerated by the regime.

Information Program

The Legation continues to be dissatisfied with its lack of anything
that could properly be called an information program. Nevertheless, the
reasons that have in the past argued against such a program remain
strong today: the presence of Cardinal Mindszenty in the Legation, the
police surveillance of the building, and the impossibility of asking local
employees to do any kind of informational work. We have been able to
dispose of a certain number of American magazines and other publica-
tions of a non-political nature. In the future, we hope to increase the
number of such presentations to ministries, libraries, museums, and
other institutions. A more ambitious program remains contingent on fu-
ture developments.
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Cultural Exchange

The visit of a limited number of top-flight American artists, lectur-
ers, and sportsmen in 1958 was one bright spot in the year’s rather
gloomy picture of Hungarian-American relations. The Legation
strongly urges that the number of such visits be increased this year be-
cause they are warmly desired by the Hungarian people and because
they enable the Legation to expand its circle of acquaintances in the
Hungarian cultural field.

In the past, these tours have been arranged through private chan-
nels, largely to avoid the necessity of dealing with the regime and to
forestall regime demands for reciprocity. While wishing to expand
tours under private sponsorship, the Legation would also like to recom-
mend reconsideration of the United States position on official exchanges
with Hungary. Dealing with Hungarian authorities on the matter of cul-
tural exchanges certainly signifies little in the way of approval of the re-
gime. The Hungarians have not yet demanded reciprocal visits, but
even if they should do so now, we see little objection to having Hungar-
ian cultural figures come to the United States. So far as we know, the few
Hungarian performers appearing there in 1958 (the runner Roszavolgyi
and the fencing team) did not encounter hostile receptions. We see defi-
nite benefits in having as many Hungarians as possible familiarize
themselves with the United States. At the same time, our readiness to
admit Hungarians should have some influence in persuading the
authorities here to accept a greater number of United States artists.

In this connection, the Legation would like to call attention to the
cultural operations conducted by other Western countries here (Lega-
tion despatch No. 394, January 9, 1959).3 We have learned that the British
Legation has recommended to London a major expansion of their cul-
tural program, with the ultimate objective of restoring the British Coun-
cil in Budapest and that this recommendation has been accepted in
principle in London. Coordination of cultural plans with the British and
perhaps with other NATO countries would seem desirable at this stage.

Commercial Relations

Somewhat akin to our advocacy of expanded cultural relations, is
our belief that the United States should liberalize its trade policy toward
Hungary. Obviously this question is part of the general problem of East-
West trade. Hungary could probably never become an important outlet
for American goods, and it is clear that anything the regime buys from
America will be used for the benefit of the regime. However, the Hun-
garians have voiced a great interest in trying to sell to the United States.
Since we do not believe they could garner a large stock of dollars by such

3 Not printed. (Ibid., 550.64/1-959)
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activities, we believe that the United States could profitably acquiesce in
the Hungarian desire to try the American market.

As for trade fairs and exhibitions, we think a well-selected Ameri-
can display would be highly effective here and the Hungarians should
be tested on their willingness (by no means certain) to accept such a
thing. An obvious price for permission to exhibit here is a reciprocal in-
vitation to have a display in the United States. Whether a Hungarian dis-
play would get an embarrassingly hostile reception in the United States
is hard to say. It seems to the Legation that the matter at least deserves
further study. Hungarian officials have expressed considerable interest
in this topic, and a flexible United States attitude might improve our bar-
gaining position on other points.

Aside from agreeing to mutual participation in fairs, easing visa
procedures for commercial people, and perhaps raising the inspection
ban on the import of Hungarian meat products, there is little we can do
to boost Hungarian-American commerce. All that we can expect to do is
to put ourselves in a position where we can point out to the Hungarians
that they are free to compete with others for a share in American trade.

Visa and Passport Problems

During the past year, a major source of irritation in the Legation’s
dealing with Hungarian authorities has been the visa policies of the two
countries. On several occasions, the Legation has found it necessary to
complain about Hungarian delays or failures in issuing visas, particu-
larly to United States officials coming to Budapest on business. In turn,
the Hungarians have frequently charged that the United States was too
restrictive on visas to journalists, sportsmen, scientists, commercial rep-
resentatives, etc. In the fall of 1958, they announced a policy of strict reci-
procity on visas. The first result of this was the limitation on the exit and
entry visas of United States Legation employees (See Legation despatch
No. 329, November 28, 1958).4 The United States has now more than cor-
rected any inequity that existed on this particular score (Legation
despatch No. 362, December 19, 1958);> we are watching to see what re-
medial steps the Hungarians will take in return. We believe that, at the
very minimum, the United States should review all of its visa proce-
dures with regard to Hungarians, to be sure that we are not more restric-
tive than the Hungarian regime unless such restrictions are clearly
demanded by security considerations.

The United States passport regulations limiting travel to Hungary
are another irritant—and, the Legation believes, an unnecessary one—
in Hungarian-American relations. The regulations do not seem

#Not printed. (Ibid., Visa Office Files)
5 Not printed. (Ibid.)
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necessary as protection for United States citizens; in recent years, those
Americans who have come here have not experienced serious trouble
with the police, nor have any of our local employees been arrested since
the early part of 1957. We still have two local employees under deporta-
tion and, if there were the slightest indication that keeping the passport
restrictions would exert pressure on their behalf, the Legation would fa-
vor continuing the regulation. It does not appear, however, that their
status is negotiable with any means presently available; therefore, the
Legation advocates lifting the passport limitation without directly seek-
ing any Hungarian concession in return. There is, of course, no assur-
ance that this will markedly improve the climate of our relations, but
there would appear to be no United States interest which is protected by
the maintenance of this travel restriction. The Hungarians have made
the point that it is the passport restrictions which prevent a great in-
crease in the number of tourists from the United States. We doubt that
this is true, but would favor an experiment which might promote con-
tacts between Americans and the Hungarian people.
Legation Staff Ceiling

The United States has never accepted the concept that the Hungar-
ian Government can fix the size or composition of the Legation’s staff.
Nevertheless we have in practice kept even below the limits stated in the
Foreign Ministry’s note of May 25, 1957.6¢ With the severe curtailment of
the Legation’s activities, the staff ceiling has worked no particular hard-
ship. This situation could change if an easing of the atmosphere pro-
duced such things as the regime’s granting of passports to intending
emigrants, a regular influx of large numbers of American tourists, a ma-
jor cultural exchange program, or the re-opening of informational ac-
tivities. Such developments do not seem likely in the near future and, in
any event, the requisite easing of the atmosphere would probably also
result in the falling away of the staff limitations without the necessity of
direct negotiation on the point.

The Hungarian Item in the United Nations

While the United Nations has not been able to provide a solution to
the Hungarian question, its continued consideration of the question has
placed the Hungarian and Soviet regimes at great psychological disad-
vantage and has damaged Hungary’s position domestically and inter-
nationally. This has naturally provoked bitter reaction on the part of the
regime; as was evidenced in the last United Nations General Assembly,
the anger of the authorities has been concentrated more and more on the

® Presumably reference is to the Foreign Ministry’s note dated May 24, the text of
which was transmitted to the Department of State in despatch 589 from Budapest, May 24,
1957. (Ibid., Central Files, 611.64/5-2457)
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United States as the recognized leader of the fight against the Hungarian
regimen in the United Nations.

The Legation believes that the United States stand in the United Na-
tions has been based on principle, and that we could not in conscience
have done less than we did; we see no occasion for apology or retraction
of our position. As for the future, it is still some months before the next
regular session of the General Assembly and events in the meantime
willinfluence our policy then. Nevertheless, if our arguments in favor of
moving toward normalization of relations are valid, they will require
that the United States adopt at least a tentative position now that we will
let the United Nations record stand but will not take the initiative to
force the issue from here on out. In this connection, we should mention
that, while our opportunities for sampling public opinion are slight, we
have found a discouraging lack of interest among Hungarians in the re-
cent United Nations debate and its outcome. Regime propaganda is not
particularly effective, but it may eventually get some popular response
to its theme that the United States and other Western powers are “gang-
ing up” on Hungary while trying to conciliate the USSR because of its
“proven” technical and military superiority.

Designation of Minister

Up until the middle of 1958, there were frequent indications that the
regime strongly desired an exchange of ministers between the two
countries as a sign of finally restored relations. In the latter half of the
year, hints and statements of regime officials to this effect began to dis-
appear. Nevertheless, it seems certain that the Hungarians would be
glad to have a United States minister in Budapest. In view, however, of
the United States attitude toward the regime and of the recent history of
relations between the two countries, the designation of a minister does
not seem likely in the immediate future. When the time is ripe for such a
step, it can probably be used as a bargaining point to procure important
concessions from the Hungarians.

It should be noted, however, that the bargaining value of a ministe-
rial designation could be reduced if in the meantime other Western
countries, particularly the NATO nations, had accredited envoys here.
During the past year, the Dutch and Belgian ministers departed, leaving
Chargés d’ Affaires to act for their countries. On the other hand, the Brit-
ish Minister, Sir Leslie Fry, left this month and in line with standard Brit-
ish practice is being replaced by another minister, due to arrive shortly.
Similarly, a new Israeli minister is slated to arrive in February, replacing
Minister Touval. The present Chargé d’ Affaires of Greece has indicated
he is hoping for an appointment as minister here this year. Hungary
may be expected to urge a “regularization” of the relations upon other
countries now represented here by Chargés; thus, new Hungarian
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ministers have already been accredited to Brussels and The Hague.
While it would probably have been impossible to dissuade the British
from sending a new minister, it is believed that the question of accredi-
tation by other NATO countries should be kept under close review in
the NATO Council in order to avoid having the United States placed in
an embarrassingly isolated position in this matter.

Cardinal Mindszenty

The question of the future of Cardinal Mindszenty remains one of
the most difficult problems of United States-Hungarian relations. This
matter has been discussed at length in the Legation’s despatch No. 471
of March 5, 1958, and in numerous other messages to the Department.
We have at the moment little to add to these communications.

In October of last year, the Hungarian authorities flatly refused the
request of the Sacred College of Cardinals, conveyed through the Lega-
tion, that Cardinal Mindszenty be permitted to attend the Conclave in
Rome. This action put an end to speculation that the regime would be
interested in a face-saving device for removing the Cardinal from Hun-
gary. At the same time, the Cardinal’s manifest reluctance even to con-
sider departing except on the most specific instructions of the Vatican
underlined the fact that in considering solutions to the question his atti-
tude, as well as that of the Vatican, must be taken fully into account. Fi-
nally, this episode gave the regime a chance to say for the first time that
the Hungarian authorities have been officially “notified” of the where-
abouts of the Cardinal. The implications of this position are not clear; at
the very least, it would seem that the regime now considers itself free to
press atany time its charge that the Legation is harboring a fugitive from
justice, contrary to international law and practice.

It should not be overlooked that the question of the Cardinal may
involve such deep feelings of personal enmity and vengeance on both
sides as to be virtually non-negotiable while the present leaders remain
in power. The Legation is inclined to believe, however, that a settlement
could be arranged, but that the price would be high. We continue to
think the whole question of normalization of relations would be in-
volved, including particularly the exchange of ministers between the
two countries, and an express or implied understanding about future
United States policy in the United Nations.

Conclusions

Itis apparent from the above review that normalization of relations
with the present regime in Hungary (even on a purely Curtain basis) is
unlikely so long as (1) Cardinal Mindszenty remains a refugee in the
Legation, (2) an exchange of ministers is not effected, and (3) the
United States continues to spearhead the attacks on the regime in the
United Nations. The Legation certainly does not recommend that the
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United States attempt to resolve all of these problems at the present
time, but it does believe that these matters should be kept actively in
mind and that all possible preparations should be made and actions
taken to ameliorate and eventually to overcome these impediments to
improved relations. There are, however, a few things which might be
done immediately, in an effort to put ourselves in a better position to
establish more intensive contact with government officials and with
other Hungarians whose point of view might be affected by closer rela-
tions with the West. The Legation, therefore, recommends that the pol-
icy of the United States toward the present regime in Hungary be
considered in the following sequence, with Phase I to be instituted im-
mediately.

Recommendations

Phase 1

1. That the passport restriction on travel of American citizens to
Hungary be immediately rescinded, without any attempt to negotiate a
quid pro quo therefor. The Legation believes that the small degree of
thawing in our relations with Hungarian officials which would result
from such action would be sufficient quid pro quo.

2. That our visa procedures with Hungary be carefully reviewed
in detail, to be sure that our procedures are at least as liberal as those of
the Hungarian regime. The Legation, for its part, contemplates raising
with the Foreign Office the question of resuming a more liberal policy
toward members of this Legation in return for the recent liberalization
of United States visa policy toward members of the Hungarian Legation
in Washington. (We shall do this about the middle of March, which will
be approximately three months after the notification of our new proce-
dures to the Foreign Office.)

3. That the United States officially facilitate, rather than restrict,
the visits of Hungarians to the United States—particularly those en-
gaged in cultural, information, sport, and commercial activities. The
Hungarians have already been more liberal in this regard than has the
United States, but this situation can hardly be expected to continue in-
definitely on a one-sided basis.

Phase 11

(The timing of this Phase would depend upon developments not
only in Hungary, but in our general relations with the Communist bloc.
However, the Legation believes that the matter should now be under
active consideration in Washington; that the preliminary steps, which
do not require discussion with the Hungarians, should be initiated; and
that we should be ready to act if and when the situation appears propi-
tious.)
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1. Resolution of the problem of the Cardinal’s refuge in the Lega-
tion (see, in this connection, the Legation’s despatch No. 302, November
20, 1958).”

2. The exchange of ministers between the United States and Hun-
gary. (Note: It would seem probable that these two matters should be
negotiated simultaneously, in the possibility that the one might be used
to offset the other.)

3. That we desist from any further efforts to obtain the refusal of
the credentials of the Hungarian delegation to the United Nations or the
adoption of new resolutions on the Hungarian Question. This would
not mean, however, that we would approve the rescinding of the Reso-
lutions which have been adopted by the General Assembly, until such
time as the USSR and Hungary might comply with those Resolutions.
We should, on the contrary, continue to remind these two countries and
the world in general (as, presumably, would other free countries, mem-
bers of the United Nations) of the failure of the USSR and of Hungary to
meet their obligations in this regard.

Phase 111 _

With the completion of Phases I and II, we would be in normal Cur-
tain relations with the Hungarian regime and would, thereby, be on a
footing similar to that already occupied by other Western missions in
Budapest. It is probable that, in the process of reaching this position, cer-
tain restrictive actions of the Hungarian regime would already have
been altered—such, for instance, as the close surveillance of the Chan-
cery (which is probably due, in large part, to the presence of the Cardi-
nal) and the restrictions on the size and composition of the Legation
staff. If, in fact, these things had not been done, we should then be in a
better position to require that they be immediately carried out.

The United States should then, it is suggested, be prepared to pro-
pose to the Hungarian Government the establishment of such under-
standings or agreements as might be deemed necessary for the
implementation of active programs for cultural and informational ex-
change and for commercial intercourse. The Legation does not feel that
grandiose projects, involving large increases in personnel assigned to
this Legation, would ever be justified, even under the most favorable
circumstances; but it is believed that something quite effective might be
done in cultural exchange and in a modest expansion of trade between
the two countries. Pending, however, the arrival at this point of Phase
[II—which it might very well take some considerable time to reach—the
Legation suggests that the Department encourage and, where possible,
assist the expansion of cultural and commercial exchanges between the

7 Document 13.
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Hungarians and other Western countries—in particular, Great Britain,
France, and Italy.

Garret G. Ackerson, Jr.
Chargé d’ Affaires a.i.

8 Attached to the source text was a memorandum from Assistant Secretary of State
for Security and Consular Affairs John W. Hanes, Jr., to Merchant, dated February 16, in
which Hanes wrote that he would oppose any change at this time in U.S. passport policy
toward Hungary, and especially those changes recommended in despatch 413 from
Budapest. He noted further that he “would certainly oppose it unless there were more
compelling reasons for doing it—particularly of a quid pro quo nature—than are apparent
to me from reading this despatch.” In another memorandum to Assistant Secretary of
State for International Affairs Francis O. Wilcox, also dated February 16, Hanes wrote that
he had seen “no actions on the part of the Hungarian regime nor of the USSR to warrant
our softening our attitude along any of the lines suggested by Budapest” with regard to
U.S. policy on the Hungarian question at the United Nations. (Department of State, UN
Files: Lot 61 D 91, Hungary)

17. Report Prepared in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research

IR No. 8005 Washington, April 27, 1959.

POSITION OF INTELLECTUALS IN EASTERN EUROPE

The degree of freedom of expression allowed Eastern European in-
tellectuals' as of early 1959 lies somewhere between the rigidly enforced
Party line of “socialist realism” that characterized the period before
Stalin’s death and the “thaw” that reached peak intensity in the period
leading up to and just after the Polish and Hungarian upheavals of late
1956. During the two and a half years since the Hungarian revolution,

Source: National Archives and Records Administration, RG 59, OSS-INR Reports.
Official Use Only. The source text bears the following notation: “This is an intelligence
report and not a statement of Departmental policy.”

! In this survey the term “Eastern Europe” includes the Soviet bloc countries of Po-
land, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Albania. It also
includes Yugoslavia. The term “intellectual” covers those groups included in the “intelli-
gentsia” class of communist jargon, among which are writers, poets, artists, sculptors,
composers, and others in the fine arts, as well as journalists, teachers, and students. The
term is basically synonymous with “opinion molders.” Because writers have been the
most influential of Eastern European intellectuals, this survey is built mainly on their ac-
tivities. [Footnote in the source text.]
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the Eastern European regimes have tried—with varying degrees of suc-
cess—to refurbish and strengthen their controls over all spheres of cul-
tural life. Economic and other pressures have been used, but so far there
has been little recourse to the police and other strong administrative
measures of the Stalin era.

At present, Polish intellectuals have considerably greater latitude
of expression than their counterparts in any other Eastern European
bloc country. At the other extreme is Albania, which has passed through
the Stalin and post-Stalin periods with its intellectual life unchanged.
Throughout the period under review the regimes have been faced with
the same problem they have had since their coming to power: the neces-
sity of securing and maintaining the cooperation of intellectuals (the
“opinion makers”), while trying, at the same time to move toward their
ideological goal of forcing intellectual life into the mold of “socialist re-
alism.” At the end of the period, as at the beginning, press and official
complaints about intellectual life make clear that the problem is still far
from solution. In Yugoslavia, since the 1948 Tito~Cominform break, in-
tellectuals have been allowed an increasing latitude of expression, with
the yardstick of “socialist realism” gradually abandoned.

Polish and Hungarian Efforts to Re-Establish Controls

The eruptions that took place in Poland and Hungary in 1956 saw
the virtually complete disintegration of the regime controls over intel-
lectual life. Writers, journalists, and artists led the way in taking over or
disrupting government and party apparatuses of control. With the rise
of Gomulka to power in Poland and the quelling of the Hungarian revo-
lution, the new governments began to cast about for methods of re-es-
tablishing these controls. The Gomulka regime has relied in its efforts
largely on persuasion, while the Kadar regime has vacillated between
force and inducement. In both cases the resistance of the intellectuals
has kept the regimes from achieving more than limited success.

Poland. When Gomulka returned to power in October 1956, the Pol-
ish Party’s control over intellectual life was almost nonexistent. Writers
were free from censorship; publishing houses were independent of ef-
fective state control. The main Party newspaper, Trybuna Ludu, did not
necessarily present anything more than the views of its editors. In the
early months of 1957, Gomulka’s position became strong enough to be-
gin introducing certain measures to control literacy and journalistic ac-
tivity. Regime spokesmen began to stress the “socialist responsibility”
of writers and pointed to the international difficulties (with the USSR)
that certain journalists had caused.

The first concrete steps taken were those aimed at increasing the re-
gime’s control over the press. Through 1957 the process of weeding out
editors and journalists was carried on at a rapid pace. In the wake of an
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increasing number of appeals and warnings against irresponsible dis-
cussion, the student periodical Po Prostu was forced to stop operation in
October. The cultural magazine Europa was banned before publishing
its first issue.

So far at least, there has been no strong attempt to reintroduce “so-
cialist realism,” but the regime has made known its desire to have Polish
intellectuals adapt themselves to a minimum degree of “socialist orien-
tation.” While economic and other means of pressure have been used to
gain some sort of conformity, the Party is clearly unwilling to resort to
repressive measures. In the short run, it cannot suppress intellectual
freedom for fear of losing the intellectual support it still has.

Nevertheless, certain steps were taken in the closing months of 1958
that indicated the Polish regime’s preoccupation with the weakness of
its system of controlling intellectual life. A plenum of the Central Com-
mittee held in October formulated a “new cultural policy” and enunci-
ated various proposals (still only on paper) directed toward improving
the situation. One proposal called for the establishment of a high-level
cultural agency to keep closer tabs on the direction and scope of foreign
contacts. Another stressed the need for a new “ideological commission”
within the Central Committee (to supplement the existing Cultural
Commission); still another emphasized the need for more direct contact
between the Party and writers, while a further one called for the estab-
lishment of a “Central Coordinating Commission” for cultural and edu-
cational matters with branches throughout the country.

Polish writers continue to resist pressures on their freedom to write
as they wish. At a December 1958 writers’ conference in Wroclaw, for
example, they firmly and clearly condemned censorship of literary
works by the regime. The government sarcastically rejected the writers’
complaints and went on to criticize in sharp terms the silence of certain
writers and a “coffee house dictatorship” among intellectuals—the re-
gime’s way of describing the professional ostracism that is shown any
writer or artist that gives in to regime blandishment or pressure.

The latest incident in the continuing struggle between the regime
and writers broke into the open in early April 1959. The point at issue
was a directive set forth by the Minister of Culture the beginning of 1959
that all Polish writers must obtain official approval before signing con-
tracts with foreign publishers. The Writer’s Union fought the new direc-
tive and has apparently won its case. Reportedly the Minister of Culture
has revised his original statement to read that the directive was meant to
be a suggestion and that the submission of foreign contracts for official
approval was to be on a voluntary basis.

Hungary. Polish reluctance to use strong means for the re-
establishment of cultural controls was not initially duplicated in Hun-
gary. The Kadar regime began to take a strong stand against dissident
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writers and other intellectuals soon after Soviet troops had put down the
revolution. In April 1957 the Writer’s Union was abolished (replaced by
a regime-oriented Literary Council) and other literary and artistic
groups were reorganized. A Central Committee session of June vi-
ciously attacked writers, and throughout the rest of the year numerous
intellectuals were arrested. In clamping down on cultural life, the re-
gime made use of the phrase “counterrevolutionary activity” as a con-
venient peg on which to hang its accusations.

The Party resolution of June 1957 was reinforced by a strong “cul-
tural directive” of August 1958. But despite these pressures, writers
have continued to resist the regime’s efforts to bring about conformity.
Their main weapon has been silence. Kadar has recently admitted that
many writers have been “silent” for six months or more. Other com-
plaints have been that they have written only about “atemporal” and
“apolitical” subjects, if they have written at all.

The apparent failure of strong-arm methods to achieve regime
goals in obtaining the cooperation of the intelligentsia has apparently
led the Hungarian regime to decide that a policy built on “comradely
criticism” and inducement is more likely to be effective than force in
bringing intellectuals into line. This “comradely criticism,” however,
has become increasingly sharp and the regime has made clear that its
patience is not unlimited. The regime intends to revive the Writer’'s Un-
ion to take over or supplement the work of the Literary Council—appar-
ently to increase pressure on writers to write as well as to conform. The
press continues to attack “deviationists” of various categories (particu-
larly the populists and folk writers who are criticized for overemphasiz-
ing nationalism and for attempting to build a third road to socialism).
But for the present at least, there is little use of the police to enforce con-
formity. Whether this new policy will be long continued or will in fact
prove effective is not yet clear.

Orthodox Regimes Seek to Strengthen Control Apparatus

The “thaw” and the 1956 upheavals in Poland and Hungary had
only limited effect on the activities of intellectuals in the other and more
“orthodox” bloc countries. In Albania no relaxation of the regime atti-
tude was apparent, while Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania,
and Bulgaria had short periods of relaxation in the wake of the 1955 Ge-
neva Conference and the 20th CPSU Congress. When writers and other
intellectuals have threatened to get out of hand, however, they have
been quickly disabused of ideas of intellectual freedom.

The position of intellectuals in these countries falls into one general
pattern. Writers, artists, composers, and playwrights have been criti-
cized (and have sometimes been the victims of stronger sanctions) for
not staying within the bounds of “socialist realism.” But the regimes
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have not, like the Polish and Hungarian Governments, been compelled
since 1956 to re-establish control apparatuses—they have had only to
strengthen existing mechanisms. New measures have been introduced
for this purpose, but the use of drastic “administrative” measures char-
acteristic of the Stalin era has been notably missing.

The police have not been commonly used to force complete confor-
mity, and criticism of a book that had been published or a play that was
already being shown to the public, has made clear that censorship is not
absolute. Contacts with the West continue in varying degrees, although
the regimes carp from time to time about the excessive influence of such
contacts on the population (particularly the youth).

Czechoslovakia. The Czech and Slovak Central Committees used the
Polish and Hungarian upheavals to sharpen their attacks on “revision-
ism” in literature and art and impose tighter supervision over the press
and literary journals. Party press organs criticized those writers consid-
ered “too liberal” and all through 1957 forced changes in editorial
boards to insure greater compliance with the Party line. In December a
new commission to censor the press was established.

In spite of this increased pressure for conformity, there were sev-
eral incidents in 1958 and 1959 that indicated the regime’s control appa-
ratus was not absolute. Josef Skvorecky’s novel The Cowards, which was
applauded immediately after its 1958 publication, was subsequently de-
nounced as “cheap, slanderous, and sensation seeking.” The head of the
publishing house that put out the book was fired. Czech composers
were told that they “were not immune to revisionist tendencies” and
must make greater efforts to bring their music into closer touch with
“real life under socialism.”

In early 1959 regime spokesmen warned writers against such ten-
dencies as “revisionism,” “subjectivism,” and “apoliticism.” Films pro-
duced and already shown were condemned for “pessimism” and
“bourgeois content” and banned. Theater managers were criticized for
putting on plays “that the people want to see” rather than “those that
would guide and instruct.” They were also criticized for presenting “too
few Soviet plays, only occasional Czech or Slovak contemporary plays,
and none written by playwrights in other People’s Democracies.” Com-
parable regime efforts to insure intellectual conformity are apparent in
all other fields of cultural activity. The “cultural conference” scheduled
for this July will no doubt see those efforts raised to a still higher pitch.

East Germany. The “thaw” in East Germany, which began shortly
after the 20th Congress of the CPSU, was concentrated in a limited num-
ber of philosophical and theoretical writers. No doubt with the 1953 up-
rising still vividly in mind, the regime took quick and forceful action
(such as the arrest of “revisionist” Professor Wolfgang Harick in No-
vember 1956 and his trial in early 1957) to keep the intelligentsia in line;
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but it has used persuasion as well as force to attain its goal of conformity
with “socialist realism.” It has offered intellectuals a number of material
and other incentives, including high wages, generous bonuses, and
pleasant and paid vacations. The so-called “technical intelligentsia”
(e.g., research professors, physicists, engineers) have received special
consideration, such as access to Western publications and rather broad
freedom of travel. Most significantly they have not been forced to be-
come Party apologists as the price of advancement. The principal limita-
tion placed on their activities has been that they are not publicly to
oppose the regime.

Over the last several months the regime has intensified its efforts to
strengthen the leadership of its cultural organizations, particularly
those in East Berlin where contact with the West is greatest. Several of
the Party’s most capable and loyal cultural officials have recently re-
placed less effective officials there. The regime has also stepped up its
efforts to emphasize traditional German values, with the aim of increas-
ing the impact of its propaganda in both East and West Germany. “So-
cialist realism” remains the touchstone for new literature, but the old
works now being reprinted and commented on have made room for
such subjects as “Germany’s cultural heritage,” in which Goethe,
Schiller, Bach—even Wagner—are presented as progressives and na-
tionalists who looked eastward for inspiration.

Rumania. Rumania’s “thaw” which began in mid-1955, was cut
short in May 1956, when Alexandru Jar and several other writers criti-
cized the Party’s cultural line and demanded more intellectual freedom.
The regime’s response was immediate and the press was soon carrying
Jar's abject effort at self-criticism, along with those of his fellow
“deviationists.”

Through 1957 and early 1958 press articles and official spokesmen
called attention to the regime’s dissatisfaction with the work of Ruma-
nian intellectuals. The latter were accused of “seeking refuge in the
past,” “loss of contact with the people,” and even “bourgeois national-
ism.” In 1957, for example, a conference of historians was sharply taken
to task for dwelling on such subjects as “medieval sewerage and water
problems” and the “organization in the middle ages of provincial
towns” in the area that is now Rumania. Although authors were criti-
cized for a number of failings that would have meant loss of position or
even imprisonment in the Stalin era, no one was singled out for punish-
ment—although the regime talked of “making examples.”

Since mid-1958, the regime has taken a number of steps to increase
its control over every sphere of intellectual life. Literature, art, music,
the social sciences, have been among those to receive increased atten-
tion. Several new decrees have been aimed at tightening the regime’s
control over theatrical repertories and artistic organizations. Also
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during the last year, the regime has introduced decrees with the goal of
improving the social composition of university students (i.e., to increase
the percentage of those with worker or peasant parents), and to increase
student participation in manual labor.

Bulgaria. Bulgaria experienced little literary ferment in the period
leading up to and including the Hungarian revolution. It was only after
the revolution had been put down that a number of plays, novels, and
short stories were published that showed the disgruntlement and disaf-
fection of writers who demanded the relaxation of literary censorship.
The main outlet for these complaints was Plamuk, a literary journal
started by the Writer’s Union in early 1957. The most popular of these
works—later classified as “black” literature by the Party—were Todor
Genov’s play Fear and Emil Manov’s novel An Unauthentic Case, both of
which underscored corruption and power-hunger in Party ranks.
Manov, one of Plamuk’s editors, came forth as the leading spokesman
against “socialist realism” and Party domination of artistic creation.

Through the first half of 1957 the regime seemed undecided as to
what steps to take in meeting this challenge. It launched a campaign
against Polish, Hungarian, and Yugoslav “revisionist” intellectuals in
the spring of 1957, but very little was said about the Bulgarian variety.
The first sharp debates between Party spokesmen and the dissident
writers began in the summer. By October Fear and An Unauthentic Case
were among those literary works condemned by the regime as “revi-
sionist.” In December six editors of Plamuk were fired, and in January
they were followed by the chief editor of the Bulgarian daily Otechestven
Front.

In March 1958 the press began to carry a series of recantations—
Genov in April, and Manov, the last to be brought into line, in May. The
latter’s defeat marked the conclusion of the regime’s campaign against
Bulgaria’s dissident writers. Since then the press has carried articles
criticizing various features of Bulgaria’s cultural life, but to all intents
and purposes the orthodoxy of “socialist realism” is now unchallenged.

Albania. The “thaw” and the events of 1956 left Albanian intellectu-
als untouched. From time to time writers and artists are criticized for not
emphasizing “socialist realism” to the extent desired by the regime, but
in general Albania’s limited number of intellectuals support the regime
and its goals—and by so doing they maintain their highly privileged
status.

Yugoslavia Allows Wide Latitude of Intellectual Freedom

“Socialist realism” was abandoned by the Yugoslav regime shortly
after the 1948 Tito-Cominform break. There has been nothing since then
to indicate that it, or any other yardstick of cultural purity, would be in-
troduced. Yugoslav ideologues like to describe their cultural line as “the
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new socialist humanism,” but in fact there has been little regime effort to
set limits on or guide intellectual activity. Painters and graphic artists
are completely free, as underscored by their wide-ranging choice of sub-
ject matter and style. An exhibit of Yugoslav paintings is as diverse (and
as extreme) as anything seen in Western Europe or the United States.
While there are limits on the content of literary works, those limits are
wide—mainly that Tito, or his government, is not to be criticized. Writ-
ers are well aware of this “off-limits” area and have steered clear of giv-
ing the regime cause for retaliation. They have generally left politics to
Party theoreticians.

Contacts with the West run the whole gamut of intellectual life.
Western European and American plays, particularly those in the social-
ist or avant-garde genre, are extremely popular. The same is true of
books, magazines, and art.

Although not frequently done, the Yugoslavs enjoy taunting about
“socialist-realism” in the bloc, with the sharpest barbs reserved for Bul-
garia and other neighboring countries. Over the last several months the
Yugoslavs have rebutted bloc criticism of Yugoslav cultural life in
broadcasts beamed in Polish to Europe—in perhaps the hope that in this
way they can show their support for the Poles in rejecting Soviet cultural
dictation.

18. Operations Coordinating Board Report
Washington, July 2, 1959.

OPERATIONS PLAN FOR THE SOVIET-DOMINATED
NATIONS IN EASTERN EUROPE

I. Introduction

A.  Special Operating Guidance

1. Scope of Plan. The countries covered by this Plan are Albania,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Rumania. Poland and Yugo-
slavia are each the subject of a separate Plan.!

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Docu-
ments—1959-60. Secret. According to a covering memorandum by OCB Executive Officer
Bromley Smith, this plan was a revision and updating of the plan approved by the Board
on January 23, 1958, and was concurred in by the Board Assistants, on behalf of their prin-
cipals, on July 2. No copy of the January 23 version has been found in Department of State
files; in his covering memorandum, Smith instructed recipients to destroy copies of previ-
ous drafts of the plan as well as the January 23 versjon.

! Regarding the OCB Operations Plans on Poland and Yugoslavia, see Part 1, foot-
note 1, Document 80 and Document 145, respectively.
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2. Long-Range Objective. Fulfillment of the right of the peoples in
the dominated nations to enjoy representative governments resting
upon the consent of the governed, exercising full national independ-
ence, and participating as members of the Free World community.

3. Short-Range Objectives.

a. Promotion of the peaceful evolution of the dominated nations
toward nationalindependence and internal freedom, even though those
nations may continue for some time under the close political and mili-
tary control of the Soviet Union.

b. Reduction of the contribution of the dominated nations to Soviet
strength, and weakening of the monolithic front and internal cohesive-
ness of the Soviet bloc.

4. [13-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]

5. Soviet Policy. Present Soviet policy appears to be one of experi-
mentation in an effort to find a middle course between the alternatives
of (a) placing primary reliance on policies of force and repression, and
(b) granting increasing autonomy and independence to the Eastern
European regimes. The first alternative would deny to these regimes the
possibility of broadening their base of popular support. The second al-
ternative would stimulate popular pressures for further concessions
and might become extremely difficult to control. The USSR probably
will permit the dominated nations to enter into increasing but selec-
tively-controlled contacts with the West, in an attempt, among other
things, to enhance the prestige of these regimes and otherwise favorably
influence world opinion; to obtain technical data, commodities, and
markets in line with overall bloc plans, and to ease economic strains; and
to appease the desires of the intelligentsia in the area for wider associa-
tions throughout the world.

6. Increased U.S. Opportunities. Although surface stability has been
maintained or restored in all the dominated nations, and will probably
be preserved over the next few years, an atmosphere of change and fer-
ment more highly charged than under Stalin will probably continue for
some time. This atmosphere offers the United States and Western Euro-
pean countries new opportunities, though still limited, to influence the
dominated regimes through greater activity, both private and official, in
such fields as tourist travel, cultural exchange, and economic relations,
including exchanges of technical and commercial visitors. Experience
has shown that a U.S. policy designed to ostracize the dominated re-
gimes has had the concurrect effect of inhibiting increased direct U.S.
contacts with the people of the dominated nations. It is now apparent
that, as a practical matter, substantial expansion of direct U.S. contacts
with the peoples of these nations, and the development through such
contacts of popular pressures upon the regimes for increased internal
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freedom and independence from Soviet control, cannot be achieved
without more active U.S. relationships with and through these govern-
ments. Such relationships would enable the United States to probe,
within the party and governmental bureaucracy, for those individuals
or groups who show signs of independent thought, nationalist aspira-
tions, or willingness to use their influence to modify their nation’s sub-
servient relationship to the Soviet Union. The actual opportunities for
carrying out this policy will, of course, vary from time to time and from
country to country. At the present time a necessary first step in Albania
is resumption of diplomatic relations. In Czechoslovakia, an important
preparatory step is the reaching of an economic agreement, which is
currently being negotiated. In Hungary it is difficult to establish useful
contacts with government officials while the United States continues to
take the lead in focusing world attention on the Soviet suppression of
Hungarian freedom and the unrepresentative nature of the present
Hungarian government. The Rumanian regime has manifested real
though cautious interest in expanding trade relations and in limited cul-
tural, technical, and educational exchanges with the United States.

7. Need for Flexible Approach. Flexible U.S. courses of action, involv-
ing inducements as well as probing actions and pressures, sometimes
applied simultaneously, are required to exploit Soviet vulnerabilities in
the dominated nations, and to complicate the exercise of Soviet control
over them. Actions to exploit vulnerabilities must be taken with due
consideration for other U.S. actions aimed at more active relations with
the existing regimes for the purpose of strengthening U.S. influence in
these countries and their ties with the West.

8. Expanding Direct Contacts with the People. In order to maintain
and develop popular pressures on the present regimes and accelerate
evolution toward independence from Soviet control, direct contacts
with the people of the dominated nations should be expanded. To facili-
tate this expansion of direct contact with the people, more active rela-
tions with the existing regimes should be established, but without
creating the impression that the basic U.S. attitude toward these regimes
has changed or will change in the absence of some significant modifica-
tion in their character. The people of the dominated nations should be
encouraged to seek their goals gradually. [4 lines of source text not declas-
sified]

9. Exploiting Divisive Forces. To impair and weaken Soviet domina-
tion, divisive forces should be exploited by appropriate measures, in-
cluding:

a. Fostering nationalist pride and aspirations among the people
and within the regime leadership.

b. [2 lines of source text not eclassi}‘ied]
c. [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]
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d. Publicizing evidences of unequal treatment by the USSR.

e. Encouraging comparisons of the lot of the dominated nations
with that of the USSR and with each other, utilizing, within the context
of existing directives, examples of Yugoslavia and Poland in loosening
Soviet control over this area.

10. Clarifying U.S. Policy. On appropriate occasions, the United
States view should be emphasized that the people of each nation should
be independent and free to choose their form of government; but any
action or statement should be avoided which could reasonably be repre-
sented in the dominated nations as advocacy of a return to authoritarian
systems of government such as existed in some of these countries prior
to or during World War II. It should also be reiterated on appropriate
occasions in public statements that the United States does not look upon
the dominated nations as potential military allies and supports their
right to independence, not to encircle the Soviet Union with hostile
forces, but so that they may take their rightful place as equal members in
a peaceful European community of nations. Official public statements
should continue to point out the evils and defects of the Soviet-Commu-
nist system; reiterate U.S. refusal to accept the domination of these na-
tions by the USSR as an acceptable status quo; and stress evolutionary
change.

11. Encouraging Independent Initiatives. The regimes in the domi-
nated nations should be encouraged to take independent initiatives in
foreign relations and domestic affairs. The United States should also
take advantage of every appropriate opportunity to demonstrate to
these regimes how their national interest may be served by independent
actions looking toward more normal relations with the West. Efforts
should be made to bring the dominated nations increasingly into the ac-
tivities of international technical and social organizations in order to
contribute to their greater independence from Soviet influence and to
the U.S. advantage. The benefits received by Yugoslavia and Poland
from their relations with the United States should be used as an induce-
ment to the regimes of the dominated nations to seek closer relations
with the West.

12. Negotiating Issues. The United States should be prepared to dis-
cuss and negotiate issues between it and the individual regimes. When
complete solutions are not possible, partial solutions which do not im-
pair U.S. objectives should be accepted. Efforts should be made to allevi-
ate or settle long-standing economic issues (such as nationalization
claims, surplus property and other financial obligations) between the
United States and the dominated nations.

13. Support to Emigrés. Support of selected émigrés or émigré
groups capable of making a positive contribution to U.S. objectives
should be continued, while support of less useful émigré organizations
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is gradually phased out. Efforts should be made to restrict, on a more
selective basis, the issuance of official press releases and public state-
ments commemorating traditional national holidays and other anniver-
sary events in the dominated countries. The regularity with which such
statements have been issued in routine response to the solicitations of
various émigré groups and organizations year after year has made this
practice increasingly counter-productive and has tended to detract from
the value and impact of statements issued by high officials on occasions
of real interest and significance.

14. Defectors, Escapees, and Refugees. [3 lines of source text not declassi-
fied] Overt publicity and propaganda exploitation of defectors, escap-
ees, and refugees should be restricted to specific cases where a net
advantage to the United States can be expected or where some degree of
public treatment is required in the interest of maintaining the credibility
of U.S. media. Otherwise, U.S. policies on defectors, escapees, and refu-
gees from Communist areas continue to apply to nationals of the domi-
nated nations.

15. Expansion of Trade. Efforts should be made, on a case-by-case ba-
sis as approved by the Council on Foreign Economic Policy, to establish
more normal trade relations between the United States and the domi-
nated nations with which the United States has diplomatic relations,
thereby facilitating a gradual expansion of trade—consistent with U.S.
economic and trade control policies—when this would be a means of
projecting U.S. influence and lessening the dominated nations’ eco-
nomic ties with, and dependence on, the Soviet Union.

16. Charitable and Relief Efforts. Voluntary relief agencies should be
encouraged to undertake appropriate operations in the dominated na-
tions when suitable opportunities arise. U.S. agencies should be pre-
pared to offer food and other relief assistance, through voluntary
agencies or otherwise, to the people of the dominated countries when
emergency situations occur.

17. Official Information and Cultural Program. The general goal of the
official United States information and cultural program in the Soviet-
dominated nations is to provide the peoples in this area with informa-
tional or cultural material which will (a) give them a sound
understanding of United States and Western policy, (b) strengthen
their cultural ties with, and foster favorable attitudes toward, the United
States and the Free World, and (c) be useful in helping them meet their
own problems in ways which will promote the peaceful evolution of the
dominated nations toward national independence and internal free-
dom.

U.S. information and cultural activities within these countries
are severely restricted at present. In Albania, where the United States
does not now have a diplomatic mission, it is only through the Voice of
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America that the U.S. Government can reach the local populace. Evenin
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Rumania, the Voice remains,
despite strong jamming, especially in urban areas, the primary means
for the U.S. Government to reach the broad masses of the population. In
the absence of USIS posts in any of these countries, U.S. information and
cultural activities are carried on by the personnel of the U.S. diplomatic
mission, and primarily by USIA officers (at present one to each mission)
assigned there by arrangement with the State Department. In these
countries, police-state conditions hamper in varying degrees informal
contacts between United States diplomatic personnel and the local
populace, so that distribution and placement of informational materials
is kept at a low level at best. For the most part, American cultural attrac-
tions, including exhibits, can be scheduled and exchange activities car-
ried on only with regime consent and under stipulations of reciprocity.

Although the amount that USIA can actually do at any given time
depends mainly on the attitude of the local regime, USIA should be pre-
pared to take advantage of any change in regime attitudes or other op-
portunity to increase information and cultural activities. The
Department of State, on the other hand, should be prepared to resolve
problems of reciprocity that undoubtedly will accompany any pro-
posed increase of such activities. At the same time, it is important to ex-
ercise discretion in these efforts so that they do not provoke further
regime suppression.

18. Special Role of Private Media. Private information and cultural ac-
tivities in, or having access to, the dominated nations should be sup-
ported, as private media can engage in activities which would promote
U.S. objectives but for which the United States Government would not
wish to accept responsibility.

19. Motion Picture Films. Continue the practice of giving every
proper assistance to American motion picture distributors seeking to
market their films in the area.

20. Granting Reciprocity. The United States should be prepared to
permit information and cultural activities in this country by the diplo-
matic missions of the dominated nations on an approximately reciprocal
basis.

21. Internal Security. Entries, visits, and activities in the United
States of individuals or groups from Soviet-dominated nations are sub-
ject to internal security safeguards approved by ICIS (Interdepartmen-
tal Committee on Internal Security).

22. Countering Penetration of Less-Developed Areas. The United States
and other Free World nations should seek to counter Soviet efforts
to use the dominated nations for penetration of the less-developed
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nations. Czechoslovakia is being given a major role in these efforts; Ru-
mania is also being used in connection with the oil industry.

B. Selected U.S. Agreements With or Pertaining to the Soviet-Dominated
Nations

23. U.S. Involvements Which May Imply Military Security Guarantees.
None.

24. U.S. Commitments for Funds, Goods, and Services.
None.

25. Other Agreements.

Peace Treaty with Bulgaria.

Peace Treaty with Hungary.

Peace Treaty with Rumania.?2

Surplus Property Agreement with Czechoslovakia.?
Surplus Property Agreement with Hungary.?

For additional agreements, see Treaties in Force.

II. Current and Projected Programs and Courses of Action

Note: Individual action items when extracted from this Plan may be
downgraded to the appropriate security classification. Unless otherwise
stated, target dates for the following courses of action are all “Continu-

’”

ing”.
General

26. In order to promote expanded contacts and to revive and revi-
talize traditional bonds between the dominated nations and the United
States, give encouragement, as circumstances in a particular nation may
warrant, and consistent with U.S. economic and trade control policies,
to:

a. Contacts between U.S. individuals and individuals in domi-
nated nations in religious, cultural, technical, business, and social fields.

b. Contacts between U.S. business and other organizations and or-
%?nizations in the dominated nations in comparable fields, including
the exchange of delegations of technical experts.

c. Participation, where feasible and appropriate, in internal trade
fairs, film festivals, etc., organized by the dominated nations, inviting on
a basis of general reciprocity their participation in such activities in the
United States.

d. An expanding exchange program of students and teachers and
increasing numbers of leaders’ and specialists’ visits.

2 For texts of the treaties of peace signed by the Allied nations with Bulgaria, Hun-
gary, and Romania at Paris, February 10, 1947, see 4 Bevans 403.

3 Not further identified.
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e. An expanding program of cultural presentations and athletic
events designed to increase U.S. prestige and show U.S. interest in
strengthening contacts with the peoples of the dominated countries.

Assigned to: State, USIA
Supporting: Other interested agencies

27. Encourage Western European nations to adopt policies toward
the dominated countries parallel to those of the United States, and in
particular to concert together through established institutions such as
NATO, OEEC, and the Council of Europe for the purposes of (a) taking
all practicable steps to extend Western European influence among the
dominated nations of Eastern Europe, and (b) exploiting the concept of
an integrated, prosperous, and stable European community.

Assigned to: State

28. (3 lines of source text not declassified]

Assigned to: Defense

29. To the extent possible, provide appropriate informational and
public relations support for the political and economic policies and pro-
grams set forth elsewhere in this Operations Plan. Through VOA broad-
casts in the language of each country and in other major languages
beamed to Eastern Europe, continue to present accurate information on
news events and aspects of life in America and the Free World, as well as
on significant developments in the Communist World which are either
ignored or distorted by Communist media, in order to further the goals
listed in paragraph 17. U.S. diplomatic personnel should establish con-
tacts to carry on, to the extent possible at any given time, the following
USIS-type program activities:

a. Distribute a daily press bulletin to local government officials,
members of the diplomatic corps, and local press services and newspa-
pers, based on stories and texts carried in the Special European File
transmitted by radio-teletype to each post.

b. Furnish other press material to local editors where there is any
likelihood of its use for publication or for background, particularly in
such non-political fields as sports, music, science and technology, and
art.

c. Arrange for the non-commercial circulation or invitational play-
ing of American films, records, tapes, etc.

d. As opportunities arise, provide films and kinescopes for local
TV placement.

e. Conduct a presentation program among selected individuals
and groups, featuring books, magazines, brochures, art reproductions,
and other suitable materials.

f. Encourage and facilitate the performance of representative
American musical and theatrical works by local artistic groups.

g. Arrange for the showing of American cultural and scientific ex-
hibits (in a number of cities in addition to the capital, if possible), accom-
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Fanied as appropriate by the presentation of books, magazines, and
ocal-language brochures and other material.

h. Utilize Legation or Embassy premises for display purposes,
through small exhibits in the windows where these are suitab {llocated
and adapted, throu%h icture stories on bulletin boards facing the street,
and through suitable displays which can be viewed by visitors to mis-
sion offices.

i. Maintain in each mission a small reading room accessible to
members of the public who have occasion to visit the mission, making
sure that adequate supplies of suitable magazines, pamphlets, etc., are
on hand for presentation to visitors or replacement of materials taken by
visitors.

j. Provide whatever encouragement and material assistance can
be given to the teaching of English locally.

k. Utilize the visits of American tourists, businessmen, cultural
and sports groups, etc., on a discretionary basis, to widen the dissemina-
tion of American informational and cultural materials among the local
populace.

Assigned to: USIA and State
Albania

A. Political

30. When appropriate, recognize and establish diplomatic relations
with Albania, subject to certain conditions, including a guarantee of cor-
rect treatment of U.S. diplomatic personnel and satisfactory settlement
of the question of the validity of pre-war treaties between Albania and
the United States.

Assigned to: State

31. On a selective basis, where our opinion is sought, encourage
Western and pro-Western governments to establish diplomatic mis-
sions in Albania.

Assigned to: State

32. Continue to maintain informal contact with representatives of
the Free Albania Committee in New York. This relationship should be
reexamined at such time as United States recognition may be extended
to an Albanian government.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: All interested agencies

B. Information and Cultural

33. Through VOA broadcasts, which are virtually our only means
of contact with Albania, endeavor to sustain the interest of the Albanian
people in the United States and the Free World. By means of these
broadcasts seek to inform the Albanian people of U.S. policies, particu-
larly toward Eastern Europe, and of developments in the United States,
the Free World, and the Soviet bloc.
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Assigned to: USIA
Supporting: State

34. In the event of United States recognition, permit United States
tourist travel to Albania. In the meantime, continue to maintain the pro-
cedures under which passports may be individually endorsed for travel
to Albania for legitimate business, professional, or compassionate rea-
sons.

Assigned to: State

Bulgaria
A. Political

35. On March 24, 1959, following negotiations in which the Bulgar-
ian Government withdrew charges of espionage made against former
U.S. Minister Heath (which had occasioned the suspension of diplo-
matic relations in 1950)* and provided assurances that a U.S. Mission in
Sofia would be permitted to carry on normal diplomatic functions,
agreement was reached for the resumption of U.S.-Bulgarian diplomatic
relations.’ Preparations are now underway to establish a U.S. Legation
in Sofia. The target date is August 1959.¢ Passport restrictions on the
travel of U.S. citizens to Bulgaria have been removed.

Assigned to: State

36. Upon the establishment of a U.S. Mission in Sofia, the United
States should seek to establish and maintain as active and continuous
contact as circumstances may permit with Bulgarian officials and lead-
ing personalities in other important fields in order to assess the situation
there with a view toward determining the courses of action which will
best contribute to the attainment of U.S. objectives in that country.

Assigned to: State

B. Information and Cultural

37. Upon the establishment of a U.S. Mission, explore the possibili-
ties for exchanges in the cultural, technical and educational fields as well
as opportunities for United States cultural presentations in Bulgaria.
Should such opportunities be found to exist, appropriate proposals
should be made to the Bulgarians for such exchanges and presentations.

4 Diplomatic relations between the United States and Bulgaria were suspended on
February 21, 1950.

% The United States and Bulgaria agreed to resume relations on March 24, 1959; see
the Supplement.

®Edward Page, Jr., presented his credentials as Minister to Bulgaria on March 14,
1960.
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Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

38.Upon its establishment, the United States Mission in Sofia
should seek to institute such informational activities as a Legation bulle-
tin board and the dissemination of appropriate United States publica-
tions.
Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA
39. Continue in VOA Bulgarian broadcasts to present accurate in-
formation on news events and aspects of life in the American and the
non-Communist world, as well as on significant developments in the
Communist world which are either ignored or distorted by Communist
news media.

Assigned to: USIA
Supporting: State

C. Economic

40. Advise and, when appropriate, assist U.S. businessmen who
show interest in exploring Bulgarian trade opportunities when such
trade will not contravene strategic trade controls.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Commerce

41. Facilitate visits of Bulgarian commercial missions to the United

States, consistent with U.S. economic and trade control policies and pro-
vided adequate security safeguards can be maintained.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Commerce, Justice

Czechoslovakia

A. Political

42. Seek the permission of Czechoslovakia for the reopening of a
consulate in Bratislava at an appropriate time and be prepared to permit
Czechoslovakia to open a consulate in the United States on a reciprocal
basis.

Assigned to: State
Target Date: As stated

43. Be prepared to consider any appropriate opportunity offered by
the Czechoslovak Government to expand the staff of Embassy Prague
from the limitation of 18 presently imposed by the Czechoslovak Gov-
ernment.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Other interested agencies
Target Date: As opportunity presents
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B. Information and Cultural

44. Continue in VOA broadcasts to Czechoslovakia to present accu-
rate information on news events and aspects of life in America and the
non-Communist world, as well as significant developments in the Com-
munist world which are either ignored or distorted by Communist
news media.

Assigned to: USIA

45. Consider at the appropriate time official participation in any in-
ternational trade fair to be held in Brno.

Assigned to: Commerce, State
Supporting: USIA
C. Economic
46. If an economic settlement is reached, consider means of stimu-
lating an expansion of peaceful trade between the United States and
Czechoslovakia.

Assigned to: Commerce
Supporting: State

47. Continue negotiations with Czechoslovakia in an effort to re-
solve outstanding economic issues between the two countries.

Assigned to: State
Target Date: August 1959

Hungary
A. Political

48. Continue efforts to focus world opinion on the Hungarian issue
by all appropriate means, including diplomatic action, debate within
the UN, and the use of official and non-official U.S. media.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

49. Continue to consult with Free World nations—and especially
with the NATO powers—with a view to coordinating policies toward
Hungary.

Assigned to: State

50. Continue efforts to establish and broaden contacts with officials
at all levels of the Hungarian administration with a view to identifying
and encouraging those tendencies and elements which may be disposed
toward greater national independence.

Assigned to: State
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51. When and as conditions permit, seek to develop more active re-
lations with the Budapest regime, being prepared in appropriate cir-
cumstances to consider an exchange of Ministers.

Assigned to: State

52. At an appropriate time, remove the current restrictions against
tourist travel to Hungary by U.S. citizens.

Assigned to: State

B. Information and Cultural

53. Encourage exchanges of athletes, musicians, educators, scien-
tists, technicians, and professional people on a case-by-case basis but do
not permit the sending of the Hungarian Folk Ensemble or similar large
prestige attractions to this country until the campaign of repression and
reprisals in Hungary has ceased.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies
54. In VOA broadcasts to Hungary, continue to present accurate in-
formation on news events and aspects of life in America and the non-
Communist world, as well as significant developments in the
Communist world which are either ignored or distorted by Communist
news media.

Assigned to: USIA

55. When circumstances permit, initiate some informational activi-
ties on the Legation’s premises, such as the use of window displaysona
modest scale and the dissemination of popular U.S. publications to Le-
gation visitors.

Assigned to: USIA
Supporting: State
56. As conditions permit, consider participation in the Budapest In-
dustrial Fair and/or the Budapest Agricultural Fair to the extent possi-
ble in view of other commitments under the U.S. trade fair program. On
a reciprocal basis, permit Hungarian participation at the New York
Trade Fair or similar events in the United States.

Assigned to: State, Commerce, Agriculture, USIA

C. Economic

57. Continue to permit Hungarians to visit the United States for
business purposes on a case-by-case basis provided adequate security
safeguards can be maintained and provided such visits are consistent
with U.S. economic and trade control policies.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Justice, Commerce
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58. In working towards the satisfactory integration of Hungarian
refugees in the Free World and in order to minimize redefections to
Hungary:

a. Complete the processing of Hungarian refugees as part of the
special immi%ration program under Public Law 85-316 and, pursuant to

ublic Law 85-559, continue to admit into this country for permanent
residence Hungarian refugees paroled into the United States.

Assigned to: State, Justice
Target Date: September 1, 1960

b. Continue to employ the U.S. Escapee Program to care for and to
assist in the resettlement of refugees in other countries, or, if resettle-
ment is not possible, to arrange for their satisfactory local integration.

Assigned to: State

Rumania

A. Political

59. Make every effort to maintain close and continuous contact with
the Rumanian Government on as high a level as possible. Even when the
situation is such that there is little or no immediate bilateral business to
be discussed, United States representatives should utilize every appro-
priate occasion to make clear to the Rumanian authorities United States
views on important international issues and to encourage them to take
these views into careful consideration.

Assigned to: State

60. Seek to establish and maintain contacts with Rumanians not di-
rectly connected with Government but influential in artistic, profes-
sional and technical fields.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies
61. Continue on every appropriate occasion to point out to the Ru-
manians that United States restrictions on Rumanian diplomatic travel

are purely retaliatory and will be eliminated whenever the Rumanians
are willing to do likewise.

Assigned to: State

62. With regard to restrictions placed by the Rumanian authorities
on the staff and functions of the American Mission in Bucharest, main-
tain a policy of strict reciprocity wherever feasible with respect to the
staff and functions of the Rumanian Mission in the United States.

Assigned to: State

B. Information and Cultural

63. Encourage cultural, technical and educational exchanges be-
tween the United States and Rumania and be prepared to consider fa-
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vorably such proposals as the Rumanians may make in this field which
are not of a nature disadvantageous to the United States.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

64. In VOA broadcasts to Rumania, continue to present accurate in-
formation on news events and aspects of life in America and the non-
Communist world, as well as significant developments in the
Communist world which are either ignored or distorted by Communist
news media.

Assigned to: USIA

65. Propose U.S. cultural exhibits and presentations in Rumania
whenever the nature of available exhibits warrants and appropriate op-
portunity exists.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

66. In order to assure favorable treatment of U.S. presentations in
Rumania, use the influence of the U.S. Government with exhibitors and
impresarios in the United States to promote acceptance of reciprocal or
equivalent Rumanian presentations in the United States.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

67. Assist, encourage and maintain close liaison with private
groups and organizations such as universities and foundations which
seek to develop exchanges of persons, materials and information with
Rumania, where such proposed exchanges are clearly consistent with
United States objectives.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA and other interested agencies

68. Although prospects for the establishment of a U.S. information
library in Bucharest do not appear favorable at the present time, such a
proposal should be renewed whenever circumstances may indicate
possible Rumanian receptivity.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA

69. Continue such informational activities as are now undertaken,
such as the Legation bulletin board and the dissemination of technical
and popular U.S. publications.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: USIA
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C. Economic

70. Advise and, when appropriate, assist U.S. businessmen who
show interest in exploring Rumanian trade opportunities when such
trade will not contravene strategic trade controls.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Commerce

71. Facilitate visits of Rumanian commercial missions to the United
States, consistent with U.S. economic and trade control policies, and
provided adequate security safeguards can be maintained.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Commerce, Justice
72. Be receptive to Rumanian proposals looking toward a solution

of war damage and nationalization issues, and be prepared to discuss
these issues with them, but maintain our position against joint examina-
tion of each individual claim as set out in the Rumanian-U.S. discus-
sions of October-November 1956.

Assigned to: State
Supporting: Foreign Claims Settlement Commission

Note: The following National Intelligence Estimates are applicable:

NIE 12-58—Outlook for Stability in the Eastern European Satel-
lites—4 February 1958.”

NIE 10-58—Anti-Communist Resistance Potential in the Sino-So-
viet Bloc—4 March 1958.8

NIE 11-4-58—Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies,
1958-1963—23 December 1958.°

NIE 12-59—Outlook in the Eastern European Satellites (tentatively
scheduled for consideration in July, 1959).1°

7 Document 2.

8 Document 3.

%Scheduled for publication in volume IIL
10 Document 22.
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19. Operations Coordinating Board Report

Washington, July 15, 1959.

REPORT ON SOVIET-DOMINATED NATIONS IN EASTERN
EUROPE (NSC 5811/1)*

(Approved by the President May 24, 1958)
(Period Covered: From May 24, 1958 through July 15, 1959)

General Evaluation

1. Inthe existing state of relative balance between Free World and
Soviet bloc military power, voluntary resort to force (including incite-
ment to internal revolution) for the achievement of U.S. policy objectives
in Eastern Europe is not in prospect. Therefore, efforts to achieve U.S.
policy objectives are based upon the concept of evolutionary develop-
ment rather than the concept of liberation.

2. Following upon mass disturbances in Poland and the national
uprising in Hungary, the Soviet Union has endeavored to tighten the
discipline of the Communist parties within the bloc. It has supported the
rigorous repression of all active or potential elements of dissent. Never-
theless, certain factors and conditions of instability reflect continuing
Soviet vulnerabilities in the bloc countries and afford moderate long-
term opportunities for the United States to advance its policy objectives.

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Docu-
ments—1959-60. Secret. A cover sheet and an undated covering memorandum by OCB
Executive Officer Bromley Smith are not printed. In his memorandum, Smith noted that
the Board discussed the report at its July 15 meeting and that the outcome of the negotia-
tions with the Czechoslovak Government for the settlement of U.S. claims “may deter-
mine the future of U.S.-Czech relations for a considerable period and also affect the possi-
bility of applying the general policy of 5811/1.” He also indicated the Board concurred in
the report for transmittal to the National Security Council and that it had subsequently
been discussed by the NSC Planning Board on August 4.

A memorandum from Jeremiah J. O’Connor to Kohler, dated July 15, in which
O’Connor indicated he was quoting from his preliminary and informal notes on the OCB
meeting that day, reads as follows: “Mr. Sherer opened the discussion by noting that al-
though some may have expected dramatic results, it will be several years before we can
evaluate the success of the U.S. policy of promoting the peaceful evolution of the domi-
nated nations toward national independence and internal freedom. The Acting Chairman,
Mr. Harr (White House) asked if the time had arrived when private U.S. organizations
could operate in other Eastern European countries as is now the case in Poland. Mr.
McKisson replied it might soon be possible in Czechoslovakia and Rumania.”

The Board also discussed U.S. policy toward Hungary, tourism in the satellites, the
influence of the Catholic Church in certain countries, and trade opportunities between the
United States and Czechoslovakia. (Ibid.)

! Document 6.
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These include the deep popular antipathy to Soviet Communism; the
disruptive influence of the Yugoslav ideological heresy and Yugoslav
independence; the continued manifestations of liberalization in Poland;
the inability of the Soviet bloc regimes to broaden their base of popular
support; and the failure of these regimes to satisfy basic consumer re-
quirements while pursuing major economic development objectives.

3. Thebasic problem of U.S. policy in the area is to sustain and en-
courage by peaceful means the aspirations of the dominated peoples for
national independence and human freedom. The effective application
of U.S. policy necessarily has involved two separate, though not irrecon-
cilable, lines of approach: (a) continuing refusal to accept the status quo
of Soviet domination over the nations of Eastern Europe as a permanent
condition and continuing affirmation of the right of the dominated peo-
ples to national independence and to governments of their own free
choosing;and (b) efforts to expand opportunities for direct contact with
the dominated peoples, particularly in the cultural, informational, eco-
nomic, and technical fields, as a means of exerting more effective U.S.
influence upon future developments. It is clear, however, that the only
avenue through which such interchanges can be expanded and devel-
oped is the existing regime in each country. The United States accord-
ingly seeks to enter into more active relations with the Soviet-dominated
regimes for this purpose wherever conditions permit. So far, significant
progress has not been made toward the expansion of direct contacts,
and radio broadcasts remain the primary means of circumventing re-
gime controls aimed at excluding Western influence.

4. These two approaches to the application of U.S. policy remain
complementary so long as U.S. actions thereunder are properly coordi-
nated and carefully directed toward the accomplishment of our basic
objectives. Thus, we stand firmly in support of the principles of inde-
pendence and freedom and maintain our rights and responsibilities un-
der existing international treaties and agreements. We define and clarify
U.S. policy before the world on appropriate occasions. We expose, and
condemn as the facts may warrant, the basic evils and defects of the So-
viet-Communist system. It is essential, however, that efforts to exploit
Soviet vulnerabilities be sober and judicious and take due account of
our gradual but positive efforts to develop increased contacts with the
dominated peoples through more active relations with the dominated
regimes and to foster evolutionary trends toward the ultimate goals of
national independence and freedom for the peoples of the area. Expan-
sion of informational and cultural activities within these countries en-
tails reciprocity, but great difficulties are encountered in providing
appropriate facilities and support for reciprocal activities sponsored by
the dominated regimes in the United States. Private travel by U.S.
citizens to the Eastern European area, including tourist travel, has
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increased in the past year. The increase is especially noteworthy in the
case of travel to Czechoslovakia. However, tourist travel to Albania and
Hungary remains precluded under U.S. passport restrictions which are
still in effect with respect to those countries.

5. Our efforts to stimulate evolutionary forces and developments
in the dominated nations will be vitally affected by our success in
strengthening our own free institutions, economic well-being and mili-
tary power and those of our allies and friends and by the progress we
are able to make in resolving other outstanding international issues.
Moreover, as has been noted, these efforts are in part dependent on the
willingness of the Soviet bloc countries to permit increased cultural and
informational exchanges. In view of the few openings permitted us, im-
plementation of our program has been slow and difficult. It is unlikely
that progress in the carrying out of U.S. policy toward the Soviet-domi-
nated nations can be accurately evaluated on a short-term basis. Any
meaningful assessment of the effectiveness of U.S. policy may be possi-
ble only after the efforts and experience of several years.

Albania

6. We do not recognize and do not have diplomatic relations with
the Albanian regime. The Albanian authorities have shown no clear or
direct interest in the establishment of relations with the United States.
There has been no progress in the achievement of our objectives with
respect to Albania. The relaxation of restrictions on travel by U.S. citi-
zens to Albania has resulted in some travel there for business, profes-
sional and compassionate reasons. This has had some constructive
effect in that it has enabled Albanian-Americans to see at first hand what
conditions are really like in Albania.

Bulgaria

7. On March 24, following negotiations in which the Bulgarian
Government withdrew charges of espionage made against former U.S.
Minister Heath (which had occasioned the suspension of diplomatic re-
lations in 1950) and provided assurances that a U.S. Mission in Sofia
would be permitted to carry on normal diplomatic functions, agreement
was reached for the resumption of U.S.-Bulgarian diplomatic relations.
Preparations are now under way to establish a U.S. Legation in Sofia.
The target date is August 1959.

Czechoslovakia

8. There has been little progress toward the achievement of basic
U.S. policy objectives in Czechoslovakia. The United States has, how-
ever, been able to continue the economic negotiations begun in October
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19552and there is some hope these will come to a successful conclusion.
If an agreement on outstanding economic problems is reached there
may well be some improvement of relations which will afford opportu-
nities for more active contacts. Even without such improvement, Em-
bassy Prague has been able to conduct limited but varied informational
and cultural activities among certain Czechoslovak groups. Surveil-
lance of the Embassy staff and intimidation of their Czechoslovak con-
tacts are a continuing handicap to these activities.
Hungary

9. There has been no progress toward the achievement of U.S. pol-
icy objectives in Hungary. In the absence of any favorable change in the
Hungarian regime’s defiant and uncooperative attitude toward the UN
and its efforts to deal with the problems arising from the 1956 revolu-
tion, U.S. relations with Hungary remain strained, and the United States

has continued successfully its efforts to keep the Hungarian situation
before World opinion and under active consideration at the UN.

Rumania

10. The slight progress we have made in working toward U.S. pol-
icy objectives within Rumania is reflected mainly in the cultural field
where it has been possible to enter into limited exchange activities in
several instances. Relations between the United States and the Ruma-
nian regime appear outwardly more relaxed than in years past but un-
dergo occasional acerbation. All basic issues remain unsettled. The
interest of the Rumanian regime in developing better relations with the
United States remains extremely cautious.

11. From the standpoint of operations, no review of policy is recom-
mended.

2Documentation regarding these ongoing negotiations is in Department of State,
Central File 611.49231.
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20. Editorial Note

On July 17, in response to a Congressional Joint Resolution, Presi-
dent Eisenhower issued Proclamation 3303 designating the third week
in July as “Captive Nations Week.” The proclamation concludes:

“Linvite the people of the United States of America to observe such
week with appropriate ceremonies and activities, and I urge them to
study the plight of the Soviet-dominated nations and to recommit them-
selves to the support of the just aspirations of the peoples of those cap-
tive nations.”

The proclamation is printed in Department of State Bulletin, August
10, 1959, page 200.

In his memoirs, President Eisenhower recalled that he had been
sympathetic to the Congressional resolution, but would have delayed
its passage for some days. On July 21, Soviet Chairman Nikita S.
Khrushchev criticized the proclamation and expressed doubts whether
Vice President Richard M. Nixon should continue with his plans to visit
the Soviet Union. Eisenhower recalled that this did not discourage the
Vice President, who told the President that although he recognized the
difficulties inherent in making the trip, he was “optimistic and even
eager” to go. (Eisenhower, Waging Peace, page 408). For documentation
on Vice President Nixon's visit, see Documents 92-107.

The Captive Nations Week Proclamation also came up at the Presi-
dent’s press conference on July 22. A transcript is in Public Papers of the
President of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1959, pages 536-546.

21. Memorandum From the Acting Director of the Operations
Coordinating Board (Washburn) to the Members of the Board

Washington, July 29, 1959.

SUBJECT
Timing of “Captive Nations Week” Observance

“Captive Nations Week” has haunted the Vice President on every
day of his stay in the U.S.S.R. Issued on the eve of his departure for

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Gen-
eral—1959-60. No classification marking. An excerpt from Walter Lippmann’s July 27 col-
umn was attached but is not printed.
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Moscow, and in the very week of the opening of the American Exhibi-
tion—the timing could not have been more inept.!

The coordination of this exercise appears to have fallen between the
stools. Congress had originally wanted the week of July 4; the resolution
did not even come to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. No one at
a high level in State or USIA apparently considered the matter of timing
and coordination. The White House did not get into it beyond the rou-
tine signing of the proclamation by the President. The OCB did not con-
sider the matter.

Query: Was this one that the OCB should have gotten into? Could a
call from Sect State to Senator Fulbright have deferred the observance
until after the VP’s trip and after the close of our Exhibition? Should pro-
cedures be set up by the OCB to head off this kind of bad timing in the
future??

AW.

1Vice President Nixon arrived in Moscow on July 23, where he opened the American
National Exhibit at Sokolniki Park the following day and engaged in the “kitchen” debate
with Chairman Khrushchev. See Documents 92-107.

2 A memorandum from O’Connor to Kohler, dated July 29, in which O’Connor
quoted from his preliminary and informal notes at the OCB meeting that day, indicates
that Washburn raised the issue of whether the OCB had lived up to its responsibilities re-
garding the timing of the Captives Nations Proclamation. Robert Murphy and Allen
Dulles expressed disappointment with the state of affairs. Murphy called the matter an-
other instance of “Legislative diplomacy,” but he felt that Soviet criticism had been di-
rected more to the Congressional action than to the Presidential proclamation. (Depart-
ment of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—General—1959-60)

22. National Intelligence Estimate
NIE 12-59 Washington, August 11, 1959.

POLITICAL STABILITY IN THE EUROPEAN SATELLITES
The Problem

To assess prospects for political stability within the European Satel-
lites and in the over-all Satellite structure during the next few years.

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. A note on the cover sheet indi-
cates that the following intelligence organizations participated in the preparation of this
report: the Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Depart-
ments of State, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and The Joint Staff. The note also indi-
cates that the report was concurred in by the U.S. Intelligence Board on August 11. The
Atomic Energy Commission Representative to the USIB and the Assistant Director, Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, abstained because the subject was outside their jurisdiction.
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Conclusions

1. A considerable degree of stability has been established in the
Satellite area since 1956 and the Soviet leaders now appear determined
to press for a faster pace of socialization in Eastern Europe. While we do
not think a return to Stalinist oppression and exploitation is likely, Mos-
cow almost certainly will seek over the next five years a steady though
gradual growth in Satellite-wide conformity and adherence to the So-
viet model. Increasing emphasis will be placed on efforts to coordinate
Bloc economies, to complete the socialization of agriculture in all the
Satellites except Poland, and, in general, to attain at least the outward
forms required for this “transition to socialism” by 1965.

2. Though pressures on the Satellite peoples may increase as a re-
sult of these developments, and may sharpen general antipathy toward
the regimes, widespread popular uprisings are unlikely. Factions
within the various parties will almost certainly continue to exist—and
perhaps occasionally become active—but such factions will, for the
most part, probably remain hidden and kept under control by the domi-
nant, Khrushchev-approved elements. Prospects for economic growth
are good and there will probably be small but cumulatively significant
improvements in living standards. For these reasons, most of the Satel-
lite regimes will probably maintain a fair degree of political stability and
achieve at least limited success in fulfilling their ambitious plans for a
rapid speedup of socialization.

3. Such successes, however, will probably fall short of Communist
hopes. The anti-Communist and nationalistic sentiments of the Satellite
peoples, certain weaknesses within the Satellite parties and shortcom-
ings in the Satellite economies will remain major problems which will, at
a minimum, retard Communist progress throughout the area. There
are, in addition, a number of possible outside factors, including events
within the USSR itself (such as a succession struggle), frictions between
the USSR and Communist China, or the divergencies of Gomulka’s Po-
land, which could jeopardize the stability of the Bloc structure.

4. The working relationship between Gomulka and Khrushchev
now seems to be operating smoothly. Nevertheless, the moderate “Pol-
ish road to socialism” is inconsistent with Khrushchev’s determination
to accelerate Communist progress in the USSR and socialist progress in
the Satellites. The Poles may lag farther and farther behind develop-
ments elsewhere in the Bloc and thereby become a more and more dis-
turbing element; the Gomulka-Khrushchev modus vivendi may
become increasingly strained as a result. We do not expect any dramatic
developments in Soviet-Polish relations over the next year or so, in part
because of some Polish willingness to respond to Soviet pressures, in
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part because of probable Soviet caution. Yet over the long run tensions
could slowly build up, possibly to a point of crisis.

5. Despite a further strengthening of its position last year, the East
German regime continues to suffer from popular antipathy, party fac-
tionalism, and international disrespect, and still depends on the pres-
ence of Soviet forces. These facts, together with the division of Germany
as a whole, make East Germany the Satellite most likely to be directly
affected by major changes in Soviet or Western policies. Its future is in-
extricably involved in the Soviet attitude toward all Germany and to-
ward the Berlin situation. A resolution of the Berlin crisis along lines
favorable to the USSR would strengthen the GDR regime. On the other
hand, should the Soviets fail in their efforts respecting Berlin, the politi-
cal weaknesses of East Germany would probably be perpetuated for the
foreseeable future.

[Here follows the “Discussion” section of the estimate.]

23. Letter From Joseph Cardinal Mindszenty to President
Eisenhower

Budapest, November 13, 1959.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On November 4, 1956, when an open breach
of word and promise and an entrapment brought into our capital 15 en-
emy tank divisions with 6,000 tanks, and our Chief of Staff and Minister
of Defense became prisoners during negotiations, I knocked on the door
of the United States Legation in Budapest and asked for refuge, so as to
cry out for help from here for an unhappy nation left with no intelligen-
tsia, and with 25,000 freedom-fighting heroic dead, 75,000 deportees,
193,000 defectors, 100,000 prisoners and labor camp inmates, and 5,000
executed, and to hold in reserve the remains of my life after eight years
of imprisonment and three days of freedom. For this I am gratefully
thankful to you, Mr. President, knowing that my “sins” and my pres-
ence here have brought many difficulties to the Legation and to the
United States.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 864.413/12-959. No classification mark-
ing. Transmitted to the Department of State under cover of a brief letter from Ackerson to
Kohler, November 13. The letter was translated by Leo Topolsky of the Legation staff in
Budapest.
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Since that time three years have gone by. In proportion to the pas-
sage of time, the American saying about the unmoving guest becomes
more serious to me. I must notice that the atmosphere has changed com-
pletely with the clever peace, dialectical and panic dumping. As for me,
I have become an out-of-fashion guest.

I did not intend that my company here should last a long time. For
one thing, I had faith in outside help toward my country in proportion to
the justice on its side. For another, there was good opportunity for solu-
tion on an individual basis. When, at the end of 1957 and early 1958, the
case of my “partners in crime” was being considered, I asked that the
following be transmitted to the regime: I would go in their place into the
prisoner’s dock, but only after their release. This matter got snarled;
you, Mr. President, do not know of this.

At the time of the election of the Pope,?such a stipulation of princi-
ple was lacking; for this reason departure from Hungary was not conso-
nant with my thoughts, although I was ready to obey the call from the
Vatican.

Now what can be done?

When the candle of Central Europe and my country, which for
three years has been growing fainter, has by this time burned to the
stump, life is not a joy. Where a nation becomes an indifferent victim,
there the evaluation of the lives of those that hold the candles is also dif-
ferent.

In the course of meditation I have thought of leaving a letter behind
me and going out and giving myself to the AVO guards around the Le-
gation. They would then torture me as they did before. This too will
pass, but much harder than the outside sensation that can be expected to
come in its wake. But I had to cast this idea aside: today I cannot serve a
higher interest with it, as I could have in 1957 and 1958. And yet moral
law forbids us to give up our lives without a higher interest.

Some sort of negotiation could be begun. But this certainly would
have noresults for either side, for the current softening and thaw did not
come either for the good of my country or my course. There would also
be a price: an oath to a regime which was not recognized by myself or
my host until the end of 1957. (My only assets and consolation for the
end of my life: it was my people and not the favor of power which freed

! Presumably a reference to the arrest in December 1957 of Monisgnor Egon
Turcsanyi, Cardinal Mindszenty’s secretary during the 1956 revolt, and the sentencing to
death on December 10, 1957, of Major Antal Palinkis-Pallavicini, one of the military lead-
ers who helped free the Cardinal during the revolt.

2Gee footnote 1, Document 13.
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me, and that for a decade and a half—for eleven years of it not free—I
did not collaborate with blood, terror or falsehood.)

I now put my case in the hands of my host. Whether he deigns to
decide to grant further refuge, or decides on some sort of change, my
personal gratitude for the three years remains unchanged. The good
deeds over the long period of time appear in the light and mirror of the
loaf of bread and sip of drink in the Gospel.

Repeating my gratitude for the goodness and the refuge, I remain,
Mr. President,

Most respectfully yours,

Joseph Cardinal Mindszenty?
Prince-Primate of Hungary
and Archbishop of Esztergom

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

24. Memorandum From the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs (Kohler) to Secretary of State Herter

Washington, December 9, 1959.

SUBJECT
Cardinal Mindszenty
Discussion:

Our Chargé d’ Affaires in Budapest, Mr. Ackerson, has recently for-
warded a letter addressed to the President by Cardinal Mindszenty
(Tab D). This letter, unlike the Cardinal’s previous letters, is concerned

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 864.413/12-959. Secret. Drafted by
McKisson, cleared with Vedeler, and concurred in by Merchant and Wehmeyer (L/EUR).

1 Document 23.
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with his situation of refuge rather than his views on conditions in Hun-
gary or on international issues. Mr. Ackerson'’s letter of transmittal (Tab
E)? provides some explanatory comments on the Cardinal’s message.

The Cardinal’s letter and Mr. Ackerson’s comments touch upon
two background matters of importance: the possibility of arrangements
whereby the Cardinal might be able to leave Hungary under safe con-
duct guarantees; and the question of communication between the Car-
dinal and the Vatican. The immediate matter of a reply to the Cardinal’s
letter also arises.

1. A USrequest in October 1958, made at the express desire of the
Vatican, that the Cardinal be permitted to leave Hungary under safe
conduct guarantees was flatly rejected by the Hungarian Government.3
In October 1959, however, during a discussion of Austrian-Hungarian
relations, the Hungarian Foreign Minister orally informed the Austrian
Foreign Minister that if the Austrians would submit a specific proposal
to the Hungarian Government for the Cardinal’s “release” from Hun-
gary, such a proposal would be seriously considered. We have informed
the Austrians that we would welcome an arrangement ending the Car-
dinal’s refuge in the Legation and permitting him to leave Hungary in
safety, provided that such an arrangement was also acceptable to the
Vatican and to the Cardinal. The Austrian Foreign Minister has commu-
nicated with the Vatican through the Papal Nuncio in Vienna and is now
awaiting an expression of the Vatican’s views in the matter. The Austri-
ans have agreed to consult further with us upon receipt of the Vatican’s
views.

2. AlthoughMr. Ackerson in his letter refers to the “policy of keep-
ing the Cardinal in complete isolation, without any contact even with
the Vatican”, we do not feel that this is an accurate statement of the posi-
tion which the Department has adopted in this regard. We have made it
clear both to Mr. Ackerson and to the Vatican (through the Apostolic
Delegate here) that the Department is prepared to accept and transmit
occasional brief oral or written communications between the Cardinal
and the Vatican which are not of a political or ecclesiastical character but
relate rather to the Cardinal’s refuge in the Legation or his personal

2Tab E was Ackerson’s letter of November 20, in which he furnished additional
comments to those he had made in the November 13 letter by which he transmitted the
Cardinal’s letter to the President. Ackerson provided background for some of the Cardi-
nal’s statements and concluded that the Cardinal’s letter was “only one more instance of
the misfortune which had necessarily to result from the policy of keeping the Cardinal in
complete isolation, without any contact even with the Vatican.” He stated further that he
had always felt that the policy was wrong. He strongly recommended that the reply to the
letter “should, at the very least, show some understanding for his difficulties and express
our continued hospitality until such time as it might be considered safe for him to leave the
Legation.”

3See Document 13.
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spiritual problems and state of mind in relation to his situation of refuge.
This position is consistent with the principle, to which we have also ad-
hered, that it would be neither advisable nor proper for this Govern-
ment to permit Cardinal Mindszenty to use the American Legation in
Budapest as a base for ecclesiastical or political activities. We are firmly
convinced that continued adherence to this policy is in the best interests
not only of the US but also of the Cardinal himself.

3. Previous letters addressed by the Cardinal to you and to the
President have consisted mainly of expressions of his personal views on
the internal situation in Hungary, the Hungarian problem as an interna-
tional issue, and various aspects of the East-West conflict. It has been
our established practice to avoid involving the President or you in direct
correspondence with Cardinal Mindszenty on these matters, since any
response in such circumstances would be likely to encourage more fre-
quent messages from him and sooner or later might lead to an embar-
rassing situation. Consequently, we have instructed Mr. Ackerson on
each such occasion in the past merely to inform the Cardinal that his let-
ters have been received in the Department or by the White House, as the
case may be. We continue to believe in the soundness of this procedure,
where the subject matter of Cardinal Mindszenty’s communications to
US officials is of a political nature.

In the case of the Cardinal’s present letter, we believe that a some-
what different procedure is warranted because of its special nature. In
view of the President’s absence from the country,* and with the ap-
proach of the holiday season, we believe that it would be appropriate in
this case for you to send the Cardinal a written message (1) extending
season’s greetings to him and (2) reassuring him that this Government
will continue to afford him refuge within the premises of the American
Legation so long as consideration for his personal safety and freedom
requires such refuge. Such a letter would be in line with Mr. Ackerson’s
recommendation and would do much to sustain the Cardinal’s morale
and contribute to his peace of mind. If you approve, the White House
will be informed by a memorandum enclosing copies of the Cardinal’s
letter and your reply.

Recommendations:

(1) That you sign the attached draft letter to Cardinal Mindszenty
(Tab A);®

* Eisenhower left the United States on December 4 for an extended trip which took
him to Italy, Turkey, Pakistan, Afghanistan, India, Iran, Greece, Tunisia, France, Spain,
and Morocco.

5 Not printed. The attached draft was dated by hand December 11, apparently indi-
cating that the letter as sent to Mindszenty through the Legation in Budapest bore that
date.
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(2) That you approve the transmittal of your letter to Cardinal
Mindszenty under cover of the attached draft official-informal letter to
Mr. Ackerson which I have signed (Tab B);®

(3) That you approve the attached draft memorandum to the White
House enclosing the original of Cardinal Mindszenty’s letter and a copy
of your reply (Tab C).”

® Herter initialed his approval of this recommendation on December 11. Tab B, a
copy of Kohler’s letter to Ackerson, which bears the stamped date December 11, is not
printed.

7Herter initialed his approval of this recommendation on December 11. Tab C, a
memorandum of December 11 from the Director of the Executive Secretariat, John A. Cal-
houn, to Goodpaster at the White House, is not printed.

25. Editorial Note

On January 15, 1960, Manning H. Williams, on behalf of Robert M.
McKisson, Chairman of the Operations Coordinating Board’s Working
Group on Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe, sent two
memoranda to the Executive Officer of the Board. One memorandum
noted briefly that the agencies represented on the Working Group
“have reappraised the validity and evaluated the implementation of the
U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe
(NSC5811/1) in the light of operating experience and believe there is no
need for the National Security Council to review the policy at this time
and that there are no developments of such significance as to warrant
sending a report to the National Security Council.” The other memoran-
dum indicated that the Working Group had reviewed the Operations
Plan for the Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe, dated Janu-
ary 23, 1959, and revised on July 2, 1959, and considered the plan “ade-
quate for the present time.”

In separate memoranda attached to each of these memoranda,
Bromley Smith, Executive Officer of the Board, noted that the Board As-
sistants at their meeting on Jaunary 15 had concurred on behalf of their
principals in the judgments made by the Working Group. Copies of all
these memoranda are in Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385,
USSR & Satellites—Documents—1959-60. NSC 5811/1, the OCB Re-
port, and the Operations Plan, as revised on July 2, 1959, are printed as
Documents 6, 19, and 18, respectively.
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26. Editorial Note

At the luncheon meeting of the Operations Coordinating Board on
March 30, the Board’s Chairman, Gordon Gray, raised the subject of the
July 1959 Captive Nations Resolution and asked that the executive de-
partments “be alert to use their initiative and offer advice when such
matters are before Congress.” Under Secretary of State Livingston Mer-
chant said that he had little sympathy with the 1959 resolution, calling it
“inaccurate and undignified,” although he acknowledged “some of the
inherent difficulties faced by the Executive in this type of operation.”
(Excerpt from the preliminary and informal notes on the meeting, as
quoted in a memorandum from O’Connor to Macomber, October 30;
Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Gen-
eral—1959-60)

The discussion apparently was sparked by a number of similar
resolutions that had been introduced in the Congress. On August 5,
1959, Congressman Alvin Bentley had introduced H. Res. 337, which
urged that no summit conference be held until the Soviet Union and the
Communist governments in Central and Eastern Europe had taken
some visible steps toward the holding of free elections. While this reso-
lution was still pending before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
in the spring of 1960, Senator Paul Douglas introduced S. Con. Res. 95 on
March 21, which was the same as one introduced that day in the House
of Representatives by Congressman Michael Feighan. It listed the “pup-
pet Communist regimes” imposed on the peoples of Poland, Hungary,
Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia,
Romania, East Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, Armenia, Azer-
baijan, Georgia, North Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia,
Turkestan, North Vietnam, and others, and, among other things, urged
the President “to pursue energetically and as a matter of first priority at
the forthcoming Summit Conference the inalienable right of all people
to self-government, individual liberty, and the basic human freedoms,
and, in particular, the restoration of these God-given rights to the people
of the captive nations.” Douglas also introduced S. Res. 102, which was
the same as H. Res. 633 introduced by Congressman Clement Zablocki.
These two resolutions were limited to the “captive nations of eastern
and central Europe.”

At the Operations Coordinating Board meeting on April 6, these
several resolutions were discussed by Merchant, who said that the tim-
ing of the resolutions was not good, although he recognized that “a cer-
tain irresistibility attached to them.” He said that the Department of
State was completely opposed to the resolutions giving a long enumera-
tion of nations, but the type confining itself to the nations in Eastern and
Central Europe was “less undesirable.” The Board members were in
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agreement with Merchant’s views, but did not reach any conclusions as
to what action to take. (Excerpt from the preliminary and informal notes
of the April 6 OCB meeting, as quoted in a memorandum from O’Con-
nor to Macomber and Kohler, April 6; ibid.)

27. Despatch From the Legation in Hungary to the Department
of State

No. 5 Budapest, July 6, 1960.

REF
Legation’s Despatch No. 413, January 23, 19591

SUBJECT
Relations Between Hungary and the West

With the completion of action on the Hungarian Question at the
14th Session of the General Assembly in December and the elapse of the
year 1959, the Legation undertook a review and reexamination of
United States policy toward the existing Hungarian regime. This review
was never forwarded to the Department since the conclusions and rec-
ommendations resulting therefrom were found to be not essentially dif-
ferent from those contained in the despatch under reference. In view of
the forthcoming 15th Session of the General Assembly, however, some
reconsideration of our position and of our policy is perhaps appropri-
ate.

With respect to United States-Hungarian relations, there has been
little fundamental change since the exchange of Notes which took place
in the late months of 1958. The Legation felt (and continues to feel) that
the Department’s Note of November 21, 1958,2 “set the record straight”
with respect to the regime’s failures to meet its international obligations
and placed full responsibility for an improvement in its international
situation squarely on the regime. The Hungarian Government, in the
following months, sought by various means to foist this responsibility

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.64/7-660. Confidential.
! Document 16.

2The text of this note was quoted in telegram 129 from Budapest, November 19,
1958. (Department of State, Central Files, 611.64/11-1958)
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on the United States, but these efforts were unavailing and, except for
some sporadic and desultory conversations on the subject between
United States and Hungarian officials in both capitals and an exchange
of Notes in Washington in May and June 1959 on the matter of the ILO
Conference of that year, the regime has done little more than to reiter-
ate its innocence through whatever propaganda means have been avail-
able to it.

The regime’s quest for respectability has, however, not been en-
tirely unattended by some measure of success. A number of Western
and neutralist governments have begun to weary of the battle on the
“Hungarian Question” and the voting with respect to the credentials of
Hungarian delegations at successive meetings of United Nations bodies
has tended to become less [more?] favorable to the Hungarians*—not,
however, to a degree which has by any means satisfied the regime,
which seeks full recognition and respectability without making the
slightest concession to the numerous Resolutions of censorship which
are still outstanding in the General Assembly. The speeches made by
both Kadar and Khrushchev at the Congress of the Hungarian Commu-
nist Party toward the end of 1959 were bitter and slighting about the
14th General Assembly and, while some effort was made to play upon
the “spirit of Camp David” as an indication of improvement in East-
West relations which might be expected to extend to Hungary and the
Hungarian Question, the continued stationing of Soviet troops within
the country was confirmed and a “hard line” toward any opposition to
theregime was clearly manifested (Despatches 312 and 317, December 3
and 4, 1959).5

There is no evidence that this hard line has been modified or aban-
doned since the Party Congress at the end of last year. On the contrary,
there is abundant evidence that it was put into effect and that it is being
followed ruthlessly and thoroughly at the present time. The following
are some of the manifestations of this harsh policy:

A. The Soviet forces continue to be better equipped and better
trained than were those which occupied Hungary at the time of the 1956

3 These notes have not been further identified.

4 December 1959:  14th General Assembly—No decision on credentials continued,
but Hungary made a member of Outer Space Committee.

April 1960: Second Law of Sea Conference—No decision on credentials. (Creden-
tials accepted at 1958 Conference.)

June 1960: ILO Conference—No decision (Hungarian credentials refused at two
previous ILO Conferences). [Footnote in the source text.]

5 Despatch 312 described Kadar’s speech of November 30 in which he commented at
length on Hungarian foreign policy. (Department of State, Central Files, 664.00/12-359)
Despatch 317 commented on Khrushchev’s visit to Budapest on November 28. (Ibid.,
033.6164/12-459)
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outbreak. While some slight reduction in numbers of occupying forces,
as announced, may have occurred over the past year or eighteen
months, there has been no reduction in effectiveness and no impairment
of the capacity of these forces to repress quickly, effectively, and ruth-
lessly any disturbance which might manifest itself within the country.

%. 'I%\e ara-military forces (Frontier Guards, Workers’ Militia,
AVH) of the gﬁnistry of lﬁ,lterior, which is itself under direct Soviet con-
trol, have been recreated and are clearly repressive organs of great
power and complete ruthlessness. The promises made by Kadar and
others of the regime shortly after the Revolution that these organiza-
tions would not again come into being have long since been forgotten
and discarded.

C. Arrests, secret trials, internal deportations, and executions for
participation (or, often, alleged participation) in the “events” of 1956
continue. It is not easy to get hard information on these occurrences, but
enough confirmed examples have come to the Legation’s attention (and
been reported to the Department) to lead one to believe that many of the
other reports (which cannot be entirely confirmed) are probably true.
The regime is highly sensitive on this score and, probably as a result of
the uilicity wl%icﬁ' these developments received abroad and at the
U.N,, has again tightened up on security in an effort to prevent reports
of this nature from leaking out. There is no reason to believe that the ar-
rests, trials, and executions have ceased or even diminished; on the con-
trary, there is still, despite the measures taken by the regime, sufficient
evidence to confirm that they are continuing. (Legtels 237 and 248,
March 14 and 31; Despatches 553 and 619, April 6 and May 12, 1960)¢

D. While still proceeding against individuals (both those who par-
ticg)ated in 1956 and others), the regime is now engaged in an intensive
and extensive class war, as manifested by the following developments:

1. Forced re-collectivization of the peasants over the past two
ﬁears (the collectives having very largely disintegrated during the
evolution). This process continues, as is made manifestly clear by
the statements of regime officials and by the press, as well as by re-
Eorts received from peasants calling at the Consular Section of the
egation. (Despatch 322, December 8, 1959)7
2. Suppression of artisans and small business enterprises.
(Despatch 360, December 31, 1959)8
. Increasing demands on workers through socialist labor
competitions (i.e., “speed-ups”), which are written about exten-
sively in the press on the theory that they are manifestations of
“voluntary” contributions to socialized production.
4. The enforcement of total submission on all of the churches.
Any semblance of an entente between church and state has been

® These telegrams and despatches all report on the continuing executions of partici-
pants in the 1956 revolt. All are ibid., 764.00 and 764.005.

7Despatch 322 reported on the call for a new collectivization drive and the an-
nouncement of the Second Five-Year Plan made at the 8th Congress of the Hungarian
Communist Party. (Ibid., 764.005/12-859)

8Despatch 360 reported that private Hungarian foreign trade representatives had
recently been deprived of their licenses. (Ibid., 864.19/12-3159)
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completely abandoned and the communist goal of total abolition of
religion 1is apparently considered possible of attainment.
(Despatches 554 and 611, April 6 and May 5, 1960)°

g. Attacks still continue—but most of the “dirty work” has
now been accomplished—against writers and lawyers; teachers;
actors, musicians, artists; doctors; any other groups having similar
bourgeois propensities and which the regime may consider dan-
gerous as foci of attack against the socialist society. (Despatches 566
and 621, April 12 and May 12, 1960)1°

The screw is, of course, not tightened in all directions and on all ele-
ments of the population at one and the same time. (The regime has
learned from the “salami tactics” of Rakosi, as evidenced by carrying
out its policy of collectivization of agriculture over a period of years and
in separate sections of the country, rather than in all parts of the state at
one and the same time.) The following recent developments, seemingly
“on the other side of the ledger”, have led some observers outside Hun-
gary (but certainly few if any inside) to conclude that there has been a
“relaxation of controls” and the adoption of a “more liberal domestic
policy” (quotations from an article by M.S. Handler of the New York
Times from Vienna, published in the Los Angeles Times of June 5, 1960):

a) Consumer Goods. The Soviets found it expedient—indeed, neces-
sary—to accord a measure of economic relief to this country after the
destruction which had been wrought in 1956. This was done not only
through loans (and perhe}ps even grants), butby means of a letting up on
the rapid socialization of the economy. This new turn made itself par-
ticularly manifest in the frantic effort to efface all outward evidence of
destruction in the streets of Budapest (albeit that the scars of World War
Il remain) and in the increase in consumer goods made available on the
internal market. Some of these were goods which could not be marketed
in the restricted international markets of 1958 and early 1959, but others
were produced or imported for the specific purpose of bolstering the
new regime and of appeasing the people who had made so manifest
their feelings of despair during the events of 1956.

It is, however, a mistake to exaggerate (as some foreign observers
seem inclined to do) the extent of this amelioration. Prices are still ex-
tremely high in relation to avera%e income and the quantity (not to
speak of the quality) of goods available does not begin to meet the po-
tential demand. Even stable agricultural products, natural to the land
and of which this country is normally a large exporter, are periodically
in short supply.

b) Increase in Travel. A number of Western missions in Budapest
have observed, in recent months, a considerable increase in the number

% Despatch 554 discussed Church-State relations in Hungary. (Ibid., 864.413/4-660)
Despatch 611 described certain conflicts between the government and the Church. (Ibid.,
864.413/5-560)

10 Despatch 566 described informal conversations on March 28 between a Legation
staff member and certain Hungarian intellectuals. (Ibid., 764.00/4-1260) Despatch 621 re-
ported on Hungarian intellectual and academic trends. (Ibid., 511.643/5-1260)
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of Hungarians being granted passports for travel (but not for emigra-
tion) to the West. This 1s particularly true for certain favored groups (art-
ists, musicians, sports teams), whose return to Hungary is considered a
reasonable risk because the economic position of those to whom these
passports are given is enough of an attraction to ensure their return. The
regime also seems prepared to take a certain amount of loss through de-
fection in return for the favorable international publicity which this
more liberal policy brings the regime. It remains true, however, that
many thousands of passports are refused and that emigration is still a
mere trickle. This Legation, for instance, receives many more applica-
tions for U.S. immigration visas than there are applicants with the neces-
sary passports. Emigration to Israel is likewise at the same vanishin

Eoint at )which it has stood for the past two years. (Despatch 598, Apri

8, 1960)"

c) Amnesty. The regime announced an amnesty, effective the first
days of April. The provisions of this amnesty were not very broad
(Despatch 551, Aprif 1, 1960)* and, since the regime has maintained
(and continues to maintain) such close secrecy with respect to the num-
bers of people under arrest, it is difficult to know the extent to which this
amnesty has brought relief. The Foreign Ministry itself has given two
estimates—"around 500” in one case and 4,000 in another (Legation’s
Despatch 571, April 14, 1960).1% In view of the meager news given in the
press and the vague claims made by regime spokesmen, it may be as-
sumed that the effect has not been broad or deep. It should likewise be
borne in mind that the fate of those who have been pardoned is fre-
quently not a rosy one. In the few cases known to the Legation, the am-
nestied persons are finding all work and all sources of income closed to
them, so that they may again become liable to arrest or to internal depor-
tation for having no visible means of support.

Thus, while an effort has been made by the regime to make it ap-
pear that repression against the Hungarian people has ceased or materi-
ally abated, it is clear that the complaints made against the regime (and
against the Kremlin) in a series of General Assembly resolutions since
1956 remain essentially valid. The imposition of the present puppet re-
gime was effected through the armed intervention of the U.S.S.R. (and
continues in power because of the same armed support); the violations
of human rights and freedoms have not abated (and there are signs of
their having increased in recent months); the regime continues to refuse
to permit the entrance into Hungary of representatives of the United
Nations in their official capacities (Prince Wan, Sir Leslie Munro,
Secretary General Hammarskjold). The judicial murders of Imre Nagy,
General Maleter, and their two companions in June 1958 were a mani-

11 Despatch 598, Joint Weeka 17, surveyed political and economic developments in
Hungary for the previous week. (Ibid., 764.00(W)/4-2860)

12 Despatch 551 described the government’s March 31 decree granting a partial am-
nesty to participants in the 1956 revolt. (Ibid., 764.00/4-160)

13 Despatch 571 was Joint Weeka 15. (Ibid., 764.00(W)/4-1460)
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festation of continuing repressive measures and defiance of the United
Nations by the regime.

Despite this record, the representatives of the regime have contin-
ued (except at the ILO meetings in 1958 and 1959) to speak and to vote at
meetings of the General Assembly and other U.N. bodies. It would seem
grotesque that “representatives of the very regime which has been con-
victed by the General Assembly of usurping power over the Hungarian
people with the help of Soviet tanks, should be permitted to speak for
Hungary in that Assembly” (“Hungary under Soviet Rule III” pub-
lished by American Friends of the Captive Nations, September 1959).
While there may have been some semblance of reason for following
such a policy (although the Legation had not felt this to be the case) so
long as a détente between East and West appeared to exist and the pros-
pect of some accomplishment at a Summit Conference was at least a
flickering hope, any such excuse for continuing a procedure which can
only do serious harm to the standing of the United Nations in the eyes of
the people of the world would seem no longer to hold any semblance of
validity. The Legation therefore feels that the policy of “no decision”
with respect to Hungarian credentials should be abandoned and that
the credentials should be refused, until such time as this regime (or
some successor government) complies with the repeated resolutions of
the General Assembly.

The Legation is aware of the fact that enough support may not be
mustered in the General Assembly and other United Nations bodies for
the adoption of such a policy. The Legation is likewise aware that the
wrath of the regime will be intensified against the Western governments
and, in particular, against the United States for seeking such action, but
it is felt that the integrity and good name of the United Nations are of
more importance than any additional inconvenience which the Western
missions in Budapest may experience as a result of the votes cast by their
governments in an effort to withhold from this regime the forum of the
United Nations for its propaganda and attacks.

Garret G. Ackerson, Jr.
Chargé d’ Affaires ad interim
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28. Despatch From the Embassy in Czechoslovakia to the
Department of State

No. 26 Prague, July 14, 1960.

SUBJECT
Policy Reflections After an Iron Curtain Tour

A tour of duty in Eastern Europe is bound to sharpen one’s impres-
sions of what we can or cannot hope to achieve there. The observations
that follow sum up a few such reflections after three years in Prague.

Probably the deepest lesson one gets from such a sojourn is the re-
minder of how crucial our overall strength is to our policy efforts here or
inany part of the world. The small countries make this particularly plain
by their sensitivity to where the balance lies.

This truth, though old, comes home with fresh force behind the
Curtain, where the intractability of the people to Soviet assimilation ef-
forts fluctuates in direct ratio to the evidence of Western, above all
American, vigor and purpose. If we say, with respect to this part of the
world, that our basic hope is to see the Bloc people resist Soviet absorp-
tion while the West seeks means of drawing them back eventually into
some kind of reintegration with Europe, we are bound to add that this
will largely depend on the degree of élan and achievement we manage
to show in our policy elsewhere around the world, whether in Africa,
Latin America, Asia, or at home, no less than in Europe. There is little
possibility of our influencing the course of events in the Bloc if we are
fumbling or falling behind elsewhere.

If we meet this condition, then we may have a chance to achieve
something in the long run by our efforts to keep up maximum contact
with the nations of the eastern half of Europe. That their communist rul-
ers know this is shown by their care to limit and control interchange
with the West and to keep us out, as a rule, when they think our presence
would be too obviously unsettling. A simple example is the Czecho-
slovak refusal to let us put on a separate exhibit at their Brno Fair. But
with their own commercial interest calling for exchanges, and with the
facts of technology as well as geography making a good deal of inter-
meshing of Europe inevitable even through the Curtain, we have con-
siderable means of keeping in touch with those peoples and probably,
by showing maximum resourcefulness as well as ability to surmount

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.60/7-1460. Confidential. A notation
on the source text indicates that, at Tims’ suggestion, copies of the despatch were sent by
the Department of State to Moscow, Sofia, Belgrade, Budapest, Bucharest, Bonn,
Frankfurt, Munich, and Vienna.
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excessive caution and red-tape of our own making, can gradually en-
large the areas of contact. Much of the actual give and take can best be
carried on by our European allies, but the ultimate responsibility re-
mains largely on the United States.

This is illustrated with special force by the case of Western Ger-
many, whose great potential leverage on Eastern Europe is barred by
absence of normal ties and is in part nullified by the Sudeten extremists
and similar revisionist parties, whose actions the Polish and Czecho-
slovak communists exploit effectively in their anti-German propa-
ganda. Seen from east of the Curtain, Western Germany is a focal point
of all the factors negating Western leverage on the Bloc, and a place
where the United States has only half exercised its preponderance for
the purpose of conducting policy toward the Bloc. Though remaining
militarily strong in Germany, we have neglected our political leadership
and failed to insist, for example, on a sane West German posture toward
Poland and Czechoslovakia which would substantially deflate their
fears once for all, or to press for a bolder West German policy of rap-
prochement with the satellites in general. An opportunity was lost in
1958, for example, to exploit a Czechoslovak bid to Bonn for diplomatic
relations, whose establishment might have forestalled the cruder out-
breaks of anti-German propaganda that have emanated from Prague
ever since and would have opened the way for constructive West Ger-
man presence inside the Iron Curtain.

We can also do more on our own account, as any Curtain tour
teaches one, to improve the range and quality of the American impact
here, even through the barriers erected by the communist functionaries.
There is no warrant for being discouraged by absence of visible results.
A program of engagement, economic, cultural, and political, with the
regimes and peoples of this area is by its nature a holding action whose
subversive effects, if any, must appear only in future showdowns in the
larger international sphere.

Peaceful interchange, for all its modesty as a policy, has a double
advantage for our side. The net gain from any exchanges with the com-
munist countries is undoubtedly for the Free World; the unsettling ef-
fect is their direction, not ours. And secondly, the challenge we make is
more compelling, more universal than Khrushchev’s; it goes mere coex-
istence one better by demanding a breaking down of Chinese walls and
a free intermingling. We have a principle here to which the world re-
sponds much more naturally than to his.

For the Chargé d’Affaires a.i.
Richard W. Tims
First Secretary of Embassy
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29. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs (Kohler) to Secretary of State Herter

Washington, July 14, 1960.

SUBJECT

EUR comments on foreign policy section of Democratic “Basic Platform”

The following comments are submitted in response to the request
received from S/S for an assessment from the EUR point of view on “the
totality of the foreign policy section of the Democratic Party platform:”

As the program of the opposition political party, the text of the ab-
breviated so-called “basic platform” of the Democratic party! obviously
contains a note of criticism, implied and in some cases specific, of cur-
rent foreign policy. As far as EUR is concerned, we find nothing that
should cause any real difficulty, and most of the statements of objectives
do not differ essentially from the foreign policy purposes which have
guided the Department. The text of the whole platform, however, is not
yet available in Washington and this apparently contains more specific
and detailed points.

One particular item which may be noted is that the “basic platform”
contains two paragraphs which could be interpreted to apply princi-
pally to the captive nations of Eastern Europe. These are in accord with
the Department’s policy to try to reach the Eastern European peoples
through exchanges and contacts; on the other hand, the “basic platform”
neglects a traditional element in our policy in failing to express support
and sympathy for the aspirations of the captive peoples of Eastern
Europe.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.60/7-1460. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Hillenbrand.

1 Attached to the memorandum was a copy of page 21 of The New York Times of July

13, which contained the text of the abbreviated “Basic Platform” read at the Democratic
National Convention.
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30. Operations Coordinating Board Report

Washington, July 27, 1960.

REPORT ON SOVIET-DOMINATED NATIONS IN EASTERN
EUROPE (NSC 5811/1)

(Approved by the President May 24, 1958)
(Period Covered: July 15, 1959 through July 27, 1960)

I. General Evaluation

1. The Soviet Union has continued to maintain varying degrees of
discipline over the Communist Parties within the Bloc and has sup-
ported the Bloc regimes in their repression of all dissent. Despite these
efforts at consolidation, however, certain factors of instability have re-
flected continuing Soviet vulnerabilities in the dominated nations and
have afforded opportunities for the United States, particularly on a
long-term basis, to make some progress toward its policy objectives.
These factors include the deep antipathy to Soviet Communism; the dis-
turbing influence upon the Soviet bloc of the Yugoslav ideological her-
esy and of Yugoslavia’s example of successful independence; the
manifestations of limited liberalization in Poland; the persisting inabil-
ity of the Bloc regimes to establish a broad base of popular support; and
the general problem still faced by these regimes of satisfying consumer
demands while pursuing major economic development objectives. Al-
though it is too early at this time to assess the full import of ideological
differences between the Soviet Union and Communist China, the devel-
opment of such differences to any serious extent may giverise to conten-
tion within the Communist parties and regimes and ultimately have an

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—Docu-
ments—1959-60. Secret. According to an undated covering memorandum by OCB Execu-
tive Officer Bromley Smith, the report was concurred in by the Board, after some revisions,
at its meeting of July 27, and was transmitted to the NSC Planning Board. Smith also said
that the Planning Board noted the report at its August 16 meeting and decided that the
Department of State should prepare a revision of NSC 5811/1 (Document 6). See Docu-
ment 32.

According to O’Connor’s July 27 memorandum to Kohler, in which he quoted from
the informal notes of the OCB meeting that day, Sherer told the OCB that although there
was no prospect of any dramatic progress toward national independence in Eastern
Europe, there had been a few encouraging developments in U.S. relations with Bulgaria
and Romania. The members discussed the relative military power of the United States and
Soviet Union and “agreed that it would be a misinterpretation of the Report if a reader
should conclude therefrom that the evolutionary policy of the US for the area was founded
on a judgment that in military power the US and USSR were at parity.” (Department of
State, OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, USSR & Satellites—General—1959-60)
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adverse effect upon the unity of the Bloc. Such a development would
add to Soviet vulnerabilities and afford new opportunities for the U.S. to
exploit the situation.

2. It has remained the basic problem of U.S. policy in the area to
nurture the aspirations of the dominated peoples for national independ-
ence and human freedom and to find effective means for promoting
peaceful evolution toward these goals. Our approach to this problem
has necessarily involved carefully coordinated efforts in two directions:
on the one hand, we have continued as a matter of basic principle to
make it clear that we do not accept the status quo of Soviet domination
over the nations of Eastern Europe as a permanent condition and that
we support the right of the dominated peoples to national independ-
ence and to governments of their own free choosing; on the other hand,
we have sought to expand our direct contacts with the dominated peo-
ples, particularly in the cultural, information, economic and technical
fields, as a means of exerting greater U.S. influence upon future devel-
opments in these countries.

3. Such interchanges can take place and be developed only with
the acquiescence of the existing regime in each dominated country. We
have accordingly entered into more active relations with the Bloc re-
gimes for this purpose wherever conditions have permitted. Exchanges
with the dominated countries have raised some problems of reciprocity.
Itis important, therefore, that the United States enlist appropriate facili-
ties, develop procedures, and provide adequate support as may be re-
quired by considerations of reciprocity. During the past year
encouraging, though still limited, progress has been made in expanding
contacts and developing more active relations with certain of the domi-
nated nations. Another means of reaching directly the people of the
dominated areas has been international broadcasting. While U.S. for-
eign-language broadcasts, officially and privately sponsored, are heav-
ily jammed in urban areas, they can be heard in suburban rural areas.
English-language and music programs are not jammed.

4. Khrushchev’s tactics of contacts and negotiations with the
United States and Western Europe during most of the past year have
served to encourage varying degrees of interest on the part of the Bloc
regimes in more active relations with these same countries. Whether
these more favorable conditions for intercourse with the dominated na-
tions will continue to exist indefinitely in the aftermath of the collapse of
the recent Summit Conference! cannot clearly be foreseen. For the pres-
ent, however, there has been no adverse change with respect to pros-
pects for the development of exchanges.

1 Reference is to the collapse of the Paris summit conference in May 1960.
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5. Theexpansion of U.S. contacts with the dominated countries, by
creating a continuity of interest and demonstrating the benefits to be de-
rived from such associations, may serve to place the Bloc regimes under
popular pressure, as well as pressure from certain elements within the
bureaucracy itself who favor expanded contacts with the West, to pro-
gressively enlarge the volume and the areas of such interchange.

6. While endeavoring to establish more active relations with the
Bloc regimes as a means of facilitating contacts with the peoples of the
dominated countries, it will continue to be necessary, on appropriate oc-
casions, to articulate our policy in support of the right of those peoples
to independence and freedom and to expose and condemn, as the facts
may warrant, the fundamental evils and defects of the Soviet Commu-
nist system. It is essential, however, that our efforts along this line
should be carefully timed and judicious in character. We must take due
care that we do not, by purely negative actions, impair our positive ef-
forts to develop broader contacts with the dominated peoples and to
project our influence through such contacts for the advancement of our
long-term policy objectives.

7. It is clear that any progress in stimulating evolutionary forces
within the dominated nations will be dependent to an important degree
upon our success in strengthening our own democratic institutions, eco-
nomic well-being and military power and those of our Allies and
friends as well as upon the contributions we are able to make toward the
just resolution of international issues which vitally affect the entire
world. It is evident from our past experience and from the very nature of
problems that confront us in Eastern Europe that programs for advanc-
ing our objectives with respect to the dominated countries must be con-
ceived on a long-term basis and evaluated with due understanding of
this time factor.

II. Country Evaluations

Albania

8. We do not recognize and do not have diplomatic relations with
the Albanian regime. Consequently, there has been no progress toward
the achievement of our objectives with respect to Albania, and there is
unlikely to be any until such time as the Albanian regime undertakes
some clear-cut initiative seeking recognition and the establishment of
diplomatic relations. The relaxation of restrictions on travel by U.S. citi-
zens to Albania has resulted in some travel there for business, profes-
sional and compassionate reasons. This has had some constructive
effect in that it has enabled Albanian-Americans to see at first hand what
conditions are really like in Albania.
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Bulgaria

9. The American Legation in Sofia was opened on March 14, 1960
and is now fully operative. The general atmosphere which has thus far
prevailed in U.S.-Bulgarian relations has been favorable. The Bulgarian
Minister in Washington has indicated his Government’s interest in en-
tering upon discussions in due course of various matters including fi-
nancial claims, trade, and cultural exchanges. The United States has
taken advantage of the invitation extended to it by the Bulgarian Gov-
ernment to take part in the 19th Plovdiv International Fair (September
18-October 2, 1960).

Czechoslovakia

10. Little progress has been made toward the achievement of U.S.
policy objectives in Czechoslovakia. The economic negotiations begun
in October 1955 are continuing, however, and there is still some hope
that these may be brought to a successful conclusion. Some improve-
ment of relations, which would afford opportunities for more active
contacts, might well follow upon an agreement in this field. In the mean-
time, we have been able to conduct limited but varied information and
cultural activities among certain Czechoslovak groups through our Em-
bassy, though harassments of the Embassy staff and of their Czecho-
slovak contacts are a continuing handicap.

Hungary

11. There has been no substantial change in U.S. relations with
Hungary, which remain strained. The Hungarian regime has persisted
in its refusal to cooperate with UN efforts to deal with problems arising
from the 1956 revolution. The declaration of a partial amnesty in Hun-
gary on March 31, 1960, along with fewer reports in recent months of
secret trials and executions in Hungary, affords some measure of hope
that the regime may abandon the active campaign of reprisals which it
has hitherto carried out against those who participated in the national
uprising. There is little prospect, however, that U.S. policy can be ap-
plied with any effectiveness in Hungary until there is clear evidence that
the Hungarian regime has ameliorated its policy of internal repression
and modified its defiant attitude toward the United Nations. U.S. pass-
port restrictions on travel by American citizens to Hungary were lifted
on April 29, 1960.2 This action will serve to facilitate and encourage pri-
vate contacts by Americans with Hungarians in many fields.

2 For text of the Department of State press release of April 29 announcing the lifting
of the travel restrictions to Hungary, see Department of State Bulletin, May 16, 1960, p. 797.
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Rumania

12. Substantial progress has been made in the past year in U.S.-Ru-
manian relations. Following negotiations begun on Rumanian initiative,
an agreement settling U.S. financial claims against Rumania was
reached on March 30, 1960.% Subsequently, talks have also taken place
and are continuing with the Rumanian Government on cultural and
technical exchanges. Prospects appear favorable at this time for con-
cluding arrangements in this field which may serve to provide the
United States with modest opportunities for advancing its policy objec-
tives with respect to Rumania.

III. Policy Review

13. From the point of view of operations, no review of policy is rec-
ommended. To conform with NSC Action 2215-c,* editorial updating of
the “General Considerations” portion and other pertinent sections of
NSC 5811/1 is required. (For example, relations with Bulgaria have
been resumed since the policy paper was approved.)

3 For text of the agreement, as well as texts of letters exchanged on March 30, 1960, by
the two governments and the Department of State’s two press releases of that date regard-

ing the agreement, see ibid., April 25, 1960, pp. 670-673.
4See Document 32.

31. Letter From the Director of the Office of Eastern European
Affairs (Vedeler) to the Minister in Romania (Wharton)

Washington, September 7, 1960.

DEAR CLIF: I hope that you will excuse our tardiness in replying to
your letter of August 1! with regard to the question of an approach to the
Rumanian Government on relaxing travel restrictions. We have been
spread a little thin in EE these past weeks due to transfers and summer
vacations, and I wish to comment as fully as possible on the matters dis-
cussed in your letter. The possibility of getting travel restrictions re-
moved is one that we have continued to have very much in mind. I feel,

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 033.6611/10-1260. Confidential; Official-
Informal. Drafted by McKisson.

Not found in Department of State files.
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as you do, that the time may be drawing near for undertaking such an
approach to the Rumanians.

We are in full agreement with your view that, in the light of the
modest progress that has been made during the past 9 or 10 months in
US-Rumanian relations, a unilateral démarche on the problem of travel
restrictions would seem to offer better prospect of some favorable result
than a multilateral approach involving not only the US but other West-
ern Governments. A multilateral approach would inevitably appear to
the Rumanian regime as an effort to exert collective pressure. I think it is
certain that the Rumanians would view it with deep suspicion as a
propaganda tactic and reject it out of hand. On the other hand, a US pro-
posal linked to recent more favorable developments in our bilateral re-
lations might command Rumanian attention and interest and offer far
better chances of success.

We think that you should make the final decision as to the precise
timing of any démarche on this subject. Presumably this might be at
some point following the resumption of the talks here on cultural and
other exchanges when there is reasonable prospect that the talks will
have some positive outcome but well before you are scheduled to leave
Rumania.?

We have checked out informally with SCA the question whether
your anticipated approach to the Rumanians on travel restrictions is a
matter requiring prior consultation with other government agencies
here or with the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security and
have ascertained that it is not necessary to do so. It might be well, how-
ever, to note two complications that could arise in connection with the
removal of travel restrictions on a reciprocal basis. One of these, which
might be raised by the Rumanian side, is the fact that in addition to the
State Department travel restriction involving prior notification there is
also an entirely independent and additional requirement maintained by
the Pentagon according to which all foreign military attachés are ex-
pected to give 24-hour prior notification to the appropriate US service
branch or branches before leaving Washington on any trip. Even though
agreement were reached by us with the Rumanians to remove existing
State Department and Rumanian Government travel restrictions ona re-
ciprocal basis, the Defense Department requirement on prior notifica-
tion as it applies to the Rumanian attachés would remain unaffected.
The Rumanians might choose to make an issue of this.

The other possible complication is one that might be raised by inter-
ested quarters outside the State Department. It would have reference to

2Wharton left his post on October 21 to assume the position of Ambassador to
Norway.
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a situation where the Rumanians and ourselves might have agreed to
removal of the prior notification procedure on travel but where the Ru-
manians would continue to designate certain areas within Rumania as
closed to diplomatic travel. As you know, we have not set up similar
closed zones here, although some years ago we let it be known to the
Rumanians that we reserved the right to bar travel within the area
bounded by the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers should considerations of
reciprocity of treatment so require. We have invoked this only on one or
two occasions some years ago. In other words, if the Rumanians insisted
on retaining their system of closed zones, this could lead to ultimate in-
sistence here that we set up a comparable system of closed areas. We in
EE would prefer, of course, to avoid any such system of designated
zones, even if the Rumanians continued to maintain that particular form
of restrictions, for it is somewhat complicated to establish and to main-
tain. However, it could become a problem, if other agencies were to
make an issue of it at the time the prior notification restrictions were mu-
tually removed or thereafter.

With regard to the two possible difficulties outlined above, I think
that no useful purpose would be served at this point in trying to decide
precisely how such complications should be handled. Generally speak-
ing, however, I wonder whether the simplest and most realistic way to
handle them, if they arise, is not simply to agree to cancel them out one
against the other: i.e., the Rumanians would probably retain their closed
zones, and the Pentagon, on the other hand, would continue its require-
ment of prior notice on all travel by Rumanian Legation military person-
nel in the US.

It is our understanding that Minister Macovescu recently indicated
to Frank Siscoe that he planned to resume the talks on cultural and other
exchanges about September 20.3 We should know pretty well how the
talks will turn out after the first meeting or two.

In closing, I might add with regard to your mention of Rumanian
eagerness in pressing the matter of raising the respective missions to
Embassy status that we now have this subject under active study and
are planning to produce a draft staff study within the next several weeks
with a view to reaching a decision in the period immediately following
the US elections. You may be interested to learn that the Bulgarians are
making similar noises. As I suggested in our conversation last May in
Paris,* we in EUR feel that the elevation of our few remaining Legations
to the status of Embassies is sound in principle but that the real problem
lies in the timing of such moves in relation to the state and progress of

3See Part 2, Document 30.
#No record of this conversation has been found.
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our relations with the particular country concerned. There is, of course,
a highly delicate public relations situation (involving the Congress, the
émigrés, the US public, and the Soviet-dominated peoples) to be faced
and properly dealt with at such time as we may be ready to act. We shall
be in touch with you, of course, as this matter develops further. Mean-
while, any further thoughts you have on the subject would be most wel-
come.®

With warmest regards,
Sincerely,
Harold C. Vedeler®

5In a September 30 letter to Vedeler, Wharton wrote that he was planning to leave
Romania about October 21 and planned to call on Foreign Minister Lazareanu about Octo-
ber 14 to discuss the questions of exit permits, documentation for dual nationals, and
travel restrictions. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6611/10-1260)

® Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

32. Editorial Note

At its 440th meeting on April 7, in NSC Action No. 2215, the Na-
tional Security Council noted the statement made by the President dur-
ing the meeting that he wished to leave NSC policy papers that
remained in effect in current condition for the next administration. Ac-
cordingly the Council’s Planning Board should submit to the Council
revisions in NSC policy papers for the purpose of bringing them up to
date. However, in those cases where the policy papers required revi-
sions only of a purely editorial nature, the Planning Board was to make a
written report to that effect to the Council as a matter of official record.
(Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Rec-
ords of Action by the National Security Council)

Pursuant to this action, and in accordance with the OCB’s decision
at its July 27 meeting (see the source note, Document 30), the NSC Plan-
ning Board on October 14 reviewed NSC 5811/1 (Document 6) and de-
termined that only revisions of an editorial nature were necessary to
bring the paper up to date. It accordingly made minor changes on cer-
tain pages to reflect changed circumstances and events that had oc-
curred since May 24, 1958. These revised pages were transmitted to the
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Council under cover of an explanatory memorandum from NSC Acting
Executive Secretary Marion W. Boggs, dated October 17, with the re-
quest that they be inserted in copies of NSC 5811/1 and the superseded
pages destroyed. The revised paper bore the original date of May 24,
1958, but included in the margin at the bottom of the revised pages the
following phase: “Editorially revised 10/14/60.” Boggs also requested
that Annex A of NSC 5811/1 regarding military troops in Eastern
Europe be deleted from the paper. A copy of Boggs’ memorandum,
with the revised pages as attachments, and a copy of NSC 5811/1, with
the editorial revision of October 14 included, are in Department of State,
S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5811 Series.

33. Instruction From the Department of State to the Legation in
Hungary

A-37 Washington, October 21, 1960.

SUBJECT
Some Informal Remarks by Kadar

A friendly and reliable source has recently had an opportunity for
an informal discussion with Kadar during his visit to New York to at-
tend the UNGA session. The source has written down Kadar’s remarks
from memory and made them available to the Department. It is believed
that Kadar suspected that his remarks would be passed on to the United
States Government. The report of Kadar’s remarks is given below for
the Legation’s background information:

U.S.-Hungarian Relations

“Since the events of 1956, there have been a lot of childish
(gyerekes) things going on between our two countries. I want to be frank
with you. Both the U.S. Government and we Hungarians have been act-
ing like a couple of kids. Periodically, we expel one another’s diplomatic
representatives: one American for one Hungarian. Idon’t think thisisan
intelligent (okos) thing to do. Let us explore the possibility of an under-
standing.

“I don’t like the Germans (I mean Adenauer’s Germany) but to
illustrate my feeling on this subject, I would use the German word

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 033.6411/10-2160. Secret; Limited Distri-
bution. Drafted by Steven D. Zagorski (INR/IRC) and cleared with McKisson.
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‘Realpolitik’ to describe the way this matter should be treated. We do
not hate the Americans. After all, let us be realistic: Who are we? We are
only a ‘little louse’ (kis tota) in this big world. However, the prerequisite
for normal relations is a willingness on the part of the U.S. Government
to recognize the hard facts. The People’s Republic of Hungary is an ac-
complished fact. It is here today. It will stay here tomorrow. All you
have to do is to recognize this fact. The rest is simple. We could then re-
sume normal diplomatic representations instead of this ridiculous
(navetaeges) Chargé d’Affaires business.”

Hungarian Internal Conditions

“The U.S. Government talks about Hungary being a Soviet satellite.
Now on this subject let me tell you the following. It has cost the U.S.S.R.
alot of money to help normalize our conditions after 1956. Today we are
happily engaged in constructive work. Our people enjoy freedom. No
more of the Rakosi terror. Believe me, we don’t take people to prison in
the middle of the night any more. If you don’t believe me, then talk to
our writers, our intellectuals who were released from prison. Talk to
Tibor Dary, the writer. And all this nonsense about Khrushchev dictat-
ing everything in Hungary—it is simply not true.”

U.S.-Hungarian Trade

“I was very happy to talk with Mr. (Cyrus) Eaton; he is a capitalist
but the right one with common sense. He feels that you should do busi-
ness with us. You know, we lost more than 500,000 soldiers in World
War II. Many of our material assets (bridges, industrial installations)
were destroyed. Then we suffered so much during the events of 1956.
Why don’t we resume normal trade relations?”

The Mindszenty Case

“I would like to emphasize again that the whole problem is simple.
All you have to do is to recognize the facts, recognize that our Republic
is here to stay. The other problems would practically solve themselves.
In fact, there are no real problems. For example, take this (Cardinal)
Mindszenty case. Let me tell you something: The present situation
works to our advantage. Why? Because the poor devil (szegeny ordog)
is unhappy at your Legation in Budapest. We neutralized him. As long
as he is there, we have no trouble. Suppose we let him go to Rome. There
he could cause a lot of trouble. Suppose we manage to throw him in jail.
There he could cause a lot of trouble by becoming a ‘martyr’. No, we do
not want to make a martyr out of him. We Communists know the diffi-
culties caused by martyrs. Let me assure you, once the U.S. recognizes
that there was such a thing as the People’s Republic with Kadar as its
leader, we would not have a single problem. I cannot emphasize that
strongly enough.”
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Rupture of Diplomatic Relations

“I sincerely hope that whatever happens at the UN (after that de-
bate on the so-called ‘Hungarian Question’), it will not result in further
worsening of U.S.-Hungarian relations. If it is possible, we would like to
avoid the breaking off of diplomatic relations with your country. But we
simply must act as grown-up people. Let us talk quietly about our prob-
lems. Quietly, you understand.”

Red China

“My secretary tells me about reports of the American press and I
must say here: false reports—concerning the alleged controversies be-
tween Khrushchev and Mao Tse-tung. This is a lot of nonsense again.
We Communists like to argue a great deal among ourselves. It is in the
family (a czaladian van). But don’t think for a moment that the two lead-
ers would become enemies! If you want to know, the real problem is
this: How can you realistically ignore 650,000,000 people? How can you
deny them the right to join the Family of Nations? Why don’t you come
to an agreement with China? There is a lot of talk about the Cold War
becoming more and more menacing. It would be so simple to solve this
problem by recognizing this wonderful People. During my visit there I
was greatly impressed by their constructive work.”

Kadar’s Trip to the U.S.S.R.

“I'had a wonderful vacation there (in the Crimea in August 1960 as
Khrushchev’s guest). We visited a place at the Caspian Sea where the
Volga empties into the Caspian. I enjoyed that very much because the
weather was excellent, not like New York with its high humidity.”

Kadar’s Trip to the UNGA Session

“My press officer told me that some of the American newspapers
wrote that my trip to New York was a ‘last minute surprise’ and that I,
along with my colleagues from Rumania and Bulgaria, was ordered by
Mr. Khrushchev to come to the U.S. This is not true. The American press,
as usual, did not tell the truth. We worked out the plans for our New York
trip during our Crimean visit. And what is so surprising about our coming
here to attend the UN meeting? Every leading Government official has
the right to attend. I hope that next time I come the conditions between
the U.S. and Hungary will be better so that it will not be necessary to
have so many policemen around.”

The Trip on the Baltika

“We had twobad days. I must admit that I was seasick. We just took
it easy aboard the Baltika. No special meetings. There was no need for
conferences. Everything was worked out in advance. Our average
speed was twenty knots.”
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On Tito

“I heard that Tito, this great hero (nagy hes) was afraid of the boat
ride around Manhattan. I am sorry that the Police Department cancelled
the previous plans for me to circumnavigate Manhattan. I also heard
that the Police were afraid that some one might drop a bomb from one of
the bridges during our boat ride. Tell the Police  am not afraid. I am not
from Yugoslavia.”

The Restriction to Manhattan

“Of course, it is silly (butasag) that your Government restricted me
to Manhattan. I would have liked to see the countryside, but as I have
previously told you, I would not beg (konyorog) for permission to leave
Manhattan. Apart from that, I enjoyed my sightseeing trips and appreci-
ate the courtesies shown me by the Police and the State Department rep-
resentatives. Frankly, I would not like to live in New York. Not enough
trees and (laugh) too many policemen. Grant’s Tomb impressed me
very much. We know his name in Hungary. I signed the guest book reg-
istering our deep respect.”

Khrushchev’s Threat to leave the UN

“I was surprised to learn from my Press Officer that, according to
the American press, Mr. Khrushchev threatened to leave the UN if his
conditions are not met. This is a misinterpretation of his remarks. Mr.
Khrushchev works for world peace. We Hungarians also want peace
and he is ready to negotiate with everybody. I don’t believe that he
wants to quit the UN.”

On a Communist U.S.

“Imust tell you in earnest: We have no illusions concerning the possibil-
ity that the LS. will become a socialist or a communist state. We Hungarian
Communists are realists. We know that your country is capitalist, and it
will not adopt our system.”

(Source: Mr. Kadar, this does not seem to be in line with Mr. Khru-
shchev’s remark to the effect that our grandchildren in the U.S. will live
under Communism.)

“What makes you think that we have to go along with everything
our Comrades say? We Communists like to argue with each other. That
is the democratic thing to do. The principal thing is that the East and
West must co-exist in peace and that we must negotiate. Take this pres-
ent UN debate. It is much better to shout (kisbalai) at each other than to
shoot (loni) at each other.”

Personal on Kadar

Kadar said of himself that he was the son of a peasant father, that he
liked the trees, the fresh air. His secretary added that Kadar likes to hunt
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and that he likes to visit zoos. (“Every time Mr. Kadar visits a city where
thereis a zoo, he insists on seeing the animals.”) His interpreter, Brdelyi,
stated that while Kadar speaks “good” Russian, he prefers Brdelyi, a
graduate of the University of Leningrad, to translate his words in Hun-
garian, into Russian when talking with a Russian.

Source added that at a reception, attended by Khrushchev and sat-
ellite officials, Khrushchev “ignored Kadar, as usual, while holding
court.”

The Kadar Entourage

Sources gained the impression that Lare Hallai was not an impor-
tant member of the entourage. On the other hand, Janos Vertes ap-
peared to be an important member of the group. His name appeared on
the official UN list of fourteen names, members of the Kadar party on
the Baltika.

Herter

34, Memorandum From Secretary of State Herter to President
Eisenhower

Washington, November 10, 1960.

SUBJECT

Raising the Diplomatic Missions at Bucharest, Rumania and Sofia, Bulgaria From
Legations to Embassies

The United States has followed the practice in the postwar period of
raising virtually all of its diplomatic missions to Embassy status. Our
only remaining Legations in Europe are at Budapest, Hungary,
Bucharest, Rumania, and Sofia, Bulgaria. Our current relations with
Hungary are anomalous and wholly negative. Therefore, I do not rec-
ommend any change in the status of our Legation at Budapest.

In view of the positive development of our relations with Rumania
and Bulgaria in recent months, I believe that United States interests

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series. Confidential. The
source text bears Eisenhower’s handwritten initials “DE.”
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would be served by raising our Legations at Bucharest and Sofia to Em-
bassies at an early date. Such action would strengthen our diplomatic
presence in Rumania and Bulgaria and place us in a better position to
influence the Rumanian and Bulgarian Governments toward more ac-
tive and positive relations with the United States and a less dependent
relationship with the Soviet Union. I enclose a memorandum outlining
recent developments in our relations with Rumania and Bulgaria and
further discussing the proposal that our Legations there be raised to Em-
bassy status.

I recommend that you authorize the elevation of our Legations at
Bucharest and Sofia to Embassies.!

Christian A. Herter

Enclosure?

SUBJECT

Relations with Rumania and Bulgaria

Several positive developments have occurred in our relations with
Rumania and Bulgaria during recent months. During the past year an
agreement settling American financial claims against Rumania was con-
cluded.? This agreement may facilitate expanded contacts in the eco-
nomic field. We are presently engaged in talks with the Rumanians on
cultural and other exchanges, and a student exchange program is al-
ready in operation. The Bulgarians have recently expressed interest in
undertaking negotiations for the settlement of financial claims and the
conclusion of arrangements for cultural and other exchanges.

The elevation of our Legations to Embassy status would signify that
we attach increasing importance to our relations with Rumania and Bul-
garia and intend to pursue an active policy with respect to these coun-

!In a conference on November 15, the President rejected this request. The memoran-
dum of the meeting, prepared by John S.D. Eisenhower, reads: “The President said that the
State Department must be thinning out automatically with all the new embassies they are
creating. He knows of no increase in personnel of the foreign service. Just that day he had
received three requests for new embassies, which requests he had turned down. He had
specified that money can be saved if these offices remain legations. To top it all, these loca-
tions are behind the Iron Curtain.” (Ibid., DDE Diaries)

2 Confidential. Prepared in the Department of State.
3See footnote 3, Document 30.
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tries. As Ambassadors, our Chiefs of Mission would be in a more
favorable diplomatic position in terms of personal prestige and would
be placed on the same level as the Soviet bloc diplomatic representatives
in Bucharest and Sofia. The raising of our Legations to Embassy rank
would also serve to re-emphasize our interest in the peoples of Rumania
and Bulgaria and in the future course of development of these nations.

We anticipate that certain quarters within the United States may
contend that a change in the status of our Missions from Legations to
Embassies would be a step lending new prestige to the Rumanian and
Bulgarian Governments. We do not consider such a contention justified.
We are confident that it can be answered by making clear that this step
does not connote approval of the policies of the Rumanian and Bulgar-
ian regimes but rather affirms more strongly our interest in the welfare
of the Rumanian and Bulgarian peoples and our intention to enter upon
more active relations with them. We already maintain Embassies at
Moscow, Warsaw and Prague, and it is accepted that the status of these
three Missions in no way implies approval of the policies and character
of the governments concerned.

The problem of bringing about peaceful evolutionary change in
Eastern Europe in the direction of freedom from Soviet domination is
one of the major challenges we face in our foreign policy. We believe
that we now have certain opportunities for projecting our influence
more actively and effectively in Rumania and Bulgaria toward this end.
The elevation of our Missions to Embassy status will, in our judgment,
afford us a more solid basis for the pursuit of our policy objectives in
these countries.

We would, of course, plan to consult with the British and other of
our allies and to inform other NATO Governments before taking action.
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35. Paper Prepared in the Embassy in Czechoslovakia

Prague, November 18, 1960.

SUBJECT
Some Aspects of U.S. Policy Toward the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
I Summary

The period immediately following the U.S. presidential elections!
may be a favorable one for an internal review of the present status of
Czechoslovak-United States relations and for formulating possible in-
novations and changes. The American elections may also mark a favor-
able time for a new and different approach to the Czechoslovak
authorities. Following Moscow’s lead, the Czechoslovak government
has not attacked President-elect Kennedy but states that his policy must
be given the benefit of the doubt until its definite character becomes
clear. In practical terms, this means that the Czechoslovak government
is not now formally committed to an attitude of hostility to the new US
administration and that it has, in relative terms, more freedom of ma-
neuver with regard to relations with the United States than has been the
case for some time. Naturally, Czechoslovak policy will continue to fol-
low the main lines of Soviet policy, but within the narrow limits im-
posed by this over-riding condition, there is room for some variation:
Rumania, for example, seems well ahead of the CSSR in the degree to
which it accepts the more constructive consequences of a policy of
“peaceful co-existence” in its relations with the United States.

The enclosed paper suggests that our overall objective in Czecho-
slovakia within the framework of more general policies directed at the
Soviet Bloc as a whole could be defined as the encouragement of grad-
ual change through constantly bringing to bear both on the general
population and the Communist ruling class the force of Western
thought and example—in other words, as an essentially educational
process. As suggested in the paper, our long-range aim, which may re-
quire a generation or more of effort, could be said to be the alteration of
the ideological direction and content of Czechoslovak society away
from Leninism and toward a democratic socialism without expansionist
aspects (under this situation, there would be a possibility of further class

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.49/11-1860. Confidential. Transmit-
ted to the Department of State as an enclosure to despatch 308 from Prague, November 18,
which indicated that the paper had been prepared by Jonathan Dean. Although the paper
was not a final submission on the subject, it was submitted “at this time as evidence of the
direction our thinking is developing.”

IThe Presidential election, in which Democratic candidate John F. Kennedy de-
feated Republican Richard M. Nixon, was held on November 8.
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change but the goal is already sufficiently ambitious as stated). The un-
derlying assumption of the paper is that the world-wide Communist
system and with it the Communist regime in Czechoslovakia will con-
tinue indefinitely, that consequently the Czechoslovak regime itself
must be the major source of change, and that the major weight of our
effort must therefore be in the direction of affecting the views and out-
look of the regime itself, both directly and indirectly. Our intermediate
aim, which might be achieved within five to ten years, is to bring the
CSSR to the level of intellectual receptivity which characterizes present-
day Poland. The paper proposes that our immediate objective, and the
essential condition of the entire subsequent effort, should be to obtain
wider and continuing access to the general population and to the ruling
class in the CSSR for the carriers of American and Western ideas—
American officials, private citizens and Western films, broadcasts, and
books.

In contrast to longer-range American political aims, Czechoslovak
aims toward the U.S., as analyzed here, are mainly concerned with trade
and information gathering. Although conceived by us as an orderly step
by step development in the direction of goals similar to those described
above, the pattern of present negotiations and the sequence of subjects
now envisaged for future negotiation with the CSSR may result in the
Czechoslovaks receiving the economic benefits they desire from us be-
fore our principal interests are negotiated on, thus depriving us of lever-
age in the direction of increased access or opening up of Czechoslovak
society to outside intellectual influences.

As a way out of these tactical difficulties and a contribution to the
clarity of our own immediate objectives, it is suggested that we consider
the merits of formulating as a single package a proposal for an overall
adjustment of Czechoslovak-American relations which would balance
Czechoslovak economic interests against our interest in obtaining effec-
tive access and would be designed to be advanced directly to President
Novotny and to gain serious top-level consideration as a question of
overall Czechoslovak national interest. In isolation, many of the individ-
ual suggestions advanced in the paper would be unpalatable to one side
or the other. Taken together, the long-range advantage is considered
clearly to favor a United States objective as described above; most of the
shorter range benefits would accrue to the Czechoslovaks. It is believed
that the rough balance struck in this way may be close enough to cause
serious consideration of the proposal by the Czechoslovak authorities
and to give the package some chance of ultimate acceptance. The
Czechoslovaks would realize perfectly well the nature of our long-term
objectives, but they may now have become confident enough about the
long-term prospects of the Communist Bloc to take the risk—under
prevailing conditions, no firmer prediction can be hazarded. Accep-
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tance of the substance of the proposal, even if detailed negotiation lasted
for several years, would set the tracks for a serious long-range US effort
to change the situation in Czechoslovakia. In terms of this possible gain,
the tactical approach suggested is believed worth consideration by the
Department.

II.  Czechoslovak Policy Toward the U.S.

It is possible to construct a model of Czechoslovak policy toward
the United States from private and public statements of Czechoslovak
officials and from the actions of the regime. It can be assumed at the out-
set that, given their size and potentialities, the Czechoslovak communist
leaders are under no illusions as to their capacity directly to affect the
formulation of US policy on major world issues or to perceptibly affect
the intellectual climate of the United States in the direction of acceptance
of a communist system. Although they would like to see a fundamental
re-orientation of American society according to their conceptions, they
cannot attempt this directly, and will work toward it only marginally.
Their aims are more modest. They probably are: (a) to gain acceptance
on the part of American public and official opinion of the present regime
as the legitimate and lasting government of Czechoslovakia. This arises
partly from a Communist desire for respectability, partly from realiza-
tion of the importance of such recognition for the attitude of the
Czechoslovak public and the internal consolidation of the regime, and
partly because such acceptance would increase the efficiency of
Czechoslovak operations in the uncommitted areas. (b) The second ma-
jor Czechoslovak aim in regard to the United States is the acquisition of
information. This covers military information, information on U.S. in-
tentions, and, probably most important of all to the Czechoslovaks, tech-
nical, industrial and scientific information. (c) A third major aim of the
Czechoslovaks is the increase of trade with the United States. In this
field they are interested: (1) in the general sense of increasing their for-
eign sales of Czechoslovak specialty products; (2) increasing their sup-
ply of easily convertible dollars; (3) gaining commodities or equipment
inshort supply in the blocarea; and (4) obtaining physical possession of
goods or equipment which can be copied or otherwise used for the im-
provement of Czechoslovak technology.

Of these aims (a), the achievement of acceptance and respectability
in the United States, is probably considered by the Czechoslovaks as a
long-range project though it could be accelerated by specific American
actions. However, the remaining aims of collecting information and in-
creasing trade, though of continuing nature, are susceptible of immedi-
ate substantial improvement through specific measures now under
discussion between the two countries.
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III.  United States Aims Toward Czechoslovakia; the Process of Change in the
CSSR '

In contrast to Czechoslovak aims toward the US, the chief goal of
American policy toward Czechoslovakia is to bring about fundamental
social and political change. In view of the small size and controlled na-
ture of the Czechoslovak market, we are not primarily interested in an
increase of trade, and then less from an economic than from a political
viewpoint having to do with a decrease of Czechoslovak dependence on
the USSR and the general opening-up effect of increased trade. (Ex-
panding Czechoslovak trade with the U.S. would make the Czecho-
slovaks more susceptible to US pressure: the Canadian Minister notes
that the Czechoslovaks fear adverse publicity in the Canadian press be-
cause of the apparently rapid effect it has in decreasing the sale of
Czechoslovak products, particularly consumer goods.) In the field of in-
formation, too, though we are interested in information we may obtain
from Czechoslovak channels regarding Soviet military and political in-
tentions, we are primarily interested in information which would con-
tribute to our overall aim of bringing about a fundamental change in
Czechoslovak society.

Though it does not have positive support from a majority of
Czechoslovak citizens, the Czechoslovak government is in firm physical
control of the country. Under the conditions of modern nuclear warfare
and demonstrated Soviet determination to use military force to main-
tain control over Eastern Europe, complete overthrow of the regime
would be possible only through a cataclysm at the center of power in
Moscow, an already distant prospect which recedes still further with the
passage of time and the material and foreign policy successes of the So-
viet regime. In practical terms, this means that any important change in
the existing Czechoslovak system must come through the regime itself.
The primary agencies of such change may be said to be five in number:

1. Changes originating in the world outside of Czechoslovakia,
mainly the USSR or the uncommitted world, which appear to require or
make desirable corresponding changes in the Czechoslovak position in
order to im%rove or maintain the regime’s control over the population,
to increase the productivity of the Czechoslovak economy or to improve
the prospects for a further increase of Communist influence in the
world.

2. Changesin the composition of the top Czechoslovak leadershiﬁ),
?ringing men of different personalities and intellectual shadings to the

ore.

3. Internal technological or organizational developments requir-
ing policy modifications tor the sake of higher productivity or more ef-
fective methods of controlling or influencing the population.

4. Major, lasting trends in popular opinion requiring shifts or
modifications of policy for the sake of maintaining full political control
and high productivity; and
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5. Changes or modifications in the convictions of the leadership
group resulting from confrontation with other ideas and concepts—the
ideas of the individual leader can and do change on an intellectual basis
even in the limiting conditions of Communist society. A central point of
the argument of this paper is that it is possible over a long period by ex-
ample, argumentation, and discussion to affect the views of individual
members of the indispensable core of true believers which are the mo-
tive force of any society and to alter these views—in this case in the di-
rection of decreased belief in the universal applicability of Leninist
thought or toward a gradual alteration of its actual content.

It is recognized that in practice the five elements described are in-
ter-twined and that any given decision to modify existing policy or insti-
tutions may result from a combination of two or more factors; they are
set down in separate form for the purpose of analysis. United States pol-
icy has the capacity to affect the possibility of change within Czechoslo-
vakia by the nature of its policy towards the USSR and the uncommitted
areas and by the success or failure of those policies; resolution of some
outstanding difficulties with the USSR would clearly have a beneficial
effect in opening up the CSSR and other Soviet-dominated countries
and a deterioration, the opposite effect. (There is also some prospect of
affecting the development of thought in the USSR in the opposite direc-
tion of launching new ideas at the periphery of the Communist system
and using connections among Bloc leaders to get them to their ultimate
Soviet target.) Similarly, the success or failure of the Communist move-
ment in the uncommitted areas or in countries allied to the U.S., again
partly a function of U.S. policy, would have a direct effect on the views
of the Czechoslovak leadership group and on the tenacity of their at-
tachment to Marxist doctrine. However, these factors of change, which
are the major possibilities, are outside the scope of this report, which is
limited to discussing the much narrower subject of what we can do in-
side Czechoslovakia. Under present circumstances, also, it is beyond the
capacity of the United States to significantly affect the composition of
the Czechoslovak leadership group or to have direct influence on the
economic or administrative structure of the country.

This leaves open the two final possibilities, that of gradually influ-
encing public opinion until there crystallize demands and interest of
such dimensions and urgency that the regime must somehow take ac-
count of them, and that of directly influencing the views of the ruling
class itself (by ruling class is meant the entire range of top technicians
and Party members—a group of about 20,000 in round figures). Though
modulated according to target group, the means used in both cases are
the same—radio, film, exhibits, printed word and most important of all,
personal contact, while the fact that the audience is not as sharply di-
vided as is often thought should be kept in mind. Nevertheless, this
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analysis emphasizes that it is through the ruling group that changes
must be made. It therefore may be concluded that the most effective and
economical way of causing change is to concentrate on the effort to di-
rectly affect their views and convictions.

These considerations suggest two conclusions for American policy
toward Czechoslovakia: the first is that any policy based on the concept
of furthering change through the introduction of new ideas into
Czechoslovak society (even an increase in interest in consumer goods is
an idea in this sense) manifestly requires a great deal of time for real re-
sults—possibly as much as a generation or more even under more fa-
vorable conditions than now pertain.

The second conclusion is that the main requirement for the execu-
tion of such a policy is the widest possible degree of “access”. By “ac-
cess” is meant access to both the Czechoslovak leader group and to the
general population for the intellectual content of American life and of
Western civilization through the medium of print, radio, film and per-
sonal contacts both in Czechoslovakia and in the United States. Access
must involve US officials as well as private citizens, for the former can
be of great potential importance in direct influencing of Communist
leaders, and even more important, in identifying target persons and
groups and working out effective methods and vehicles for the trans-
mission of new ideas. It is believed that our overriding aim in negotia-
tion with the Czechoslovaks should be to obtain access in this sense of
the word. Though there are some exceptions, this access can be granted
in important and effective measure only by the leadership group itself.
This group is of course opposed to the policy aims which cause us to
seek access, and aware of their dangers. It may be possible to overcome
this opposition by balancing a certain measure of access directly against
the Czechoslovak aims of achieving acceptance, information and an in-
crease in trade though it is candidly admitted that given the Bloc orien-
tation of the bulk of Czechoslovak trade the sum of these inducements
may not be sufficient.

IV. The Sequence of Negotiation

Given the primarily economic and information-gathering nature of
their interests, the Czechoslovaks are now concentrating on the follow-
ing topics in their dealings with us: (a) establishment of a Czechoslovak
trade mission in New York City; (b) Most Favored Nation treatment for
Czechoslovak imports (these points have been introduced in connection
with present economic negotiations); (c) removal of mutual limitation
on the number of diplomatic personnel; (d) establishment of further
Czechoslovak consulates in the United States; (e) U.S. participation in
the Brno Fair; and (f) Czechoslovak participation in US trade fairs. (In
addition, the Czechoslovaks are interested in a change in US strategic
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controls and very possibly in US credit though they realize that these
points are too far in the future for serious discussion at this time.)

It is felt that the Czechoslovak advantage in all of these points ex-
ceeds the U.S. advantage even though a U.S. advantage is involved in
some cases. We are under pressure from the British to make a settlement
with the Czechoslovaks to permit transfer of sequestered gold holdings,
but aside from this relatively minor facet of good relations with the UK,
it is considered that achievement of agreement on the basis of the terms
now being negotiated with the Czechoslovaks on the economic agree-
ment would bring approximately equal financial benefits to both sides,
leaving the Czechoslovaks the gainers with regard to the establishment
of the trade office (whether or not formally conditioned on an acceptable
bondholder settlement). It is also believed that Czechoslovak advantage
from U.S. participation in the Brno Fair, though desirable for us from the
point of view of general cultural influence, would exceed the American
advantage: The Czechoslovaks would in this fashion open their way to
participation in one or more American trade fairs (where except for de-
sirable exposure of exhibit personnel to the United States, the advantage
is one-sided), increase the prestige of the Brno Fair as such, and gain ac-
cess to machines and products of interest. It is doubtful whether public
impact effect and possible increase in U.S. business arising from U.S.
participation at Brno would balance out these advantages. Similarly, the
net advantage in an agreement on increase in Embassy personnel on
both sides or establishment of consulates would be on the Czechoslovak
side—if it were carried out under the present vastly unequal conditions
of access to persons of influence and places of interest which pertain for
American officials in the CSSR and Czechoslovak officials in the United
States—there is little benefit in increasing the number of American per-
sonnel in the CSSR if their contacts with the population are to be as lim-
ited as they now are in actual practice no matter what effort is expended
to increase them.

V. Negotiating Problem

It has been our view that we can move in orderly succession from
possible conclusion of an economic agreement to other subjects of
greater interest to the U.S.; an economic agreement has been considered
necessary to clear the air in the United States and to give the Department
the necessary latitude to negotiate other agreements as well as to im-
prove the atmosphere on the Czechoslovak side in the direction of mak-
ing the Czechoslovaks willing to negotiate on a cultural agreement. This
calculation appears to have been correct in the case of Rumania; it may
not be so in the different conditions governing the attitude of the
Czechoslovak government. The main problem arising from the imbal-
ance of Czechoslovak-U.S. advantages in the economic field is that the
sequence in which the subjects are now being negotiated or discussed
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with the Czechoslovaks could result in agreement on some or all of the
topics listed above, with net economic and informational advantage to
the Czechoslovaks and no real corresponding gain in access for the U.S.
The US. is interested in a cultural and exchange agreement with the
Czechoslovaks, certainly an important vehicle of access, but this subject
is rather far down on the list of negotiating priorities and the subject of
access for US officials to representative Czechoslovak persons and insti-
tutions has not as yet been formulated as a subject of negotiation. The
Czechoslovaks are naturally pushing the subjects in which they are
most strongly interested; the upshot is that we may come to agreement
on the subjects in which they are most interested before the topics in
which our interest is stronger are raised for discussion. In this way, our
main negotiating leverage could be dissipated. This argues for the for-
mulation of a package deal proposal to be made to the Czechoslovaks,
linking tightly together a number of benefits for both sides.

VI. Internal Factors Complicating Negotiations

The nature of the internal situation in the CSSR provides an addi-
tional argument in favor of a package proposal. Though all are effec-
tively controlled by communists, the fact that the Ministry of Foreign
Trade and the Czechoslovak Chamber of Commerce desire an increase
of trade with the United States for their own reasons and that the For-
eign Office, haltingly committed to a policy of peaceful co-existence, de-
sires an extension of its information gathering facilities in the U.S. and
wants to make progress toward American acceptance of the CSSR,
means that these agencies might be inclined to agree to a certain increase
in access for the U.S. within the CSSR; this is largely because of the spe-
cial nature of their functions. But the Interior Ministry and Communist
Party apparatus are by the nature of their functions interested in main-
taining the control of the Party over the country, excluding outside ideo-
logical influences, and keeping information gathering possibilities for
foreigners at a minimum. The Party and Interior Ministry apparatus is
of course stronger than the agencies concerned with foreign trade and
foreign policy. Thus if the general question of access is negotiated in iso-
lation, these groups will always be in a position to prevent or minimize
it. A possible way out of the situation for the U.S. may be to raise the
question of access to the plane of overall Czechoslovak national interest
by linking it in negotiation with questions where the Czechoslovak ad-
vantage is plain. A composite proposal is again indicated; some sugges-
tions for the content of such a proposal are made below.

As a further device toward bringing the question of access to the
level of national interest, consideration might be given to advancing a
package proposal in outline form directly to President Novotny as a
major gesture toward improvement of Czechoslovak-American rela-
tions. The point is not that Novotny is any more interested than Interior
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Minister Barak, for example, in opening up Czechoslovakia to outside
intellectual influence, the aim is to avoid an unequal contest of strength
between Foreign Ministry and Party forces and to cause the Czecho-
slovak Politburo to view the entire question of practical relations with
the U.S. as a whole.

VII. Sample Proposal

The following ideas are advanced for further consideration as pos-
sible component parts of a proposal which could bring important bene-
fits to long-range U.S. policy and which is intended to receive serious
top-level consideration from the Czechoslovak government. For this
reason, the proposal contains a series of concessions to the Czecho-
slovak point of view which go beyond—considerably in some cases—
what we have as yet been willing officially to consider. The net effect of
these proposals has been carefully estimated and it is believed that, if the
arguments of this paper concerning the nature of US policy interests to-
ward Czechoslovakia are accepted, the net long-range advantage is on
the US side. The first group of suggestions spells out what is meant by
the principle of access; a second group contains more evenly balanced
benefits and the third contains proposals in which the Czechoslovak ad-
vantage is preponderant. Though careful thought has been given to the
proposal, it represents only a sample; sharper formulations and addi-
tions or deletions could be made in both portions. However, the concept
of “access” and of a combined package proposal are essential elements
of the underlying thought.

1. Preponderant US Advantage (proposals are reciprocal)

a. Agreement on distribution of a Czechoslovak edition of Amerika
(if considered financially feasible on our side)—possibly in return for
wider circulation in the US of the magazine Czechoslovak Life (it would be
interesting to learn, in any case, to what extent this magazine is now be-
ing distributed in the U.S.).

b. Reopening of reading rooms in Prague and Bratislava with a
third possibility (Brno?) left open.

c. Agreement on circulation of a daily or weekly press or press-
cultural bulletin to Czechoslovak citizens and institutions as well as for-
eign embassies (the Israeli Legation here sends out 5,000 copies of its
bulletin per week).

d. Provisions for an agreed number of USIA touring exhibits per
year with an option to visit all CSSR cities of 100,000 population or over.

e. Formal, specific agreement on access to Czechoslovak individu-
als and institutions, except for military and other objects of security, for
US officials on the basis of overall but not case by case reciprocity. The
formulation of such an agreement would have to be worked out care-
fully in order to have some binding effect on the Czect.oslovaks as it
would represent a new departure both in relations with Bloc countries
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and in general diplomatic practice; nevertheless, we would be making
few real concessions in view of the almost unlimited access possibilities
in the US for English-speaking Czechoslovak representatives. One pos-
sible formulation would be that both governments would formally com-
mit themselves to permit and encourage free access to all segments of
their respective populations and to provide assistance in making con-
tacts at request on the understanding that the general principle of reci-
procity was involved, i.e., that a succession of unsuccessful efforts to
establish contact or receive assistance in so doing could provide the ba-
sis for limitations or other retaliation. Another more specific possibility
which could complement the above would be to state that diplomatic
officials of both countries would be given access to all officials and em-
ployees of the central government within two weeks on the basis of writ-
ten application; subsequent visits would not require notification.
Though more precise, one drawback with this formulation is its limited
scope but the U.S. government presumably could not require compli-
ance with a recommendation to receive a Czechoslovak official from
state and local officials and certainly not from private citizens.

One way out of the drafting difficulties caused by the basic dissimi-
larity of the two societies would be to propose differing, rather than
identical commitments. The Czechoslovaks would resist this procedure,
but it might be possible to secure its acceptance on the ground of other
benefits offered in the overall proposal. In this case, we could suggest a
Czechoslovak commitment that access of U.S. diplomatic officials to all
Czechoslovak government officials, elected officials, members of the ju-
diciary, and employees of state concerns, officials of the party and per-
sons active in science, education, and culture would be provided within
a fixed period after initial application; subsequent contacts with the
same persons would not require notification. For our part, we could
pledge ourselves to maintain the free access now enjoyed by Czecho-
slovak officials. Non-compliance by Czechoslovak authorities could
presumably lead to limitations on the activities of Czechoslovak diplo-
matic personnel in the U.S. imposed by the Department.

The rationale presented to the Czechoslovaks could emphasize the
full access to all levels of American society enjoyed by Czechoslovak
representatives and our desire to meet the authorized representatives of
the present system of government (rather than attempting to seek out
opposition elements) for the purpose of learning more fully about the
country and providing a realistic picture to the U.S. government and the
American people.

If a working arrangement on this point could be achieved, its im-
portance for information-gathering and transmission of ideas could be
great, not so much with the present small Embassy staff, but when
measured against the perspective of work in the CSSR over a long
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period in the future with increased Embassy staffs and the addition of a
consulate or consulates and of information offices or reading rooms. As
a practical matter, it is desirable under present and foreseeable condi-
tions to work through Czechoslovak authorities in making initial con-
tacts. At present, Embassy officers can make a few such contacts
deviously or aided by coincidence, but in general they do not have ac-
cess to the men in authority in whom we are principally interested, nor
are most Czechoslovaks willing to discuss matters of substance with
Embassy personnel unless the contact has the approval of higher
authority. In addition, working through the Foreign Ministry can pro-
vide some measure of protection against charges of espionage or illicit
activity against U.S. personnel.

f. A normal exchange program of as wide dimensions and as long
duration as possible; agreements for exchanges of movie films and tele-
vision programs. In this connection, it is believed consideration might
be given in the course of time to the possibility of unilateral invitations,
possibly from private groups or foundations such as the Council on For-
eign Relations, to selected Czechoslovak leaders to visit the United
States. The political problems involved are clear; but the gain in giving
top leaders a realistic picture of U.S. progress and capacities could also
be great (undoubtedly the public reaction of leaders concerned would
take the form of the account of his sojourn in New York given by Presi-
dent Novotny on his return from the UN General Assembly, but the pri-
vate reaction is the goal). This subject is mentioned in the context of
long-range efforts to affect the views of Czechoslovak leaders and not
for negotiating purposes.)

g. Aradioand jamming agreement. It is believed theoretically pos-
sible that the Czechoslovaks might formally agree to stop jamming if we
made a commitment to the effect that no US-originated broadcast in
Czech, Slovak, or German would contain any commentary whatever on
the internal affairs of the CSSR (or even conceivably also on the internal
affairs of neighboring communist countries). It is realized that this
would mean a considerable sacrifice of content for U.S. broadcasts, par-
ticularly those of privately financed stations, but it is believed the long-
range advantage of getting through coverage of American society and
social thinking would greatly outweigh the disadvantages. A faint indi-
cation that it might be possible to gain agreement on this formulation is
given by the fact that the Czechoslovak authorities now rarely jam
broadcasts in English, French, and other West European languages.

h. Equitable treatment of American citizens. It would be most de-
sirable from the point of view of the long-range development of
Czechoslovak-American relations and in the direct interest of American
citizens traveling in this area if some understanding could be reached
on equitable and non-discriminatory treatment of private American
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citizens in Czechoslovakia. Again, the formulation for presentation to
the Czechoslovaks would have to be worked out carefully. One theoreti-
cal possibility for further consideration, if U.S. practice permits, would
be a mutual agreement for expulsion of persons whose sole offense con-
sists of crossing the border without permission and where there is no
evidence of intention to engage in illicit activity against the country con-
cerned. This formulation has obvious loopholes, but would be an im-
provement over the present situation. A further theoretical possibility
would be agreement that a U.S. official be one of the two friends of the
accused permitted by Czechoslovak law when trials are held in camera,
plus specific provision for formal notification to the Embassy of charges
against American citizens at the time when they are brought and for
consular access prior to trial.

i. If the course of presenting an overall outline to President
Novotny were to be followed, the cases of Shaver and Zastera should be
mentioned in this context. The problem of treatment of local Embassy
employees might well be raised more or less formally in this context or
that of the establishment of consulates (below).

2. Points of More Evenly-balanced Benefit

The following points would be of more evenly-balanced benefit for
both sides only if they were an integral part of a package proposal pro-
viding for increased access for U.S. officials; otherwise their net benefit
is very much on the Czechoslovak side.

j.- Agreement on raising personnel ceilings at the two Embassies.

k. Agreement on establishment of consulates. It is understood the
Czechoslovaks have asked for five. It might be equitable to grant them
three in return for two U.S. consulates (Bratislava and the right to open a
second, possibly in Brno, at a time to be later specified by the U.S.). For
bargaining purposes, we might propose three U.S. consulates even
though it is not probable, we would desire as many.

3. Points of Greater Benefit to the CSSR

1. We could state our willingness to participate in the Brno Fair
and to allow the CSSR to participate in either a fixed, but generous num-
ber of U.S. fairs or on an unlimited basis in the context of the general
settlement proposed.

m. MFN treatment. We might offer MFN treatment to Czechoslo-
vakia as an integral part of the proposed overall agreement. It is be-
lieved that this action could be effectively justified to U.S. Congressional
and public opinion in the context of the present proposal while it might
not be possible to provide adequate justification in other circumstances.

n. Further adjustments in formulation could be made on the
Czechoslovak-U.S. economic agreements. There are now several open
questions of wording which might rather easily be resolved; it is con-
ceivable that we might consider the entire package proposal worth
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dropping the link between the bondholder settlement and the New
York trade office of the Czechoslovaks. If it were decided to advance a
package proposal and the economic agreement had already progressed
to the point of signature, it would not be necessary, though desirable, to
hold it up for inclusion in a package proposal; other economic elements
described may be of sufficient importance to secure serious considera-
tion of the composite proposal. (For the sake of logical development of
the theme, the possibility of limited PL 480 credit for the CSSR is men-
tioned as a theoretical possibility for the distant future in the event of
favorable development of relations; it is not suggested that the idea be
advanced at this time.)

o. The final and perhaps most important of the points which could
be mentioned to gain serious Czechoslovak consideration of a package
proposal or any general consideration of the possibilities of improve-
ment in CSSR-US relations is some treatment of the desire of the
Czechoslovak Government for acknowledgement and acceptance from
the U.S. It is believed that to achieve the aims of this paper, some sort of
statement on the subject would have to be made to the Czechoslovaks to
provide the general context in which an American proposal would be
advanced. There is a wide range of possibilities in the degree of formal-
ity and levels on which a statement could be made, in the lengths to
which it could go, and the extent to which it would or would not be pub-
licized. One possibility would be a verbal statement by the Ambassador
to President Novotny when presenting an outline proposal to the effect
that the US Government, while not agreeing with the basic tenets of the
Czechoslovak Government, accepted it as a continuing fact of interna-
tional life and wished to come to a more constructive pattern of mutual
relations on that basis. This is in one sense an implied acceptance of the
internal situation in the CSSR though not explicitly of the more impor-
tant aspect of Soviet domination over the area, but under given and fore-
seeable conditions it is believed the present situation will have to be
accepted to some degree as a condition of effective long-range efforts to
change it.

It is considered that the proposal advanced above may have some
chance of acceptance, but only if advanced in toto, without economic
and other benefits it contains being conceded in separate negotiations in
advance—to grant economic concessions first and then to place one’s
hopes on a subsequent improvement of atmosphere to the benefit of at-
tempts to negotiate singly on various aspects of the access question may
be to take an even greater gamble than that here proposed. If the pro-
posal were to be advanced and were accepted, and particularly if it
could form a pattern for the activities of other important non-Commu-
nist countries in the CSSR (as well as possibly elsewhere in Eastern
Europe), our capacity to induce changes in the CSSR over the long run
would be greatly increased.



SOVIET UNION

JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1958: SOVIET ANNOUNCEMENT OF A
REDUCTION IN ITS ARMED FORCES; AMBASSADOR
MIKHAIL A. MENSHIKOV’S PRESENTATION OF
CREDENTIALS

36. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and European Regional
Organizations

Washington, January 9, 1958, 8:14 p.m.

Topol 2308. Paris for USRO and Embassy. Following is summary of
Department’s initial and tentative analysis of Soviet announcement Jan.
6 of 300,000 man reduction in armed forces.! USRO should see Mos-
cow’s 1193, rptd info London 207, Paris 207, Bonn 122 in connection this
summary.?

Begin Summary

Announcement part of developing campaign to demonstrate So-
viet desires for relaxation of tensions and to encourage Western tenden-
cies toward slowing down military preparations and toward new
negotiations with USSR. This third announcement armed forces cuts
since Stalin’s death. Unlike previous announcements, new statement
did not give date by which reductions to be completed. Soviet officials
who announced reductions at Moscow press conference took traditional
position of declining divulge current strength of Soviet forces.

Announcement foreshadowed in Supreme Soviet Resolution Dec.
21 which “instructed” government consider further unilateral force

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 761.00/1-758. Secret; Priority. Drafted by
Helmut Sonnenfeldt and James G. Lowenstein; cleared by Charles G. Stefan, Henry P.
Leverich, and Vincent Baker; and approved by B.E.L. Timmons, Director of the Office of
European Regional Affairs. Pouched to the NATO capitals.

1 The Soviet announcement said that its armed forces would be cut by 300,000 men
over and above the reduction of 1,840,000 men announced in 1955 and 1956 and that the
reduction would include 41,000 stationed in East Germany and 17,000 in Hungary.

’In telegram 1193 from Moscow, January 7, Ambassador Thompson reported that
the Soviet announcement of its troop reduction appeared to be further indication that the
Soviet Union did not expect serious disarmament discussions in the near future. He
added, “in my opinion it is likely that this reduction will in fact be completion of previ-
ously announced reduction and not in addition thereto despite Soviet statement to the
contrary.” (Department of State, Central Files, 761.00/1-758)

146
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reductions.?On same day Khrushchev mentioned possibility of such re-
ductions in speech to Supreme Soviet and did so again in Kiev speech
Dec. 24.4 These statements indicated clearly that move aimed coincide
with other steps by which USSR evidently hopes allay Western anxieties
engendered by recent Soviet technological boasts and achievements and
to impede resultant Western efforts toward greater military prepared-
ness and political cohesion.

Khrushchev speeches and Supreme Soviet resolution asserted that
certain statements of peaceful intent by NATO leaders at HG meeting
were taken into account by USSR and had permitted consideration of
force cuts. This unusual acknowledgment of Western peaceful intent
perhaps prompted by Soviet estimate that Western opinion favoring
slow-down in defense efforts could best be fostered by depicting inter-
national situation as improving. However, actual announcement Jan. 6
no longer credited NATO statements with causing Soviet decision but
described move as unilateral one which if emulated by Western powers
will be “major contribution to the cause of lessening tension”. Moreover
at Moscow press conference Kuznetsov denied that decision was result
of relaxed tension but asserted it would promote relaxation.

Although clearly related to current foreign policy moves, an-
nouncement, if it in fact foreshadows reductions in Soviet armed forces,
is also significantly based on domestic considerations. In Supreme So-
viet and Kiev speeches Khrushchev stated that developments in science
and technology had made it possible maintain Soviet armed forces at
level demanded by Soviet security requirements with smaller expendi-
ture of resources and emphasized that military effectiveness would not
be reduced.

Re effect of projected reduction, factor is whether in fact this is net
reduction. Conceivable that during last fall’s ME crisis additional troops
mobilized and that announcement reflects in part their release after tem-
porary service. Also possible this may merely represent completion of
reductions announced in 1955-56 although Soviet spokesmen insist new
cuts are in addition to earlier ones.

In sum, announcement timed with international situation in mind;
if carried out reduction is made feasible by technological developments;
and would be desirable for economic reasons. No present evidence that
considerations of popular morale entered into Soviet decision.

3The points developed in this and the following paragraph were made in a memo-
randum from Hugh S. Cumming, Jr., Director of Intelligence and Research, to Secre-
tary Dulles, January 7, and were probably derived from this memorandum. (Ibid.,
761.5/1-758)

4 For text of Khrushchev’s speech to the Supreme Soviet on December 21, 1957, see
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, February 12,1958, pp. 3-8. For text of his speech in Kiev on
December 24, see ibid., February 5, 1958, pp. 12-17 and 40.
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Announcement stated that of 300,000 men to be demobilized 41,000
would come from Soviet forces in GDR and 17,000 from Soviet forces in
Hungary. This figure for reductions in GDR interesting when compared
to only 30,000 said to have been withdrawn in connection with earlier
reduction of 1,200,000. One aim of this emphasis on reductions in Ger-
many presumably to put West under pressure undertake similar cut-
backs. Elaborate farewell ceremonies will probably again be staged in
East Germany at which West will be urged follow suit.

Assignment of advanced weapons to Soviet forces in GDR may be
practical reason permitting some reductions. Other possible factor is
that Moscow may have moved additional troops into East Germany as
result Polish and Hungarian affairs and is now taking credit for with-
drawing them.

Announcement of reductions is first such public Soviet announce-
ment since revolt. Soviet statement Oct. 30, 1956° indicated that con-
tinued presence Soviet troops would be matter for negotiation with
Hungary as well as with Warsaw Pact powers. Current announcement
not preceded by any public indication that such negotiations in progress
or contemplated although Moscow might conceivably go through mo-
tions of having Warsaw Pact powers approve move. However, reduc-
tion in Hungary presumably intended convey confidence that situation
there stabilized.

Soviet announcement may be clue to future Soviet moves in disar-
mament field. Together with Soviet refusal to participate in disarma-
ment commission and USSR proposal for 82 member commission which
would be more suitable for propaganda than negotiation unilateral
force reduction casts doubt Soviet interest in serious disarmament nego-
tiations now. Announcement fits in with Bulganin letters’ support of
Rapacki Planfand leads to inference further Soviet concentration on this
or similar proposals as well as Soviet use of propaganda approach to
disarmament problem. End Summary.

Dulles

5Rv.egarding this Soviet statement, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XXV, pp.
342-343.

6The Rapacki Plan, first proposed by Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki in a
speech to the U.N. General Assembly on October 2, 1957, and subsequently renewed
through diplomatic channels, called for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Po-
land, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and the German Federal Repub-
lic. The countries in this zone, as well as the United States, United Kingdom, France, and
the Soviet Union, would not manufacture, maintain, or import on these territories nuclear
weapons of any type, including missile-launching equipment. Moreover, the powers hav-
ing nuclear weapons would agree not to use these weapons against any territory in the
zone. The plan also advanced proposals for the establishment and operation of a control
system for the denuclearized zone. See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. 11, pp.
839-892 and 918-926.
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37. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, February 11, 1958.

SUBJECT
Presentation of Credentials to President Eisenhower by the Soviet Ambassador

PARTICIPANTS

The President

The Ambassador of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Mikhail A.
Menshikov

The Chief of Protocol, Wiley T. Buchanan, Jr.

President Eisenhower received Ambassador Menshikov at 10:00
a.m., February 11, 1958, at which time the Ambassador presented his
credentials.! The President opened the conversation by telling the Am-
bassador he was pleased to welcome him here and hoped he would find
his work interesting and assured him of the cooperation of all of the offi-
cials with whom he would be dealing.

President Eisenhower then asked the Ambassador what his most
recent post had been and something of his general background. The
Ambassador answered that he had been in India and then began a de-
tailed account of his background, which started with his graduation
from the Moscow Institute of Economics through his entire employment
record, describing in some detail his work with UNRRA when he was
stationed in Washington and later in Europe. This outline of his back-
ground consumed 15 minutes of the 33 minute appointment.

The President and the Ambassador agreed that they hoped during
the Ambassador’s time in the United States that the tensions between
our two countries would be relieved. Both agreed that this was of great
importance to both nations. The President commented that the mutual
objective of both countries was a rise in the standard of living, better
health, education, etc. He stated that it was foolish for such great
amounts of money to be spent on missiles, bombs, etc., with each nation
becoming more and more powerful, and glaring at each other across the
ocean and the north pole.

The Ambassador stated that the heads of his Government were sin-
cere in their desire for an easing of tensions and he hoped there could be

Source: Department of State, Presidential Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 66 D
149. Confidential. Drafted by Buchanan and approved by Goodpaster on February 15.

! Menshikov succeeded Georgiy Nikolayevich Zaroubin as Soviet Ambassador. On
February 10, Buchanan sent a letter to Robert Gray, Acting Secretary to the President, en-
closing a translation of the remarks Menshikov would hand to the President upon his
presentation, a copy of the suggested reply, and a short biographical sketch of Menshikov.
(Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, International File)
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a meeting of the top leaders. President Eisenhower commented that
when you use the word “summit” for a meeting that all peoples of the
world (and he further commented that he believed all peoples in the
world were under tension today) expected something immediately to
be forthcoming from such a meeting. The President then stated that it
was very important in his opinion that much of the spade work and
many of the details must be worked out in advance of the meeting, be-
cause as President of the United States it was impossible for him to dele-
gate any authority—that every commission and paper requiring his
signature must be done by him personally—consequently, it is impossi-
ble for him to ever be gone for more than a few days, possibly 4 or 5. The
President stated that he did not expect the other government leaders to
come the great distance to the United States, and that at a meeting which
lasted for any great length of time it would be necessary for him to send
his Vice President.

The President then commented to the Ambassador that he realized
that the Russian leaders had certain reservations about dealing with
Secretary Dulles. The President then stated, “and I simply state this fact
to you. That T havelived with this man for five years, and nowhere in the
world is there a more dedicated, a more intelligent and more fair and
honest, negotiator than John Foster Dulles. Possibly because of his ap-
pearance, and I admit that he does not smile much in his negotiations,
you have gotten the impression that he is an unusually hard negotiator.
Secretary Dulles attended the Versailles Peace Treaty meeting and from
that time on has been working in every way possible for world peace.
He s a very experienced and capable man. I am sure, after you have had
meetings with Secretary Dulles, that you will agree with what I tell
you.” The President then commented, “After all, you do not expect me
to fire my Secretary of State.”

At this point the Ambassador interrupted and stated that the top
Russian officials had a very high regard for Mr. Dulles and his ability
and there was nothing personal in their desire to have a summit meet-
ing. However, the Russian leaders actually had a complex about meet-
ing at lower levels because they had had so many disappointments over
a period of years when time and again nothing had been achieved at
lower levels.

The Ambassador then commented to the President that in report-
ing to his Government he would be completely objective in his views.
The Ambassador again stated that his earnest desire also was to see if
they could not reach some area of agreement and that he favored as
many contacts as possible. He also stated that he hoped that he would,
from time to time, be able to see the President. President Eisenhower
replied that he would be glad to see the Ambassador, that he had never
considered himself to be a person who felt he knew it all, and that he
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would be very happy to have any position explained to him that the
Ambassador might feel he had not understood. At any time that such a
situation might arise, the President said he would be very pleased to
have to the Secretary of State and the Ambassador call on him.

The President then commented on his relations with Marshal
Zhukov?in 1945 and stated that he and the Marshal at that time believed
Russia and the United States would make good allies and cooperate, but
that he had been greatly disappointed in the results.

The President commented that at various times when he was in
Europe in 1945, he had spoken through interpreters to various peoples
and found that in general the people throughout the world like and are
pleased by the same type of things. He commented that in his opinion if
a poll could be taken in Russia and the United States that not more than
one-half of one percent of the people in either country actually want
war. The Ambassador again touched upon his desire and his Govern-
ment’s desire for peace and stated that he felt certain that Khrushchev
and Bulganin were sincere in their efforts to ease tensions.

The President said that one difficulty had been that when we pre-
sent a bill of particulars to the Russian Government, it is turned down
without any discussion. By the same token, they present us with a list of
items for discussion which are not things that we wish to talk about at
the time and that never is there any opportunity to gain any points of
agreement during any of these negotiations.

These conversations lasted the other 16 or 17 minutes of the ap-
pointment. The President then asked me if arrangements had been
made to have pictures made, and I said they had not. He then asked his
Appointments Secretary, Mr. Gray, to get the photographers. The Presi-
dent said to the Ambassador, “We will have our pictures made here and
maybe we will start some sort of new era of friendliness and coopera-
tion.” The photographers completed the pictures and we departed from
the President’s office at about 10:37 or 10:38.3

After leaving the President’s office, Ambassador Menshikov made
a brief general statement to the press.*

2 Marshal Georgiy Konstantinovich Zhukov.

® President Eisenhower summarized his meeting with Menshikov for Secretary
Dulles in a telephone conversation at 10:38 a.m. The President indicated that he had
stressed to Menshikov his trust in Dulles, and added that Menshikov “is the first one he
has seen smile except Zhukov.” (Memorandum of telephone conversation; Eisenhower
Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations)

# Menshikov’s statement to the press was published in The New York Times, February
12, 1958.
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38. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, March 3, 1958.

PARTICIPANTS

President Eisenhower
Secretary Dulles
Soviet Ambassador Menshikov

The Ambassador said that he had sought this meeting as a follow-
up of the conversation which he had had with the President when he
had presented his letters.! The Ambassador said he had reported that
conversation objectively to his Government and had asked for this
meeting a week ago in order to tell the President the substance of what
was contained in the subsequent Memorandum which Mr. Gromyko
had delivered to Ambassador Thompson.2 Now that that Memoran-
dum had been delivered this meeting which he had requested had less
significance. The Ambassador, however, went on to say that he hoped
that it would be possible within a few days to arrange through diplo-
matic channels for a meeting of Foreign Ministers of an agreed composi-
tion and at an agreed date and place.?

The Ambassador went on to say that his Government, aware of the
especially heavy responsibilities that devolved on the President of the
United States, would not oppose the holding of a meeting of Heads of
Government in the United States at a city to be selected by the United
States.

The President then referred to the fact that it was not usual for him
to transact business directly with foreign ambassadors and he did not
want to set a precedent by this meeting. Otherwise he might be con-
fronted with requests from over eighty ambassadors.

The President went on to discuss the proposed meeting of Heads of
Government and said that there were difficulties in the way and that he

Source: Department of State, Presidential Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 66 D
149. Secret. Drafted by Dulles. The meeting was held at the White House. Dulles briefed
Eisenhower on this interview with Menshikov in a meeting on March 1 and in a memoran-
dum of March 2. Both the memorandum of conversation and the memorandum are in
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series.

!See Document 37.

2Reference is to the Soviet aide-mémoire of February 28, which agreed to a meeting
of the Foreign Ministers “to speed up the preparation of a meeting at the Summit with
participation of Heads of Government.” For text, see Department of State Bulletin, March
24, 1958, pp. 459-461.

3 Documentation on the meetings of the Foreign Ministers and Heads of Govern-
ment is in volumes VIII and IX.
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felt that there was a necessity for preparation in terms of the substance of
matters to be discussed. The President said with emphasis, “We want to
find a way to do useful business.” But he said we do not want a mere
spectacle or a propaganda exercise. The need is for honest preparation
of agreed subjects which would lead up to a final act by the Heads of
Government. A mere spectacle or propaganda meeting would, the
President thought, be without value and indeed of positive disadvan-
tage in confusing the peoples of the world.

The President said that he appreciated the courtesy reflected by the
indicated willingness of the Soviet Government to have a meeting if one
were to be held in the United States. The President also said that he did
not want his opening remarks about the request of the Soviet Ambassa-
dor to meet with the President to be taken as indicative of any irritation
or impatience on his part. The President realized that the Ambassador
was carrying out his instructions.

Secretary Dulles then spoke, emphasizing the impracticability of
over eighty ambassadors doing business directly with the President and
the importance that any meeting with the President be regarded as ex-
ceptional.

The President, in this connection, interjected that he could think of
only one prior case where this had been sought and then events had
made it unnecessary.

The Secretary went on to emphasize again the necessity of prepara-
tion if the “Summit” meeting were to be more than a spectacle. The Am-
bassador said he thought that there were topics upon which agreement
could now be foreseen. The Secretary said he was not clear as to what
these topics were. The Soviets proposed to discuss the cessation of test-
ing, but only if this were divorced from “cut-off”. The United States pro-
posed to discuss outer space, but the Soviets were only willing to
discuss it in connection with the “liquidation of foreign bases”.

The President then referred to the unwillingness of the Soviets to
discuss the reunification of Germany or the carrying out of earlier agree-
ments with respect to Eastern European states.

The Secretary referred to the note of the Soviet Government to the
French Government* and pointed out that this had been even more ex-
plicit than the note to the United States to the effect that before there was
a meeting of Foreign Ministers, there must be a firm agreement as to the
fact of a “Summit” meeting and the date and place. This reduced the
Foreign Ministers’ meeting to what was almost perfunctory. The Secre-
tary said he did not particularly object to reducing the role of a Foreign

#Text of the March 1 Soviet note to France is in Department of State, Presidential
Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204.
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Ministers’ meeting because he thought that much of the preparatory
work could be done through diplomatic channels rather than at a For-
eign Ministers’ meeting. There were some matters that particularly and
almost exclusively involved the United States and the Soviet Union. But
this did not imply that diplomatic channels would limit contacts to our
two Governments because through diplomatic channels there could
also be discussions with the British, French and others, as they were in-
volved.

The Ambassador said that he would try to report our views objec-
tively to his Government, but asked whether a formal reply to the Soviet
Memorandum could be expected at an early date. The Secretary said
that a prospective reply had been discussed between him and the Presi-
dent on Saturday afternoon;® that we were now discussing it with some
of our allies and that the Secretary hoped that a reply could be finalized
for delivery the latter part of the week. The Ambassador thanked the
President and the Secretary and discussed briefly what he would say to
the press. The President suggested he should say merely that he had had
a friendly talk. The Ambassador accepted this and suggested adding
that he had hoped to have such talks “from time to time”. The Secretary
suggested omitting this as it would create problems with other ambas-
sadors if it were to be assumed that the President was to meet periodi-
cally with the Soviet Ambassador. The Ambassador indicated he would
drop this remark.

The President reiterated that he did not want the Ambassador to
feel that the President was in any sense impatient with the Ambassador
for having sought this meeting. He had spoken only in general terms
and wanted, if possible, to find ways whereby our two great countries
could get more closely together.

5See the source note above.



SOVIET CHARGES OF U.S. VIOLATIONS OF ITS
AIR SPACE; CHANGES IN THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP,
MARCH-JUNE 1958

39. Editorial Note

On March 6, Ambassador Menshikov handed an aide-mémoire,
dated March 5, to Secretary of State Dulles claiming a violation of Soviet
air space by a U.S. military aircraft in the Far East on March 2. A transla-
tion of the Soviet aide-mémoire, which was attached to a memorandum
from Fisher Howe to General Goodpaster, March 6, reads in part:

“According to precisely established data, on March 2, 1958, at 4:05
hours Moscow time, an American military jet aircraft, having appeared
from the direction of the Sea of Japan, violated the state border of the
Soviet Union in the area of the settlement of Velikaya Kema and pene-
trated into the airspace of the Soviet Union, remaining over its territory
for a considerable period of time. Thereafter, the aircraft left in the direc-
tion of the Sea of Japan in the area south of the Olga Bay.” (Eisenhower

Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters)

In a memorandum of conversation with the President on March 7,
Secretary Dulles wrote:

“The President read the Soviet aide-mémoire which had been de-
livered to us yesterday protestin%an alleged invasion of Soviet air space
in the Far East on March 2. The President indicated a strong view that
such infractions should be discontinued. He thought we should reply to
the Soviets by saying that we were not aware of the matter referred to
but that strong measures were being taken to prevent any recurrence.

“The President expressed the view that any such operations carried
a danger of starting a nuclear war by miscalculation. He said that his
military advisers had pressed upon him the necessity of retaliation if
there seemed to be a movement of Soviet planes toward the United
States. The President felt that the Soviets might have the same attitude
and might misinterpret an overflight as being designed to start a nuclear
war al%ainst which they would react.

“The President instructed General Goodpaster to communicate
with the appropriate US officials in this sense.” (Ibid., Dulles Papers,
Meetings with the President)

The U.S. reply, an aide-mémoire dated March 31, said that the
United States had been unable to determine whether any U.S. military
aircraft were in the vicinity of the Soviet Union on March 2. A copy of
this U.S. aide-mémoire is attached to a memorandum from C. Burke
Elbrick to Secretary Dulles, April 28. (Department of State, Central Files,
761.5411/4-2158) According to a memorandum of Dulles’ conversation
with Menshikov, March 31, when Dulles handed the aide-mémoire to
the Ambassador, he added orally that the United States had issued re-

155
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newed instructions to military personnel enjoining them to adhere
strictly to standing regulations prohibiting U.S. military aircraft from
approaching Soviet territory. (Ibid., 761.5411/3-3158)

On April 21, a messenger from the Soviet Embassy delivered a note,
dated April 21, which indicated that the U.S. reply was unsatisfactory,
reiterated the previous Soviet charges, and expected that the United
States would investigate the incident further and punish those guilty of
the violation. A translation of the Soviet note is attached to a memoran-
dum from Henry P. Leverich to Fisher Howe, April 21. (Ibid., 761.5411/
4-2158)

On May 5, the Department of State delivered a brief note to the So-
viet Embassy reiterating its earlier denial of the Soviet allegations. This
note concluded: “The United States Government has nothing further to
add to its aide-mémoire of March 31, 1958 concerning the alleged inci-
dent.” (Ibid.)

40. Memorandum From the Deputy Director of Intelligence and
Research (Arneson) to the Under Secretary of State (Herter)

Washington, March 27, 1958.

SUBJECT

Intelligence Note: Khrushchev's Assumption of Soviet Premiership!

The assumption of the Chairmanship of the USSR Council of Minis-
ters by N.S. Khrushchev marks a dramatic step in his concentration of
political authority, and a further blow to collective leadership in the So-
viet regime.

By adding the Premiership to the office of First Secretary, which he
continues to occupy, Khrushchev reversed the trend (established in the

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 761.00/3-2758. Official Use Only. In-
itialed by Arneson.

! On March 27, Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev, First Secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and Vice Chairman of the Soviet Coun-
cil of Ministers, replaced Nikolai Alexandrovich Bulganin as Chairman of the Soviet
Council of Ministers. Khrushchev was appointed to this position by the newly elected Su-
preme Soviet of the Soviet Union at the beginning of its first session in Moscow March
27-31.
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Soviet Union immediately after Stalin’s death and thereafter applied to
the satellites) of introducing a clear demarcation of authority as between
top offices in the Party and the government.

In deciding to unite the leadership of both the Party and govern-
ment, Khrushchev must have had to overcome reservations from lead-
ers apprehensive that this kind of concentration of authority might lead
to a renewal of Stalinist excesses.

Although in his new post Khrushchev controls the Committee of
State Security (KGB) and the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), their
subordination to strict Party control has been proclaimed as a central
feature of destalinization. At the top of the structure, this presumably
meant subordination of the police to the Presidium as a whole. It now
remains to be seen whether this collective control will be maintained.

As government chief, Khrushchev will be able to inject his own type
of forceful guidance directly into the management of industry. In con-
nection with the recent reorganization of the latter, as well as in the MTS
change, Khrushchev may have felt that he was handicapped in over-
coming bureaucratic resistance and inertia by his lack of a command
post in the bureaucracy.

Khrushchev’s assumption of the Premiership probably was also
motivated strongly by foreign policy considerations. Thus, a key factor
may have been the Soviet assumption that there will be an early summit
meeting. Khrushchev, who is not lacking in self-confidence, has shown
vexation at taking a formal position secondary to Bulganin’s, as he
would be forced to do again if the Geneva situation were to be re-
peated.?

Khrushchev may thus be expected to concentrate the direction of
Soviet foreign policy in his own hands even more fully than previously.
This will probably not lead to any markedly new orientation in foreign
policy but rather to continuation of the tempo of Soviet initiatives affect-
ing East-West negotiations, and of Soviet policies vis-a-vis the underde-
veloped countries, characteristic of Khrushchev’s preeminence since
1955. At the same time, this further increment of power to Khrushchev
within the leadership will very likely make him even less dependent
than before on his colleagues in the Presidium, and this in turn could
have important consequences for Soviet conduct. What these would be
depends primarily on Khrushchev’s personality, one aspect of which—
his impulsiveness—has been exaggerated. In fact, he has been more im-
pulsive in speech than in action. How the latest increase of his power
will affect his behavior remains to be seen.

2Reference is to the Geneva summit meeting in July 1955.
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Khrushchev’s move probably does not mean the return to Stalinist
policies or methods. Khrushchev himself has been strongly committed
to destalinization; his social and economic policies have, in many cases,
broken with those of Stalin; and he has shown no signs of reintroducing
Stalinist terror as a method of rule.

A similar memorandum has been addressed to the Secretary.?

3 Not found.

41. Memorandum of Discussion at the 361st Meeting of the
National Security Council

Washington, April 3, 1958.

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and
agenda items 1 and 2.]

3.  Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security

General Cabell commented first on Khrushchev’s assumption of
the Premiership in the USSR. After summarizing the reasons which
probably induced Khrushchev to assume this new authority, General
Cabell pointed out that only one additional increment of power was
needed to put Khrushchev in the same power position that Stalin had
previously occupied in the USSR. This last increment was complete con-
trol of the secret police. As yet, the CIA detected no signs that
Khrushchev proposed to move in this direction. After discussing the
make-up of the new leadership under Khrushchev and underlining the
importance of Frol Koslov,! General Cabell concluded by stating that he
anticipated no basic changes in Soviet foreign policy as a result of Khru-
shchev’s moves.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only.
Prepared by Gleason on April 4.

! Bulganin assumed the relatively minor position of Chairman of the State Bank in
the new government. Other changes included the appointment of only two Deputy Chair-
men of the Soviet Council of Ministers—Anastas Ivanovich Mikoyan and Frol
Romanovich Kozlov—compared with six in the previous government. Mikoyan was
reappointed to this position, but Kozlov was newly appointed. Telegram 1684 from Mos-
cow, April 1, reported on the changes. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.13/4-158)
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Secretary Dulles alluded to General Cabell’s speculations as to
what had induced Khrushchev to take over Bulganin’s job. He added
that he thought there was one other possible factor in this decision not
mentioned by General Cabell. He pointed out that the realities of power
in the Soviet Union rest in the Communist Party, which actually runs the
Government of the Soviet Union. This fact was a constant embarrass-
ment to the Soviets because it could not be disguised when there was
one head of the Government and one head of the Party. Thus everybody
knew that the letters that Bulganin signed were actually dictated by
Khrushchev. Now that Khrushchev has become both head of the Party
and head of the Government, and wears two hats, the embarrassing
situation is somewhat more disguised. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union
retains all the advantages of being in a position to say that the Soviet and
Satellite Governments are not responsible for the actions of the Soviet
and Satellite Communist parties. General Cabell said he would not dis-
agree that this reasoning might well have been one of the factors in Khr-
ushchev’s decision.

[Here follow discussion of unrelated subjects and the remaining
agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

42. Memorandum From Secretary of State Dulles to President

Eisenhower
Washington, April 7, 1958.
SUBJECT
Social Contacts of Soviet Ambassador Menshikov with High United States
Officials

Following our conversation of March 28, the Department asked
Ambassador Thompson for his views on the advisability of informing
Soviet Ambassador Menshikov that we did not look with favor upon the
issuance or acceptance of invitations to Cabinet officers and other high

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series. No classification
marking.
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officials unless and until Ambassador Thompson had similar opportu-
nities to see comparable Soviet officials.!

Ambassador Thompson states that at receptions he meets members
of the Party Presidium, the only officials comparable to our Cabinet offi-
cers. He does not deem it advisable to pay calls on them or have them to
meals, as he thinks the Soviets could exploit some of his NATO col-
leagues who would follow suit for the purpose of disrupting Western
unity.? I support this view.

Ambassador Thompson has, however, recently entertained mem-
bers of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers. In view of his apparent access
to high Soviet governmental officials, I recommend that we not ap-
proach Ambassador Menshikov at this time with regard to his invita-
tions to United States officials.

Nonetheless, in view of the public attacks being made on you and
the United States by Khrushchev et al. (e.g., at Minsk and Budapest)?
and the Soviets’ evident desire for acceptance in Latin America, I think
that our official attitude toward Ambassador Menshikov should be
somewhat reserved. Therefore, I suggest that we advise members of the
Cabinet individually to avoid accepting invitations to meals, but to ac-
cept, if they wish, occasional invitations to receptions. You may wish to
take this matter up in a Cabinet meeting.*

JFD

! Dulles’ memorandum of his conversation with the President, March 28, is ibid.,
Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President. The request for Thompson’s views is in tele-
gram 1109 to Moscow, March 31. (Department of State, Central Files, 601.6111/3-3158)
Dulles’ concern about Menshikov’s invitations was part of his disapproval of what he be-
lieved to be a Soviet public relations campaign to influence high-level public opinion in the
United States. Menshikov also asked to see Senator Lyndon B. Johnson, Senate Majority
Leader, and Congressman John W. McCormack, House Majority Leader. Dulles spoke on
the telephone with both about Menshikov’s invitations. (Memoranda of telephone con-
versations; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations)

2Thompson’s views are in telegram 1680 from Moscow, April 1. (Department of
State, Central Files, 601.61/4-158)

3 Reference is to speeches at Minsk on January 22 and at Budapest on April 3 and
April 4. For text of the speech at Minsk, see Current Digest of the Soviet Press, March 5, 1958,
pp- 15-22 and 51. A condensed text of the two speeches at Budapest is printed ibid., May
14, 1958, pp. 13-15.

4 A handwritten notation in the President’s handwriting at the end of the source text
reads: “OK/D.E.” According to the minutes of the Cabinet meeting on April 18, the Presi-
dent called attention to this memorandum and urged discretion in accepting social invita-
tions from the Soviet Ambassador. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Cabinet Series)



Air Space Violations; Soviet Leadership Changes 161

43. Editorial Note

At a news conference on April 18, Foreign Minister Andrei A.
Gromyko charged that U.S. nuclear-armed bombers had flown across
the Arctic toward the Soviet Union, and he asked for a meeting of the
U.N. Security Council to consider “urgent measures” to end these
flights. Gromyko claimed that the concerns of his government derived
“from United Press reports, confirmed by spokesmen of the United
States Air Force command, that such flights are made whenever the
screens of American radar installations of the so-called advanced warn-
ing system show vague shapes which American observers take for
guided missiles or ballistic rockets.” Text of Gromyko’s statement at this
news conference was published in The New York Times, April 19, 1958.
The text of the letter by Arkady A. Sobolev, Soviet Representative to the
United Nations, calling for an urgent Security Council meeting on this
matter, was transmitted in telegram 1170 from USUN, April 18. (Depart-
ment of State, Central Files, 761.5411/4-1858) For text of a Department
of State categorical denial of the Soviet charges, April 18, see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, May 5, 1958, pages 728-729. Memoranda of tele-
phone conversations on April 18 between Acting Secretary of State
Christian A. Herter and General Thomas D. White, Chief of Staff of the
U.S. Air Force, at 11 a.m.; Hagerty and Herter at 11:10 a.m. and 11:25
a.m.; Quarles and Herter at 12:20 p.m. and 2:50 p.m.; Herter and Francis
O. Wilcox, Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization
Affairs, at 2:55 p.m.; and Herter and Quarles at 2:57 p.m., summarizing
discussions on the preparation of the Department of State statement, are
in Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Telephone Conversations.

A summary and analysis of the background of U.S.-Soviet air inci-
dents before the Soviet complaint on April 18 is contained in a memo-
randum from Hugh S. Cumming, Jr., to Acting Secretary Herter, April
18. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/4-1858)

Initial instructions to the Mission at the United Nations included
questioning of Soviet motives in bringing the question before the Secu-
rity Council, clarifying the nature of the Soviet threat requiring the
strong defense in alert status of free world nations, explaining the role of
the Strategic Air Command as a deterrent force, emphasizing previous
Soviet rejections of U.S. proposals for measures guarding against sur-
prise attack, and consulting friendly Security Council member states, es-
pecially Canada, in obtaining supporting statements for the U.S.
position. The instructions were transmitted in telegram 732 to USUN,
April 18. (Ibid.)

A memorandum of Herter’s conversation with President Eisen-
hower on April 20 at 8 p.m. summarized their discussion on the pro-
posed U.S. strategy on this question, debate on which was set in the
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Security Council for the following afternoon. Herter recounted that Sec-
retary Dulles had sent back to the Department of State from Duck Is-
land, where he was vacationing April 18-21, some suggestions, all of
which had been incorporated in the speech prepared for Henry Cabot
Lodge, Representative at the United Nations, to deliver to the Security
Council. No further record of Dulles’ suggestions has been found. With
the exception of two paragraphs, Eisenhower approved the draft speech
Lodge had prepared, which was almost identical in substance to a De-
partment of State suggested draft. Herter also discussed three possible
resolutions the United States might wish to submit to the Security Coun-
cil. As summarized in Herter's memorandum of their conversation:
“The President then expressed real distress that releases apparently ap-
proved by the Department of Defense should have led up to the protest
lodged by the Soviets. He called Secretary Quarles expressing his un-
happiness with regard to these approved releases, and apparently Sec-
retary Quarles said he would institute a very thorough review as to
what had led up to them. I had told the President I did not think there
was any security violation involved but that I thought the release of the
type of information which had caused the difficulties should be care-
fully reviewed with the Department of State and the President in the fu-
ture because of the international implications involved.” (Eisenhower
Library, Herter Papers, Memoranda of Conversation)

At the meeting of the Security Council on April 21, Sobolev intro-
duced a draft resolution (U.N. doc. S/3993) calling on the United States
to end its flights by nuclear-armed military aircraft toward the borders
of other states. For text of Lodge’s response that afternoon, see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, May 12, 1958, pages 760-763. Following debate,
the Soviet Representative moved to adjourn the meeting first to the fol-
lowing afternoon and then to the following morning, but the Security
Council rejected both motions. Sobolev then charged that Lodge, in his
capacity as President of the Security Council for the month of April, had
discouraged free discussion and he withdrew the Soviet resolution in
protest. For text of Lodge’s statement rebutting this charge, see ibid.,
page 763, footnote 5.

Khrushchev revived the Soviet charges in a letter to Eisenhower,
April 22. For text of his letter and Eisenhower’s April 28 reply, see ibid.,
May 19, 1958, pages 811-815.

During the meeting of the Security Council on April 29, Lodge re-
ferred to the “constructive proposal” of President Eisenhower in his
April 28 letter to Khrushchev for an international inspection system for
the Arctic zone to guard against surprise attack. For texts of Lodge’s
statement and two subsequent ones he made on May 2, see ibid., pages
816-820. For text of the U.S. draft resolution on an Arctic inspection zone
as amended (U.N. doc. S/3995), see ibid., page 820. The U.S. resolution,
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as amended, was favored ten votes to one but was rejected because of
the Soviet veto on May 2. The Security Council then rejected, with only
the Soviet Union in favor and Sweden abstaining, a Soviet draft resolu-
tion (U.N. doc. 5/3997) calling for an end to U.S. nuclear-armed military
flights toward the borders of other states. The Soviet resolution was
published in The New York Times, April 30, 1958.

The debate in the Security Council on this matter is summarized in
U.N. Yearbook, 1958, pages 16-18.

44, Memorandum for the Record

Washington, April 24, 1958.

On 24 April, at the President’s direction, I advised Gen. Twining
and Allen Dulles that there are to be no reconnaissance flights, by mili-
tary or other aircraft, over the territory of the USSR or other Communist
countries.!

G.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters. No classifica-
tion marking. Prepared by Goodpaster.

!In another memorandum for the record, dated April 24, Goodpaster wrote: “A.D.
asked if OK to send a man in by low-flying a/c. After checking I told him OK.” (Ibid.)
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45. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, May 19, 1958.

SUBJECT
Courtesy Call of Minister Kuznetsov

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

EUR—Mr. Foy D. Kohler

EE—Mr. J.A. Armitage

V.V. Kuznetsov—First Deputy Foreign Minister of the USSR
Mikhail Menshikov—Soviet Ambassador to the USA
Anatoli Myshkov—Second Secretary of the Soviet Embassy

Mr. Kuznetsov opened the conversation by stating that he was on
his way home from a visit to Argentina and had wished to pay a cour-
tesy call on the Secretary. He expressed appreciation at the opportunity
to meet the Secretary, adding that the Soviet Union believed that con-
tacts were useful in promoting understanding and perhaps even in
clearing up some points of difference. However, he had no instructions
or specific points to bring up.

The Secretary expressed his appreciation for the call, agreed that it
was useful to become acquainted and exchange views and asked Mr.
Kuznetsov to give his regards to Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko
whom the Secretary has known for 13 years. (Mr. Kuznetsov transmit-
ted the regards of Gromyko to the Secretary.) The Secretary said that the
Department was working actively on many matters relating to the two
countries. He said that he was gratified that it now might be possible to
work through experts in studying the question of control of nuclear test
cessation. We would have preferred it if the expert study could have
covered broader questions of disarmament but this was a start. We are
also actively working on the reply to Chairman Khrushchev’s letter re-
garding this matter.!

The Secretary stated that he was more than a little distressed to hear
that the Soviet Government had declared Embassy Secretary Baker per-
sona non grata.? Apparently it was charged that he had violated the
norms of standard diplomatic conduct and, as far as we could gather,

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 601.6111/5-1958. Confidential. Drafted
by Armitage on May 22.

! Reference is to Khrushchev’s May 9 letter to Eisenhower printed in Department of
State Bulletin, June 9, 1958, pp. 940-942.

A Department of State press release, dated May 19, summarized the U.S. protest of
the Soviet action in declaring John A. Baker, a second secretary in the Embassy in Moscow,
persona non grata on May 14. For text, see ibid., June 16, 1958, pp. 1005-1006.
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this referred only to the fact that he had attended and made friends at
the Moscow University. The Secretary added that he would be glad to
have some statement as to what the Soviet Union held the proper diplo-
matic norms to be. On our side, we are trying to give all appropriate fa-
cilities to the Soviet Ambassador to have contacts and get to know
persons in this country. If the Soviet Union has a different concept of
what constitutes the norm of diplomatic behavior, the Secretary as-
sumed that this should apply to diplomats in both countries.

Mr. Kuznetsov said that we had many problems between us and
that the Soviet Union believed that we should start with smaller ones
and find a way to approach the broader questions. With regard to test
cessation, he believed that we may have come to the point where agree-
ment may be reached. The needed action is simple and we may agree on
this. With regard to the application of the idea of expert studies to
broader questions of disarmament, Kuznetsov had nothing to add to
Chairman Khrushchev’s letter. The Soviet Government believes that it is
most important to agree on what should be controlled and then to pro-
ceed to a discussion of how the controls would operate. This is the nor-
mal procedure, Kuznetsov insisted, adding that two firms decided on
what product one wanted to sell to the other before they set up controls
to test the product. The same approach should apply to disarmament
but the last letter of Chairman Khrushchev, taking into consideration
the United States proposal, had agreed to accept our approach in the in-
stance of test cessation.

Regarding Baker, Kuznetsov himself disclaimed knowledge of the
details but assured the Secretary that the Soviet Union was trying not to
exaggerate cases like this. He could not believe that there were no rea-
sons behind it and said that perhaps Ambassador Menshikov knew
more about it. The Soviet Union desires to assist Embassy personnel to
meet people. For example, if the Ambassador wants to meet with peo-
ple, every attempt will be made to facilitate this. He knows of no in-
stance in which a request of the American Ambassador to make Soviet
contacts has been rejected. The USSR felt that the cultural agreement
was a good step forward and is trying to observe it scrupulously.3 (Am-
bassador Menshikov said he had nothing to add on the Baker case.)

The Secretary said that he was sorry indeed that our proposal on
inspection of the Arctic Zone had been rejected by the USSR.* He knew

3 For text of the joint communiqué containing the agreement on exchanges in the cul-
tural, technical, and educational fields between the United States and the Soviet Union,
January 27, see ibid., February 17, 1958, pp. 243-247.

4 Regarding the U.S. proposal on inspection of the Arctic Zone, see Document 43.
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that Gromyko had said that it was a propaganda gesture, but the Secre-
tary assured Mr. Kuznetsov it was not. The Secretary had been on his
way to Copenhagen when this proposal was vetoed, and he felt sad
when he heard the news. Certainly it has propaganda value that the So-
viet Union turned the proposal down, but we hadn’t wanted to use it for
that purpose. We felt that if we could get some assurance against Soviet
attack and they could have some assurance against the possibility of a
US attack, this would be a good first step in reducing tensions. The
President will write Chairman Khrushchev further on this subject, but
the Secretary emphasized that we had missed a chance to allay distrust.
The Secretary expressed the hope that Kuznetsov will urge his Govern-
ment not to have a closed mind in this respect. There are other areas too,
to which inspection could be applied. We must get started, though, and
we had hoped that if the Soviet Union felt the Arctic Zone particularly
important—and Khrushchev had remarked that it was the shortest dis-
tance over which missiles could be launched at the United States—we
could agree to start here. The Secretary repeated his wish that Kuznet-
sov take back to Moscow the thought that our proposal was not a propa-
ganda gesture, but that it was an opportunity to do something that
would have a great effect on our relations. Admittedly it was only a be-
ginning, but we badly need to begin. We have no objection in principle
to extending the idea of inspection to other places, including all bases.
The Arctic area proposal, however, is relatively simple and does cover
the area of the shortest distance between the two countries. The Secre-
tary noted that he was not asking for Kuznetsov’s comments but that he
would want Kuznetsov to draw the impression that we were sincere in
making the proposal.

Kuznetsov said that he would communicate these remarks to his
Government.

The Secretary said that Khrushchev had made a point in his last let-
ter that we had not made clear how the Arctic inspection system would
reduce the possibility of aerial attack through the Arctic region. There
was also a question in the Soviet note regarding the broader application
of the concept of inspection zones, and we hope that we can make our
viewpoint clearer in a future letter. The Secretary hoped that clarifica-
tions on these points might act to relieve whatever considerations im-
pelled the Soviet Union to reject our proposal on Arctic zone inspection.

Kuznetsov said that in the USSR people don’t understand why this
proposal is viewed as the only possible step in the betterment of rela-
tions. People ask why US planes are dispatched to fly towards the Soviet
Union. The USSR is trying to improve relations with the US but, with
regard to disarmament, one must keep in mind the security of both
sides. A look at the map indicates that the proposed inspection zone in-
cludes substantial sections of the USSR and only a strip of Alaska of US
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territory. (Mr. Kohler corrected Kuznetsov by remarking “all of Alaska
and large parts of Canada.”) Kuznetsov said that there were many So-
viet proposals, some of which had been advanced to meet US points of
view and the idea of the inspection of areas to avoid surprise attack
could also apply in Europe or the Far East. The US takes only the Arctic
and the Soviet people consider this step leads to further misunderstand-
ing, Kuznetsov concluded.

The Secretary said that, while he could not speak for the Soviet Un-
ion, acceptance of the proposal would certainly lead to a great relaxation
of tensjons in the United States. The Secretary knew that he was credited
with wanting war in the Soviet Union and he hoped also that Mr. Kuz-
netsov realized that this was not true.

Mr. Kuznetsov said that the Soviets understand that the Secretary is
a good servant of his Government.

The Secretary said that his grandfather had returned from his expe-
rience in the Civil War dedicated to the cause of peace. This dedication
had become traditional in the Secretary’s family. For the Secretary it be-
came an active force as early as 1907 when his uncle, the Secretary of
State at the time,> had taken him to the Hague Peace Conference. The
Secretary had been imbued with this dedication ever since and he
would consider it a major calamity if he took any steps that might lead to
war. The Secretary was aware that his ideas of peace did not coincide
with those of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union thinks that peace could
be achieved if it controlled all the world. The Secretary rejected the idea
that military weakness on our part would lead to peace and cited his-
torical precedents when weakness may have invited attack. Though Mr.
Kuznetsov would not agree with his theory, the Secretary did not want
Kuznetsov to doubt his purpose.

Mr. Kuznetsov said that people all over the world were concerned
about peace and want their governments to do something about it. He
related some bits about Soviet history and then asserted that history had
taught that international problems, when approached through a policy
of force, could lead only to catastrophe.

The Secretary remarked that we had nothing in the way of armed
forcein 1914 and very little in 1939. Our weakness had certainly encour-
aged the Kaiser and Hitler in their designs.

Kuznetsov said that there were some difficult and some simple
international problems. The Soviets considered it more expedient to
start with problems that we can solve, thus creating confidence and then

5 Reference should be to his grandfather, John W. Foster, who was Secretary of State
1892-1893, and served as the representative of China at the Second Hague Peace Confer-
ence in 1907. Dulles served as secretary of the Chinese delegation at that conference.
Dulles’ uncle, Robert Lansing, served as Secretary of State 1915-1920.
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proceeding to solve more difficult problems. He knows that we think
the USSR is a threat and therefore we arm. Why does the US then not
want a friendship treaty? We have had our periods of cooperation in the
past and could have them again.

The Secretary stated that friendship is not achieved by a treaty or
any signature to a paper but by acts of friendship between two coun-
tries.

As he was leaving, Kuznetsov requested the Secretary to transmit
regards from Chairman Khrushchev to President Eisenhower and to in-
form Mr. Kuznetsov if the Secretary considered there were other cour-
tesy calls he should pay.

The Secretary said that he would inform Mr. Kuznetsov if other
courtesy calls were deemed appropriate.

(In reply to questions from the press as he was leaving, Mr. Kuznet-
sov replied only that he had paid a courtesy call on the Secretary and
declined any response to questions concerning substantive matters
which might have been discussed.)

46. Memorandum From Secretary of State Dulles to the Director
of Intelligence and Research (Cumming)

Washington, June 25, 1958.

The President authorized proceeding to work out a project along
thelines of your June 18 memorandum to me.! He did so with reluctance
and concern, and with the understanding that it would be worked outin
a way which would give maximum plausibility to an innocent explana-
tion.

There appeared to be several divergences between the presentation
made by Mr. Quarles and the presentation contained in your memoran-

Source: Department of State, INR Files: Lot 58 D 776, Balloons. Top Secret. Initialed
by Calhoun and transmitted through the Executive Secretariat.

1 Cumming’s memorandum to Dulles, June 18, noted that the President had recently
rejected Air Force project 461-L, a large-scale high-altitude balloon reconnaissance opera-
tion over the Soviet Union, and the Air Force now proposed a similar, but more limited
operation involving the release of two or three balloons from Larson Air Force Base in Se-
attle, Washington, during July. It added that Allen Dulles favored this limited project sub-
ject to Secretary Dulles’ approval. A handwritten notation on this memorandum reads: “I
would not object, but the President should decide. JFD” (Ibid.)
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dum of June 18. You spoke of “two or three”; he spoke of “four or five”.
You spoke of launching from Seattle; he spoke of launching from
Alaska. You spoke of covering “only marginal areas of the Soviet Un-
ion”; he spoke of transiting the main body of the Soviet Union. You
spoke of the purpose being to “test the intelligence potential of the proj-
ect with a minimum risk”; he presented it as an intelligence operation
standing on its own merits.

It was agreed that State, Defense, CIA and Killian would work out
the details of the specific project, which would then be resubmitted to
the President, it being understood that, in case of conflict in the detailed
preparation, the views of State would prevail.2

JFD

2 A memorandum for the record prepared by Goodpaster of a meeting among Secre-
tary Dulles, Quarles, Allen Dulles, Dr. Killian, and the President on June 25, indicated that
the President gave a “limited go ahead” to the idea of two or three balloon flights from
Seattle “on the understanding that the group that was meeting with the President would
itself consider the operational specifics and attendant public statements, cover and diver-
sionary operations, etc.—with political considerations to be given top priority.” (Eisen-
hower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters)



JUNE-DECEMBER 1958: C-118 AND C-130 AIRPLANE
INCIDENTS; U.S. BALLOON RECONNAISSANCE PROGRAM;
VISITS TO THE SOVIET UNION OF ADLAI E. STEVENSON,
ERIC JOHNSTON, AND HUBERT HUMPHREY

47. Editorial Note

On June 27, an unarmed U.S. C-118 transport-type airplane, on a
flight from Wiesbaden, West Germany, via Nicosia, Cyprus, to Tehran
and Karachi, crossed the Soviet border near Yerevan where Soviet
fighter aircraft intercepted and shot down the military transport. Five of
the nine crew members parachuted to safety. The remaining four crew
members, whose escape was prevented by fire, successfully landed the
burning airplane on Soviet territory. All nine were taken captive. For
text of the June 28 Soviet note charging that this violation of Soviet air
space was “intentional,” and the June 30 U.S. memorandum rejecting
this charge, see Department of State Bulletin, July 28, 1958, pages
146-147. [text not declassified)

For text of the July 4 Soviet note responding to the U.S. memoran-
dum of June 30, and the July 11 U.S. note, see ibid., August 4, 1958, pages
202-203.

All nine crewmen were detained by Soviet authorities until July 7
when they were returned to U.S. custody in Astara, Soviet Union, and
transported to Tehran. Documentation on the negotiations in Moscow
leading to their release and on subsequent discussions of the incident is
in Department of State, Central File 761.5411.

170
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48. Special National Intelligence Estimate

SNIE 11-8-58 Washington, July 8, 1958.

IMPLICATIONS OF CURRENT SOVIET CONDUCT

The Problem

To assess the implications of current Soviet conduct relative to East-
ern Europe and the West.

Conclusions

1. We believe the basic motivation behind Moscow’s current
tough line to be its grave concern over its power position in Eastern
Europe, where it considers “revisionism” to have developed to danger-
ous proportions.! This concern has led the USSR to attack Tito and to
cause the execution of Nagy—measures intended, at least in part, to put
pressure on Gomulka. We believe that the Soviets will exert greater ef-
forts to obtain Gomulka’s compliance with Bloc requirements or, failing
that, perhaps even to replace him.

2. We believe that recent Soviet actions do not indicate that the
USSR has abandoned its “peaceful coexistence” line. However, the
USSR probably estimates that its anti-revisionist moves, particularly the
Nagy execution, have seriously reduced the chances for early East-West
negotiations favorable to its interests. The Soviets will nonetheless con-
tinue to press for negotiations and to seek to place the onus on the West
for delays.

3. Itis possible, however, that the explanation of recent events lies
deeper, and these events may reflect differences within the Soviet lead-
ership and a degree of Communist Chinese influence. If this is so, it may
portend a new and stiffer policy towards the West as well as the Satel-
lites.

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. According to a note on the cover
sheet, the CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State, the Army,
the Navy, the Air Force, and The Joint Staff participated in the preparation of this estimate,
which was concurred in by the Intelligence Advisory Committee on July 8. The AEC rep-
resentative to the IAC and the Assistant Director of FBI abstained because the subject was
outside their jurisdiction.

! We employ the term “revisionism” to embrace deviations from current official
Communist doctrine which appear to the Soviet leadership to threaten its power and con-
trol. Pressures for greater autonomy in the Eastern European Satellites and Titoism cur-
rently rank high among the sins of revisionism. [Footnote in the source text.]
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Discussion

4. The Campaign against Revisionism. Since the November 1957
meetings in Moscow, ? the Bloc campaign against revisionism has been
mounting. But its effectiveness was hampered so long as two logical
steps remained untaken. First, until Tito was denounced and read out of
the socialist world, it was impossible to demonstrate convincingly that
his positions were impermissible to a socialist state. Second, until Nagy
had been executed, the attitude of complete intolerance toward his
crimes was compromised. Both these steps were difficult to take, how-
ever, if only because of the negative effect they would have on the Soviet
stance in foreign policy. Another restraining factor possibly was in-
volved: a reluctance on the part of Khrushchev, both for personal and
policy reasons, to admit the failure of his policy of rapprochement with
Tito and of his less restrictive policy toward the Satellites.

5. The logic of the anti-revisionist campaign would appear to call
for yet a third step—the reduction of Poland to full subordination to the
USSR. There is no evidence that Moscow has actually employed its eco-
nomic and military weapons against Gomulka, although these facts cast
a continuing shadow over Soviet-Polish relations. He is obviously
placed under great pressure, however, by the actions taken against Tito
and Nagy. Against this pressure he retains many of the assets which
helped him to power in October 1956: the threat of mass resistance by
the Polish people under his leadership, and his ability to argue persua-
sively that only he can prevent popular violence and to warn that vio-
lence in Poland might spread to East Germany and risk embroilment
with the Western powers. Over the last 20 months Gomulka has
strengthened his position with the Polish military forces and probably
counts on their support in any stand he takes with respect to the USSR.
Moreover, he has moderated many of those aspects of the Polish inter-
nal scene which are offensive to the USSR, has helped the Soviet Union
to build and maintain an image of respectability and tolerance before
the uncommitted nations, and has, to a limited extent, even assisted the
anti-revisionist campaign.

6. Against the above must be set the evidence, implicit in recent
Soviet actions, of a greater Soviet determination to meet the dangers of
revisionism. In addition, the USSR may believe that, with the West pre-
occupied with the Middle East, the risk of widened conflict arising from
direct Soviet intervention in Poland would be lessened.

7. We infer from Gomulka’s speech of 28 June that, while he real-
izes he must pull in his horns, he does not regard Soviet-Polish relations

2 Reference is to the meeting in Moscow November 14-16, 1957, of representatives
from the Soviet Union, Albania, Hungary, North Vietnam, East Germany, Communist
China, North Korea, Outer Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia.
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as having reached the stage of an ultimate and unavoidable showdown.
He neither succumbed altogether to Soviet pressure nor called for popu-
lar support against it. Instead, he sharpened his criticism of Yugoslavia,
but retained a tone of sorrow in contrast to the anger shown by all other
Bloc statements. He condemned Nagy’s behavior, but still pictured him
as a weak leader giving way to pressure rather than as an active and
long-term conspirator. Most important, he did not endorse the execu-
tion, calling it Hungary’s internal affair.

8. Wedo not believe that the USSR has taken a decision to subdue
Poland at all costs, using whatever means prove necessary. But we
cannot reaffirm that “the USSR’s reluctant acceptance of the ‘new’
Poland . . .3appears to be a long-range adjustment rather than a tem-
porary accommodation.”# In view of the intensity of the current Soviet
campaign and Gomulka’s continued foot-dragging, we believe that the
USSR will make more direct efforts to obtain his compliance or, failing
that, perhaps even to replace him.

9. Implications for Soviet Foreign Policy. We believe that recent
events do not indicate that the USSR has ceased to desire a conference at
the summit or lower level negotiations on matters in which the Soviet
leaders have an interest. At the same time, the Soviet leaders may have
concluded prior to undertaking their recent moves that, since the
chances of an early summit conference on their terms were waning, they
could more easily accept the political losses they would suffer in inter-
national affairs by pursuing a harder policy in Eastern Europe. In any
event, they must recognize that adverse reactions in the West to their
moves against revisionism may seriously reduce the short run chances
that negotiations can be conducted on a basis favorable to Soviet inter-
ests. We believe that they are prepared to accept such a price, if neces-
sary, in dealing with the situation in Eastern Europe, which they
consider must always take precedence over non-Bloc affairs. They prob-
ably estimate that other powers will not agree to high level negotiations
as long as the USSR continues to take strong measures in Eastern
Europe. The Soviet note of 2 July and Soviet conduct at Geneva indicate
that the USSR will nonetheless continue to press for negotiations and to
seek to place the onus on the West for further delays.>

3Ellipsis in the source text.

4NIE 12-58, “Outlook for Stability in the Eastern European Satellites,” 4 February
1958, paragraph 44. [Footnote in the source text. NIE 12-58 is printed as Document 2.]

5 The July 2 Soviet note may refer to Khrushchev’s letter to Eisenhower which pro-
posed a conference of Soviet and U.S. experts to develop recommendations regarding
measures for the prevention of the possibility of surprise attack. For text, see Department
of State Bulletin, August 18, 1958, pp. 279-281. The reference to Geneva presumably refers
to meetings there beginning on July 1 among technical experts representing Canada,
France, United Kingdom, United States, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, and the Soviet
Union to study methods of detecting violations of a possible agreement on the suspension
of nuclear weapons tests.
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10. Other Possible Considerations. While we think that the above most
satisfactorily explains recent Soviet moves, other factors may also be in-
volved. For example, we cannot be certain that Khrushchev’s removal of
opponents has put an end to the view within the Soviet leadership that
his peaceful coexistence line is a dubious tactic which weakens the inter-
nal vitality of the Communist movement and that any but the smallest
grants of autonomy to the satellites are impermissibly dangerous. Per-
sons of this persuasion may feel that, in view of the recent gains in Bloc
strength and weaknesses in the free world, victory is assured if only
unity can be maintained. The failure of certain of Khrushchev’s poli-
cies—courtship of Tito, partial relaxation of controls over Eastern
Europe, effort to force the West into a summit conference on Soviet
terms—may have encouraged a resurgence of this view within the
Soviet leadership. If so, it would probably enjoy the support of the
orthodox regimes in Eastern Europe as well as that of the Chinese Com-
munists, who appear to be exerting an increased influence on Bloc pol-
icy and to prefer a generally tough line. We think that Khrushchev
would take account of such views and, in order to prevent the formation
of a serious opposition group, might take the lead in implementing
them.

11. But the evidence concerning activities within the Soviet leader-
ship is, as usual, elusive. On the one hand, the published results of the
recent CPSU plenum reveal a further step in agricultural reforms associ-
ated with Khrushchev and the reinforcement, via the appointment of
two new candidate members, of his position within the Presidium.t We
know of no hardening in domestic Soviet policy paralleling that in pol-
icy toward the Satellites. On the other hand, there have been reports of
alleged policy differences within the Soviet leadership. Moreover, unre-
solved leadership differences may underlie several recent oscillations in
Soviet foreign policy which have no other wholly satisfactory explana-
tion. The Chinese role is obscure: Peiping has taken an even stronger
line against revisionism than has the USSR, and we think that, if the So-
viet leadership were divided on this issue, the Chinese position might
exert considerable weight.

12.If it is indeed the case that a new line is being pressed upon
Khrushchev, then the future course of Soviet policy becomes even more
uncertain. On its face, such a new line could involve a more extensive
shift in tactics toward the non-Communist world than the mere raising
of difficulties about the Geneva meeting, and a greater and more imme-

® Following a number of plenary meetings of the Central Committee of the Soviet
Communist Party June 22-29, the party on July 3 announced several changes in the com-
position and membership of the Presidium of the Central Committee, including increas-
ing the number of candidates (alternate) members of the Presidium from seven to nine.
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diate threat to Gomulka’s position than could be staved off by his recent
speech. But any line of policy involving a partial retreat by Khrushchev
would be quite unstable, in view of his almost certain subsequent at-
tempts to reassert himself. Thus policy might undergo a series of zigs
and zags flowing from the push and pull of an internal power struggle.

13. Alternatively, Khrushchev himself may have initiated the cur-
rent line. He has to be especially concerned to distinguish sharply be-
tween his own innovations and those of others which he has labelled
“revisionism.” Thus he may have chosen to attack Tito, execute Nagy,
and force concessions from Gomulka in order to establish himself as an
anti-revisionist while demonstrating in other fields that only he is per-
mitted to alter Communist doctrine. This view is all the more reasonable
if Khrushchev has become personally disenchanted with Tito and impa-
tient with Gomulka. If the initiative is indeed Khrushchev’s own, the
change in line might become as substantial as in the preceding para-
graph but it would still be unstable, if only because of Khrushchev’s
willingness to change his mind.

14. We conclude that, at present, the most likely explanation of re-
cent Soviet actions is not that the USSR has either abandoned its “peace-
ful coexistence” line or settled on Gomulka’s downfall. Rather Moscow
appears to be moving to insure its position in Eastern Europe, involving
greater pressure upon Poland, and is prepared to take the consequences
of a temporary setback in relations with the non-Communist world.

49. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, July 23, 1958, 11 a.m.

201. At Polish Embassy reception last night my wife and I were
seated at small table with Italian, Iranian, Canadian and Netherlands
Ambassadors. Khrushchev and other members of Presidium were
seated in large circle composed mainly of satellite representatives and
such countries as Egypt, India, etc. Shortly before 8 o’clock when party
should have broken up, Khrushchev ostentatiously came over to join

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.61/7-2358. Secret; Priority; Limit Dis-
tribution.
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our table bringing Indian Ambassador and later we were joined by
Mikoyan and Polish Ambassador. Despite several attempts on part of
Mikoyan and myself to break up the party Khrushchev insisted on stay-
ing until half past nine. In view composition of party and that of other
tables within earshot I thought it best to avoid serious conversation and
deliberately contrived to put my wife between Khrushchev and myself.
Although most of the evening was spent in largely trivial conversation
between him and my wife, following subjects came up in general con-
versation.

Khrushchev looked me straight in the eye and asked bluntly why
Secretary Benson had cancelled his visit.! I immediately replied that I
was sure the reason given in his letter was correct one. When he ex-
pressed skepticism I went on to say that we had an approaching election
and that agricultural policy was one of the most important issues and as
I developed my personal knowledge of Benson’s great interest in the
visit, Khrushchev appeared convinced. In this connection he said Soviet
Union would have a bumper crop this year including the new lands.
When my wife remarked that she had seen a large party of youth pre-
paring to depart for participation in the harvest Khrushchev said this
was a bad system which they had to employ due to lack of adequate ma-
chinery but that they hoped within two or three years to remedy this
and abolish the system.

Subject of civil aviation came up and Khrushchev asked me why we
had never carried out the agreement to establish civil airlines.? I said I
thought we had great interest in this but was entirely uninformed as to
why negotiations had not been started. (I should be grateful if Depart-
ment would inform me of current status this question.)® Khrushchev
proposed that he and I start the negotiations next day to which I said I

! Telegram 75 to Moscow, July 11, requested the Embassy to inform Soviet Minister
of Agriculture Vladimir Vladimirovich Matskevich that Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft
Benson had to delay his proposed trip to Europe and the Soviet Union indefinitely because
of the extreme pressure of legislative and agricultural policy matters. (Ibid., 033.1161/7-
1158)

2Section XIV of the agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union on
exchanges in the cultural, technical, and educational fields, signed in Washington on Janu-
ary 27, provided for agreement in principle to the establishment on the basis of reciprocity
direct air flights between the two nations and the commencement of negotiations on terms
and conditions “at a mutually convenient date to be determined later.” For text of the
agreement, see Department of State Bulletin, February 17, 1958, pp. 243-247.

3In a letter to Ambassador Thompson, August 27, Assistant Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs Thomas C. Mann wrote that bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union
on a civil aviation agreement might begin after the airline industry and the Civil Aeronau-
tics Board had formulated a U.S. position for the talks. (Department of State, Central Files,
611.6194/8-2758)
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knew nothing about subject and would have to get help. He remarked
somewhat contemptuously that this was a typical diplomatic answer.

When I asked him when we were going to get a vacation he said he
was leaving for Kiev about August 16 and was going on to the Crimea
about August 20. He renewed an invitation he had on a previous occa-
sion extended to my wife that I bring my family to Crimea and that we
spend our vacation together there where he promised some good hunt-
ing. My wife explained her plans were fairly well advanced to leave for
Austria and Italy August 11, mentioning children’s need for carrying on
dental work already begun in Vienna. Khrushchev indicated he consid-
ered this evasion and that he was serious in invitation. He said he real-
ized of course that I would have to obtain authorization from State
Department. Matter was left in such manner that it could easily be pur-
sued or dropped. When my wife asked where we would stay he said he
thought he had some influence with mayor of nearest town and could
find us accommodations. At one point in conversation I said I thought if
we could rid world of propaganda, problem of establishing peace
would be easy. Khrushchev immediately said “let’s make an agreement
to do it at once.” The various toasts he composed were completely inof-
fensive.

In the later conversation with my wife she asked what had hap-
pened to end our wartime collaboration. Khrushchev replied that our
establishment of a large fund for subversion of the Soviet system was
largely to blame. He told her that it was Bulganin who had brought him
the news of his son’s death during the war and he spoke of former in
affectionate terms. When he expatiated on role of India as a go-between
my wife remarked she did not understand why we could not talk di-
rectly to each other and he agreed there was no valid reason.

During this time I was talking to Mikoyan who was close to being
drunk, the conversation relating mostly to wartime reminiscences. He
paid me some extravagant compliments, saying among other things that
although our relations had probably never been worse they found it al-
ways possible to talk to me. When he said the role of being American
Ambassador in Soviet Union must be an extremely difficult one, adding
that he could say anything he pleased while I had to be careful, I replied
I was very glad that he realized this. I also remarked that an American
Ambassador had to be adept at ducking flying glass, which he took in
good part. When he started to make a crack about Arab problem I said
that if he wanted to maintain atmosphere which this conversation had
hitherto had I would advise him not to open up this subject. He laughed
and changed subject.

Throughout conversation I endeavored to maintain as reserved an
attitude as circumstances permitted. My general impression is that
Khrushchev was worried although I suspect Indian Ambassador may
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have taken initiative to suggest he join our table. Whole performance
was an eerie one, perhaps best expressed by fact that throughout eve-
ning gramophone was playing number of American jazz songs includ-
ing repeated renderings of “Why Must You Be Mean To Me?”.

Thompson

50. Editorial Note

In early July 1958, Secretary of State Dulles approved a plan for a
limited high-altitude balloon reconnaissance program of the Soviet Un-
ion. For background on the planning of this operation, see Document 46.

The operational plan, outlined in a July 2 memorandum from Cum-
ming to Dulles, called for about eight balloons to be released from a car-
rier in the Pacific to fly over the United States. “At the same time, two or
three balloons equipped with cameras will be aimed specifically to pass
westward over the USSR, the explanation, if they are detected, to be that
they are apparently strays from the launchings previously announced.”
Dulles’ approval of this plan is noted on this memorandum. (Depart-
ment of State, INR Files: Lot 58 D 776, Balloons)

Attached to Cumming’s July 2 memorandum to Dulles is a draft
memorandum from Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles to the Presi-
dent, July 2, outlining the cover plan and operational plan. No record of
the President’s final approval of this plan has been found, but three bal-
loons were released to fly over the Soviet Union, as planned, respec-
tively on July 12, 14, and 15.

According to undated notes on a meeting among State, CIA, and
Defense officials, attached to a July 25 memorandum from Cumming to
Under Secretary of State Christian A. Herter, the press release preceding
this operation as part of the cover plan indicated that several balloons
would be released to fly over the United States, and publicity on these
flights was carried in west coast papers on July 17. These notes also indi-
cate that the Air Force officer responsible for setting the mechanism gov-
erning the length of the flight of the balloons decided on his own to have
the balloons cut themselves down after 400 hours when he estimated
they would be over the Atlantic Ocean, but his error in judgment meant
that they might possibly descend in the Soviet Union, Poland, or Den-
mark. (Ibid.)
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A copy of the press release, prepared by the Department of Defense
and issued by the Cambridge Research Center in Bedford, Massachu-
setts, on July 25, which explained that 5 of the 35 balloons released dur-
ing the first half of 1958 had been lost, is in telegram 274 to Moscow,
August 8. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/8-858)

For the reactions of Eisenhower administration officials to the first
balloons coming down in Poland on July 28, see Documents 51 and 52.

51. Memorandum for the Record

Washington, July 29, 1958.

Mr. Ayer! called me at about eleven o’clock to advise that a recon-
naissance balloon of the 461-L project had apparently gone down in Po-
land yesterday. He said that he was planning for a statement to the press
to be made within a very short time, and read off what it was proposed
to say. To my query he indicated that this proposed action and text had
been taken up at Assistant Secretary level in State, but not higher, and
had not been taken up with the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of De-
fense. I told him that the President had reserved all major decisions in
the matter to himself, and would wish for the matter to be brought to his
attention with the recommendations of Mr. Quarles and Secretary
Dulles or Mr. Herter. Mr. Ayer argued against doing so, and I finally
told him that it was essential that the matter be handled in this way. I
also suggested that he get in touch with Mr. Quarles without delay.

I talked to Mr. Herter, who advised that he had seen the text of the
proposed action and found it satisfactory. I then talked to Mr. Quarles,
who was not familiar with the matter, but said he would go into it at
once.

I'spoke briefly to Dr. Killian, in my office. He advised that the mis-
hap had occurred because of a decision on the part of an operating offi-
cialin the Air Force to set the balloons for automatic descent at 400 hours
duration, this being a major change in the plan as presented to the Presi-
dent and approved by him.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters. Top Secret. Pre-
pared by Goodpaster.

! Frederick Ayer, Jr., Special Assistant for Intelligence, Department of the Air Force.
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I then reported the matter to the President and Secretary Dulles,
who was with him. The President indicated that, when Mr. Quarles had
a proposed statement and plan of action ready, he should take it up with
Secretary Dulles in view of the latter’s interest as to timing, content, im-
pact on other activities, etc.

The President deplored the way in which this project has been han-
dled. He asked me to advise Mr. Quarles that the project is to be discon-
tinued at once and every cent that has been made available as part of any
project involving crossing the Iron Curtain is to be impounded, and no
further expenditures are to be made.

I called Mr. Quarles, who said he would clear any proposed state-
ment with Secretary Dulles and with the White House, through me. He
confirmed that he understood the President’s instructions about discon-
tinuing the project and all outlays of funds connected with the project.

G.
Brigadier General, USA

52. Editorial Note

According to a memorandum of a telephone conversation between
President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles, July 30 at 6:31 p.m., “the Sec
said another balloon is down in the interior of the SU—the one they
thought would come down around Denmark. The Pres would take the
man who ordered that and fire him. There will be a great thing before
the Supreme Court but in the meantime the man will suffer.” (Eisen-
hower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations)
According to telegram 273 to Moscow, August 8, it was believed this
balloon as well as a third one came down in the vicinity of Kiev in the
Soviet Union. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/8-858)

The Soviet Union protested these aerial balloon flights over Soviet
air space. For the September 3 Soviet note and the U.S. reply of Septem-
ber 5, see Department of State Bulletin, September 29, 1958, pages
504-505. The Soviet note of October 13 renewing the protest was trans-
mitted in telegram 826 from Moscow, October 13. (Department of State,
Central Files, 761.5411/8-1358) For text of the U.S. reply, October 22, see
Department of State Bulletin, November 10, 1958, pages 739-740. A fur-
ther Soviet protest on November 20 was transmitted in telegram 1125
from Moscow, November 20. (Department of State, Central Files,
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761.5411/11-2058) According to a memorandum from Richard M. Serv-
ice to Richard H. Davis, May 23, 1960, the United States did not answer
this last Soviet note. (Ibid., 761.5411 /5-2360)

53. Editorial Note

Adlai E. Stevenson, Democratic Party Presidential candidate in
1952 and 1956, visited the Soviet Union July 12-August 8. The purpose
of his visit was twofold: to conduct business for his law clients and to
observe conditions in the Soviet Union as a private citizen. During his
visit, he met with numerous prominent Soviet officials to discuss out-
standing political issues between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion. His conversation with Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko on July
16 was summarized in telegram 133 from Moscow, July 16. (Department
of State, Central Files, 032-Stevenson, Adlai/7-1658) Memoranda of his
conversations with Nikolai A. Mikhailov, Minister of Culture, on July
16, Soviet First Deputy Premier Anastas I. Mikoyan on July 31, and
Nikita S. Khrushchev on August 5 were transmitted in despatch 92 from
Moscow, August 8. (Ibid., 032-Stevenson, Adlai/8-858) Memoranda of
his conversations with Mikoyan and Khrushchev were prepared from
notes taken by Robert C. Tucker, who had previously served in the Em-
bassy in Moscow and accompanied Stevenson on his tour. There is no
drafting information on the memorandum of Stevenson’s conversation
with Mikhailov, but presumably Tucker also prepared it. Attached to
despatch 92 is a covering memorandum dated August 8, from Ambas-
sador Llewellyn E. Thompson indicating that prior to these conversa-
tions Stevenson asked him for suggestions on points he might raise
during these talks. Thompson made several suggestions, and Stevenson
was able to introduce most of them in his talks with Soviet leaders.

Additional documentation on Stevenson’s visit, including his diary
notes and extracts from memoranda of his conversations with Mikoyan
and Khrushchev, is in The Papers of Adlai E. Stevenson: Continuing Educa-
tion and the Unfinished Business of American Society, 1957-1961, Walter
Johnson, ed. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), volume II, pages 232-279.
Stevenson also wrote 12 articles summarizing his meetings with Soviet
leaders and giving his impressions of the Soviet Union for the North
American Newspaper Alliance, which syndicated them. The articles
were published in The New York Times between August 27 and Novem-
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ber 23. Much of the information presented in these articles was subse-
quently incorporated into Stevenson’s book, Friends and Enemies: What I
Learned in Russia (New York: Harper, 1959)

A summary of Stevenson’s conversations with Soviet leaders is
printed as Document 54.

54. Report Prepared in the Department of State

Washington, September 5, 1958.

SUMMARY OF MR. STEVENSON'S
CONVERSATIONS WITH SOVIET LEADERS

US-USSR Political Relations

Khrushchev repeatedly posed the question of what could be done
to improve US-USSR relations. He and Mr. Stevenson agreed that non-
interference in the internal affairs of other countries is a highly desirable
step in this direction. However, Khrushchev’s manifest resentment of
Stevenson’s expressed interest in Soviet actions toward Yugoslavia and
Hungary and the sharp attack on US “intervention” in Lebanon, Guate-
mala, Cuba, etc., revealed the broad discrepancy in meaning attached to
“non-interference.” Khrushchev also repeated the usual Soviet objec-
tions to US foreign bases. Mr. Stevenson was impressed with Khrus-
hchev’s statement that “If a country wants to go to war, then it can
ignore public opinion. But if one does not want war, then one must take
account of public opinion. Mr. Stevenson interpreted this statement as
an indication that Soviet leaders must now consider public opinion in
formulating foreign policy because they now rely more on persuasion
and less on coercion than was the case in the Stalin regime.

Mr. Stevenson emphasized to Gromyko that the US public firmly
supports its Government in the current Middle Eastern crisis.
Khrushchev, Mikoyan and Gromyko all repeated the standard Soviet
line that Chamoun’s® request for US troops was unconstitutional and

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.61/9-1058. Confidential. Drafted by
John A. Armitage. An attached memorandum from Kohler to Dulles, September 10,
briefly summarized this report. Also attached was a memorandum from Elbrick to Dulles,
September 8, that noted Stevenson’s consultation with Ambassador Thompson before his
conversations with Soviet leaders.

1Camille Chamoun, President of Lebanon.
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unsupported by the Lebanese people and that the despatch of US troops
to protect US citizens was a classic pretext of imperialists for armed in-
tervention. Khrushchev stated the Soviet Union would never reconcile
itself to US troops remaining in the Middle East and expressed the view
that Arab dislike of the US would continue to grow as long as troops
were present.

Mr. Stevenson interpreted Khrushchev’s vigorous expression of
distaste for sitting with Chiang Kai-shek?as an indication that the Chi-
nese Communists had vigorously objected to this but also felt that the
Soviets considered the General Assembly a better forum for mobilizing
public opinion than the Security Council, particularly when the Secre-
tary had excluded private talks unless, as Khrushchev said, “they took
place by accident in the men’s room.”

US-USSR Trade Relations

Khrushchev said that the USSR had not expected US credits but
told the Governor that the “secret” motivation of Khrushchev’s trade
letter3 was to demonstrate to the Soviet people that US expressions of
concern over the welfare of Soviet consumers was politically motivated
and not genuine. Khrushchev and Mikoyan characterized the Presi-
dent’s reply as a “rather good,” “generally favorable” one.* In reply to
Mr. Stevenson, Khrushchev conceded equivocally that the lend-lease
account must be settled before a substantial expansion of trade could
take place. Khrushchev also remarked about the failure of American pa-
pers to publish his letter in full.

Mikoyan said that the USSR could allocate 500 million to 1 billion
dollars of its 8 billion dollar trade volume to trade with the US. He re-
ferred to Khrushchev’s letter as indicating what US goods Soviet trade
monopolies would be interested in and added that USSR could buy ex-
cavators over the period of a year or two and so avoid creating domestic
productive capacity to meet a short-time need.

While disclaiming economic autarky, Mikoyan said the Soviet Un-
ion must be “independent of the capitalist world in the basic questions.”
However, Soviet purchase of 5 to 10% of a given type of machine from
foreign sources would not impair this independence. The USSR desired
to expand output and export of items it could produce more cheaply,
such as timber, paper, cellulose and oil.

Mikoyan said the abolition of US discriminatory practices was a
prerequisite to trade expansion. He mentioned the high US tariff on So-

2 President of the Republic of China.
3 For text of Khrushchev’s June 2 letter to Eisenhower on expansion of U.S.-Soviet
trade, see Department of State Bulletin, August 4, 1958, pp. 200-202.

4 For text of Eisenhower’s July 14 letter to Khrushchev on expansion of U.S.-Soviet
trade, see ibid., p. 200.
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viet manganese, restrictions on US import of raw furs, US disapproval
of the export of an oil drilling cutting edge in return for the Soviet turbo-
drill, US refusal to export some medical equipment and supplies and
some other equipment for the IGY.

Khrushchev remarked that Secretary Weeks® had said the US Gov-
ernment would not hinder deals with private firms and that “appar-
ently we will consider the propositions made by these firms with a view
to inviting their representatives to come here for talks.”

US-USSR Cultural Relations

Soviet Minister of Culture Mikhailov demonstrated the sensitive
Soviet amour propre in discussing the film negotiations. Noting the US
reluctance to take as many films as the Soviets did, he said “This experi-
ence had shown disrespect for the Russian films.” Mikoyan vigorously
and emphatically defended Soviet jamming of the Voice of America, at-
tributing it to American cold-war policy and gave no indication of So-
viet willingness to make concessions in its travel restrictions.

Governor Stevenson'’s efforts to obtain Soviet recognition of Ameri-
can authors’ rights to royalties on works published in the Soviet Union
met with a non-committal response from Mikhailov.

Soviet Foreign Trade and Aid

Mikoyan stated that the Soviet Union would “have to expand” its
foreign economic assistance and that joint UN economic development
programs could and should be expanded.

Mikoyan claimed that recent large-scale Soviet exports of alumi-
num, particularly to Great Britain, were designed only to obtain foreign
currency and that the Soviet Union would not go in for large aluminum
exports in the future as its domestic requirements were growing.

Mikoyan said that in the long-range future, the Soviet Government
hoped to make the ruble convertible.

Communist China

Governor Stevenson'’s talks with Soviet leaders confirmed the im-
pression he had from European leaders that “Communist China bulks
very large in Soviet thought, concern and policy.”

Khrushchev emphasized that the pace of Communist Chinese de-
velopment was “astonishing” and had exceeded even what the Chinese
Communists themselves foresaw.

Mikoyan remarked that the USSR, as a matter of policy, bought
what Communist China could supply, perhaps reducing its own output
of a particular item by 1 to 3 percent in order to do so. He gave rice and

5Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce.
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silk as examples of this policy. He denied that there was any friction in
Soviet-Chinese Communist trade relations, stating that it might be nec-
essary to “talk things over” if the trade imbalance exceeded the 80 mil-
lion dollar swing fund.

Soviet Domestic Situation

Governor Stevenson’s over-all impression of the Soviet Union
was one of concentrated and harnessed energy and industry. Both
Khrushchev and Mikoyan stressed that the industrial decentralization
was working out successfully and that the local executives were proving
highly capable and equal to their tasks. Both men explained the large
number of economic regions (which is generally conceded to be un-
economic) are as determined by the existence of given administrative
divisions. This is an interesting commentary on the limitations which
entrenched bureaucracy places even on a powerful dictatorship.

Mikoyan reaffirmed the Soviet intention to convert all industry toa
7-hour working day by 1960 although this conversion had cost the coal
industry four billion rubles in the past twelve months and would cost
the iron and steel industry three billion rubles this year.

Remarks Concerning the Secretary

Khrushchev made obvious oblique unfavorable references to the
Secretary, terming him “A person who if brought together with a saint
would make the saint a sinner.” He said that Communist leaders said
they would regret the Secretary’s departure from the State Department
because “we’ll hardly get a more helpful opponent than he.” Later
Khrushchev said that “that Sputnik of the President is embittered and is
artificially keeping up a state of tension.” He implied that the Secretary
was motivated by personal feelings and failed to appreciate that politi-
cians’ behavior must be determined by the needs of their own countries.

Mr. Stevenson’s Conclusions

Mr. Stevenson considered that there was little to encourage hope
of an early settlement of major issues. He was impressed with Khru-
shchev’s “desire to avoid war . . . and his eagerness to talk.”¢ He told
Khrushchev that “we should proceed from the idea of equality of power
on the two sides—Neither rollback by us nor expansion by the Soviet
Union.” Mr. Stevenson was struck by Khrushchev’s acceptance of the
idea of equality. He tentatively suggested, in one of his articles, that
Khrushchev be invited to visit the United States.”

® Ellipsis in the source text.

7 Stevenson made this suggestion in the second of his articles published in The New
York Times, August 28, 1958.
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55. Editorial Note

On September 2, an unarmed U.S. Air Force C-130 transport air-
plane on a roundtrip flight from Adana to Trabzon and Van, Turkey,
with a crew of 17 on board, was reported as missing along the Soviet-
Turkish border. In Goodpaster’s memorandum for the record, prepared
on September 9, which summarized his discussions with General
Thomas D. White, Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force, President Eisen-
hower, and Secretary of State Dulles on the missing aircraft, Goodpaster
wrote:

“On the evening of 2 September General White told me he had just
received information indicating that a C-130 equipped for electronic re-
connaissance had apparently been shot down somewhere along the
Turkish-Soviet border earlier that day. He said the report was inexplica-
ble, in that the course of the plane as planned was never closer than 85
miles to the Soviet border. He phoned me the next day, indicating that
while there was no further public information, a C-130 was unreported.
He sent General Walsh over, with a report indicating that the aircraft
had been off course, had crossed the Soviet border (possibly lured by a
false radio beacon) and that it had been shot down.

“General White said that he had taken several steps to tighten u
further the conduct and supervision of such reconnaissance flights. HI;
sent over copies of instructions aimed at assuring that the aircraft donot,
even through navigation error, leave friendly territory. At his request, I
reported the matter to the President and the Secretary of State in New-
gort on 4 September, and discussed it further with the President on 6

eptember. He thought the instructions were about all that could be
done, but stressed the necessity of command emphasis and supervision.
I so informed General White.” (Eisenhower Library, Project glean Up,
Intelligence Matters)

Major General James H. Walsh, USAF, was Assistant Chief of Staff
for Intelligence, Department of the Air Force. Neither the report on the
decoy theory nor the instructions on future flights, both mentioned in
Goodpaster’s memorandum, has been found.

For text of the Department of State announcement, dated Septem-
ber 6, of the missing plane and the U.S. note delivered to the Soviet For-
eign Ministry on September 6 requesting any information on the plane
and its crew, see Department of State Bulletin, September 29, 1958, page
505. [text not declassified]

The United States based much of its subsequent protests to the So-
viet Union on information derived from telegram 845 from Ankara, Sep-
tember 9. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/9-958)

A Soviet note of September 12, transmitted in telegram 580 from
Moscow, September 12, indicated that the wreckage of an airplane and
the remains of six crew members had been found well inside Soviet ter-
ritory. (Ibid., 761.5411/9-1258) The queries of Chargé Richard H. Davis
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to Soviet authorities about the other eleven missing crew members and
requests for permission of U.S. personnel to visit the crash site were
transmitted in telegram 579 from Moscow, September 12. (Ibid.) For text
of the Department of State statement of September 12, summarizing the
September 12 Soviet note, see Department of State Bulletin, October 6,
1958, page 531. For text of the U.S. note of September 13, claiming that
Soviet fighter aircraft had intercepted and shot down the C-130 and re-
questing a visit to the crash scene by U.S. technical experts to investigate
the circumstances of the crash and to identify and arrange for transpor-
tation of the remains of the victims out of the Soviet Union, see ibid.,
page 533. For text of the September 19 Soviet note, which reiterated that
only six bodies had been found, denied any knowledge of the other
eleven, repeated its charges of an intentional violation by the plane of
Soviet air space, rejected U.S. charges that Soviet aircraft had shot down
the C-130, and offered to arrange for the transfer of the remains of the
six bodies to U.S. authorities, see ibid., February 23, 1959, page 270. For
text of the U.S. note of September 21 and the Department of State an-
nouncement of September 23 indicating agreement with the Soviet Un-
ion on the transfer of the remains of the six crew members to U.S.
officials, see ibid., October 20, 1958, page 618. Six coffins and bodies
along with personal effects were transferred to U.S. authorities on Sep-
tember 24. (Telegram 1048 from Ankara, September 26; Department of
State, Central Files, 761.5411 /9-2658)

The U.S. Government continued to press Soviet authorities con-
cerning the fate of the eleven missing crew members but failed to elicit
any information. For text of a U.S. note of October 3, see Department of
State Bulletin, October 27, 1958, pages 659-660. For an account of the con-
versation between Eric Johnston and Khrushchev on the C-130 incident
on October 6, see Document 56. For text of a Soviet note of October 16 on
this case, which also charged another violation of Soviet air space by a
U.S. military aircraft, see Department of State Bulletin, February 23,
1959, page 271. For text of a U.S. note of November 8, see ibid., December
1, 1958, page 885. For text of Robert Murphy’s representation on the
C-130 incident to Soviet Ambassador Menshikov on November 13, a
chronology on the matter, a translation of a tape-recorded conversation
among Soviet fighter pilots participating in the alleged attack on the
C-130, and translation of two articles from Sovetskaya Aviatsiya (Soviet
Aviation), all of which were released to the press on February 5, 1959, see
ibid., February 23, 1959, pages 263-269.

Discussion of possible countermoves to Soviet attacks on U.S. air-
craft is in Document 58.

On January 6, 1959, Vice President Richard M. Nixon took up the
question of the eleven missing crew members with First Deputy Pre-
mier Anastas I. Mikoyan, who visited the United States January 4-20,
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1959. Secretary of State Dulles raised it again with Mikoyan on January
16, 1959. For text of their representations, see Department of State Bulle-
tin, February 23, 1959, pages 262-263. For texts of Department of State
press releases of February 5, 6, and 7 reviewing the entire issue, see ibid.,
pages 262 and 269-270. Summary of a TASS statement of February 17
reacting to the February 5 press release was transmitted in telegram
1628 from Moscow, February 17. (Department of State, Central Files,
761.5411/2~1759) The translation of an Izvestia article of February 18 by
M. Mikhailov charging that the evidence presented in the Department
of State press announcement of February 5 was a “crude forgery” was
transmitted in despatch 484 from Moscow, February 20. (Ibid.,
761.5411/2-2059)

On May 4, Ambassador Thompson met with Khrushchev concern-
ing the eleven missing crew members and left an aide-mémoire which
indicated that President Eisenhower had instructed him to bring this
matter to Khrushchev’s personal attention. A draft text of this aide-
mémoire, which the President approved on April 3 with minor changes,
is attached to a memorandum from Herter to the President, April 2.
(Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series) The aide-
mémoire was then transmitted in telegram 1602 to Moscow, April 3.
(Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/4-359) For Thompson'’s
summary of his interview with Khrushchev, see Document 73. A trans-
lation of the Soviet reply to the aide-mémoire, handed to Thompson on
May 25, was transmitted in telegram 2371 from Moscow, May 25. (De-
partment of State, Central Files, 761.5411/5-2559) For the brief state-
ment by Press Secretary James C. Hagerty on April 4, see Department of
State Bulletin, May 25, 1959, page 743.

At the end of his visit to the Soviet Union July 23-August 2, 1959,
Vice President Nixon wrote a letter to Khrushchev concerning the miss-
ing crewmen. A copy of this August 1 letter is attached to a memoran-
dum from Richard H. Davis to John A. Calhoun, August 26.
(Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/8-2659) A translation of
Khrushchev’s reply to Nixon, August 22, is ibid., Conference Files: Lot 64
D 560, CF 1416.

President Eisenhower did not raise the matter with Khrushchev
during his visit to the United States September 15-28, 1959, but he wrote
Khrushchev on October 1 expressing “the deep concern” of the families
of the eleven missing men and making a personal appeal for informa-
tion about them. Text of Eisenhower’s letter was transmitted in telegram
904 to Moscow, October 1. (Ibid., Central Files, 761.5411/10-159) A
translation of Khrushchev’s reply, October 10, is ibid., Presidential Cor-
respondence: Lot 66 D 204.

On October 21, 1959, Secretary Christian A. Herter wrote a memo-
randum to the President saying that because Khrushchev’s letter of Oc-
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tober 10 provided nothing new, it was “highly unlikely that we shall
ever be given further information about the fate of the eleven men.” He
suggested that the families of the missing men receive a personal mes-
sage of sympathy from the President, and he enclosed a suggested mes-
sage and names and addresses of the next of kin. (Eisenhower Library,
Staff Secretary Records, International Series) Text of Eisenhower’s let-
ters to the families of the missing airmen has not been found, but a
memorandum from James Carson of S/S5-RO to Stephen Winship of
EUR, December 1, 1959, notes that Eisenhower sent such letters on Octo-
ber 29. (Ibid., Central Files, 761.5411/11-3059)

56. Report by Eric Johnston

October 6, 1958.

[Here follows the first part of the report containing Johnston’s sum-
mary of the arrangements for his visit to Khrushchev; his airplane flight
accompanied by Georgi A. Zhukov, Chairman of the Soviet State Com-
mittee for Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries, from Moscow to
Adler on the Black Sea; and his impressions of the scenery on the drive
to Gagra and the grounds and dacha where Khrushchev was staying.]

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, Eric Johnston.
Confidential; Limit Distribution. Eric Johnston, President of the Motion Picture Associa-
tion of America, visited the Soviet Union in September and October to conduct negotia-
tions on the purchase and sale of motion pictures under the cultural exchange agreement
between the United States and the Soviet Union. The portion of the report printed here,
which was presumably drafted after Johnston’s return, recounts his meeting with
Khrushchev on October 6 near Gagra in the Soviet Union. Before leaving the Soviet Union,
Johnston left with the Embassy in Moscow an account of his conversation with
Khrushchev, highlights of which were reported in telegrams 778 and 784 from Moscow,
October 8. (Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/10-858 and 032-Johnston,
Eric/10-858, respectively) The full text of Johnston’s account, which is identical to the text
printed here, was transmitted in despatch 223, October 10. (Ibid., 032-Johnston,
Eric/10-1058)

Attached to the source text is a November 11 memorandum from J.S. Earman, Ex-
ecutive Officer of the CIA, to Minnich forwarding Johnston’s memorandum as well as a
memorandum of Johnston’s November 4 conversation with Allen Dulles (Document 57).

Also attached to the source text are a briefing note for the President prepared by
Minnich on November 13 summarizing the topics covered in Johnston’s memorandum
and an undated cover sheet indicating that the President would see Johnston at 8:45 a.m.
Eisenhower met with Johnston on November 14, 8:43-9:43 a.m., but no record of their con-
versation has been found. (Eisenhower Library, President’s Appointment Books)
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We walked down the board walk for a couple of hundred feet to a
platform covered by a large umbrella under which were several chairs
and a table with fresh fruit and dishes. Zhukov pointed out to me that
Khrushchev was coming down the walk. Indeed he was. I quickly saw
that he was hatless, and was wearing a blue suit somewhat like the seer-
sucker type we wear in Washington in the summer. A Georgian white
shirt with blue embroidery was tied by a string at the neck. Sandals were
on his feet. His bald head was fringed with closely cropped white hair.
Heis a man of short stature with a bull neck and a large girth. He greeted
me with a merry twinkle in his eye and immediately started the conver-
sation by saying: “Mikoyan has just told me about you. He left here yes-
terday for Moscow. You know, I had a hard time getting rid of him. I
thought he was never going to leave.”

I replied that I had met Mikoyan in 1944.

A breeze was blowing across the Black Sea and Khrushchev waved
his hand and said: “This is a cold wind. It is coming from your ally Tur-
key. I presume we could expect nothing else but a cold wind from a
NATO country.” But he emphasized, “This doesn’t bother us.” He
quickly launched into a story which he said a Yugoslavian had told him.
“During the war” he went on, “people deserted the cities of Yugoslavia
and lived in the hills where they engaged mainly in guerrilla warfare.
The animals left the city, too. After the war was over the people returned
to the city but the animals remained in the hills. A dog, a cow and a jack-
ass got together and decided that perhaps they should go back to the city
and see how life really was. They had been gone so long, however, that
they thought they would send a scout down to reconnoiter. The dog was
sent first. In due time he returned and said the city was terrible. He had
barked and everybody had told him to keep quiet. They wouldn't even
let him bark in the city any more and he didn’t like it. So they sent the
cow down to reconnoiter. The cow returned after awhile and reported
that the city was terrible. Everybody had milked her dry. Finally, the
jackass took his turn at viewing the city lights. When he came back he
said the city was wonderful. The people had all gotten together and had
elected him president. Tito heard that this story was told to me by the
Yugoslavian and was furious because he felt that it was a direct insult to
him. Tito is queer that way.”

Suddenly, Khrushchev looked at me and said: “Why, you don't
look like a capitalist at all. You are not fat. They have sent me a man in
disguise—a lean man.”

Ireplied that we had to work so hard in the capitalist countries that
we couldn’t get fat.

“No, no,” he said and laughed heartily, his belly shaking like old St.
Nick’s. “Sit down,” he said “and have some fruit.” am glad to welcome
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you to this communist land. A capitalist and a communist can at least
talk together.”

I'then asked: “What is the cause of present world tensions, and how
would you relieve them?”

“What is your next question?” he asked. I again repeated my ques-
tion to him. He replied:

“There are many causes of world tension today but perhaps the
most important is imperialism in its many forms. England and France
have grown rich on the exploitation of other peoples.” I interrupted to
say that I felt that imperialism or colonialism had cost these countries far
more in the recent years than any advantages they might have received;
that these countries were trying to educate people for freedom and inde-
pendence.

“This is not true,” he said, “Look at the Middle East. Colonialism
and feudalism still continue there. You are tying to keep the existing
governments in power, but the people want their own governments, re-
sponsive to their own wishes. This can only come by revolution. Every
woman who has a child hopes that it can be born without pain but most
women have pain. The overthrow of feudalism and colonialism usually
comes with pain.”

“Perhaps you misunderstand our position,” I said, “We do not ob-
ject to nations changing their leadership even by violent method but we
do object to a revolution started by an outside force, a Communist, con-
spiratorial force directed from the outside.”

“We are not doing that.” he said. “Do you think Nasser?is a com-
munist? Communism is outlawed in Egypt and I understand there are
5,000 or more communists under arrest. Do you think this is an outside
communist conspiracy? Take Iraq, there the leaders are not communists.
In fact, they are anti-communists. The revolt was against a feudal sys-
tem. Take Finland, there is a Communist party in Finland. We wish
them well, but we are not supporting them. We hope all people will
overthrow feudalistic governments, wherever they are. But in your case
you support these feudalistic regimes with troops. If it had not been for
British troops in Jordan, Hussein would have been murdered long ago

'Inaletter to Foy Kohler, October 10, Chargé Davis indicated that, beginning at this
point in their conversation, Johnston and Khrushchev discussed Johnston’s idea for the
exchange of either feature-length films of Soviet-U.S. relations since World War II or
shorter newsreels in which Khrushchev and Eisenhower would informally explain the
aims and desires of their peoples. Johnston omitted this portion of his conversation with
Khrushchev from this report because he had not yet discussed the idea with government
officials in Washington. (Department of State, Central Files, 032-Johnston, Eric/10-1058)

2 Gamal Abdul Nasser, President of the United Arab Republic.
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by his people, not by Communists.® As soon as British troops are re-
moved from Jordan, the people will decide what they want to do. If they
want to overthrow Hussein they will do so. Why do you support these
obsolete regimes in many of these Middle Eastern countries? Your im-
perialism takes the form of interest in 0il and its revenues. Oil seems to
be more important to you than people.”

He had uttered these last remarks with some heat. At the first op-
portunity I denied vigorously many of his allegations and pointed out in
some detail what the oil companies had done to raise the standard of
living of peoples in these areas. I explained that several of these coun-
tries were receiving large revenues from oil, which had been developed
by technical skills not possessed by these less developed areas, and that
the sale of oil produced the revenue needed by these countries. “Would
you buy this 0il?” I asked. His reply was quick: “Of course not! We have
more oil and gas than we need. We have no interest in Middle Eastern
oil. In fact, we are closing many of our coal mines because we do not
need the coal. Oil and gas are being used instead. We are dieselizing our
railroad locomotives, making electricity from oil and gas, using it in our
factories, and we shall continue to use more oil. We are not interested in
Middle Eastern oil.”

I'took several minutes to try to explain to him some of the problems
of the oil companies, their interest in the peoples of these areas, their
avoidance of political entanglements, etc., and finally said: “But many of
these countries need outside help, financial assistance. The oil revenues,
although large, are not of sufficient size to bring the improvements so
urgently needed. Would you be willing to cooperate with financial as-
sistance?”

To my surprise he said: “You wrote an article about this a few
weeks ago in The New York Times.* Some of this article was accurate. The
revolt in this area is against poverty and disease and feudalism. You
suggested in your article that you would contribute three dollars to
every dollar that we would contribute to this area.”

“That’s correct,” I replied, “but I suggested that it should be chan-
neled through the United Nations and be used on a regional basis.
Would you agree to this?”

3 Reference is to the request of King Hussein of Jordan for military aid following an
army revolt in Iraq on July 14 and the dispatch of British troops to Jordan July 17-18.

#Reference is to Johnston's article published in The New York Times, August 10, 1958,
which set forth his proposed solution to the Middle East crisis.
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“We agree with the principle of helping these people,” he said, “but
we will not agree to spend the money through the United Nations, be-
cause the United Nations is just a puppet show with the strings being
pulled by the United States. In fact, we may get out of the United Na-
tions. Why remain in such a puppet show? No longer does the United
Nations reflect the will of people.”

“But,” I continued, “would you be interested in joining in some
fund to help raise the living standards that you have been talking about
so eloquently?”

“We will contribute,” he said, “but we will do so in our own way.
The countries which should contribute the most, however, are those
which have benefited the most from the imperialism in this area.”

“Who is that?” I asked

“England and France,” he answered. “They should pay for the past
exploitation of this area. Western Europe wants the oil of the Middle
East. Let them pay for it at a reasonable price and let them contributeto a
large fund to make up in some small measure for their long exploitation
of these people. You know,” he added, “it is difficult for me to under-
stand your side. You were founded by a revolution and for years you
were the great revolutionary force in the world, but today you support
reactionary regimes everywhere. You don’t seem to understand that the
world is undergoing a change. On the contrary we support the desires of
all people who set up their own governments and would be free from
outside domination.”

“Does that include Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland?” I
asked.

His voice reared and his fist pounded the table. “They are free,” he
said. “They have governments of their own choosing.” Then he shifted
the subject quickly, asking: “Why is Nixon so fond of Chiang Kai-shek?
This is another subject of disagreement between our two countries.”

I asked him if he had not confused Knowland® with Nixon.

“This doesn’t make any difference,” he said. “Why don’t you un-
derstand that the Chinese Government is the government of the people
of China. We can never settle the China question until you realize this.
Kerensky® is now living in New York, but Kerensky has just as much
chance of coming back and taking over the government of Russia as
Chiang Kai-shek has of taking over the government of the mainland of
China. Why can’t you people understand this?”

5Senator William F. Knowland.

6 Alexander Kerensky, head of the provisional government in Russia July-Novem-
ber 1917 until the Bolshevik takeover.
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Here I carefully explained that this was a problem I felt should be
discussed by the President of the United States or the Secretary of State.
This dealt with the foreign policy of the United States and I was notin a
position to comment, but as a private citizen I thought that perhaps
there were several reasons. One was that China was at war with the
United Nations, that she had still not come to a peace treaty in Korea
with the United Nations.

“You mean,” he snapped, “come to a peace treaty with the United
States. The United States furnished the forces and the United States did
the fighting. The United Nations is just a puppet. Why do you continue
to obscure the real facts. But let’s not discuss these things, they are de-
tails. The broad question is, why don’t you understand the situation in
China? Eventually the China question must be solved.”

I asked him if he would use his good offices with China to try to
help solve it.

“Of course,” he replied, “provided you will recognize the condi-
tions that exist in China.”

“And another cause of irritation,” he said, “is you are constantly
flying your planes around our border. When a neighbor pulls his blinds
down you don’t try to peek around the corner. We have shot down sev-
eral of your planes in the East and West and we are going to continue to
shoot them down when you get around our borders. Just recently,” he
continued, “you had a reconnaissance plane on our border and it
crashed in flames. We returned six bodies to you. Now you claim that
there are eleven more men, but we don’t know anything about those
men. We never saw them.””

I asked him if I heard him correctly—that he had never seen these
eleven men and did not now have them.

Hesaid: “Yes, you heard me correctly. We have never seen the men,
we do not now have them. We do not even know that there were eleven
men aboard. If they were, we do not know what happened to them.”

I said: “Have you told our Embassy?”

Hereplied “Yes. Now you claim that this was a plane en route from
Germany but we know that isn’t true. We know the base of the plane in
Turkey. Your plane was on reconnaissance trying to find out about a
new radar warning system that we have installed. I want to tell you that
we are going to continue to shoot down any planes that violate our bor-
ders. When we have guests in our country we treat them well, but we are
not going to tolerate unwelcome guests and, furthermore, I don’t know
what you are bothering with Turkey for. I'll let you in on a secret. We
have no navy in the Black Sea and no submarines in the Black Sea and

7See Document 55.
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we are not going to put any there. Our missiles could wipe out Turkey in
15 minutes. We have sent a note to Turkey and we are going to make
claim against Turkey for these plane incidents.”®

This was a subject that I was not prepared to discuss and not desir-
ing to pursue it further, I changed the subject, saying:

“I'have asked you your opinion of the cause of your irritation with
the United States. Now let me give you one of the irritating problems
that we have with your country.” I suggested that perhaps he wasn’t go-
ing to like it but I thought I should state my views frankly. He inter-
rupted me to say: “How do you know I am not going to like it. You
capitalists are always judging what communists are going to say even
before they say it.”

“All right,” I said, “here it is. I believe that your relationships with
the outside world would be greatly improved if you would allow for-
eign correspondents to report what they see and hear in the Soviet Un-
ion without censorship.”

“There is no censorship of facts,” he said, “in the Soviet Union. It is
only lies that we censor. The foreign press reports what it sees. We only
delete the lies. Then after we have deleted the lies, the correspondents
go to the Embassy and send them through the diplomatic pouch, so they
get there anyway.”

“But,” I interjected, “who determines what are facts and what are
lies?”
“We do,” he replied.

“That is just the problem,” I said. “People may have different ver-
sions of the truth. If you would allow foreign correspondents to report
without censorship, you would probably get a few bad articles, but you
get many good ones that would far outweigh the bad ones. Much of the
suspicion which exists because of your secrecy and your censorship
would be removed.”

His eyes narrowed to slits, like a tomcat about to fight another. He
pounded the table until the fruit shook. “Look at the lie that CBS just
presented on television, the play in which I am supposed to have killed

8 In telegram 789 from Moscow, October 8, Chargé Davis reported that the Turkish
Chargé in Moscow had called on him that afternoon to say that Georgi Nikolaevich
Zaroubin, Deputy Foreign Minister, had read to the Turkish Chargé the previous day the
text of a Soviet protest note regarding the C-130 plane and had emphasized Turkish re-
sponsibility because the plane was based in Turkey. (Department of State, Central Files,
761.5411/10-858) The text of this Soviet note has not been found.
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Stalin,” he said.? “That’s the kind of lie that we don’t appreciate. What
would you think that kind of lie does to the relationships between our
two countries during this period of the cold war? Suppose we had pre-
sented on television a play depicting President Eisenhower as murder-
ing someone. What would you say?” I told him that I deplored untruths
about anyone, particularly about rulers of states, but that untruths were
sometimes stimulated by the secretiveness used in the operation of the
Soviet system. For instance, the Voice of America in Russian is jammed
when coming into the Soviet Union, whereas we do not attempt to jam
Radio Moscow when it is broadcast in English to the states and to the
world.

He said: “That is because the Voice of America tells lies.”

“Mr. Chairman,” I said, “the Voice of Moscow tells lies, too.”

“No, it doesn’t,” he thundered.

“But, Mr. Chairman, I have heard the lies with my own ears on my
shortwave radio in my hotel room in Moscow. Distortions of the truth,
clearly. Why don’t you like the Russian people to get the same kind of
information that we give the American people, so the Russian people
may judge for themselves. Freer flow of information both ways would
do this.”

During this part of the conversation he had been gesticulating vig-
orously and talking to me as though he was haranguing a crowd, but as
the sunlight sometimes breaks through the clouds on an April day, his
countenance changed, he smiled, laughed, and said: “Now we are get-
ting angry at one another. We are friends. Let us act as friends. What
other question do you want to ask me?”

I started to ask him about his new educational program but he
looked at his watch and remarked: “It is after 2 o’clock. Come along and
have lunch with me and my family. You are going to spend the night
here.”

We arose and started down the walk.  had my camera with me and
asked him if I might take a picture of him. He agreed readily, and I
snapped several pictures of him and of Zhukov; then Zhukov took a pic-
ture of Khrushchev and me, and the interpreter took a picture of all
three of us. Khrushchev was intrigued with the camera. I told him that I
was taking three-dimensional pictures in color to be viewed through a
finder that restored the three dimensions. He looked at the camera with
great interest during my explanation and then said: “You make better
cameras than we do, but we make better missiles.” And, again with a

% Reference is to the CBS television series “Playhouse 90,” which produced the play
“The Plot To Kill Stalin” on September 25. Ambassador Menshikov protested this produc-
tion, which portrayed Khrushchev as the virtual murderer of Stalin. Subsequently, the So-
viet Union ordered CBS to close its Moscow news bureau.
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loud St. Nick’s laugh, he added: “Of course the world will judge which
is the most important.”

We walked down the boardwalk to the right angle walk that led up
to the house. His family awaited us. I was introduced to his wife, a
stocky, peasant-type woman with a bulbous nose and gray stringy hair
pulled back off her face. Wisps fell carelessly over her ears. She wore a
sack-type dress of dark gray. She was very pleasant, but other than the
customary salutations, said little. His daughter, whom I would judge to
be about 40, was tall and rather slender, with light brown hair, a quick
smile and penetrating eyes. It was obvious she had her father’s energy
and enthusiasm. Her husband, a man perhaps 10 or 15 years older, was
tall and large of athletic build, with lots of gray hair. I later learned that
he was the head of the theater in Kiev. A doctor, whom I judged to be
Khrushchev’s personal physician, a tall, lean man, rather handsome and
fiftyish, and another man, whose name I did not learn but who appeared
to be a personal secretary, completed the luncheon party. I noticed that
the living room was large and spacious. The furniture was white, per-
haps bleached teakwood. The chairs and draperies were also white. The
room was furnished in good taste with objects of art. It was not over-
done. He showed me to my bedroom, located off the living room, and it
was a large, spacious room, with white furniture. A big bathroom was
off this room. It was tiled and contained, in addition to the ordinary
plumbing fixtures, what seemed to be a massage table. All types of toi-
letries were on a table and in the basin tray there was what appeared to
be a large cake of perfumed French soap. The soap was purple and
finely textured. After washing my hands, I joined the group in the living
room and we went upstairs. On a wide balcony extending the entire
length of the house, there was a dining table with the proper number of
places set and a large quantity of various types of Russian hors
d’oeuvres. A lace table covering looked as if it might have come from
Belgium. Mrs. Khrushchev sat at the head of the table. Khrushchev was
on her right and next to him sat his daughter, her husband, and the male
secretary. I sat on Mrs. Khrushchev's left and next to me came Zhukov,
Volsky, and the doctor.

After we sat down, Khrushchev said: “Let’s have a drink of Arme-
nian brandy first. Mikoyan won’t speak to me unless I give you a drink
of his brandy first.” This, of course, we drank “do dna”—bottoms up.

The hors d’oeuvres were followed by soup, and trout, then by lamb
chops, a salad, fruit, and coffee. We had two drinks of brandy and two
drinks of vodka during the meal and there were many toasts to friend-
ship and closer cooperation between our peoples. The lamb chops were
delicious but I noticed that Khrushchev ate none. I asked him if he didn’t
like lamb chops. “Oh yes,” he replied, “but my doctor won’t let me eat
them.” He waved a hand at the tall man at the end of the table.
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I then said: “Mr. Zhukov has told me a big lie.”
“What do you mean?” asked Khrushchev.

“He told me,” I replied, “that Russians had small lunches and I
have never seen a bigger one.” Everybody seemed to laugh at this and
Khrushchev said: “You should really see a big Russian lunch if you
think this is big.”

My back was towards the Black Sea but I occasionally glanced
around. The sea was like a mill pond, not even waves lapped on the peb-
bles. Through the branches of these odd surrounding trees, there was
the Black Sea, and beyond loomed the tall mountains rising like blue
guardians to the Caucasus.

The conversation went at a rapid fire pace. It was a jovial one. There
was much kidding of me as a capitalist. I took it in good nature and, in
many instances, felt that I was able effectively to turn the tables on the
communists. No one spoke during the lunch except Khrushchev, his
daughter, the interpreter, and me. No one interrupted him except his
daughter and I noticed all were deferential including his wife.

Early in the meal I remarked that his daughter didn’t look like him
but like her mother. Quick as a flash, he stuck his whole arm across the
table with his finger pointing towards me and roared: “Another capital-
ist mistake. You capitalists can never get anything right. This woman
isn’t her mother. This is my second wife. Ha! Ha!” he roared again. “An-
other capitalist lie!” His daughter came to my rescue, however, and said
that she had frequently been mistaken for her stepmother’s daughter.
The contours of their faces were the same. “No, no,” he roared, slapping
the table, “I never thought my daughter would stand up for a capitalist.”
He then went on to explain that he had several children; one boy had
been killed as a flyer during the war; another son was a graduate engi-
neer and was now working in a technical job in Moscow; another daugh-
ter was married to an editor. “How many children are there in families
in America?” he asked. “Iunderstand an average of about four children.
This is good. To increase the population—good idea.”

“You wanted to ask me about our education system,” he said. “My
son doesn’t have the same desire for education as  had.” And again his
eyes closed to almost catlike slits. He went on: “I worked in a coal mine
owned by the French in the Donbas. I got what education I could at
night. The French paid miserable wages, so I couldn’t go to college at
that time. This is the type of capitalist exploitation we are fighting
against all over the world.” His voice was raised, his fists were clenched,
but the storm passed as quickly as it came. He added: “There is no use in
talking about the past. The future is ours. The future of communism is
inevitable. Nothing can stop it. But our youth must have the same re-
spect for manual labor that I have. After their secondary education they
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will go to work. If they want to they can study at night and those who
want to get an education can do so, but all must have respect for labor. It
is through labor that we make human progress and the Soviet Union is
going to make progress.”

We had arrived at the salad course and Khrushchev wanted to
know if I like mangoes. I told him I was very fond of them. “Well,” he
said, “I got a shipment from Nasser the other day. I am afraid they are a
little too ripe but let’s try them.” He rang for a servant who broughtina
large tray heaped with mangoes. I took one and remarked upon its ex-
cellence. Khrushchev said: “Yes, they are good but they are not as good
as the ones I get from Nehru.!” He sends me a shipment about once a
month. By the way,” he changed the subject, “how is President Eisen-
hower?” I told him that the President’s health, in my opinion, was excel-
lent.

“You know,” said Khrushchev, “I like that man. At the Geneva
Conference'! he took me to the bar after every meeting and we had a
drink together. I hope his health is good. I'd like to sit down and have
another talk with him. Why do you people have such crazy ideas about
Russia and the Communist Party? It must be you capitalists who are
fearful that the common people will get what they have. But President
Eisenhower is a soldier, not a capitalist.”

“Tell me about your seven-year plan,” I said.

“There isn’t much to tell. It is really an extension of old five-year
plans, and a little more ambitious. We are going to increase those things
that we need the most. It was hard in the early days to make much prog-
ress with industrialization but now it is increasing by geometric propor-
tions. At the end of seven years we are going to go a long ways toward
catching up with the U.S. At the end of another seven years, or at the end
of 14 years, we will catch up with the U.S. in production per capita. We
will have electricity for the farms of the Soviet Union, automobiles for
her people. It is endless the things you can do. This is a great country, a
storehouse of resources. Under communism we can do anything.”

“I noticed,” I said, “that you are trying to populate Siberia and lo-
cating some of your new plants there. To the south of you lies a great
country whose population is increasing by 15 million people a year. Ten
years from now China may have another 150 million people. China
could be a blessing or a problem to you. Do you consider her a problem

10 fawaharlal Nehru, Prime Minister of India.

! Documentation on the Heads of Government meeting in Geneva in July 1955 is
printed in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, volume V.

12 gee footnote 3, Document 57.
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at all? Might she be interested in the vacant lot to the north of her? Has
this thought motivated your planning in Sibera?”

He looked at me rather quizzically and said: “China is a great coun-
try. By the year 2,000 it may have a billion people, but communist states
never think of going to war with each other. It is only capitalist states
that do that. Of course, we will have no trouble with China. All commu-
nist states believe in getting along with each other, in growing and de-
veloping. We think of peace not of war. In my latest conference with
Mao Tse-tung'®he told me that China was producing more grain this
year than she needed. In the Soviet Union, we can increase our agricul-
tural production by ten-fold with adequate mineral fertilizers and ade-
quate manpower. No, there is no fear of China. We both believe in the
communist doctrine. We want to develop our countries, have a higher
standard of living for our people, and you can only do that through
peaceful means.”

The sumptuous lunch had been completed. We walked into the
upper hall where there was a large wooden box that looked like cedar
painted with some design. The box was about 3-1/2 feet by 2 feet by
2 feet. He opened the lid. Inside were neat rows of apples, rapped in
white paper. “Take one,” he said, “they are the best apples I have ever
eaten.” I took one. It was bright red. “Who sent you these?” I asked. “An
old friend of mine,” he said, “Kadar'* in Hungary.” Each of us took an
apple and walked down the stairs through the living room to the front
porch.

“Let’s take a walk,” he suggested. We walked along the boardwalk.
The family remained near the porch. We were alone except for the inter-
preter. We walked to the end of the boardwalk, a considerable distance,
and then came back. During the walk, he said: “There are two things you
must understand. The Soviet Union doesn’t want war and under your
system the United States can’t start a war. Isn’t it foolish therefore to
continue endlessly this cold war?”

“I quite agree with you,” I'said, “but it seems to me that the problem
is primarily yours.”

“No, that’s not true,” he said. “You hate communism just because it
is a different system. You think you can destroy us. You think if you
keep up an armaments race that we cannot do likewise and at the same
time improve the standard of living of our people. You think that if our
people have a lower standard of living there will be a revolt in our coun-
try. But we have proved this false. We have kept up with you in the ar-

13 Khrushchev visited Peking July 31-August 3 for talks with Mao Tse-tung, Chair-
man of the People’s Republic of China.

" Janos Kadar, First Secretary of the Hungarian Revolutionary Socialist Party.
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maments race. In fact, in some ways I think we are ahead. At the same
time we have improved our country and improved the conditions of life
of our people. You are afraid of competition from us. You are afraid that
we will outproduce you and outsell you in the markets of the world and
that other countries will follow the communist example.”

I told him that I was not afraid of this at all. As a matter of fact, I
welcomed it because I was just as firmly convinced that our democratic
society could produce more and bring greater happiness to its people. In
such a race, free from force, there was no question in my mind which
would eventually survive. There have been many changes in the world
and modern capitalism in America today was no more like capitalism of
the 19th century than a flower garden resembled a desert. Khrushchev
came back to the subject, remarking: “Why don’t you reduce armaments
then, quit this foolish race and use this saving or a portion of it to help
undeveloped countries improve their position?”

Iretorted that President Eisenhower had said the same thing. In fact
I think he proposed it.

“No,” said Khrushchev, “it was a Frenchman who proposed it first
and I did it second.” I replied that I didn’t know who proposed it first
butIdo know that President Eisenhower is for this kind of development
program.

By this time we had rejoined the family who had gathered in a small
group conversing. It was about a quarter to five.

“Now,” said Khrushchev, “you will spend the night here, have din-
ner with us, go grouse hunting with us tomorrow. I know a wonderful
spot about 30 miles from here across the sea.”

“Iam very sorry, Mr. Chairman,” I said, “but I really think I should
go back to Moscow tonite. I would like to go grouse hunting with you
but I have already over-stayed my welcome as it is.”

“But you haven’t seen all the Caucasus,” he said, “If you won’t stay
overnight then at least let me send you to Lake Ritzaluke. It is beautiful.
You can spend the night up there.”

“But, Mr. Chairman,” I said, “I must be back in Moscow on Tuesday
(October 7) and that would mean I wouldn’t be back in Moscow until
Wednesday morning. I must fly back at night.”

“Why?” he asked.

“Mr. Zhukov says that I must fly back at night on Monday,” I re-
plied. “You can fly back any time you wish. You can fly back in the day-
time tomorrow, if you wish.”

Zhukov turned to me and said: “We can go and spend the night at
Ritzaluke and leave tomorrow afternoon by plane for Moscow.

This I agreed to do.



202 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume X

“But you should leave immediately,” said Khrushchev. “Itis a long
mountain road and if you leave right now you can make it there before
dark. I don’t want you to drive that road after night. I'll have my chauf-
feur put the top of the car down and I'll give you my fur-lined coat.
You'll need it in the mountains.”

[Here follows the remainder of the report containing Johnston’s im-
pressions of the scenery on the way to Lake Ritzaluke, the hotel where
he spent the night, and his boat trip on the lake the following morning
before returning to Moscow.]

57. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 4, 1958.

SUBJECT
Meeting Between Eric Johnston and N. Khrushchev on 6 October 1958

[List of participants (6 lines of source text) not declassified]

Mr. Johnston opened the conversation describing a visit to Mr.
Khrushchev’s summer home which lasted between five and six hours.
In the course of this visit Mr. Johnston was entertained at dinner during
which time he learned the following about Khrushchev’s family.
Johnston was advised that Khrushchev’s wife, who was present at the
dinner, was Khrushchev’s second wife. Also present were Khru-
shchev’s oldest daughter, who appeared to be between 40 and 43 years
of age, and her husband, Victor Petrovich, Director of the Kiev Opera. In
the course of this discussion it also developed that Khrushchev has a
younger daughter who is married to an editor in Moscow and that he
has a son about 24 years of age who is an engineer and who works in
Moscow. Khrushchev mentioned that he had another son who was
killed during World War Il and stated that he had several grandchildren
but did not specify precisely how many. Johnston also noted that it ap-
peared that Khrushchev’s daughter and her husband, Victor, had been

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, Eric Johnston. Se-
cret. The source text bears no drafting information. This memorandum of conversation
was given to the President; see the source note, Document 56.

15ee Document 56.
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visiting at the Khrushchev home for about two weeks at the time of this
particular dinner.

Johnston was informed that the Sinkiang Railroad, which has been
known to have been planned for some time, is actually under construc-
tion by the Chinese and the Soviet. He was informed that they hope to
have trains in operation on this railroad by the end of 1959. The Russian
terminus of the railroad is at Alma-Ata in the Kirghiz Republic and the
Chinese terminus will be at Lungchow in Kwangsi Province where it
will tie into the railroad presently leading into Vietnam.

Johnston stated that prior to his meeting with Khrushchev, he
had been advised [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] that
Khrushchev had been a drunkard and that he now had very bad kidney
and bladder trouble as well as prostate trouble and that he could no
longer drink any alcoholic beverages and had to be very careful of his
health. In addition, Johnston remarked that he had been informed [less
than 1 line of source text not declassified] that Khrushchev was not a good
business executive, that he could not delegate authority, and that all de-
cisions had to be made by Khrushchev personally or nothing was ac-
complished. Johnston took issue with both of these points, based upon
his observations during his visit with Khrushchev. He pointed out that
during his entire five or six hour visit with Khrushchev, Khrushchev did
not drink excessively but did consume two drinks of vodka, two bran-
dies, and two or three glasses of wine. In addition, Johnston observed
that during the entire time of the visit, Khrushchev never excused him-
self to go to the bathroom. Further, Johnston noted that during this five
or six hour period Khrushchev was not at any time interrupted by any
phone calls, messenger, or message of any description. Johnston stated
that Khrushchev remarked several times in the course of the discussions
that he delegated certain functions to certain officials and that they com-
pletely managed the responsibilities he had assigned them until such
time they ran into difficulties which they could not solve and then, and
only then, they came to him for assistance. Johnston also stated that con-
trary to certain information and impressions he had received prior to
this meeting, he did not consider Khrushchev to be a blabber-mouth ora
person who spoke without thinking and knowing what he was saying.
Johnston considered Khrushchev to be a master showman but neverthe-
less thought he was extremely careful in everything he said despite the
fact that he spoke quickly and in an apparent off-hand manner. It was
Johnston’s observation that when Khrushchev did not wish to discuss a
subject or was not prepared to discuss a subject, even in a private con-
versation, he merely changed the subject in each case and refused to go
further along lines of conversation he did not want to pursue. With re-
spect to the state of Khrushchev’s health, Johnston noted that at the end
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of this lengthy session Khrushchev seemed just as bouncy as ever and
without any signs of fatigue, whereas Johnston himself felt exhausted.

Johnston was impressed with Khrushchev’s statistical knowledge
of the United States. He stated that Khrushchev was extremely well-in-
formed on all matters pertaining to United States production in all fields
but showed a complete lack of comprehension of how the U.S. or, for
that matter, the West in general operates and functions. In the latter re-
spect, Johnston felt that Khrushchev had no comprehension whatso-
ever.

According to Johnston, Khrushchev on two or three occasions ex-
pressed an interest in visiting the United States. In this connection he
expressed a liking for and a desire to talk to President Eisenhower but
commented that the President was sensitive and would not talk to peo-
ple. Khrushchev went on to say that the President ought to talk to people
and stated that he would like to sit down and have several long talks
with the President. He expressed the view that some good might come
of such talks. In this connection Johnston reported that in a conversation
with Mikoyan, Mikoyan had also said that he thought it would be help-
ful if the President and Khrushchev could sit down and have private
conversations similar to those which Mikoyan had with Adenauer.2 In
both instances, Johnston pointed out to Khrushchev and to Mikoyan
that because of our system wherein reporters, photographers and the
people in general know whatever the President is doing, it would be vir-
tually impossible for the President and Khrushchev to have conversa-
tions unbeknownst to the populace of the United States. Johnston stated
that Mikoyan remarked that he and Adenauer had made some “deals
under the table” which were presently in process of being worked out,
but Mikoyan declined to respond to Johnston’s questions as to the de-
tails of such arrangements.

Both Khrushchev and Mikoyan described Khrushchev’s visit to
China in glowing terms. Khrushchev stated that in his meeting with
Mao Tse-tung, Mao told him of the magnificent harvest China had had;
they had ample grain for everyone, and were making great strides in
their industrial and agricultural developments. According to Khru-
shchev, Mao stressed that with the new fertilizers, new chemicals, new
seeds, and new methods of agriculture and with the new scientific de-
velopments, they anticipated being able to support without any prob-
lems a billion people by the year 2000. Khrushchev informed Johnston

2 During Mikoyan’s visit to Bonn April 25-26, he had discussions with Adenauer
and other German leaders. The report to the North Atlantic Council by Herbert A. von
Blankenhorn, West German Permanent Representative to NATO, on Mikoyan'’s visit, in-
cluding Mikoyan’s discussion with Adenauer, was summarized in Polto 3475 from Paris,
April 28. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6162/4-2858)
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that Mao was a very forward-looking man and that he anticipated no
problems between China and Russia in the future. Khrushchev, in fact,
ridiculed Johnston’s suggestion that conceivably ten years from now
Khrushchev might be looking to the United States for assistance against
China and stated that this was purely a capitalist idea and that only capi-
talists get into wars.

In summation, Johnston expressed the view that the entire motiva-
tion of Khrushchev and the Soviet hierarchy is due to a feeling of inferi-
ority and desire to “Beat America.” He cited several illustrations in
support of this and stressed that Khrushchev studies the United States,
particularly statistically, as a challenger studies the champion he is to
oppose. Johnston believes that this feeling of “Beat America” permeates
all fields of Soviet endeavor including sports, cultural activities, agricul-
ture, industrial production and scientific development, although
Khrushchev appeared particularly to place emphasis on surpassing the
United States economically and in production per capita prior to the end
of his second Seven-Year Plan.3

When asked whether or not he thought a visit by Khrushchev to the
United States would be helpful to Khrushchev’s understanding of the
United States, Johnston replied that he was doubtful that it would
change any of Khrushchev’s very decided misimpressions of America
unless he could remain here for a fairly considerable period of time. He
expressed the opinion that a short visit in which Khrushchev was
wined, dined, and entertained would not affect him in the slightest. He
believed that Khrushchev would merely translate his various
misimpressions into antagonisms unless he could remain here for along
enough period of time to persuade himself that certain of his impres-
sions were in fact erroneous.

3 Reference presumably is to the Soviet Union’s second Seven-Year Plan, which
would begin in 1966 following completion of the first Seven-Year Plan (1959-1965). In in-
troducing the first Seven-Year Plan at the plenum of the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union on November 12, Khrushchev asserted that by 1970, and
possibly even earlier, the Soviet Union would surpass the United States, as well as all other
nations, both in absolute output and in per capita industrial output. (Current Digest of the
Soviet Press, January 14, 1959, pp. 10-11)
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58. Memorandum on the Substance of Discussion at the
Department of State-Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting

Washington, November 21, 1958, 11:30 a.m.

[Source: Department of State, State-JCS Meetings: Lot 61 D417. Top
Secret. Extract—4 pages of source text not declassified.]



JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1959: VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES
OF ANASTAS 1. MIKOYAN; THE 21ST CONGRESS OF THE
COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION

59. Editorial Note

First Deputy Premier Anastas I. Mikoyan visited the United States
January 4-20, 1959, in an unofficial capacity as guest of Ambassador
Mikhail A. Menshikov. Llewellyn E. Thompson, Ambassador to the So-
viet Union, first learned of the proposed visit in a note from the Soviet
Foreign Ministry, December 16, 1958, which was delivered to him the
next day. Thompson, who believed it “would be very useful from many
points view for Mikoyan to receive at first hand authoritative exposition
our policies from highest officials US government,” recommended fa-
vorable action on Mikoyan’s request for a diplomatic visa. (Telegram
1273 from Moscow, December 17, 1958; Department of State, Central
Files, 033.6111/12-1758) Thompson speculated that the main purpose
of Mikoyan'’s trip would be “to explore possibilities of increasing trade
with U.S. and corollary purpose to take our temperature on Berlin ques-
tion.” He also wanted to inform U.S. allies of the proposed visit and to
refer them to Eisenhower’s letter to Bulganin, February 15, 1958, which
had proposed that influential Soviet citizens visit the United States.
(Telegram 1274 from Moscow, December 17, 1958; ibid.) For text of
Eisenhower’s February 15 letter to Bulganin, see Department of State
Bulletin, March 10, 1958, pages 373-376.

In telegram 965 to Moscow, December 17, 1958, the Department of
State agreed with Thompson’s recommendations subject to the ap-
proval of Secretary Dulles, who was attending the NATO Ministerial
Meeting in Paris. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6111/12-1758)
Dulles also concurred but first wanted President Eisenhower informed
of the visit. (Secto 25 from Paris, December 18, 1958; ibid., 033.6111/12-
1858) A handwritten note on a copy of Dulles’ message indicates that the
President was informed on December 18. (Eisenhower Library, Staff
Secretary Records, International Series) Eisenhower was presumably
informed before or during the 391st meeting of the National Security
Council on December 18. As summarized in the memorandum of dis-
cussion, Allen Dulles briefed the Council members on Mikoyan'’s visit
as follows:

“Mr. Dulles regorted that the USSR had yesterday requested that
Mikoyan be allowed to visit the United States in January as a guest of the
Soviet Ambassador in Washington. The ‘cover’ purpose of his visit will
be trade discussions; the real purpose has not been divulged. Perhaps
the real purpose would be to assess the temper of the American people
with respect to Berlin and other international situations before the

207
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meeting of the Supreme Soviet on January 27. Moreover, the Soviets
may believe the visit would appear to be a substantation of propaganda
stories ‘planted’ by Moscow that the U.S. and the USSR are en aﬁed in
secret negotiations. Mikoyan, 63 years old, was No. 2 to Khrushchev in
seniority but not likely to be Khrushchev’s successor. A member of the
Presidum since 1934 and a Party member since 1915, Mikoyan is re-
markable for his political durability and his ability to end up on the win-
ning side in internal struggles. He is interested less in Communist
ideology than in bolstering Soviet economic strength, and is said to love
‘horse-trading’. Reports indicate that Khrushchev treats him in a cava-
lier manner. Mikoyan visited the U.S. once before, in 1936 for 3 months,
to study the canning industry.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File,
NSC Records)

On December 27 and 30, Deputy Under Secretary of State for Politi-
cal Affairs Robert D. Murphy discussed with Ambassador Menshikov
Mikoyan’s travel plans and security arrangements. (Memoranda of con-
versation, December 27 and 30; Department of State, Central Files,
033.6111/12-2758 and 033.6111/12-3058) In a memorandum to the
President, January 2, 1959, Acting Secretary of State Christian A. Herter
summarized Mikoyan'’s itinerary as well as plans for U.S. officials to
hold talks with him. Herter recommended that the President see
Mikoyan after Mikoyan had returned to Washington following his visits
to other parts of the nation. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Interna-
tional File)

Following Mikoyan'’s arrival in the United States, he met with Sec-
retary Dulles on January 5; see Document 60. An extract from the memo-
randum of their conversation on the problems of Berlin and Germany is
printed in volume VIII, Document 121. Mikoyan also met with Harold E.
Stassen, President Eisenhower’s former Special Assistant on Disarma-
ment, on January 6. Stassen sent an account of this interview in aletter to
the President, January 7. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Admini-
stration Series) A memorandum of Vice President Richard M. Nixon’s
conversation with Mikoyan on January 6 is printed as Document 61.

Mikoyan then traveled to other parts of the United States, including
Cleveland, Detroit, Chicago, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and New
York. Following his return to Washington, he met again twice with
Dulles on January 16; see Documents 62 and 63. Portions of these memo-
randa regarding Berlin and Germany are printed in volume VIII, Docu-
ments 135 and 136. Mikoyan saw the President on January 17; see
Document 64. The portion of this memorandum pertaining to Berlin and
Germany is printed in volume VIII, Document 137. A memorandum of
Murphy’s conversation with Eric Johnston on January 19 summarized
Johnston’s conversation with Mikoyan on January 17. (Department of
State, Central Files, 033.6111/1-1959) A memorandum of Mikoyan’s
conversation with Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs
C. Douglas Dillon on trade matters on January 19 is printed as Docu-
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ment 65. Dillon also gave an account of his talk with Mikoyan in his
speech to the Mississippi Valley World Trade Council in New Orleans,
Louisiana, on January 27. For text of this address, see Department of
State Bulletin, February 16, 1959, pages 237-243. A memorandum of
Mikoyan’s conversation with Secretary of Commerce Lewis L. Strauss
on January 19 is printed as Document 66.

For text of Dulles’ farewell message to Mikoyan, January 20, see De-
partment of State Bulletin, February 9, 1958, pages 189-190. Mikoyan's
reply to Dulles, dated January 21, is attached to a memorandum from
Foy D. Kohler, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs,
to Dulles, January 21. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6111/1-
2159) For Dulles’ report to the National Security Council on January 22
on Mikoyan’s visit, see Document 67.

For text of Mikoyan’s news conference in Moscow on January 24 on
his trip, see Current Digest of the Soviet Press, March 4, 1959, pages 28-31.
Mikoyan also gave his impressions of his visit in a speech to the 21st
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union on January 31. For
text of his speech, see ibid., April 1, 1959, pages 56—60 and 79. His speech
was also summarized and analyzed in telegram 1529 from Moscow,
February 2. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6111/2-259)

Intelligence Report No. 7944, “The Mikoyan Visit: An Appraisal,”
which the Division of Research and Analysis for USSR and Eastern
Europe, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, prepared on February 5, is
in National Archives and Records Administration, RG 59, OSS-INR Re-
ports.

Additional documentation on Mikoyan’s visit is in Department of
State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183, and Central Files 033.6111
and 411.6141.
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60. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 5, 1959.

SUBJECT
U.S.-Soviet Relations

PARTICIPANTS

Anastas I. Mikoyan, Deputy Premier of the USSR

John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State

Mikhail A. Menshikov, Soviet Ambassador

Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary of State

Oleg A. Troyanovski, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, USSR
Llewellyn E. Thompson, American Ambassador to Moscow!
Edward L. Freers, Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs

Mr. Mikoyan opened the conversation by recalling that he had been
to the United States before on an unofficial visit and had talked to Secre-
tary of State Cordell Hull in the company of Mr. Troyanovski’s father.2

The Secretary recalled that he had been at a dinner in Moscow in
April 1947 at which Mr. Mikoyan was present but he was not sure
whether or not they had met each other on that occasion.

Mr. Mikoyan said that they had met but had not had the opportu-
nity to have a conversation.

The Secretary said that he was happy that Mr. Mikoyan had come to
visit the United States. He thought these unofficial visits were extremely
useful as a means of eliminating misunderstanding and affording a bet-
ter appreciation of what were real differences between us and what
were not. He said there are real problems, but there is no reason for mak-
ing them worse and sharpening our differences by creating imaginary
and fictitious problems.

Mr. Mikoyan agreed and said it was important to continue these
visits. It was always better to avoid differences and reach solutions to
problems. This was understood back home and hence Prime Minister
Khrushchev had asked him to convey his greetings to the Secretary as
had Foreign Minister Gromyko. The Prime Minister had even asked
Mikoyan to tell the Secretary that although they two exchanged strong
words in the press and otherwise, this was not the main thing. The main
thing was to work for peace.

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Secret; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by Freers. A note on the source text reads: “Sec saw.”

! Thompson, who thought it would be advisable to be present during Mikoyan’s
talks with U.S. officials, had returned to the United States.

2 During Mikoyan'’s visit to the United States in 1936, Troyanovski's father, Alexan-
der A. Troyanovski, was Soviet Ambassador to the United States.
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The Secretary recalled the contacts he had had with Prime Minister
Khrushchev in Geneva in 19553 and Mikoyan remarked that Khru-
shchev had indeed told them about this.

Mikoyan said that there was one thing which was not quite clear to
them. At one time the United States accused the Soviet Union of follow-
ing a hard line. It charged the Soviet leaders with saying “nyet, nyet,
nyet” all the time. Now when the Soviet Union seemed to be following a
more flexible line, it was the American Government which said “no, no,
no” all the time. There had been a change in roles.

The Secretary interrupted to say that Mikoyan would be given the
opportunity to say “da, da, da” if he so desired.

Mikoyan made the rejoinder that he would like this to correspond
to the real position.

The Secretary made the point that he did not understand that Mr.
Mikoyan was here to carry on negotiations on any particular topic, but
he did hope that there would be an opportunity to exchange views on
the matters that divide us.

Mikoyan said that this was the case.

The Secretary said that he had just been saying to his associates in
the Department that ever since he had come into contact with Soviet offi-
cials—that is since the San Francisco meeting in 1945—he had found it
extremely difficult to have a serious discussion with any of them on the
matters that gave rise to tension and even involved risks of war. For ex-
ample, one thing that concerned us very greatly were the goals and am-
bitions of the International Communist Movement and the extent to
which this movement was supported by the Soviet Union. When he had
talked to Molotov* about this, the latter had said that there was no such
thing as the International Communist Movement. The Secretary found
it hard to carry on a conversation in such a situation. We have no quar-
rel, he said, with the Soviet Union as a State. We were delighted to see it
grow in power and welfare—this would give us no concern at all. It is
the extent to which that power is placed at the disposition of the Interna-
tional Communist Movement, which has goals incompatible with our
own safety, that causes concern on our part.

[Here follows discussion of Germany and Berlin, printed in volume
VIII, Document 121.]

Mr. Mikoyan then reverted to the Secretary’s remark about his con-
versation with Molotov. Mikoyan said that since Molotov had not ex-
plained the matter of International Communism to the Secretary, he

3 Reference is to the Heads of Government meeting at Geneva in July 1955.

#Vyachaslav Mikhailovich Molotov, Soviet Foreign Minister, 1939-1949 and
1953-1956.
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would explain it. The Secretary interjected the remark that Molotov had
not only not explained it, he had said it didn’t exist. Mikoyan said it was
not a subject for discussion between states, but since this was an infor-
mal talk, he would elaborate on the matter. The Communist movement
had been in evidence wherever a working class existed, even before the
USSR came into being. The Soviets believed, he said, that the ideas of
Communism will continue to strengthen. Experience showed that the
ways in which it would develop would be different. They believed that
this was an affair for each country, its working class and its people. They
did not conceal the fact that they sympathized with this development.
They do not, however, interfere in the internal affairs of other Commu-
nist parties and of other countries. The United States had an intelligence
service, with the Secretary’s brother at its head. Perhaps he understood
this. Several million people voted for the Communist parties in Italy and
France. In England, there wasn’t a single Communist member of Parlia-
ment. In the United States there was no Communist member of Con-
gress. Why was the United States so fearful—even more than France or
Italy—although Communist strength in the United States was negligi-
ble? In order to understand the Soviets correctly, he continued, it must
be recognized that there is a difference between the Communist Party
and the Soviet State. There are examples which illustrate this. The Soviet
Union has good relations with the UAR. Khrushchev met and talked
with the President and Vice President of the UAR, even though they not
only do not protect Communists but they attack them and put them in
prison. In the USSR there are no political prisoners. The Soviets cannot
sympathize with Nasser for arresting political prisoners, especially
Communists, but they do consider this an internal matter. Conditions
call for this. The Soviet leaders had had many friendly talks with the
President and Vice President of the UAR, but there had been no talks
about this. This is regarded as an internal matter. The Soviet leaders had
very good relations with Afghanistan—with the King and Prime Minis-
ter—although there are no Communists in that country. They have good
relations with Nepal and its King, although they have never heard of
any Communists in that country. They have good relations with Kek-
konnen, the President of Finland, where there is a large Communist
party. Mikoyan said he had good relations with Mr. Hansen, the Prime
Minister of Denmark, which is a member of NATO. He had tried to pre-
vail on him to leave NATO but had had no success. Mikoyan said that
he wanted the Secretary to believe that this was the truth. Had they
acted in any other way, the Soviets would have been the enemies of
Communism.

[Here follows discussion of Germany and Berlin (printed in volume
VIII, Document 121) and disarmament.]
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The Secretary said that he hoped Mikoyan would discuss economic
and trade questions with Mr. Dillon while he was here. Ambassador
Menshikov said that he would get in touch with us and make the ar-
rangements for this.

The Secretary said that he was glad to have this exchange of views
with Mr. Mikoyan. He recognized that the latter’s visit to the United
States was concrete evidence of the desire of the Soviet Union to estab-
lish a more understanding relationship. Mikoyan remarked that this
was quite true. The Secretary said that after Mikoyan toured around the
country for two weeks he expected him to come back to Washington
Americanized. Mikoyan replied that he had come here for a different
purpose and that he hoped for acceptable specific proposals from Secre-
tary Dulles.

61. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 6, 1959.

SUBJECT
US-Soviet Relations

PARTICIPANTS

Richard M. Nixon, Vice President of the United States
Anastas I. Mikoyan, Deputy Premier of the Soviet Union
Mikhail A. Menshikov, Soviet Ambassador

Llewellyn E. Thompson, American Ambassador

Oleg A. Troyanovsky, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Edward L. Freers, Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs

Mikoyan opened the conversation by saying that he brought greet-
ings to the Vice President from Premier Khrushchev and added that the
Soviets had been favorably impressed by the Vice President’s speech in
London.! Observing the latter’s office, Mikoyan commented that his

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Secret. Drafted
by Freers and approved by the Vice President’s office on January 16. Notations on the
source text indicate that Dulles and Herter saw the memorandum.

! For text of Nixon’s speech, which he made to the English-Speaking Union in Lon-
don on November 26, 1958, see Department of State Bulletin, January 5, 1959, pp. 14-17.
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was twice as large. The Vice President said that we did not think much
of Vice Presidents here. Mikoyan replied that we were more democratic
here.

Mikoyan said that he thought the political situation here was not
easy for the administration in view of the Democratic control of Con-
gress. He noted that our Constitution provided for a party in the minor-
ity to exercise rule and thus differed from other constitutions he knew,
but he assumed that this would give the United States more stability.

The Vice President said that we operated on a bi-partisan basis on
foreign policy but engaged in much controversy over domestic policy.
For example, in 1948 President Truman, whose party had a minority in
Congress at the time, was supported by an overwhelming bi-partisan
vote on the Marshall Plan. In the area of foreign policy, Congress sup-
ported the President and the Secretary of State on major issues. He said
that sometimes people outside the United States got the wrong impres-
sion about our unity because of our freedom of debate. Looking back on
the past 25 years, his impression was that one would find increasing
support for national policies rather than partisan policies. If this were
not so, there would be a chaotic condition whenever the President was
from one party and the majority of Congress from the other. All this did
not mean that there were no hot arguments between us.

Mikoyan said that, judging from the press, Americans liked argu-
ment. The Vice President said we preferred to work things out easily.
Mikoyan replied, “Yes, you can do this among your own friends, but
how can the two of us work our problems out?” The Vice President said
this could be done better by talking than by fighting, and Mikoyan
agreed that this would improve our relations.

The Vice President said that there were several areas of agreement
between the American and Russian peoples and some of these were
evenreflected in the policies of our governments as well. He pointed out
that Mikoyan had mentioned Khrushchev’s comments about the speech
he had made in London. He said this speech reflected the views of the
great majority of the American people. They desired and preferred to
use the resources of this country to win battles against disease, poverty
and want, rather than any other battles between nations.

Mikoyan said this was a good platform for improvement of rela-
tions. But, he said, many prejudices stand in the way. If there were fre-
quent meetings and contacts at all levels, only the real differences would
remain and even these could then be solved through discussion.

The Vice President said that visits such as Mikoyan was making
were useful. He was glad that Mikoyan would be able to see the United
States and hoped that he would talk to important industrialists. They
were not as bad as some people painted them. He was sure that
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Mikoyan would see great progress since the time of his last visit. The
Vice President said that every visitor to the Soviet Union with whom he
had talked—Senator Humphrey, Eric Johnston and others—had told
him they had been impressed by three things. One was the progress that
had been made in the USSR. Another was the determination to work
and succeed, reflected by the Soviet people. The third was the friendly
reception given to these visitors, not only by officials from whom it
might be expected, but by everyone. The Vice President said he thought
Mikoyan would find we were making progress here and that he, too,
would meet a generally friendly reception. Certainly there would be
nothing but the most friendly reception from the people as a whole. He
would find among the American people great admiration for the
achievements of the Soviet people in the scientific field. The “Lunik”
that had gone on toward the sun had caught the imagination of the
American people.2 He, for one, thought it was good to have this type of
competition. Sometimes the Soviet Union might be first; other times the
United States. It was the responsibility of those in government to find
the means to share the benefits of this process. Economic progress of the
world in general would provide ample room for healthy, friendly com-
petition. This brought him to the point as to why there were problems
that divide us. Some of these were due to lack of communication. This
was a job for our Ambassadors, among others. At times, people did not
get the right interpretation of motivations underlying actions. While
there existed among the American people a tremendous admiration for
the heroism of the Russian soldiers when we were Allies, our people ex-
pressed concern when they read statements which indicated a determi-
nation by the Soviet Union, through Communist organizations, to
increase its influence and to overthrow governments around the world,
including our own. This was not said in a critical sense but to show the
impression that is made by these statements. The Vice President said he
realized that speeches made here might have the same effect upon the
Russians. If we were going to talk about peaceful competition it must be
just that and not the use of economic power to extend influence.

Mikoyan said that he agreed to the last part of this statement but he
said that Soviet intentions were erroneously interpreted. He asked if the
Vice President considered their leadership intelligent. Mikoyan said
they might make mistakes but they were intelligent. He did not say this
with any inflated sense of pride, but said it objectively. In that case, how
could the Soviet leaders hope to undermine the United States Govern-
ment? They would be all Don Quixotes if they did. It was another matter

2Lunik I, a satellite launched by the Soviet Union on January 2, came within about
4,000 miles of the Moon and passed into planetary orbit around the Sun.
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that they felt that the internal processes working in capitalist countries
should bring about communism. But that was an internal matter. The
development of history occurred in a zig-zag fashion, but it was interest-
ing to note that the richest countries were the least susceptible to com-
munist influence. If de Gaulle had apprehensions about communist
influence, Mikoyan could understand this since France had a big Com-
munist Party. There was no basis at all for us to be concerned about a
communist danger. Of course, the Soviet leaders’ sympathies are on the
side of communism, just as ours are on the side of capitalism. After all,
we statesmen have our responsibility for governing our countries.
Americans might say, “Well, what about Hungary?”2 There comes a
time in history when action is necessary. They had an alliance with that
government. They thought that American intelligence played a role in
this affair. They didn’t expect us to agree. They thought we wanted to
divide and break up their bloc. They believed that a threat to their
friends and allies was a threat to their own country. They had had to act,
but they were sorry to have done so. If a communist government or any
government hostile to the United States came into power in Mexico or
Canada we would not stand aside. There is no use to mention examples.
Of course, they would be glad if communism came to power in one
country or another but it would never succeed if it relied on help from
the outside. We must avoid fighting and even avoid propaganda. For
instance, we had appropriated $100,000,000 for activities against them.
This was not bad for them, and the money had been lost. Their system
was strong and even billions of dollars were not enough. After Stalin
died they introduced many important reforms which have improved
the situation. Of course, Stalin wanted their country to be strong, but his
methods did not help. The Vice President interrupted to ask if he meant
strong internally. Mikoyan said that he was referring to foreign policy
and that here Stalin’s line had been too inflexible. The present Soviet
leaders had tried to change this policy and had not approved some of
the ideas of Stalin but he had carried them through. In his old age, Stalin
had not read much, nor had he met many people and he had become
detached from life. The decisions he took therefore had no proper basis.
The present leaders read a great deal, met more foreigners, and had the
possibility of adopting decisions based on knowledge of the full facts.
The Soviet people had endured so much suffering in the past that they
had a right to a better life now. That is why their slogan was to catch up
with America. This was not a menace. On the contrary, it admitted that
America was ahead of the Soviet Union and it raised America’s prestige.
If the Soviet people lived better, what kind of threat was that to Amer-
ica? The Soviets did not want to flood the United States with goods.

3 Reference is to the October-November 1956 Hungarian revolt.
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They wanted them for their own people. They were spending too much
money on armaments—though not as much as we were. This was
money lost. It would be better in the future to turn these armaments into
scrap iron, or still better not to produce them. The United States was in-
creasing its military budget. This meant the Soviet Union must increase
its budget. If the former decreased its expenditures for military pur-
poses, the latter would do likewise.

The Vice President mentioned propaganda. He said Soviet propa-
ganda differed from ours. The basic goal of our propaganda was to tell
other countries honestly and frankly about the policies of the United
States. He said he realized that the Soviet Union considered some of our
broadcasts, as well as other types of propaganda activity, as devoted to
interpreting internal Soviet policies and Soviet policies toward other
countries. He personally doubted the usefulness of this and felt that it
would be better for both sides to show restraint. He realized that some-
times speeches could be provocative and create positions and attitudes
in other countries which would lead to fear and consequently to miscal-
culation. He said that we worried about this. If people wanted to change
their form of government, this was their right. We accepted this and
would not ourselves be here if we did not. The real problem was inter-
ference from the outside. Was he to understand from Mikoyan’s re-
marks that the Soviet Union did not support Communist parties in other
countries? He understood Mikoyan to say that they welcomed the ad-
vent of Communism but would do nothing overt to encourage or bring
itabout. The Vice President said that even since Stalin’s death there had
been indications that this was not, in fact, Soviet policy. During the past
four years, students of Soviet affairs had believed that there had been
considerable interference in internal affairs, in the case of some move-
ments that had developed. He realized that the Soviet leaders pretended
they did not do so; but just as people in the Soviet Union believed that
there had been American activity in Hungary, so people here believed
that the Soviet Union supported Communist parties in other countries.
Perhaps this was all a carry-over from the past—from the days of the
Third International. The Soviet leaders should be realistic and recognize
that this feeling existed. Here again, the Vice President said, the compe-
tition of ideas would be helpful—but economic and political interfer-
ence from outside would be objectionable.

Mikoyan said that what the Vice President described was some-
thing they did not do. The Cominform had been a detrimental develop-
ment and had been abolished. Even under Stalin, it had begun to die
away. They now had a firm policy of non-interference. They do not even
try to interfere in nearby countries where Communist parties are in
power. Of course, when their advice is asked they give it, but it is up to
these other countries to act on it or not. For example, in the economic
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field, these countries often turned to the Soviet Union for advice since it
was more experienced. It was glad to give advice. What was useful,
these countries accepted. What not, they rejected. For example, a Korean
delegation had come to discuss plans for rebuilding their devastated
country. The Soviet leaders told them that it would be best to give prior-
ity to housing, rice cultivation, production of fertilizers, etc.; but not to
building machines. They had seemed to agree. The Soviets had told
them that machinery would be too expensive to produce. Since it was
Soviet general practice to turn over the designs of machinery, etc., free of
charge, the Koreans had said they wanted blueprints for a factory to
make tractors. The Soviets had said they had no objections but there was
not much point to this since the Koreans could not sell more than 2,000
tractors per year and it would be too expensive to produce this quantity.
The Soviet Ambassador reported that the Koreans had been displeased
and had decided to design the plant themselves. In view of this, the So-
viet leaders decided to turn over the blueprints to the Koreans anyway.

Mikoyan continued with another example. He said that the Ruma-
nians wanted to build an automobile plant. The Soviets told them that
this was not practical. They said that it would be more profitable for the
Czechs to produce these automobiles. The Rumanians could not pro-
duce more than five or six thousand a year and the automobiles would
be too expensive. The Rumanians claimed that their national pride re-
quired them to go into this. They built the plant—and the autos are ex-
pensive.

Ambassador Thompson said that he would like to revert to the
Hungarian question. He said that when he was in Austria during the
period of the Hungarian revolution,* he was in a position to know what
we did or did not do with regard to it. He said that from the very volume
of our broadcasts some Hungarians believed that there was a chance we
would support them. He assured Mikoyan that the United States had
never had any intention of encouraging the fighting because it valued
human life too much. It would not have stimulated resistance in the face
of the odds in the situation. He did not believe that the Soviet Govern-
ment had ever given the United States credit for the restraint it exercised
during the Hungarian affair. We had been disturbed that something
might break out in Poland at the same time. Hence, what activity we did
engage in was designed to moderate the situation and reduce the toll of
human life. The German Government had conducted an examination of
our broadcast scripts in investigating charges made against broadcasts
from facilities located on its territory. There were a few which we might
have changed had we had it to do over, but very few. We believed that

4 Thompson served as Ambassador to Austria 1952-1957.
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Khrushchev was right when he said that the Hungarian Government
had been out of touch with its people. Our role had been minimal.

Mikoyan said that he also believed that the main cause of the events
in Hungary were the mistakes of the Communist leaders of Hungary. If
that had not been the case, there would have been no basis for the fight-
ing irrespective of any propaganda. The Soviet leaders believed that in-
terference was bad for the side interfering and for the side being
interfered with. But, of course, they wanted their camp to remain firm
and they believed that they were now working for this much more intel-
ligently and successfully. They did not want to undermine other coun-
tries and they did not want to set the United States at loggerheads with
its allies. They realized that the United States was sensitive to its inter-
ests and that anything they might do which infringed on them would
give rise to suspicion. They were conscious of American interests and
their actions were not designed to arouse or evoke our sensibilities.

The Vice President said that this not only applied to actions but to
words as well. When provocative statements were made, they had re-
percussions around the world. He realized that both sides were to
blame. In order for the Soviet leaders to understand us and the feelings
of our people, of Senators and Congressmen, they had to realize that the
latter watched every word in the speeches of Khrushchev and Mikoyan
and in Pravda statements. Where these were belligerent and aggressive
in tone, they obviously had considerable effect here. All sides must be
more temperate. We were playing not only with emotions but with in-
struments of destruction. None of us wanted to set these off.

Mikoyan agreed that this was very dangerous. Perhaps a new ap-
proach should be made. The Soviets believed that the Americans were
more active in making provocative statements and he said that if the So-
viets did so, it was not to remain in debt on the matter.

The Vice President replied that that is the way the process works.
One side provokes the other.

The Vice President said that sometimes there are incidents which
seem small but they have a great emotional effect. One such incident
was that involving eleven missing American airmen.> There was more
concern felt about this by the average American than about such a thing
as the conference on nuclear testing in Geneva even though the latter
might be much more important in the long run. * Mikoyan said that that
was an unpleasant incident and was a misfortune, but the Soviet Union

5See Document 55.

6 Reference is to the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests,
which representatives of the United States, Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom at-
tended in Geneva beginning on October 31, 1958.
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was not to blame. In order to avoid such incidents, it would be best for
the planes to use safer routes, especially since these flights yielded noth-
ing good. Planes flew over the Far East or over the Baltic area but they
learned nothing new. All this territory had been photographed time and
time again—there were Scandinavian Air Lines planes coming in and
out, Ambassador Thompson'’s plane came in and out—the Soviets had
nothing to hide.

The Vice President said his point was that with regard to reducing
tension between us, it would be useful to make progress on matters like
this. It would be helpful if the Soviet Government gave us an indication
or a statement about what had happened to the men involved. Mikoyan
replied that they had given all the information they had. There was no
sense in their trying to hide anything. Why were the Americans so sus-
picious about this? The Vice President said that this was reflection of the
times and that suspicions did arise. Mikoyan said that this was true and
that no cause should be given to arouse suspicions.

Mikoyan said he had the impression that in the last few months our
relations had improved. The Soviet leaders had more confidence in us,
though it was far from full confidence. Talks in Moscow with Stevenson,
Lippmann, Johnston, Humphrey, and others had made a real impres-
sion on the Soviet leaders.” He said they could not all be false in their
attitudes and that, therefore, something real must underlie their state-
ments. Even the Vice President’s statement in London had been some-
thing unusual. The Vice President said that we did agree on some
objectives. Mikoyan remarked that the main thing was that the Soviet
leaders did not want war but wanted peaceful co-existence. This was
not because they were weak or were cowards. They wanted peace in or-
der to develop their country and have it become rich like the United
States. The Vice President said that the United States believed it was in
the American interest for the Soviet Union to concentrate its economic
resources on the progress and welfare of the Soviet people. There was
no question that where economic health prevailed there was less likeli-
hood for support of aggressive action and less feeling of a need for ex-
pansion. It was good for both the Soviet Union and the United States to
have Asia, the Near East and South America embark on programs

7 Regarding Adlai Stevenson’s talks with Soviet leaders, see Documents 53 and 54.
Following a visit to Moscow in late October 1958, columnist and author Walter Lippmann
published four articles. The first two described his interview with Khrushchev; the last
two gave his reflections on Communist objectives derived from his talks with Khrushchev
and other Soviet officials and editors. These articles were subsequently published without
change (except for additional comments in the last essay) in Walter Lippmann, The Com-
munist World and Ours (Boston: Little, Brown, 1958). Regarding Johnston’s talk with
Khrushchev on October 6, 1958, see Documents 56 and 57. Humphrey met with Khru-
schev in Moscow on December 1; see vol. VIII, Document 84.



Mikoyan Visit; 21st Communist Party Congress 221

which would bring better life to the people there. This was what the So-
viet Union wanted, Mikoyan said.

The Vice President said that no one in the United States believed in
the concept of preventive war. Anyone who did should be in an insane
asylum. Mikoyan said that some years ago there were people who advo-
cated this, though they were not in the Government. As for the present,
the Vice President was right.

The Vice President said he spoke for the President and the Govern-
ment in asserting that the United States had no aggressive intentions. He
did want to emphasize one point. While there was disagreement with
the President and with Secretary Dulles—and people like Lippmann
criticized them—and while we welcomed all this as a means of getting
the best policies, there was in the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives overwhelming support of the present foreign policy leadership.
He wanted to emphasize that this did not indicate inflexibility. Our pol-
icy appeared inflexible but this was not the case. In the case of Berlin,
which appeared to us as unilateral probing action on the Soviet Union’s
part, there was unanimous support in the Congress for the position of
the President. Mikoyan said that he had felt all this in his talks earlier in
the day with trade union leaders such as Reuther and Carey.8 He felt
that at the basis of the problem was American lack of understanding or
possibly even distrust of the Soviet position. The Soviets regarded their
move as a peaceful action. How could he assure Americans that the So-
viets did not want Berlin for themselves? He had tried to impress this on
everyone but had apparently not been persuasive enough. The Soviets
wanted an end to occupation status. The occupation had been done
away with in East Germany and West Germany. It was time to do away
with it in Berlin. West Berlin should not remain undefended, it should
not go to the GDR, but it should not go to Adenauer either. As an exam-
ple of one of the problems, in August, Adenauer had held a special
meeting in West Berlin.® This had been a provocative meeting with
speeches against East Germany. When the Arabs had made such
speeches with regard to Lebanon, the United States had considered this
as indirect aggression. Adenauer’s activities in West Berlin had been a
clear case of indirect aggression. The Soviets wanted West Berlin tobe a
free city, demilitarized—with a police force, but no troops. The Ameri-
cans would say that the Bolsheviks were just being clever; that they

8 Circular airgram 6751 to all diplomatic and consular posts, February 9, contained
an extensive summary of a meeting among James Carey, President of the International
Union of Electricians, Walter Reuther, President of the United Auto Workers, other U.S.
trac;e officials, and Mikoyan on January 6. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.6111/2-
959

% Reference presumably is to a political rally Adenauer attended in West Berlin on
December 5, not August, 1958, 2 days before municipal elections in that city.
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wanted to get Allied troops out of Berlin and then pull it gradually into
East Germany. This was not the case. How could the Soviets assure us
so? Words did not seem to suffice. The Soviet leaders wanted the status
of Berlin to be guaranteed by the Great Powers and the two Germanies
with complete non-interference in its affairs and with free access to it by
all countries. The Four Powers had guaranteed the status of Austria, and
this guarantee had been well kept. The Vice President said that we could
not reconcile ourselves to any unilateral action. Mikoyan said that for
the time being there had been none, and that we should come to agree-
ment. The Vice President remarked that Mikoyan had put the Soviet po-
sition forward very effectively. The United States felt strongly that
anything that is done must be by agreement. As far as we were con-
cerned, we could not give up responsibility under the Treaty,! particu-
larly in view of the expressed will of the people of West Berlin. Mikoyan
said that the Soviet Union did not want to free the United States of the
responsibility for Berlin. It wanted the freedom of Berlin to rest not on
bayonets but on international guarantees. The Vice President replied
that the main thing was to reach a mutually acceptable settlement so that
we do not arrive in six months at an intolerable position. Mikoyan said
that we should try to settle the problem before then. The Vice President
said that the German problem itself must be settled before there can be
any long-term settlement for Berlin. Mikoyan replied that if this meant
settlement on the basis proposed by Adenauer, this was a distant pros-
pect. If it meant settlement on the basis of two German States and a
peace treaty, it would be a more imminent prospect. Actually, he had
the impression that Adenauer was not interested in the reunification of
Germany. He had talked all day long with Adenauer and the latter did
not even mention this subject.!! Adenauer had said that general disar-
mament would lead to a relaxation of tension. The only point he had
made with Mikoyan was that no pressure should be put on the people of
East Germany in the sphere of religion. Mikoyan had said that unless
religion interfered with politics, there should be no pressure. Mikoyan
said he had asked Adenauer why he did not talk to the Germans in East
Germany. He had remarked to Adenauer that the latter talked to the
Abyssinians but not to his own people.

The Vice President said that they could not settle this problem in
their conversation.

What he wanted to emphasize was that there had been people in the
USSR who had believed that the United States would become divided
and its system would collapse. There had been a similar feeling in the

10 Reference presumably is to the Potsdam Agreements of 1945.
11 See footnote 2, Document 57.
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United States about the Soviet Union, that its internal problems were too
great, that it was basically weak. Looking forward, we should begin
with the assumption that both countries are strong, neither should fear
the other. If we approached each other in that spirit, we could settle
some of our problems. Mikoyan replied that he wanted to amend the
Vice President’s remarks. The Soviet Union had never regarded the
United States as weak or divided. The Soviet leaders knew the oratorial
prowess of the two American political parties. They had always re-
garded them both as a common part of the American bourgeois system
and they knew that the United States was a strong, organized state. They
knew the strength of our economy, our monopolies, etc. They were glad
that the United States did not underestimate their situation. This was no
menace. Each country should respect the other and not try to subjugate
it. However, in the United Nations American representatives often tried
to place the Soviets in an inferior position and demonstrate their weak-
ness. This gave offense to them and gave cause for complaint. Such
methods did not settle anything. On the question of outer space, the So-
viet Union had wanted to take part in the new committee.’? But it had
had to refuse because the membership imposed by the United States
delegation had been unacceptable, even though the committee would
only have authority in the scientific field. The net result had been the
inclusion of various Latin American countries, who could not do much.
With the Soviet Union absent, the only point of their presence would be
to raise their hands to vote. This affair had led to new conflict in the
United Nations which could very well have been avoided. The United
States and the Soviet Union are the only countries with space capabili-
ties. The Soviet Union were not members now. Had they been, they
might have demonstrated their cooperation. Even in spheres where it is
strong, the Soviet Union was being disregarded. The Soviet leaders had
directed their representative to let the United States set up its own com-
mittee. Mikoyan was sure that the United States would have done the
same thing in the circumstances. If we wanted cooperation, we should
not attempt to put each other in a subjugated position. There should be
full equality. Mikoyan said he could well imagine that we would not
come to agreement immediately. It would be better to postpone agree-
ment and come to some modus vivendi. In the United Nations, the So-
viet Union and the United States were meeting as adversaries. What was

12 Reference is to the ad hoc committee provided for in a resolution introduced by
the United States and 19 other nations (U.N. doc. A/C.1/L/220/Rev.1), which was ap-
proved by the U.N. General Assembly on December 13, 1958, as Resolution 1348 (XIII) by a
vote of 53 to 9, with 19 abstentions. The Soviet Delegate then stated that his nation, which
had voted in opposition, could not accept the provisions in this resolution for membership
on this committee and would not participate in it. For a summary of this question, includ-
ing text of Resolution 1348 (XIII), see Yearbook of the United Nations, 1958, pp. 19-23.
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the point of this? The Soviet Union had its pride, too. The Vice President
said he wanted to make the point that settlement cannot involve surren-
der. Each side must be willing to go half way. Ambassador Thompson
said that there was another side to the story about the composition of the
outer space committee. Zorin had not objected to the participation of the
Latin American countries in the committees. He had wanted to pick spe-
cific countries suitable to the Soviet Union as against those put forward
by the Latin Americans themselves. Thus, there was more to the story
than Mikoyan had indicated. Mikoyan said that as far as he could recol-
lect, the main problem was that the Soviet Union wanted equality be-
tween two sides—the United States and its allies on one side, the Soviet
Union and its allies and with neutral countries, on the other side—in or-
der that there would be no “dictate.”

The Vice President said today’s discussion had shown the advan-
tage of such talks.

Mikoyan said that when we get to know each other better there will
be a base for contacts at all levels. Anyone, whoever it is, would get the
best reception in the Soviet Union. If the Vice President could find the
time to visit the Soviet Union he would see for himself that this was true.
The Soviets were prepared to compete with the Americans about who
received the other better.

The Vice President said that he did want to come to the Soviet Un-
ion some day. He had already visited some 50 countries and would like
to add the USSR. He had always admired the heroism of the Russian
soldiers. Like many Americans, he had found enjoyment in reading
Russian literature. Tolstoy was a real favorite of his, especially his nov-
els “War and Peace” and “Anna Karenina”. He hoped Mikoyan would
not experience some of the hospitality that he had experienced in other
countries. Mikoyan said he had read about the Vice President’s experi-
ences and had admired his courage. The Vice President referred to the
remark that he was known as a staunch anti-communist. He said it was
true that he disagreed with communist philosophy just as communists
disagreed with bourgeois philosophy. However, he had been among
the American leaders who had early recognized the strength and prog-
ress of the Soviet Union. He had been the first to advocate a broad ex-
change policy, even before the government had adopted the policy.”
This could do no harm. It might not settle problems but it would bring
about better understanding. About this he was in the same position as
the communists but from a bourgeois point of view.

13 Nixon was apparently referring to the substance of his speech delivered at
Lafayette College, Easton, Pennsylvania, on June 7, 1956; for text, see Department of State

Bulletin, June 25, 1956, pp. 1043-1047.
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Mikoyan thanked the Vice President for the expeditious manner in
which the American Government had settled all matters relating to his
visit. He had been made to feel welcome and been received by a very
glad attitude on the part of the United States Government. He knew
something about the American people since he had traveled in this
country for two months on his first visit here. His associates had asked
him how he could possibly go to the United States without a bodyguard.
He had said that if a bodyguard had been necessary he would not have
come. He realized that each state was responsible for whatever hap-
pened.

The Vice President said that Mikoyan would find many Armenians
in San Francisco. They were among the most progressive people there.
They were active in business and engaged in growing grapes; and one of
his friends owned one of the best restaurants there. Californians said
that Armenians were the toughest people to deal with; that they drove
the hardest bargains. Mikoyan said that was probably true of the Ameri-
can Armenians.

Mikoyan said that the Soviet Government was doing the best it
could to have everyone meet with the best reception there. This was
even true of West Germans. The Soviet leaders were glad that influential
Americans were coming to their country and would try to receive them
in the best way possible.

62. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 16, 1959, 10:30 a.m.-12:45 p.m.

SUBJECT
US-Soviet Relations

PARTICIPANTS

Anastas I. Mikoyan, Deputy Premier of the USSR

Mikhail A. Menshikov, Soviet Ambassador

Oleg A. Troyanovski, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, USSR

Aleksandr Alekseevich Soldatov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, USSR

Source: ‘Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Secret; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by Freers and approved by David E. Boster on January 22.
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John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State

Christian A. Herter, Under Secretary of State

Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary

Llewellyn E. Thompson, American Ambassador to Moscow
Edward L. Freers, Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs

The Secretary began by asking Mikoyan’s reaction to the reception
he had received in the United States. The Secretary said that we believed
in the right of peaceful demonstration but there were some people who
did carry on activities which might seem offensive to guests. He hoped
that Mikoyan has recognized that the American people are friendly as
well as curious.

Mikoyan said that he had had a chance to know something about
the American people 22 years ago. He had received a good impression
this time in spite of the activities of some immigrants. He felt the Rus-
sians and Americans could live together in peace and friendship.
Twenty-two years ago he had traveled without a bodyguard, this time
there was a great deal of security precaution. It would have been better
without this, but apparently this had been impossible.

The Secretary remarked that it showed how important he was now.

Mikoyan rejoined by saying that it showed the change in times.

Mikoyan remarked that he had gotten on better with the press than
he had expected—either they had become better or he had been able to
talk better with them. Businessmen had also been interested in his pro-
posals. 22 years ago he had seen only a few officials of General Motors
and Ford. This time he had seen many influential business leaders who
had shown great interest. He had met Henry Ford the last time. This
time he had met Henry Ford III,' who was also a pleasant man. He had
met David Rockefeller,?who had expressed his regrets that the Moscow
press and some people there seemed to think his family was war-mon-
gering and wanted a deterioration in Soviet-American relations. Rock-
efeller had told Mikoyan that his family wanted an improvement in
these relations no less than any other.

The Secretary said he, himself, was tarnished with the charge of be-
ing a leading warmonger. Mikoyan remarked that he would not use the
word “tarnished”. The Soviets considered the Secretary as the leading
strategist of the cold war. The Secretary suggested that when Mikoyan
returned to Moscow, he might review the Soviet propaganda line and
might well find several respects in which it could be improved.
Mikoyan said he would do this on the basis of reciprocity.

! Presumably Mikoyan meant Henry Ford II, President of Ford Motor Company.

2 Executive Vice President and Vice Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Chase
Manhattan Bank.
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The Secretary made the point that in the conversation with
Mikoyan he might have to dwell on unpleasant topics. It was important
to have a full and frank exchange of views. His attitudes were not per-
sonal ones but were basically shared by the people of the United States.
Under our form of society the individualistic viewpoint was not the
governing one and individuals did not hold public office forever. This
might give some satisfaction to the Minister but it would be short-lived
because our policies would continue to go on.

Mikoyan said he understood the Secretary was referring to our
Constitutional provision for a four-year incumbency by the executive.

[Here follows discussion of Berlin and Germany, printed in volume
VIII, Document 135.]

The Secretary said he wanted to talk about two other zones in
which danger of war could arise. One was the Far East. There the Chi-
nese Communists were supported by the Soviet Union in the objective
that the US must be expelled by force from Taiwan and the West Pacific.
Such a policy could have very serious consequences. The United States
would not be expelled by force or pressure from its collective security
associations in the Western Pacific and Southeast Asia. China, like Ko-
rea, Vietnam and Germany, was divided. The US was friendly with one
part, the Soviet Union with the other. Unification sought by force would
almost surely lead to general war. We had exerted great influence for
restraint on President Rhee® who wanted to unify Korea by force. On
our part, we could not be expelled by force where we were present by
invitation or in fulfillment of formal agreements.

Mikoyan said there was no analogy in the situations mentioned—
historically, juridically or in substance. In Germany and in Korea zones
of occupation had been set up by victorious allies. In Korea troops had
been withdrawn at different dates, then war had occurred—there was
no analogy with Germany. As to Mr. Rhee, the Soviets were not sure our
professed restraint would always hold. North Korea was now one big
reconstruction site and might be envied by South Korea. The former had
no intention to fight but if South Korea started, it would fight well, as it
had shown. In general it was a good idea to withdraw troops. There was
a need for exchanges between the Koreans in the fields of culture and
trade as a gradual means of bringing about reunification.

The division in Vietnam, according to Mikoyan, was the result of
agreement reached at Geneva by all concerned.*

3Syngman Rhee, President of the Republic of Korea.
% Reference is to the Geneva Conference on Indochina in 1954.
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Turning to China, Mikoyan said that the United States had been
party to agreements that Taiwan should be returned to China along
with the other islands. At one time it had not interfered in Chinese af-
fairs—a reasonable policy, useful for the United States. China would
win in any case and this would be worse for the United States. After the
remnants of counter-revolution had settled on Taiwan the United States
had entered into a bilateral agreement® and regarded Chiang Kai-shek
as representing China. Treaties with him had not been accepted by the
real China. No state would accept such unilateral actions. The Soviets
were surprised by Chinese patience. Neither China nor the Soviet Union
had ever sought to have the United States leave all the islands in the
West Pacific. The United States had a treaty with the Philippines, and
troops there, ¢ it had allies in Singapore, it had bases on Okinawa. They
did not like this but were not attacking it. In general the Soviet Union
wanted all foreign troops withdrawn and peaceful settlements guaran-
teed by the United Nations. If the United States left Okinawa, it would
not be leaving the West Pacific. Since the United States did not want to
leave under pressure of force, it should use the respite to leave voluntar-
ily. It would not lose, but gain moral, political and military prestige if it
broke with Chiang Kai-shek and recognized the CPR. The latter did not
menace the United States, nor did the Soviet Union. The American posi-
tion gave rise to more anti-Western feeling and tension in the area.

The Secretary said Mikoyan had referred to the violation of the ar-
mistice in Korea as breaking up the possibility of reunification. This is
what had happened at Taiwan.

Mikoyan replied that he had been misunderstood. The Soviets did
want reunification of Korea. He had made his remarks as information
only and had had no specific purpose in making them.

The Secretary said the Near Eastern situation was complex and he
doubted whether he and Mikoyan could agree on any of the elements in
the situation. The area was vital to Western Europe as a source of oil and
as a means of communication between Asia and the West. The United
States had not believed that the military action by the UK, France and
Israel in 1956 had been the right way to protect their interests. This atti-
tude should not, however, be interpreted by the Soviet Union as reflect-
ing any United States indifference to what took place there.

5 Reference presumably is to the Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States
and the Republic of China, signed in Washington on December 2, 1954, and entered into
force on March 3, 1955. (6 UST 433)

6 Reference presumabily is to the agreement concerning military bases between the
United States and the Philippines signed in Manila on March 14, 1947, and entered into
force on March 26, 1947. (43 UNTS 271)
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We were concerned about apparent efforts of International Com-
munism to gain control of the area, particularly about its activities in
Iraq. Although the Soviets had been suspicious of American and British
motives in responding to the appeals of Lebanon and Jordan, our with-
drawal of troops had proven that we had had no intention of working to
sustain Western influence in Iraq from outside. Mikoyan said the Sovi-
ets believed, on the contrary, that that had been indeed our objective but
that we had not been able to bring it about—public opinion had pre-
vented us. When the Secretary objected, Mikoyan said that both sides
would undoubtedly retain their own ideas about this. The Secretary
said he was sorry about the Soviet view—it had been disproved by our
words and deeds. As soon as a UN formula had been found, we had
withdrawn our troops. He said that, on the other hand, he hoped we
could feel reasonably confident the Soviet Union did not desire to ex-
tend its control in Iraq and other Arab states.

Mikoyan said the Soviets recognized the importance of the Middle
East to the West as the source of Arabian oil and as the means of commu-
nication to Asia. Bulganin and Khrushchev had made this point directly.
The Soviets had, on several occasions, advanced proposals for a Big
Power meeting to work out common steps to prevent a further deterio-
ration of the situation and to eliminate outside interference in the area.
They had also made proposals about arms shipments.”

The Secretary said we had no quarrel with general principles but
the area suggested in the Soviet proposals appeared too broad—stretch-
ing from Pakistan to Morocco. Mikoyan said the Soviets had been more
interested in the Arab world and in Iran and Turkey in this connection.
The Secretary said he had asked Gromyko in October 1957 for clarifica-
tion of Soviet thinking about the scope of the area covered by their pro-
posals but had not gotten it from him. Mikoyan said they had been
talking about the Near and Middle East—certainly not Morocco—the
Near East was the main hotbed of tension here. They had acted on the
assumption that the three Western Powers wanted to act in the area just
as they pleased, without asking the Arabs and without accepting the
presence or interests of the Soviet Union.

Mikoyan said the Secretary was wrong in suggesting there had
been Soviet interference in Iraq. The Baghdad nations®all had active in-

7 For texts of Khrushchev’s letters to Eisenhower, dated July 19 and 23, 1958, propos-
ing a meeting of heads of government to discuss possible solutions to the Middle East cri-
sis, see Department of State Bulletin, August 11, 1958, pp. 231-233 and 234-235. A Soviet
proposal by Khrushchev for a moratorium on arms shipments to the Middle East, which
would be conditional on an agreement of noninterference in the area by the powers, was
reported in the London Times, February 1, 1958.

8 Reference is to the members of the Baghdad Pact, a treaty of mutual cooperation
signed at Baghdad on February 24, 1955, between Turkey and Iraq and adhered to later
that year by the United Kingdom, Pakistan, and Iran.
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telligence services. They knew there had been no Soviet citizens in-
volved. The Soviet leaders had not foreseen the revolution nor had they
even heard of Kassem.® The Secretary said he could be persuaded that
the Soviet Union had played no active part in the overthrow of the Nuri
Government, ' but he was talking about activities that had taken place
since then. Mikoyan observed that if they had not interfered before the
revolution it was strange to suggest that they were interfering now.
They were glad that the revolution had occurred because it undermined
the Baghdad Pact. But, it was not the Communist Party alone but other
forces in Iraq as well who were supporting the legal government of Kas-
sem. On the other hand, in the UAR, Nasser was arresting Communists.
The Soviet Union had good relations with both countries. Its policy of
non-interference was paying off for it in the Middle East. The Soviets
had assured the Shah of Iran! that they would not interfere in Iranian
affairs, although they didn’t like his regime. He had given them assur-
ances that Iran would not engage in any military arrangements directed
against the Soviet Union nor allow foreign bases to be set up on Iranian
soil. However, since the split in the Baghdad Pact there had been certain
developments and his policy seemed to have changed. Iran was provid-
ing military bases for the United States. We were thus interfering in the
area, not they.

As to Pakistan, Mikoyan said he didn’t know whether there were
Communists there or not. He had had good relations with Mirza and
had represented the USSR at the Constitution ceremonies. The Soviet
attitude towards Ayub Khan was the same as toward the previous gov-
ernment.'? The Soviets saw no constitutional basis for his government,
but this was a matter for the Pakistan people. Western policy in the
Middle East was mistaken because it did not recognize that the colonial
era had come to an end.

The Secretary said there had been much loose talk about the United
States putting in new bases under new treaties with Turkey, Iran and

? Brigadier Abdul Karem Kassem, leader of the army revolt in Iraq in July 1958 and
Prime Minister, Minister of the Interior, and Minister of Defense in the new Iraqi Govern-
ment.

1% General Nuri el-Said, Prime Minister of the Arab Federation of Iraq and Jordan,
who was assassinated during the army revolt in July 1958.

"' Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlevi.

12 After Iskander Mirza, President of Pakistan, formed a new cabinet on October 24,
1958, and appointed General Ayub Khan as Prime Minister, he announced that he had de-
cided to resign and hand over all powers to General Ayub Khan.
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Pakistan.’*This was not the case. The United States was engaged in ful-
filling commitments already made. It had a Mutual Security Act!* which
laid out the terms and conditions for military assistance. What has been
going on has been talks about fulfilling its commitments to Turkey,
Pakistan and Iran. These talks were designed to determine the measures
needed to bring these commitments up to date.

Mikoyan said it would be better to bury them rather than to bring
them up to date. The Secretary said that if Mikoyan saw the texts of the
agreements themselves he would be reassured. Our recent commit-
ments might result in some improvement in the military capability of
Iran but in general all three countries in our view had excessive military
establishments in relation to their resources and we favored greater
dedication of the latter to economic development. Mikoyan said that the
Soviet view was that the United States was to blame for these large mili-
tary establishments and that we wanted to keep tension high in the area
through this policy.

13 Reference is to the multilateral declaration respecting the Baghdad Pact, which
the United States, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and the United Kingdom signed at London on
July 28, 1958, and which entered into force the same day. (9 UST 1077) To implement this
declaration, the United States subsequently signed agreements of cooperation at Ankara
on March 5, 1959, which entered into force the same day, with Iran (10 UST 314), Pakistan
(10 UST 317), and Turkey (10 UST 320).

14 Reference is to the Mutual Security Act of 1954, P.L. 83-665, legislation designed
to promote U.S. security and foreign policy by furnishing assistance to friendly nations.
(68 Stat. 832) The legislation was amended in certain details by Congress in subsequent
years.
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63. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 16, 1959, 4-5:30 p.m.

SUBJECT
U.S.-Soviet Relations

PARTICIPANTS

Anastas I. Mikoyan, Deputy Premier of the USSR

Mikhail A. Menshikov, Soviet Ambassador

Oleg A. Troyanovski, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, USSR

Aleksandr Alekseevich Soldatov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, USSR
John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State

Christian A. Herter, Under Secretary of State

Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary

Llewellyn E. Thompson, American Ambassador to Moscow
Edward L. Freers, Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs

In resuming the conversation from the morning session, ' Mikoyan
indicated that he would like to make some more remarks about the Mid-
dle East.

He said the Soviet Union could not remain tranquil when bases
were being set up in countries like Iran and Turkey. They could not rec-
oncile such activity with our peaceful statements. The security of the
United States had nothing to do with their southern frontier. Our actions
only rendered the United States more insecure since some of these coun-
tries might involve us in local conflicts. The Ambassador of India, on the
platform with him the other day, had stated that the arming of Pakistan
by the United States was a danger to it. Pakistan made threatening state-
ments about Afghanistan. The Soviet Union could not understand either
the attitude of the Shah or of the United States regarding Iran. The Sovi-
ets had been assured by the Shah that he wanted to improve relations
with the USSR and that Iranian territory would not be used against the
Soviet Union and no foreign bases would be established. Since talks
with him two years ago, Iranian-Soviet relations had improved visibly.
Precise frontiers had been agreed upon after 100 years of uncertainty,
financial claims had been settled to mutual satisfaction, plans for
building hydro-electric stations along the frontier had been agreed
upon and trade had improved.? Then after the Baghdad Pact split

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Secret; Limited
Distribution. Drafted by Freers and approved by Boster on January 22.

! See Document 62.

2 The Soviet Union and Iran signed protocols in Tehran on April 11, 1958, which de-
fined their common frontier along its entire length. On August 11, 1958, the two powers
agreed to cooperate in the joint utilization of frontier stretches as sources of irrigation and
electric power and in the construction of several hydroelectric plans and a dam and
resevoir. No record of their settlement of financial claims has been found.
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occurred, projects for new agreements emerged. If they were signed,
this would bring about a considerable deterioration of Soviet relations
with Iran and with the United States. The same applied to Turkey, even
though it was part of NATO. New American “pactomania” gave rise to
serious misgivings. Did the United States intend to interfere here or to
find common ground with the Soviet Union?

The Secretary said he could not speak for other States, but we con-
sidered collective security arrangements a sound principle for countries
that want them. Such countries as India and Egypt did not want them
and that was their own business. Iran, Turkey or Pakistan would never
be used as bases for aggressive United States action against the Soviet
Union. With the increased range of missiles, it made no practical differ-
ence whether a base were nearby or far away. The USSR perhaps could
annihilate the United States from its own bases. The concept that bases
in nearby areas were more dangerous than those in remote areas was
becoming increasingly fictitious. We had no intention of establishing
United States bases in Iran.

Mikoyan inquired why in that case the United States was widening
its network of bases, for example in Turkey—and arming them with
atomic weapons. The Secretary said countries lying close to the over-
whelming power of the Soviet Union naturally wanted to see effective
supporting power nearby. He had often told their leaders that more re-
mote power was equally effective. It was human nature to want to see
something. This was more of psychological than of great practical sig-
nificance.

Mikoyan wondered whether our actions regarding pacts led to a
deterioration of United States relations not only with the Soviet Union
but with non-members of these pacts as well, and thus increased anti-
American feeling. How could Iraq trust the United States when three
countries surrounding it were allied to the latter and were receiving
military assistance from it? They could threaten Iraq or the UAR. These
American actions led to acute situations. The Soviet Union on the other
hand had good relations with these countries in spite of differing do-
mestic systems.

The Secretary said we were always happy to get advice, but
thought that the governments concerned felt we were following the cor-
rect policy. Our helping other nations should not be a threat or menace
to the USSR. It does constitute assurance to the peoples concerned who
are frightened by the magnitude of Soviet power so near at hand.
Mikoyan said he couldn’t claim any right to offer advice about United
States policy but wanted to be frank in expressing his views. The Secre-
tary remarked that he did not want Mikoyan to feel that he resented this.
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Mikoyan inquired whether it was the United States intention to
provide West Germany with atomic weapons. The Secretary said that
under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act,® which were not likely
to be changed in the predictable future, the United States could not in
peace time supply nuclear weapons to any other country. Several
NATO countries were anxious to have them under their control but we
had had to turn them down. There were no such weapons in Europe not
under US control. The Brussels Treaty* prohibited the Federal Republic
from producing atomic weapons on its own. With regard to press re-
ports mentioned by Mikoyan about lifting restrictions, we did not pro-
pose any changes of the Act. We did get it changed to furnish nuclear
information to the United Kingdom, on the theory that it was already a
nuclear power.®* We were not even doing this for other countries.

The Secretary took up the matter of the Geneva talks on test suspen-
sion and surprise attacks.® He said he wanted to qualify one earlier re-
mark about the overwhelming support of the people and the Congress
for the Administration’s policy. He should have indicated that there was
a difference of opinion in this country about what our policy should be
concerning test suspension. We could see that the latest report about
possibilities of detecting underground tests” might be interpreted as re-
flecting a shift in our policy and as having been designed to block nego-
tiations. This was not the case and, as he had said earlier, we did want
agreement. Problems as to what was detectable, what system was re-
quired, how it would operate were very complicated but we hoped for a
successful outcome and were prepared to negotiate in good faith. We
realized that the Soviet Union did not want to be in an unfavorable posi-
tion in the voting in the Control Commission.® We hoped the Soviet
Union would understand our position that a control system could
hardly work if the country in which it operated had a veto power over

3The Atomic Energy Act of 1954. (68 Stat. 919)

‘A 50-year defensive alliance against armed attack in Europe signed by the United
Kingdom, France, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands in February 1948. (19
UNTS 127)

> Amendments to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 permitting the transfer of nuclear
materials and information to other nations passed Congress and was signed by the Presi-
dent on July 2, 1958. (72 Stat. 276)

® Reference is to the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests
beginning on October 31, 1958, and on the conference of experts regarding surprise attack
beginning on November 10, 1958, both held in Geneva.

7 Reference is to the statement by the President’s Science Advisory Committee that
indicated “that it is more difficult to identify underground explosions than had previously
been believed.” (Department of State Bulletin, January 26, 1958, pp. 118-119)

8 Reference is to the political and administrative arrangements governing the Con-
trol Commission, which the negotiators at the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu-
clear Weapons Tests at Geneva were then discussing.



Mikoyan Visit; 21st Communist Party Congress 235

its functioning. We would have to study the composition of the control
body further. He recalled the offer of the Soviet delegation that it might
submit a list of matters where the veto power should apply.® When this
was submitted it might help to resolve the matter.

Mikoyan agreed. He said the Secretary had truly understood Soviet
misgivings regarding the American position. The Soviets were gener-
ally not too suspicious but did think that doubts could be derived from
certain facts. Until a year ago perhaps, people had been saying that it
would be impossible to detect explosions. But they could be detected
and were being detected. It was impossible to conceal information from
intelligence agents in their country and from apparatus outside. The
problem was complicated even when scientists dealt with it, but politi-
cians completely complicated it. The Soviets had been apprehensive
about the earlier talks, but the scientists had been able to reach agree-
ment. Now, after we had been talking for several months, suddenly
American scientists came up with a new discovery that underground
tests could not be detected. The Soviets were left with the impression
that if this difficulty were overcome, a new one would be put up. We
might assert that we could not detect underwater explosions and there
would be new talks about oceans.

Mikoyan said he was gratified with the Secretary’s statement that
we did desire an agreement. They did, too, and would negotiate in good
faith. This agreement could be a test as to whether we could agree on
any topic. This problem was a clear one and agreement could be reached
if the desire were present.

The Secretary said we do detect many Soviet tests but have no way
of knowing whether we have detected them all. Mikoyan said that we
had not detected more than they had exploded in any event. The Secre-
tary wondered whether we had detected as many. He said if the Soviets
have detection devices more advanced than ours, this would be helpful.
Mikoyan said that if they did, and agreement were reached, we could all
use them. He said the Soviets believed that they could detect all of our
tests and that we could detect all of theirs. It wasn’t the politicians who
decided these questions, anyway. The Soviets were willing to go on with
the discussions in the hope of agreement.

In speaking about the surprise attack talks, the Secretary said the
approach of the Soviet Delegation had been totally different from ours.
They had wanted to discuss the political elements of the problem. We
had wanted the experts to do something productive on a technical non-
political basis, as had been done in the technical talks on test suspension.

9 Not further identified.
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As we had indicated in our note yesterday,'* we wanted the conference
to go on. However, we were not in a position to resume the talks as rap-
idly as the Soviet Union had desired. Our team was not qualified nor did
it have instructions to carry on in the form and manner apparently de-
sired by the Soviet Union. We would have to have some time to explore
the matter in the light of the Soviet delegation’s position to see if a
broader basis could be found to resume the talks. We realized that the
Soviet Union might misapprehend our attitude. But, it could be sure
that we were not employing delaying tactics but were, in fact, engaging
in an intensive restudy of our position.

Mikoyan must have become aware by now that there was a great
deal of emotional feeling here about the fate of the crew of the C-130
plane which was shot down in the Soviet Union.!! Anything the Soviet
Union might do to satisfy the anxiety of the American pubhc would be
helpful from the standpoint of our relations.

Mikoyan said they had done all they could. However, other infor-
mation had been given out to the public and this had given rise to suspi-
cions on their part. They had returned all the bodies after the crash. They
didn’t know about any other personnel since no one had informed them
beforehand about the plane and its crew. It made no sense for them to
hold any bodies or living crewmen and they were unable to understand
the point of American insistence. In fact, it irritated them. They had felt
at first that we might not have understood them, but their information
had been repeated so often this could not be the case. They, in fact, had a
complaint of their own on this matter. They did not know why Ameri-
can planes flew over their territory. It would be better not to endanger
lives by such a practice. They would welcome advance information on
any planes coming into their country.

The Secretary said that Mr. Mikoyan should appreciate that we
don’t send planes over their territory to be shot down. This would be
stupid. Regular commercial air routes did run close to the Soviet border,
however, and it was easy to get off the track.

Mikoyan quickly declared that the plane had not been shot down. It
had crashed. He said he knew that regular planes fly close to Soviet bor-
ders but technical difficulties could lead to political difficulties.

[Here follows discussion of Germany and Berlin, printed in volume
VIII, Document 136.]

10 For text of the U.S. note delivered to the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs on
January 15 on the question of renewal of the surprise attack negotiations in Geneva, see
Department of State Bulletin, February 2, 1959, pp. 163-164.

11 See Document 55.
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64. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 17, 1959, 9 a.m.

SUBJECT
Mikoyan’s Call on the President

PARTICIPANTS

The President

The Secretary of State

Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs
Llewellyn E. Thompson, American Ambassador to the Soviet Union
First Deputy Prime Minister Mikoyan

Ambassador Menshikov

Mr. Troyanovski

[Here follow introductory remarks and discussion on Berlin and
Germany printed in volume VIII, Document 137.]

After a prompting by Ambassador Menshikov, Mikoyan referred
to the President’s reply last summer to Khrushchev’s letter on trade.!
This reply had produced a favorable impression but there had been no
subsequent progress in this field. The Secretary of State had suggested
that he meet with Under Secretary Dillon and he had therefore not dis-
cussed this matter with the Secretary of State. The President in his letter
had pointed out that even now there was the possibility of developing
trade but one difficulty was that the commercial treaty between the So-
viet Union and the United States had been denounced. The Congress
had also passed legislation directed against the Soviet Union.2They had

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, International File. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. Drafted by Thompson. The meeting was held at the White House. Attached to the
source text are three memoranda. One from Dulles to the President, January 15, indicates
that he would have an oral report for the President on the morning of January 17 concern-
ing his talks with Mikoyan on January 16 and enclosing a briefing paper with suggested
talking points for the President’s conversation with Mikoyan. In the second memorandum
to the President, January 16, Dulles made additional points the President might wish to
raise with Mikoyan. The third memorandum from Dulles to the President, January 16,
summarized Dulles’ conversation with Mikoyan on the morning of January 16. From 8:27
to 8:59 a.m. on January 17, the President met with Dulles, Merchant, Thompson, and
Hagerty at which time Dulles presumably briefed the President orally on his meetings
with Mikoyan. (Ibid., President’s Appointment Book)

! For texts of Khrushchev’s letter to Eisenhower, June 2, 1958, and Eisenhower’s re-
ply, July 14, 1958, on expansion of U.S.-Soviet trade, see Department of State Bulletin,
August 4, 1958, pp. 200-202.

Reference is apparently to the commercial agreement between the Soviet Union
and the United States of August 4, 1937. (11 Bevans 1271) This agreement was denounced
in the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. (65 Stat. 72) Section 5 of that act required
the President to deny the benefits of trade agreement concessions to imports from the So-
viet Union and its satellites.
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no desire to buy arms or strategic materials and in fact could sell us
some.

[Here follows a brief paragraph crossed out on the source text,
which reads: “The President said he had no money. Mikoyan retorted
that he had so much he didn’t know what to do with it and therefore
spent it on arms.”]

The President said that Mr. Dillon was a very reasonable and well
informed man and he was sure that Mr. Mikoyan'’s conversation with
him would be valuable and interesting. He asked Mr. Mikoyan to carry
back to Mr. Khrushchev his thanks for the cordial greeting and say that
he reciprocated the sentiments he had expressed for his health and hap-
piness. He was prepared to use the final part of his term to promote a
better relationship and he was convinced that this could be brought
about. Mr. Mikoyan had spoken of making a beginning. The President
had hoped that this beginning had been realized when the Austrian
peace treaty was signed and at that time he had expressed the hope that
it would be possible to have talks with the Soviet leaders. This had been
done at the Geneva conference. Two things had come up there that had
aroused great interest and hope. The first was the possibility that Ger-
many could be reunited in such a way that Germany would not become
a danger. The agreement had been that this would be done peacefully
and by popular elections. The President did not agree that we were too
much influenced by any individual in our efforts to resolve these prob-
lems. We did not know of any other way of doing this except by free
elections. He pointed out that free elections were in our tradition. If we
tried to establish an imposed peace we would have to keep observers
and maintain forces in order to make Germany observe the conditions
imposed and we knew of no practical way other than free elections. We
do not desire that there be another militarized Germany. We had had
four experiences of German militarism and wanted no more. In our
view, Germany also wanted no militarism. In the associations in which
West Germany had become a member, provisions in regard to German
armaments had been made and had been observed. It was fair to say
that we would share the Soviets” anxieties if Germany got in a position
to start trouble but the Germans were a strong, virile people and if op-
pressed could react in a way which we would consider undesirable. It
was also important to both of us to remember that if the Germans did
not have to bear the cost of arms they would have an advantage in eco-
nomic competition. We wanted a peaceful Germany united in such a
way that neither the Soviet Union nor the United States could have any
apprehension about it.

Another point which had come up in the Geneva talks had been

the increased contacts, visits, exchanges of literature, etc. The President
had sent a letter to Mr. Khrushchev, or perhaps it was to Mr. Bulganin,
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saying that we would welcome visits here of high Soviet officials® and
he would like to feel that Mr. Mikoyan’s visit here was a result of that
invitation. The idea of these exchanges had not been implemented in the
way it should. We had made arrangements for the exchange of twenty
or thirty students but these exchanges should be in the hundreds if we
could find enough who had the requisite knowledge of the language.
The Russian language appeared to be harder for us than our language
was for the Russian people.

The President said he would not speak about trade as Mr. Mikoyan
would talk with Mr. Dillon on this but he thought this was an area in
which we could seek better relations. We both put too much of our work
and talent into arms. In this field we must so act that we can make prog-
ress but with confidence in what we are doing. The President said that
he wished to conclude as he had started by saying he was persuaded the
peoples of both countries wanted peace, and opportunity to improve
their cultural level and to raise their standard of living. This basic truth
should guide us even when we disagree on some specific problem. He
wished to thank Mr. Mikoyan for having come to visit us and if he had
encountered bad manners anywhere on his trip he wished him to know
that this did not express the attitude of the United States.

[Here follows discussion of Berlin and Germany printed in volume
VIII, Document 137.]

Mikoyan said that the President had spoken of military expendi-
ture and he could express full agreement with his remarks. Some of the
American cabinet officers and particularly the Minister of Defense had
said that the Soviet Union should reduce its arms and expenditures.*
Mikoyan said that he had replied that this was what they wanted to do
but if they did it unilaterally they were afraid the United States would
continue to develop its position of strength.

The President interjected that this was what we both always said.

Mikoyan said that then we should both do it together. He pointed
out that in the past three years the Soviets had made no increase in their
military expenditures whereas the United States expenditures had been
very high and Congress on occasion even increased the proposals made
by the President which were already at a very high level.

3 For text of Eisenhower’s letter to Bulganin, February 15, 1958, proposing, among
other things, visits by prominent Soviet citizens to the United States, see Department of
State Bulletin, March 10, 1958, pp. 373-376.

*In his January 15 memorandum to the President, attached to the source text, Dulles
mentioned that following his meetings with Mikoyan on January 16, he, Vice President
Nixon, and other Cabinet members would have dinner with Mikoyan. It may be that the
comments of Secretary of Defense McElroy and other Cabinet officials on armaments were
made during this dinner.
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[Here follows discussion of Germany printed in volume VIII, Docu-
ment 137.]

Mikoyan said that he had been pleased when the President spoke
about developing contacts. Some practical steps in this field had been
taken and neither side had reason to be disappointed as reciprocity had
been observed and both sides had been correct. With respect to students
we should exchange not 100 but several hundred. It was true that the
Soviet Union preferred to start with a smaller number and he could say
frankly why they were so cautious. The Soviet Union was suspicious of
the United States intelligence service although it was headed by a very
pleasant man, the brother of the Secretary of State, whom he had met last
evening. The Soviet Government suspected, although they might be
wrong, that this exchange would be used for other purposes than study.
If they were real students this was all right but if they were agents it is
another matter.

The President interrupted to say that he would be very surprised if
it were possible to take an 18 year old student and make an intelligence
agent out of him.

Mikoyan said the outcome would depend upon the behavior of the
students.

The President said we must develop a situation of confidence so
that there would be no need for this feeling of secrecy.

Mikoyan said that Mr. Johnston had arranged an exchange of films
and this was important because pictures influence people.

Secretary Dulles observed that certain films were not always help-
ful, such as crime pictures. Mikoyan replied that they did not make such
films and would not take them from us. He said the Soviet films which
they were supplying us contained virtually no propaganda and he
hoped the President would see them.

[Here follow discussion of Berlin and Germany and concluding re-
marks printed in volume VIII, Document 137.]
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65. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, January 19, 1959.

SUBJECT
Expansion of US-USSR Trade

PARTICIPANTS

Anastas R. Mikoyan—Deputy Premier of the USSR

Mikhail A. Menshikov—Soviet Ambassador to the United States
V. Smolyaichenko—Aide to Mr. Mikoyan

Vladimir S. Alkhimov—Commercial Counselor, Soviet Embassy

C. Douglas Dillon—Under Secretary for Economic Affairs

Llewellyn E. Thompson—United States Ambassador to the USSR

W. T. M. Beale—Deputy Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs
Alexander Logofet—Language Services, Department of State (Interpreter)

Mr. Dillon: I am delighted to have this opportunity to discuss com-
mon problems of trade. We have always favored peaceful trade and an
expansion of trade. This attitude is fundamental to our belief that trade
is a very useful thing for every country. In particular, insofar as trade
with the Soviet Union is concerned, we feel that there would be a special
advantage in promoting greater understanding between our peoples
which would lead to the relaxation of tensions. We believe that there
would be greater value in the latter sense than in the economic sense.
Statements made by the President at the meeting in Geneva were in that
line and so it was only natural that he replied in the same vein to Mr.
Khrushchev’s letter! and hoped that there would be an expansion of
trade. We have noted that in the past few years our trade has not been
large and we have bought considerably more from the Soviet Union
than you have bought from us. Some people have thought that export
controls have made it difficult to buy here in the United States. But actu-
ally only about 10 percent of the items moving in international com-
merce are subject to embargo; the rest can be bought under permits and
permits will be granted, so we feel that the way to increase this com-
merce is to start doing it. We have noticed the arrangement to buy steel
which some of our companies recently completed in return for pur-
chases of chrome. That was a fine arrangement. One thing puzzles us a
little bit. It is fairly clear that most of the long list of items in Prime

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Confidential.
Drafted by Beale. A typed notation at the end of the source text reads: “Note: This memo-
randum is not a verbatim transcript but is based on detailed notes. In reporting Mr.
Mikoyan’s remarks the first person pronoun has been substituted for the third person pro-
noun used by the interpreter.”

ISee footnote 1, Document 64.
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Minister Khrushchev’s letter are available for purchase in the United
States. On the other hand he mentioned items which he said the Soviet
Union was ready to sell. Many of those we already produce ourselves or
buy from others, so that the market for them can’t be easily expanded.
But perhaps there are some things, more technically advanced, that the
Soviet Union has to offer. Our business firms might be interested in such
items. We would be interested in knowing more about what those types
of goods might be. One thing I think you realize, and that is our business
is done by private companies. That is the only way trade can be carried
on from the United States. Whether items are available therefore de-
pends upon your negotiations with those private industries and busi-
nesses.

I noticed that one of the main things you indicated an interest in
was the products of the chemical industry, such as plastics, synthetics,
and so forth. Purchases of those products require negotiations with our
chemical industry. From the information available to you, you should
be aware that the past business relationships of our chemical industry
with the Soviet Union have not been satisfactory. This is because in two
or three instances they have arranged to make know-how available and
tobe paid royalties in return, but in none of these cases have those agree-
ments been carried out. ] am aware that the Soviet Union has reasons for
being unable to complete those arrangements, but nevertheless the
chemical industry feels that they have not been treated fairly. This is
something that would have to be looked at very carefully and arrange-
ments made for protecting patent rights, etc., of American producers.

I'have noticed that some wonder has been expressed as to why an
additional answer to Mr. Khrushchev’s proposal has not yet been forth-
coming from the State Department. We have prepared such a note?and
it would have gone out but, unfortunately, there were political occur-
rences in the Far East and in Berlin3which, from the standpoint of public
opinion, made it impossible to forward the type of response we would
have liked to make. While we don’t want to feel that political complica-
tions are tied into trade, nevertheless it is a fact that they go hand in
hand. In a particular case having to do with the extension of credits,
there is nothing to prevent normal business credits, that is credits up to
six months. Such credits are available. As for other private credits, it is
illegal to extend such credits under a law going back to 1934 which was
not particularly directed against the Soviet Union but against the
defaults of other countries.* It would require legislation to change this

2Not found.

3 References are presumably to the controversy over the Formosa Straits and the Ber-
lin crisis.

4 Reference is to the Johnson Act, enacted on April 13, 1934, which prohibited loans
to debtor governments in default to the United States. (48 Stat. 574)
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situation and certainly it would not be possible to undertake such legis-
lation until we had reached agreement on lend-lease products which
have not been discussed for some time.’I do not know why there have
been no further conversations for several years, but the United States is
prepared to entertain such conversations at any time the Soviet Union
wishes to do so. I cannot think of any one thing that would have a better
general effect on public understanding and would do more to advance
the cause of expanded trade than a settlement of lend-lease. Now I have
talked much too long, and it is your turn.

Mr. Mikoyan: I think you might have said more.
Mr. Dillon: I will answer any questions.

Mr. Mikoyan: When Mr. Dulles suggested that I talk with you, I had
expected positive and constructive suggestions would be made. We
have heard many sweet words but would expect more constructive
ones. I have heard you and others make statements that the Soviet Un-
ion is carrying on trade for political reasons. I cannot agree. I am now
convinced that the United States is carrying out such a policy. The
United States has pursued that kind of policy because the answer had
been protracted for eight months only because political occurrences
have taken place. You are experienced enough to know that political
matters do not decide trade matters although they affect them. There is
one basic truth: that bad political relations do not contribute to expan-
sion of trade. There is a second truth: that trade expansion does contrib-
ute to good political relations.

Mr. Dillon: I would agree with that.

Mr. Mikoyan: Then if you agree with that, we are for the Christian
principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. That is the gist of the
matter. You said that you buy more than we buy. Evidently you are con-
vinced of this, butI think you are misinformed. I have heard such things
being said and I have therefore asked to have something prepared.
When making such a statement you take into account only commodities,
but you do not take into account expenditures in dollars. The figures for
1957 completely refute what you have said. The export of goods to the
United States from the Soviet Union is valued at $16 million, whereas
imports from the United States to the Soviet Union are valued at about
$10 million. Payments of the USSR to the United Nations are valued at
$6 million. So we pay dollars to the United States. Moreover, capital and
interest on credits received after the war amount to $7.6 million a year.
So the total expenditure of the Soviet Union in dollars in the United

5The lend-lease agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union was
signed and entered into force on June 11, 1942. (11 Bevans 1281) Negotiations on a settle-
ment of the agreement were suspended indefinitely in late August 1951.
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States is $23.6 million. The difference of $7.6 million was covered by
money we got by selling gold in other countries. These facts refute your
thesis on these matters.

So far as the question as to the possibility of exports is concerned,
you refer to goods you are producing yourselves or buying from other
sources. We are not offering those. We are exporting goods valued at
$1.4 billion and those are the goods the United States is importing. Some
hundreds of millions of dollars might be chosen to be imported into the
United States considering the great expansion of our exports. The Soviet
Union has increased its external trade with capitalist countries 3.3 times
since [between] 1950 and 1957 inclusive.

The United States is no longer a capitalist country but is a semi-capi-
talist country. That conclusion speaks for the great possibilities existing
in the Soviet Union for an increase in exports. The achievement of self-
sufficiency and expansion of the economy in the Soviet Union presup-
poses an increase in foreign trade.

You refer to private companies and firms as deciding what foreign
trade shall be carried on. This is true in a general way, but is not true so
far as the Soviet Union is concerned. So far as the Soviet Union is con-
cerned, they are tied hand and foot by the State Department. If the State
Department did not interfere or if your legislation were repealed then
we would have found a common language with those firms and would
have reached agreement with them. After Mr. Roosevelt became the
President there was a commercial agreement. This agreement was a
simple one but it played a great role. Although you said that your policy
does not determine foreign trade matters, still it was the United States
Government that denounced the commercial agreement in 1951.6 As a
result we are placed in a state where we are discriminated against. So far
as deliveries to the United States of those goods that the United States is
not producing are concerned, after the commercial agreement was de-
nounced new import duties were placed on some commodities from the
Soviet Union. It may be that you lack concrete information, but judging
from what you have said, you are well versed in these matters. As a re-
sult of the denunciation of the commercial agreement import duties on
some goods are higher than duties on other goods. The duty on manga-
nese ore is four times as high as before although it was a traditional item
of trade. The duties on ferro-chrome and ferro-manganese are three
times as high. These are strategic materials which add to your war po-
tential, but we are not afraid to sell them. However, let us stick to the
views that non-delivery would impede your armaments. I may even
console you in the fact that the list which prohibits exports to the Soviet

6See footnote 2, Document 64.
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Union only helps us to produce in the Soviet Union and to supply other
countries. Timber is a big export item for the Soviet Union, which is
large in timber resources. But some import duties are four times as high
as some other countries. The duties on birch plywood are three times as
high, on tobacco two times as high, and on liquors, including vodka,
four times as high. If you don’t want to drink vodka, that’s all right with
me, but it is such a good drink that it seems improper to discriminate.
You produce vodka in the United States and you call it by the Russian
word “vodka” but you don’t pay any royalties on a fixed percentage ba-
sis. You only count your claims against us, not ours against you. I there-
fore reserve the right to raise the question of patents for vodka in the
United States.

Mr. Dillon: Unfortunately it is true, since you produce very good
vodka. I know of one American firm that imports it in bulk and bottles it
and, as I have found out for myself, it is very good.

Mr. Mikoyan: Why “unfortunately”?

Mr. Dillon: “Unfortunately” because we cannot make vodka as well
as you can.

Mr. Mikoyan: It is interesting that you should feel that way.

Mr. Dillon: It is the psychology of friendly competition.

Mr. Mikoyan: What you proceed from is not friendly competition.
One more point relating to Soviet furs. Soviet furs do not undermine
capitalism. Indeed, they only make your beautiful ladies more beautiful,
so they do not undermine your system. Your Congress has banned im-
ports of furs since 1951 without reason. Seven kinds of Soviet furs have
been banned but no reasons were stated. Presumably no reasons were
given because it is expected that every fool will understand the reasons.
But we do not consider ourselves in the category of fools and we can’t
understand it. Perhaps the reason is that your finance ministry had no
other useful business to do. I do not mean your present finance minister,
who is a pleasant fellow.

With reference to crabmeat, so far as | know Americans are fond of
crabmeat. [ have done my best to find why crabmeat imports are prohib-
ited. It was stated that according to exact information available to the
United States crabmeat was produced by Japanese prisoners of war or
Soviet prisoners.” Evidently the minister of finance was a capable man
toinvent this. It is well known that our canned crabmeat is produced on

7 In briefing the press on the Mikoyan-Dillon interview, Dillon recalled that the
United States uncovered evidence in 1951 that Soviet crabmeat was being processed by
“slave labor,” and the crabmeat was banned under Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930,
which prohibited exports produced by “convict, forced and indentured labor.” Dillon said
this ban would continue until the Soviet Union supplied evidence that this labor was not
indentured. (The New York Times, January 20, 1959)
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floating factories. There has never been a single Japanese on those float-
ing factories, and you cannot find a reasonable businessman who will be
letting prisoners into his factory to work. There are many civil workers
who can do that kind of a job. Last, but not least, we don’t have a single
Japanese prisoner of war. But the United States Government keeps out
the goods. The same argument can be generally applied and then there
will be no trade. You might declare that all workers in the Soviet Union
are prisoners. Such decisions are not an ornament to your government.
If I had revealed these facts on a television program, your people would
have laughed at you. You speak in favor of expansion, but is it possible
to trade under such circumstances? I expected when I came that you
would make some suggestions for eliminating the obstacles existing
since 1951.

So far as the claims of the chemical companies concerning disput-
able matters, there is some foundation for what you say, but your infor-
mation is outdated. I have been informed on one problem connected
with the DuPont Company. Although we had all the rights to insist on
our position, nevertheless our economic organization is prepared to
reach an agreement. So it should not be a long time before the dispute no
longer exists. I have been informed that 17 oil and chemical firms had
patent claims after the War. All claims disputes have been completely
settled with 15 out of those 17. There is a difference of opinion with the
two remaining firms so far as the sum of compensation is concerned.
They didn't like the figures on the Soviet side but, instead of negotiating
with us, they interrupted the negotiations. We are not responsible for
that. Negotiations on sums is the usual thing in a business. Therefore,
these kinds of disputes can’t be considered real obstacles.

I don’t want to go into this depth on an analysis of the list of goods
whichrequire permits. You are aware of many things that should be cor-
rected in those lists if we are to develop trade. At one of the meetings I
had with your businessmen, I quoted some of the items on the list and
there was a great deal of laughter, not at us but at the State Department.
It was not my purpose to cause laughter but to convince them that some
reason should be applied. I don’t know what steps businessmen con-
template should be taken, but they will get there. It is said that your State
Department enjoys very great powers, in fact dictatorial powers as it is
the fashion to say.

You have referred to chemical firms. They behave better with re-
spect to our trade organizations and our importing organizations have
been negotiating to place orders. Chemical firms agreed to accept orders
for petrochemical plants but said they had to ask the State Department.
Quite a period has elapsed but the firms have informed us that the State
Department has neither refused nor taken a decision. This is a very flex-
ible approach, very fine, not rough, there is lots of elegance in this.
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So far as credits are concerned, you said that it is possible to get six
months credits. I do not quite understand this. Is there an instruction or
legislation that makes six months possible and seven months impossi-
ble? If you pass that rule on the way we repay our debts why does the
rule affect six months credit and not seven months? Certainly six or
seven months are of no practical importance. You also emphasize the
Johnson Act.

Mr. Dillon: It is the same law.

Mr. Mikoyan: That is right. It is not directed especially against the
Soviet Union. Incidentally, we were granted bigger credits by the
United States in spite of the fact that we never stated our intention to
repay the Czarist debts. Certainly Americans are reasonable enough not
to expect us to pay the debts of the Czars. If you mean repaying Czarist
debts, then that is another object of laughter. But under your present in-
terpretation of law we are put in the category of those who are not exact
payers. An idea has just struck me. We are making payments to you on
our obligations. That is our 1945 credit. The entire sum with interest
amounts to about $300 million. We have actually paid more than $60
million. Maybe it is necessary in order to support your statement that we
have to stop paying interest and capital on this sum. If you stick to that,
and your opinion evidently supports it, you have no right to make
claims on us and we could save over a quarter of a billion dollars. Your
idea is worth study but we consider ourselves accurate payers.

So far as lend-lease is concerned, in the lend-lease agreement it is
not particularly stated that we are to pay. There is not a single word to
that effect. The gist of the idea in that agreement is that if the efforts are
compensated that would be enough for the United States. If we compare
our efforts with yours we know that we bore the brunt of the burden of
war. So we compensated by our sacrifices several times the efforts of the
Americans. In his message of October 9, 1941 Mr. Roosevelt stated: “I
solemnly declare to you that in the event the present war plans of Hitler
are successfully carried into effect, we the Americans shall be impelled
to carry on the same devastating war as he is now waging on the Russian
front”.8 Mr. Acheson, in July 1942, said “Is it possible that you want to
put on one side of the scale costs of tanks and ammunition and on the
other side the cost of the lives of those who died in these tanks? What
comparison is there between such costs and the lives of those people

8 Roosevelt made roughly this statement toward the end of his message of October 9,
1941, asking Congress to authorize the arming of merchant ships and to revise the Neu-
trality Act of 1939.
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who perish in snow, etc., etc.?”? These quotations make quite clear the
position in these matters. You should offer long-term credits to increase
the orders that the Soviet Union might place in the United States, and
you have promised that firms could make available six months credit.
You have also suggested at the same time that we should settle the lend-
lease. Evidently we must make payments to you. There is no mutual
trade in this, just a one-way street. I draw the conclusion that for reasons
of a political nature the cold war continues and you are not prepared to
expand trade but to make statements only to console people. In spite of
the friendly expressions you have used and the quiet, business-like way
you have talked, Iam still disappointed. As a matter of fact, as we are not
carrying on negotiations I do not see that there is something the United
States is willing to do. Let us, therefore, wait until better times. Perhaps
they will come. »

Mr. Dillon: Thank you, Mr. Minister, for your full explanation
which has been very revealing. As regards the use of trade for political
purposes, I have not mentioned that subject in talking with you. There
have been statements made publicly in which I have referred particu-
larly to the action of your Chinese friends in cutting off trade with Japan,
which they admitted was done for political reasons.

Mr. Mikoyan: But you told untruths when you referred to Soviet-
Yugoslav trade. Itis not true. We have not stopped trade. It is at the same
level as before. But you evidently needed to make that statement.

Mr. Dillon: I'm glad to hear that the actions of the Soviet Union to-
ward Yugoslavia and Finland have no political motivation. Many peo-
ple have thought otherwise.

Mr. Mikoyan: We did not pursue the purpose of developing trade.
We have deferred payments but trade has continued.

Mr. Dillon: However, the subject does not have much to do with
what!we are talking about. You mentioned that popular opinion is im-
portant; that political events do affect public opinion; and that political
events affect trade. Two events, the abrogation of the trade agreement
and legislation concerning furs,'®were both the result of action of Con-
gress and were not the result of suggestions by the Executive Branch.

9 Notes are not exact for this quotation. [Footnote in the source text. Reference may
be to a speech given by Assistant Secretary of State Dean Acheson at the Institute of Public
Affairs, University of Virginia, on July 6, 1946. For text, see Department of State Bulletin,
July 11, 1942, p. 616.]

10 Section 11 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 required the President
to prevent the importation of ermine, fox, kolinsky, marten, mink, muskrat, and weasel
furs, dressed or undressed, produced in the Soviet Union or Communist China. For text of
section 11 and President Truman’s proclamation implementing it, see ibid., August 20,
1951, p. 291.
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Mr. Mikoyan: When then shouldn’t you make a suggestion to Con-
gress that these be corrected?

Mr. Dillon: Such a suggestion would be possible, but it is a question
whether it would be useful until Congress is ready to act, and Congress
is responsive to public opinion. Therefore, it couldn’t happen until rela-
tions are better than they are now.

Mr. Mikoyan: I don’t think I am wrong in my impressions from
businessmen that they seem to be in favor of an expansion of trade.

Mr. Dillon: You are in favor, and we feel that trade can be expanded
in many items. You gave me a long list of items on which our tariffs are
higher against Soviet products. I could make one equally long in which
there is no tariff difference and in which there could be an expansion of
trade, for example, chrome ore. But surely you would not feel that we
should stop buying these products from the underdeveloped countries,
that we should stop such trade and immediately switch the business to
you.

Mr. Mikoyan: I don’t demand that. But your requirements are
growing; or are they not?

Mr. Dillon: Yes, and possibly an expansion could take place
through growth.

You mention difficulties in getting permits. If you take the figures
for the past year, out of $22 million for which export permits were asked
by various companies, only $3.5 million were not granted. So the great
majority are granted.

Mr. Mikoyan: I would like to know what the sum is for those petro-
chemical requirements that are under consideration. That is another
matter.

Mr. Dillon: They don’t add up to any particular sum because most
of the permits under consideration are for engineering and technical
services. These are subcontracted out and they say that they don’t know
just how big these are.

Mr. Mikoyan: The sum of this category will be bigger.

Mr. Dillon: You should not feel that these will not be granted as no
decision has yet been reached on these items.

Mr. Mikoyan: It may happen that there will be no need for permits
since we shall either produce these things or buy them somewhere else.
This delay is in fact a form of refusal.

Mr. Dillon: Regarding crabmeat, imports are embargoed under law
which goes back to 1930. The law does not apply only to the Soviet Un-
ion and we are ready to consider its removal and allow the entry of crab-
meat if you will allow the Treasury Department to obtain the necessary
information to be sure that the conditions existing in 1951 do not exist
any more.
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Mr. Mikoyan: You haven’t got the data to prove your conclusions.
You would evidently like to send controllers to be placed at each float-
ing factory. We are fond of crabmeat ourselves and will keep it.

Mr. Dillon: You might talk further with Ambassador Thompson
about this and something might be done.

We are glad to hear your figures on trade balance for 1957. Our fig-
ures show that exports are valued at $4.5 million, while our figure for
imports is very close to the figure you used. I am surprised to hear that
you consider that United Nations expenditures are part of trade with the
United States.

Mr. Mikoyan: It is a matter of the balance of payments in dollars.
We have to sell in the UN countries in order to get dollars. How would
we get them otherwise?

Mr. Dillon: Can’t you pay in gold?
Mr. Mikoyan: If Hammarskjold! were sitting in Moscow, you
would have to pay him.

Mr. Dillon: We would pay in gold.
Mr. Mikoyan: We do not want your gold.

Mr. Dillon: Regarding the Johnson Act, the law provides that there
can be no loans. The Attorney General has ruled that ordinary commer-
cial credits, that is up to 180 days, are not loans.

As for lend-lease, as you know we have reached accords with all
other countries. We don’t ask for anything they acquired during the
course of the fighting. All we are asking for is settlement of civilian items
delivered after lend-lease trade had ended.

Mr. Mikoyan: You might be mistaken in your facts. After the war
ended America stopped deliveries with only one day’s notice. The civil
supplies affected after that valued at $210 million were continued under
credit arrangements.

Mr. Dillon: Our figures are based on the date on which we consid-
ered that lend-lease was over. We do feel that there is an obligation on
the Soviet Union for an undetermined amount. This to be paid over a
period of time. We do feel that it should be honored as a valid obligation.
Regarding your suggestion concerning a possibility of ceasing pay-
ments on your post-war debt, we would regret such action, but it would
have the effect of making it perfectly clear that the Soviet Union does not
always honor its obligations.

Mr. Mikoyan: I don’t understand.

! Dag Hammarskjold, Secretary-General of the United Nations.
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Mr. Dillon: What I said was that Mr. Mikoyan had said that the So-
viet Union might not honor the obligations under the credit and that we
would regret that but it would have the effect of making it perfectly clear
that the Soviet Union does not always honor its obligations.

Mr. Mikoyan: There was no such intention on the part of the Soviet
Government. The idea just came to me personally in connection with
your statement that we are not accurate payers.

Mr. Dillon: I never said that the Soviet Union was not accurate
payers but merely that we couldn’t proceed with other obligations until
settlement under the lend-lease had been made.

You mentioned items under export control which you considered
foolish. We are aware of the items you mentioned to American business
people as being under control. The facts are that they are not under con-
trol. We didn’t want to take issue publicly with what you said, but you
were misinformed.

Mr. Mikoyan: We are not going to weaken your strategic position.

Mr. Dillon: We do feel very seriously that there is a great deal of
room for a substantial increase in trade and, as the President said in his
letter to Prime Minister Khrushchev, all that is necessary is to make con-
tact with private people. If there is no such effort on your part we can
regretfully draw the same conclusions that you have drawn, but in re-
verse, that the Soviet Union is not really interested in expanding trade
but merely sends us letters for political purposes. We would hope that
times would become better and that we would be able to reach a point
where trade can expand because it would be a useful thing.

Mr. Mikoyan: In order quickly to place big orders one has to have
credits. Inreply to that suggestion you say pay for lend-lease. What kind
of trade is that?

Mr. Dillon: Lend-lease must be settled before any credits can be ex-
tended in large amounts. Nevertheless, we can increase our trade with-
out large, long-term credits and such an increase would be useful.

Mr. Mikoyan: Well, without repealing some of those laws, there
would be some expansion but not a big expansion of trade. Concerning
lend-lease I ask you to think over the sacrifices that the Soviet people
had to make, the destruction of war and the millions that perished. And
then put on the scale the expenditures you went into during the war.
You should also consider the outcome—that is, the defeat of Hitler.

Mr. Dillon: The Soviet Union has never until now said that it was
not prepared to settle lend-lease. In the past it has made concrete offers
and only the exact amount has been in dispute. I am surprised at the
Minister’s position that the Soviet Union is not prepared to make any
payment at all. This is certainly a change in the Soviet position.
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Mr. Mikoyan: We are not obliged to pay anything on lend-lease. We
want to trade. But first you must give us credit so that we can start. If you
can’t make credit available, then we must do without trade. Our plans
don’t take into account credits, but if you give us credits we can make
changes in our plans.

66. Memorandum of Visit

Washington, January 19, 1959, 3 p.m.

PRESENT

Secretary Strauss

Mr. Mikoyan

U.S. Ambassador Lacy Thompson
Russian Ambassador Menshikov
Interpreter

Commercial Attaché—Russian Embassy
Under Secretary Mueller

Acting Assistant Secretary Marshall Smith

Mr. Mikoyan remarked again that he was getting used to the pho-
tographers in this country.

The first matter brought up was about our highways. Mr. Mikoyan
was greatly impressed by the multiplicity of good roads. Secretary
Strauss thanked him for the “advertisement” inasmuch as the road pro-
gram is under the general direction of the Department of Commerce.
They fear that it will be a long time before Russia can catch up with usin
the development of such a road system. While they have paved high-
ways connecting Warsaw and Moscow and many of the principal capi-
tals of the satellite countries they have a great lack of highways
throughout their nation serving the smaller communities. There are
some roads in Siberia but they are very primitive.

Mr. Mikoyan remarked that it is high time we get more closely to-
gether and agree to cooperate on all matters of mutual interest to our-
selves and to them.

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1183. Official Use
Only. Drafted by Frederick H. Mueller, Under Secretary of Commerce, on January 19. The
meeting was held at the Department of Commerce.
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Secretary Strauss remarked that 38 years ago when he was associ-
ated with former President Hoover in relief work he had been of some
assistance in helping Russia during a period of great famine. Secretary
Strauss mentioned that he would like to go to Russia sometime and was
assured of a hearty welcome. As a matter of fact, Mr. Mikoyan said he
would be pleased to have him as his personal guest.

Mr. Mikoyan was asked if the newspaper people, especially at the
press conference this noon, bothered him. He said especially on “Meet
the Press”! he felt like losing his temper. He said he was not afraid of
sharp questions but he could and would bite back. He stated they did
not give him sufficient time to answer questions. He brought up the
point that in the Middle Ages, when fighting duels, no honorable man
would attack when an adversary was not ready. If done, the violator lost
honor and was not accepted even by his own associates. Such a man
often committed suicide.

Secretary Strauss mentioned that we have become used to the press
in this country—that Mr. Mikoyan provided them with a number of
headlines during his trip in this country. It was apparent that Mr.
Mikoyan was somewhat annoyed at the lack of time given him to an-
swer some of the questions, especially at the National Press Club. He
said the president of the club made a speech of considerable length and
then he was short of time for his answers.

He is not particularly enamored of former President Truman. He
feels that Truman'’s policies, both at the time of his incumbency and
since, have not helped our two countries ability to get together and that
his recent comments in the press would not help the situation.?

When asked if he felt he accomplished what he came for the answer
was in the affirmative. While he said that he had no practical purpose for
making the trip but merely to exchange opinions and try to feel out the
pulse of this country, the results that he has achieved are beyond his ex-
pectations.

Secretary Strauss asked why 7 year periods were taken instead of 5
or 9. The answer was that while 5 year periods have usually been taken,
they felt that in these changing times and conditions 7 years was a better
length of time to accomplish their program. For instance, he mentioned
that they had previously emphasized coal production, but in the last
two years they have begun to develop their natural gas potential—gas

! For the transcript of the interview with Mikoyan on “Meet the Press,” an NBC tele-
vision news program, on Sunday, January 18, see The New York Times, January 19, 1959.

7

2 Truman’s “recent comments in the press” may be his two syndicated articles that
criticized Soviet policy on Berlin as well as U.S. “diplomatic tourists” to the Soviet Union
and U.S. hosts to Soviet visitors like Mikoyan for their eagerness in soliciting the attention
of Soviet leaders. (Ibid., December 1, 1958 and January 19, 1959)
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being more efficient than coal. They have postponed their hydro-electric
stations, mainly to save capital and to utilize their capital for power sta-
tions where power would be most efficiently and cheaply developed.

While they have atomic power plants, the efficiency of such plants
is very low compared to thermal plants. Secretary Strauss asked if he
could tell us the percentage efficiency difference between atomic power
development and that from thermal type, but Mr. Mikoyan could not
give an exact percentage except to say it was much less efficient and re-

_ quired more investment and therefore costs considerably higher. Fur-
“ ther development in this area is mainly experimental.

When asked if their natural gas had a helium content the answer
was in the affirmative “in a small degree”. This was not followed up and
cannot be assured as to its veracity because of the somewhat hesitant
manner in which the answer was given.

Secretary Strauss mentioned that over the portals of the Depart-
ment of Commerce building is a quotation from Benjamin Franklin, ap-
proximately “fair and equitable trade between nations is our goal”. He
stated he hoped that this could be accomplished between our countries
and Mr. Mikoyan said he was of the same opinion.

Russian economic development, he stated, has to be at a much
slower pace than they had hoped to achieve because they have so many
areas to develop that it is a difficult problem.

He stated that in talking with Mr. Dillon this morning? he felt that
he did not accomplish a great deal—that he was somewhat hurt at Dil-
lon’s adamant attitude and that it “smells of cold war”. He stated that
diplomats, and he does not claim to be one, are very cold in their attitude
and spend a lot of time “beating about the bush”.

Secretary Strauss stated that the Patent Office is a part of the De-
partment of Commerce and how our patent system has proven to be the
bulwark of our whole industrial development. The patent system is an
incentive to scientists and assures them of a reward for their initiative
and ideas for a reasonable time. He stated that if Russians can take our
inventions, without adequate compensation, it is unfair whether it is
done directly or indirectly. Mr. Mikoyan stated that something must be
worked out and claims not to be informed on this particular situation.
He knows that there are contracts in which licenses to use processes are
agreed upon and for which payment is made. Secretary Strauss empha-
sized that he was not talking as much about that but had reference to the
copying [of] individual items or procedures without any license. Again,
Mr. Mikoyan stated that this must be worked out, but had never been

3See Document 65.
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called to his attention. He could not assure us of a change of attitude in
this area as he doesn’t know.

His attention was called to the international conference regarding
patents,* which he had heard about and should be further studied. He
feels that all obstacles to normal trade should be eliminated and that
“fair and equitable” should be put into effect.

Secretary Strauss stated that there was a large list of items on which
there were no restrictions as to purchase and that it was only strategic
items to which we denied them access. He was rather amused that
newspapers quoted Mr. Mikoyan as saying they could not even buy
toothpaste in this country, but it was denied that such a statement had
been made. He did say, however, they were perfectly willing for them to
buy laxatives and other items of this character that were rather ridicu-
lous. He was assured there had been a rather substantial increase in
available items and that there was a large list available to them. As a
matter of fact we buy much more from Russia than we sell them even
though the total foreign trade between the two countries is insignificant.
In 1957 they sold us $16 million dollars worth of goods and bought $10
million, however, they claim they paid United Nations $6 million which,
they feel, came to this country, and also paid $7-1/2 million for obliga-
tions incurred at the end of World War IL

They are particularly disturbed about restriction on importation of
furs to this country®and also the high duty on manganese. They stated
that since 1950 the trade with other capitalist countries had increased
three times, while the trade with the United States had even declined.
Mr. Mikoyan said, “let us work together to eliminate this distrust”.

He asked Secretary Strauss whether employees in the Department
of Commerce heeded his “commands”. Secretary Strauss stated he did
not issue commands. He also said that in a democracy only in the mili-
tary were commands used, but he could assure Mr. Mikoyan that every-
one in the Department is in accord with policies as enunciated by him.

The Secretary presented Mr. Mikoyan with a copy of “Washing-
ton’s Farewell Address” in which he had marked a specific part—this
was covered in the press release just issued.®

An interesting discussion was had on the difference between our
religious backgrounds and beliefs, and that of an atheistic country like

4Reference is to the Diplomatic Conference for the Revision of the International
Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property, which convened at Lisbon, Portugal,
on October 6, 1958.

5See footnote 10, Document 65.

6 Not found.
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Russia. The answer was “we do not believe in God but in morality, but
let us not discuss whose morality is the highest”.

Secretary Strauss said it is the American’s belief religion is much
more than morality. Mr. Mikoyan brought out that a number of them
lost sons in the war who had given their lives for their country. Secretary
Strauss stated that love of country is not religion—that while an admira-
ble motive we did not confuse it with religion. Mr. Mikoyan stated that
“equality” and “brotherhood of man” was their religion, and again Sec-
retary Strauss stated that this is not our belief. Mr. Mikoyan mentioned
that for thousands of years our religion has taught the brotherhood of
man but that it still has not been accomplished.

They stated that they will fulfill contracts—how could they con-
tinue on and have confidence of their people without keeping their con-
tracts. Mr. Mikoyan claims they have kept their obligations to a tee—not
naming them. He would like to see a warmer climate between our two
countries.

He presented the Secretary with a present which the Secretary gra-
ciously accepted.

67. Memorandum of Discussion at the 394th Meeting of the
National Security Council

Washington, January 22, 1959.

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and
agenda item 1.]

2. Visit of Deputy Prime Minister Mikoyan to the United States

Secretary Dulles stated his doubt whether it was worthwhile to take
up much of the Council’s time with an account of Mikoyan’s visit to this
country. If the members of the Council had read the newspapers care-
fully they would know as much about the Mikoyan visit as anyone else.

There was, however, continued Secretary Dulles, one curious and
difficult matter to explain about the visit. That is what happened on

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Prepared by
Gleason on January 22.
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Mikoyan’s last day in Washington and what occurred particularly in his
conversation with Under Secretary of State Dillon.! On this latter occa-
sion Mikoyan had violently denounced Dillon’s proposals for a gradual
improvement in trade relations between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. In-
deed, he went on to make of Mr. Dillon far-reaching demands which he
must have known would have to be refused. These included the grant-
ing of U.S. credits to the U.S.S.R., treatment of the U.S.S.R. in the context
of the Most Favored Nation, and removal of all obstacles to trade in stra-
tegic materials. Thereafter, when he left this country Mikoyan accused
us of carrying on the Cold War. These maneuvers all seemed to have
been contrived and they were extremely difficult to reconcile with
Mikoyan'’s earlier efforts to appear to be conciliatory. On Friday, a day on
which Secretary Dulles said he had spent most of his time with
Mikoyan, the question of U.S. credits to the U.S.S.R. for trade purposes
was not even mentioned, although apparently Mikoyan mentioned this
matter briefly to the President.? Accordingly, it seemed to Secretary
Dulles that these maneuvers were deliberately contrived for a purpose.

With respect to the world situation in general, Mikoyan had con-
tented himself with putting on a very spirited defense of all the existing
U.S.SR. positions. One could detect no change or weakening in any re-
spect except perhaps that Mikoyan had asked for talks on Germany
which would be limited to two subjects: namely, Berlin and a German
Peace Treaty. To this proposal we had replied that in any talks on Ger-
many it would be impossible to isolate these two issues and that such
matters as German unification and European security could not be ex-
cluded from these conversations. Also we underlined our refusal to
meet with the Soviet Union under the latter’s dictation as to the agenda
topics. The fact that Mikoyan did not reject out of hand this response of
ours may perhaps portend some slight concession. Otherwise, there
was no weakening whatsoever in the well-known general Soviet posi-
tion. In fact, said Secretary Dulles, he did not anticipate any significant
change in the Soviet position until we had come closer to the end of the
six months period at which point the Soviets had threatened to turn over
their responsibilities in Berlin to the East German regime.

Mr. Allen Dulles expressed the thought that Mikoyan’s ploy on his
last day in the U.S. might have been motivated by a desire to provide
himself with a thesis for the report which he would make to the Party
Congress in Moscow next week. The events of the last day could pro-
vide Mikoyan with material for a blast against the U.S. on grounds of
our refusal to increase our trade with the Soviet Union. Khrushchev

1See Document 65.
2 See Document 64.
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may well be worried about the possibility of too great a relaxation of ten-
sions and Mikoyan could help meet his anxiety with such a blast against
the U.S.

The National Security Council:3
Noted and discussed the Eolicy implications of the subject visit in
the light of an oral report by the Secretary of State.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]
S. Everett Gleason

3The paragraph that follows constitutes NSC Action No. 2038, approved by the
President on January 23. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)

68. Editorial Note

The 21st Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union met
in Moscow January 27-February 5, 1959. The Congress was attended by
more than 1,200 delegates from the Soviet Union and delegations from
some 70 other Communist nations. The focus of the congress was on the
long opening speech on January 27 by Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev,
First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union and Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers, on the
Seven-Year Plan (1959-1965) of economic development and on other as-
pects of Soviet domestic and foreign policies. For complete text of this
speech, see Current Digest of the Soviet Press, February 18, 1959, pages
12-19, February 25, 1959, pages 3-10, March 4, 1959, pages 17-25, and
March 11, 1959, pages 13-20. Regarding the evaluation of Director of
Central Intelligence Allen W. Dulles of this speech, see Document 69. A
summary and analysis of Khrushchev’s speech is contained in Intelli-
gence Report No. 7942, “Foreign Policy Implications of Khrushchev’s
Report to the XXI CPSU Congress” which the Division of Research and
Analysis for the USSR and Eastern Europe, Bureau of Intelligence and
Research, prepared on February 5. (National Archives and Records Ad-
ministration, RG 59, OSS-INR Reports)

Other speakers at the congress reiterated Khrushchev’s emphasis
on overtaking and outstripping the West in per capita output in key
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kinds of production by the end of the Five-Year Plan and on assuming
by about 1970 first place in the world in both absolute and per capita
production. They, like Khrushchev, emphasized a foreign policy based
on the Leninist principle of “peaceful coexistence” and an end to the
cold war but also predicted that increased Communist strength relative
to the non-Communist world would result in more assertive policies to-
ward the West. For the condensed texts of many speeches given at the
congress, see Current Digest of the Soviet Press, March 11-June 3, 1959,
inclusive.

Khrushchev’s concluding remarks to the congress on February 5,
which reiterated many of the same themes, are printed ibid., June 10,
1959, pages 23-30. For complete text of the Seven-Year Plan Goals
adopted by the congress, see ibid., April 1, 1959, pages 3-30.

A summary and analysis of the entire congress, prepared by the Di-
vision of Research and Analysis for USSR and Eastern Europe, Bureau
of Intelligence and Research, is printed in “The Twenty-First CPSU Con-
gress,” Soviet Affairs, February 1959, pages 26-33.

69. Memorandum of Discussion at the 395th Meeting of the
National Security Council

Washington, January 29, 1959.

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and
agenda item 1.]

2. Significant World Developments Affecting UL.S. Security

The Director of Central Intelligence dealt first with Khrushchev’s
six hour speech at the 21st Congress of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union which had opened in Moscow last Tuesday.! He pointed out
that representatives of some seventy Communist Parties in different
countries of the world would be attending the Congress. Even the
American Communist Party was represented. Undoubtedly, the Con-
gress would plan various programs for the subversion of the Free World
as they usually did at such meetings. The Congress was now about to go
into Executive Session.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Prepared by
Gleason on January 29.

! See Document 68.
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Khrushchev’s speech, continued Mr. Allen Dulles, revealed no no-
table change in the earlier forecast of the economic goals of the new
7-Year Plan. Thus the speech was essentially a propaganda ploy for the
new 7-Year Plan. Wide claims were made by Khrushchev for the Plan.
He predicted among other things that the U.S.S.R. would surpass the
U.S.in per capita production by 1970, a claim which Mr. Dulles believed
impossible to realize.

After a brief discussion of the figures presented by Khrushchev,
Mr. Dulles went on to point out the claim by Khrushchev that the reali-
zation of the objectives of the 7-Year Plan would provide the Commu-
nist Bloc with a decisive edge over the Free World by 1970. Also notable
was Khrushchev’s statement on ICBM’s. After considerable study, Mr.
Dulles said that the most careful translation indicated that Khrushchev
had stated that “serialized production of ICBM’s has been organized”. If
this were an accurate translation, Mr. Dulles indicated that it fitted well
with our U.S. intelligence estimates which have assumed that ICBM’s
would be coming off the production line in small numbers this Calendar
Year.2 Khrushchev’s statement did not indicate that Soviet production
of ICBM’s was ahead of our estimates.

[Here follow discussion of unrelated subjects and the remaining
agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

2 Aniintelligence estimate [document number and title not declassified], August 19, 1958,
concluded: “The USSR will probably have a first operational capability with ten prototype
ICBMs at some time during calendar year 1959.” (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) An-
other intelligence estimate [document number and title not declassified], December 23, 1958,
concluded: “we continue to estimate that the USSR will probably achieve a first opera-
tional capability with 10 prototype ICBMs at some time during the year 1959.” (Ibid.)

70. Memorandum for the Record

Washington, February 12, 1959.

At a meeting held after NSC today, attended by Secretary McElroy,
Secretary Quarles and General Twining, Mr. McElroy brought up the
question of aerial reconnaissance over the USSR. He pointed out that in

Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters. Top Secret. Pre-
pared by John S. D. Eisenhower.



Mikoyan Visit; 21st Communist Party Congress 261

the recent Congressional investigations he had been successful in blunt-
ing much of the attack on the U.S. posture relative to ICBMs.! However,
the Congress was continually concerned over the basic premises em-
ployed by the Department of Defense, that is, our intelligence estimates.
He pointed out that we know the location of no launching platforms
within the USSR. He therefore requested the President to consider the
matter of additional overflights of the USSR, citing the opinion of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff that our planes will not be shot down. General Twin-
ing reinforced this request by stating that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would
certainly like more information. Mr. McElroy would like to obtain per-
mission to do some planning with State and CIA.

The President mentioned the project to build a more advanced
plane to replace the U-2, which he thinks is coming along nicely. He
feels that our activity along these lines should be held to a minimum
pending the availability of this new equipment. To this Mr. Quarles
pointed out that the new equipment will not be available for eighteen
months to two years. This argument did not appear to sway the Presi-
dent, however, in that he discounts the capability of the Soviets to build
many launching sites within a year. This he bases on the corresponding
construction capability within the U.S., observing that we generally
overestimate the capability of the USSR to outperform us. He reviewed
the controversy of two years ago over the number of Bisons and Bears
available to the Soviets. As it turned out, the threat from these aircraft
has been far less than had been initially estimated.? The President con-
ceded the great advantage held by Mr. Khrushchev over himself, accru-
ing from the dictatorial methods which Mr. Khrushchev is able to
follow.

The President is reserved on the request to continue reconnaissance
flights on the basis that it is undue provocation. Nothing, he says, would
make him request authority to declare war more quickly than violation
of our air space by Soviet aircraft. He stated that while one or two flights
might possibly be permissible he is against an extensive program. A
brief discussion followed with respect to the role of reconnaissance sat-
ellites. It was agreed that the satellite, since it does not violate air space,
cannot be considered in the same light as reconnaissance aircraft. It was

! McElroy may be referring to his briefing in closed session of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee on January 16 on the U.S. defense posture, printed in Executive Sessions
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Historical Series), 1959, vol. X1, pp. 17-53.

2 At his news conference on February 26, 1957, Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wil-
son revised downward the estimate of Soviet operational bomber strength and said the
B-52 heavy bomber was superior to the Russian Bison, with which it had been compared.
(The New York Times, February 27, 1957)
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agreed that the satellite represents the greatest future in this reconnais-
sance area.

At this time General Goodpaster pointed out that an aerial recon-
naissance mission in the North had been considered and approved, but
had not been flown as the result of unfavorable sun angle and unfavor-
able weather. This cannot be implemented until March. It is rated No. 1
priority. However, after this delay, a new consideration will be neces-
sary. General Twining agreed that the area of the USSR to be covered by
this planned reconnaissance mission in the north is extremely impor-
tant. (As a side issue, the President pointed out that we will at least learn
from the next reconnaissance flight whether the Soviets have an ade-
quate surface-to-air missile at that time. General Twining pointed out
that the Soviets have never fired a missile at one of our reconnaissance
aircraft.)

In closing, Mr. Quarles noted that there are [less than 1 line of source
text not declassified] flights scheduled for the calendar year 1959. These
will be cleared on a case-by-case basis with the President. This was
agreeable to the President.

As the group was leaving, the President pointed out the close rela-
tionship between these reconnaissance programs and the crisis which is
impending over Berlin. As May 27th approaches,® the President be-
lieves it would be most unwise to have world tensions exacerbated by
our pursuit of a program of extensive reconnaissance flights over the
territory of the Soviet Union.*

John S.D. Eisenhower

3 The Soviet note of November 27, 1958, set a deadline of 6 months, or May 27, 1959,
for acceptance by the Western powers of its proposal for the conversion of West Berlin into
a “free city.” For text of the Soviet note, see Department of State Bulletin, January 19, 1958,
pp- 81-89.

*In a memorandum for the record, March 4, Goodpaster noted that at the Presi-
dent’s request he “advised General Twining that the President has decided to disapprove
any additional special flights by the U-2 unit in the presently abnormally tense circum-
stances.” (Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters)
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71. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, March 10, 1959, 3 p.m.

1780. In conversation with Kozlov and Kuzmin' at Iraqi reception
yesterday latter said he could not understand failure of US businessmen
take advantage of opportunities trade with Soviet Union. Said Sov Un-
ion prepared sign contracts for deliveries over period up to ten years on
basis normal commercial credits and if necessary deposit guaranties in
Swiss bank. Said Sov Union would be interested not only in means of
production but also consumer goods. He mentioned particular interest
in textile mills, railroad cars, pipe, and in fact almost anything we
wanted to sell. When I inquired what he meant by normal commercial
credits he replied “around 3 percent”. When I explained I was thinking
of length of credits he mentioned 6 or 7 years. I replied that situation had
been explained to Mikoyan and said frankly that Mikoyan'’s statement
that Sov Union had no obligation settle lend-lease had made very bad
impression.2 Kozlov denied that Mikoyan had made this exact state-
ment but admitted this was its general tenor. Said “give us credits and
we will settle lend-lease account”. I thought first step should be to settle
some political questions and create proper atmosphere. Kuzmin replied
he was not interested in political questions but business deals and said
number of Western countries even including West Germany willing ex-
tend credits to Sov Union. Said he had recently signed contracts for de-
livery number of sugar mills but did not specify supplier.

Thompson

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 411.6141/3-1059. Confidential.

! Josef Iosifovich Kuzmin, Deputy Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers and
Chairman of the Soviet State Planning Commission (Gosplan).

2See Document 65.
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72. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower

Washington, April 7, 1959.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary McElroy
Mr. Bissell
General Goodpaster

The President said he had asked Mr. McElroy and Mr. Bissell to
come in to tell them that he had decided not to go ahead with certain
reconnaissance flights for which he had given tentative approval the
preceding day.! He said he wanted to give them his thinking. First, we
now have the power to destroy the Soviets without need for detailed
targeting. Second, as the world is going now, there seems no hope for
the future unless we can make some progress in negotiation (it is al-
ready four years since the Geneva meeting).? Third, we cannot in the
present circumstances afford the revulsion of world opinion against the
United States that might occur—the U.S. being the only nation that
could conduct this activity. Fourth, we are putting several hundred mil-
lion dollars into programs for more advanced capabilities.

In summary, the President said he did not agree that this project
would be worth the political costs.

He added that he had called Secretary Dulles who had taken the
view that if the planned action were in the east he would see no objection
but in the north and south of their sector he would not do it. Mr. Dulles
had added that if the current negotiations fail, we must at once get the
most accurate information possible.3

Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Intelligence Matters. Top Secret. Pre-
pared by Goodpaster on April 11.

1 A memorandum of conversation among the President, Allen Dulles, and others on
April 3 noted the President’s “considerable reservations” on the advisability of approving
Allen Dulles’ proposal [text not declassified]. The President concluded that “he is not happy
with the idea of overflights at this time, but he said that he would discuss the matter in
detail with Secretary Herter.” (Ibid.) No record of Eisenhower’s conversation with Herter
on this matter has been found. It was probably the proposed flights discussed at the April
3 meeting that Eisenhower had tentatively approved on April 6.

? Reference is to the Geneva summit meeting in July 1955.

3 According to a memorandum of a telephone conversation between the President
and Herter, April 7 at 10:10 a.m., the President informed Herter of his reversal of his deci-
sion on the overflights and that he had talked with Secretary Dulles who approved his
reversal. According to a memorandum of a telephone conversation between General
Cabell and Herter, at 10:40 a.m., Cabell said that he “had just talked to Allen Dulles who
had a call from JFD who was somewhat distressed and quite concerned that he had given
the word he had to the President.” (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Telephone Con-
versations)
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The President said he agreed on the need for information. This need
is highlighted by the distortions several senators are making of our mili-
tary position relative to that of the Soviets, and they are helped in their
“demagoguery” by our uncertainties as to Soviet programs. He was
concerned over the terrible propaganda impact that would be occa-
sioned if a reconnaissance plane were to fail. He added that there is
some evidence that the Soviets really want a Summit Meeting. The
President himself feels that there is need to make some kind of progress
at the summit, even though we cannot be sure that this is possible. There
are, however, some straws in the wind indicating the prospect is not
wholly hopeless. He told the group that if at a later time they think the
situation has changed, or if a crisis or emergency occurs, or new equip-
ment becomes available, they could raise the matter with him again.

Mr. McElroy said it is far easier for Cabinet officers to recommend
this activity than for the President to authorize it, and that he accepted
the President’s decision very willingly. Mr. McElroy added that cur-
rently the Soviet long-range Air Force, which is of very limited size, is
the threat. Later, if we do not have solid information, we will have to put
our forces on air alert. In addition, there is a need to base our missile
program on the hardest possible information regarding the Soviet pro-
gram.

Earlier the President had discussed this matter at length with me. In
response to his request for my advice, I analyzed the proposal as to the
importance of possible costs and possible gains, and indicated I would
be disposed to favor the two particular actions proposed. I added that,
while I had confidence in my analysis of the costs and gains, I felt less
sure of the evaluation of their relative importance and would readily de-
fer to the President’s own assessment in this respect.

G.
Brigadier General, USA

73. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, May 4, 1959, 2 p.m.

2180. I saw Khrushchev at 11:30 this morning. In order that he not
have opportunity to interrupt or refuse to hear my representations I had
prepared Russian translation of aide-mémoire which I handed him and

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 761.5411/5-459. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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which heread carefully.'He then stated that in their notes on this subject
they had already given us an exhaustive explanation of points raised in
aide-mémoire. They had not shot down this plane. Whenever they did
shoot down one of our planes they said so. Nothing of the sort happened
in this case. They had merely found remains of plane which had appar-
ently crashed. Six bodies that had been found were returned to US. He
had read in Western press about British plane which was lost in this area
and was suspected of having come down in Sov Union.2 He had been
happy to learn it had crashed elsewhere. The two cases were similar. He
then cited a number of other cases of airplane accidents including a Sov
plane which had preceded him on a flight to Siberia several years ago.
Although remains of plane had been found they were never able to lo-
cate pilot. He was aware of our alleged report of conversations of Sov
pilots. This sort of thing was done in films and we were doubtless very
good at it. He asked me to inform President he could not help in any way
despite his wish to do so. He then asked in whose interest it was for US
to make this move at this time just before FM meeting.3 Was our objec-
tive to split relations between the two countries and stir up public opin-
ion? He did not think this was in our mutual interests. It was best not to
fly over their territory. He said a short time ago there had been a case in
Far East but their planes did not go up because our plane was over their
territory only for short time. However in cases like this accidents could
happen. Their fighter planes were stationed to guard their frontiers and
it could lead to accidents if our planes crossed their frontiers without
permission.

He thought our military people were well disciplined and it there-
fore seemed that our government must know about these incursions.
Apparently they were for reconnaissance to ascertain information re So-
viet radar. This could not help good relations. I had spoken of 11 missing
men but they knew nothing about them. Perhaps they had parachuted
out but he did not know if they had parachutes. Sovs did not fly over our
territory and did not think we should fly over theirs. Referring to state-
ments in aide-mémoire about shooting down plane he repeated that had
not happened.

I pointed out we had evidence in form of conversations of Sov
fighter pilots which proved that plane had been shot down. I could as-
sure him this evidence had not been manufactured and we had offered
to make it available to Sov authorities and that offer still stood.

1 Reference is to an aide-mémoire on the C-130 airplane that crashed in the Soviet
Union on September 2, 1958; see Document 55.
2Not further identified.

3 Documentation on the Foreign Ministers Meeting in Geneva May 11-August 5isin
volume VIIL
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I emphasized that plane had not deliberately crossed frontier and
he must realize we would not send such slow plane on deliberate mis-
sion to fly over Sov territory. I said I wished particularly to emphasize
we were not pursuing this matter with any objective of worsening rela-
tions. There were 13 families who did not know whether their sons were
living or dead and apart from our own desires he should realize pres-
sure these families are naturally bringing upon govt to ascertain fate
their sons. As evidence our desire not worsen relations but on contrary
improve them I cited impending visit of VP.* I said we did not intend at
this time to announce anything other than fact that I had taken up this
matter with him.

Khrushchev replied he understood distress of relatives but what
could he do? They had not found any other bodies. He then cited crash
of TU-104 with number of foreigners on board and said many bodies of
these passengers had not been found.>

I said that although it might now be very late, it could be of some
help if our Air Attaché could see scene of crash and remains of plane
pointing out that we have previously asked permission for such inspec-
tion.

Hereplied crash had occurred in very sensitive military area. It was
near frontier of Turkey with which Sov relations were not good and Sov
military did not wish foreigners visit this area.

After conversation on other subjects which is being reported sepa-
rately Khrushchev said as I was leaving “Let’s forget about this affair.
You come to us as guests and we will welcome you.”

Thompson

4Regarding Nixon’s forthcoming visit to the Soviet Union, which the White House
announced on April 17, see Documents 92 ff.

5The crash of the TU-104 has not been further identified.



MAY-JUNE 1959: VISIT TO THE SOVIET UNION OF
W. AVERELL HARRIMAN

74. Editorial Note

W. Averell Harriman, former Ambassador to the Soviet Union and
former Governor of New York, made an extensive tour of the Soviet Un-
ion during May and June 1959. A memorandum of Harriman’s conver-
sation with Foy D. Kohler, Assistant Secretary of State for European
Affairs, May 7, on Harriman'’s forthcoming trip is in Department of
State, Central Files, 032-Harriman, Averell/5-759. A memorandum of
his conversation with Secretary of State Christian A. Herter, May 7, on
his desire to explore an offer made by Deputy Prime Minister Anastas
Mikoyan for Harriman to visit the People’s Republic of China is ibid.
Subsequently, the Department of State acceded to Harriman’s request to
travel to China as a “journalist” or “news correspondent” and author-
ized the issuance of a service passport to him suspending the travel re-
strictions to mainland China. (Telegram 1955 to Moscow, May 22; ibid.,
032-Harriman, Averell/5-1459) Harriman did not visit the People’s
Republic, however, because the government did not issue him a visa.
(Telegram 2445 from Moscow, June 3; ibid., 032-Harriman, Averell /6-
359)

Charles W. Thayer, retired career Foreign Service officer, accompa-
nied Harriman on his tour. On his arrival in Moscow, Harriman had in-
terviews with Mikoyan on May 13, and Minister of Agriculture
Vladimir Vladimirovich Matskevich and Defense Minister Rodion Y.
Malinovsky on May 14. Notes prepared by Thayer on Harriman’s con-
versations with Mikoyan and Marshal Malinovsky were transmitted in
despatch 654 from Moscow, May 15. (Ibid., 032-Harriman, Averell/5-
1559) During the latter part of May, Harriman toured the Soviet Union.
He visited some closed areas, including the city of Sverdlovsk and the
hydroelectric construction site at Bratsk.

Shortly after his return to Moscow on May 30, Harriman left for a
tour of Central Asia. When he returned to Moscow, he had an interview
with Nikita Khrushchev on June 23; see Document 75. On June 25, Am-
bassador Llewelyn E. Thompson gave a luncheon for Harriman, which
Khrushchev also attended; see Document 76. Additional details on their
conversation concerning Berlin and Germany were transmitted in
despatch 741 from Moscow, June 29. (Department of State, Central Files,
611.61/6-2959)

Harriman returned to the United States on July 8 after short stops in
Paris, Bonn, and London. He informed Secretary Herter of his trip to the
Soviet Union on July 10; see Document 77. His briefing of the Senate For-

268
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eign Relations Committee on the same day is printed in Executive Ses-
sions of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Historical Series), 1959,
volume XI, pages 733-749. His account of his trip, especially of his con-
versations with Khrushchev, was published in Life magazine, July 13,
1959. He also gave his observations on various aspects of Soviet life in a
series of articles for the North American Newspaper Alliance, which
were published in The New York Times between June 1 and July 3. His
trip to the Soviet Union also provided much material for his book, Peace
With Russia?, published in 1959.

Additional documentation on Harriman’s trip is in Department of
State, Central Files 032-Harriman, Averell and 611.61. Much of this
documentation for the month of July is on the concerns of Harriman and
Department of State officials over the leak to the press of Harriman’s
conversations with Khrushchev. Information on the conversations was
contained in articles by Joseph Alsop in the Washington Post and Times
Herald on July 2, and by Harry Schwartz in The New York Times on July 3.
Harriman also expressed “grave concern” over a postscript to his Life
magazine article by John L. Steele, Chief of the Time-Life Washington bu-
reau, which revealed Harriman’s report that Khrushchev had given the
Chinese Communists atomic rockets for their use in support of a possi-
ble invasion of Formosa. (Telegram 125 from London, July 8; Depart-
ment of State, Central Files, 032-Harriman, Averell/7-850)

75. Despatch From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

No. 734 Moscow, June 26, 1959.

SUBJECT
Conversation Between N.S. Khrushchev and Governor Harriman, June 23, 1959

Mr. Khrushchev received Mr. Harriman at one o’clock in the Krem-
lin for an interview lasting about 1-1/2 hours prior to going to the coun-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 032-Harriman, Averell/6-2659. Secret;
Limit Distribution. Drafted by Ambassador Thompson apparently from detailed notes of
this conversation provided by Charles W. Thayer who accompanied Harriman. Thayer’s
verbatim record of the conversation on Berlin was transmitted in telegram 2653 from
Moscow, June 25, printed in vol. VIII, Document 417.
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try. After the usual pleasantries, the subject turned to corn. Mr.
Khrushchev said that the agriculture situation was still very weak, that
there were three to four times too many people on the farms. The Soviets
have used only one-half of their potentialities.

“The virgin lands have been a complete success. We have recouped
all our capital investment and netted a profit of 18 billion rubles not
counting machinery and buildings. Even the skeptics are becoming
ashamed. We know that the area we have plowed up is what is called in
Canada a risky area. However, in the last five years despite two severe
droughts we have made a profit. We suppose that this cycle of two bad
years in five will be repeated, but the bread grains we harvest are the
cheapest in the Soviet Union, that is, 20 to 30 rubles per centner as
against 60 elsewhere, and some well-managed farms with good weather
conditions have collected grain as cheap as 12 to 15 rubles per centner
due to the susceptibility of the virgin lands to mechanization. On the
other hand, on some farms we have two to three times as many people
as we should. However, many Americans who are good businessmen
and rationalizers do not understand the basis of our farming. The aver-
age US farmer operates on a purely commercial basis. The Soviet collec-
tive farm on the other hand produces for its own needs and sells only
what is left over. Hence, we must make a great effort to reduce surplus
labor. Some Americans say we lack manpower for the Seven Year Plan.
We have plenty of labor for that; we will take them off the farms.”

Asked how he was going to do this, he said, “We have no secrets.
We revealed all our secrets in 1953.! Our chief problem is to change the
psychology of the farmers not only by reorganization but by improving
management and leadership. Up to now we have given too many direc-
tives to farms. From now on farm management must show more initia-
tive. For example, our research centers and experimental farms have
hitherto had to operate on our state budgets which they eat up regard-
less of what they turn out in experiments. From now on they must pay
their own way and live on the returns for services they render to our
farmers.

“Matskevich has told me of the American research centers and their
assistance to US farmers. We propose to take a leaf from their book. For
example, US commercial farms have profited from our early experi-
ments in artificial insemination and use this method far more than even
we who developed it. You should hardly be surprised that Communism

1 Reference presumably is to Khrushchev’s lengthy report to the Central Committee
of the Soviet Communist Party at its session September 3-7, 1953, which strongly criti-
cized weaknesses in Soviet agriculture and stressed the need to provide collective farmers
with greater incentives to increase productivity.
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which was born of capitalism will make the most use of capitalist ad-
vances.”

Asked whether he really thought that the American economic sys-
tem was approaching its end, he said that the US was still far from the
end but was tending in that direction. Asked what he meant by saying
that “the Communist system would bury capitalism,” he said he only
meant that in an historical sense. Socialism or Communism, he said, was
a new and higher form of social organization bound to replace capital-
ism. The latter must give way. He never meant that Communism would
physically bury the capitalist world. The proof of the superiority of the
socialist structure is everywhere. During the first Five Year Plan when
they constructed the first hydroelectric plant at Dnepropetrovsk, they
hired Colonel Hugh Cooper? whom they regarded as the highest
authority. Yet when you look back, what Cooper did was mere child’s
play to what is being done today. Another example was a certain Ameri-
can engineer called Morgan®who was hired as a consultant to the Metro
in its early stages. (Morgan was here four years ago and told Khru-
shchev he was engaged in housing construction in Turkey. However,
being a concrete specialist and an expert in tunnels, it turned out that he
was building US military bases and no doubt tunnels in Turkey.)

Mr. Harriman suggested that maybe Soviet achievements were due
not so much to the Communist or socialist structure but to very vigorous
leadership. The system of free enterprise, he suggested, was in its most
creative stage. Mr. Khrushchev compared the level of industry in
France, Germany, and England of 30 years ago with that of Russia and
claimed that the rate of progress and change in the relative positions of
these countries was due without doubt to the social structure. Perhaps,
Mr. Khrushchev suggested, it was God’s will, in which case God
seemed to be on the side of the Communists. But, he added, let us not
enter into fruitless theological discussions.

Asked about the possibility of coexistence, Khrushchev stated that
he had stated his position frequently: no war, disarmament, and the
creation of conditions conducive to peace. “There might be a question
about the world’s future development, but let us leave that to history.
The West says that we want to impose our system by war, but this con-
tradicts objective facts.” Western ideologists, he fears, do not under-
stand Soviet doctrines. The original Communist theory was that war
was inevitable in imperialistic societies and that the working class

2Hugh L. Cooper, an hydraulic engineer, designed and helped to construct the
water power and navigation project at Dnepropetrovsk in the Ukraine area of the Soviet
Union in the early 1920s.

3 Not further identified.
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should make use of the arms in their hands during those periods to
throw out the capitalists. Marxism had always taught that no war is use-
ful for workers but that it should be used by them to the best advantage.
This was proved after World War I which brought the Bolsheviks to
power. Due to exceptional circumstances, the United States capitalist
system was favored by both World Wars in which it made much money.
Governor Harriman vigorously denied this and pointed out that the US
had given atleast 11 billion dollars to the USSR and had made no profits.
Mr. Khrushchev expressed his appreciation and thanks for this aid but
insisted that nevertheless both wars were highly profitable. Mr. Har-
riman suggested that Mr. Khrushchev misunderstood the stimulating of
production due to war as profit making. He pointed out that in the last
war, the Sverdlovsk area had greatly expanded and greatly increased its
capacity, but this did not mean that Sverdlovsk had made profits. Khru-
shchev replied that compared to the losses in the Donbas, the additional
production in the Sverdlovsk area was negligible and asked how many
soldiers the US lost in World War II—1-1/4 million casualties in the
United States against 20 million in the Soviet Union. Governor Har-
riman suggested that the Soviet people think that US business wants
war or at least an arms race in order to make money. This is not true as
Mikoyan no doubt learned. Khrushchev said that Mikoyan had learned
no such thing and that he too believed that certain circles in the US
wanted the cold war and an arms race for money.

Mr. Harriman pointed out that the cold war and the arms race were
started by the Soviet Union. After World War I, the Americans had dis-
armed faster than any nation in all history and had only started to rearm
when the Soviets failed to reduce.

Mr. Khrushchev returned to discussion of the Communist attitude
toward war. He said that the old theory of the inevitability of war had
been redefined at the 20th Party Congress and later reaffirmed at the
21st.4 At that time it was decided that imperialist war can be avoided
though there is no 100 percent guarantee against this. Today the socialist
camp is strong, has a firm economic base, and growing manpower. This
new force can deter imperialist war and each year it is becoming a
stronger influence.

The class war must be settled not by war but by competition. “We
can demonstrate,” Mr. Khrushchev said, “the advantages of our system
and set an example to other countries which they will follow. However,
the question of making a revolution in any country is up to the workers
of that country. The US is so rich and its standard of living so high that

4 The 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was held February
14-25, 1956. Regarding the 21st Congress, see Document 68.
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for the time being it can postpone revolution because it is able to buy off
or bribe the workers.”

Mr. Harriman stated that it should be obvious that the United States
would never under any circumstances start a war. Mr. Khrushchev
asked if there was any reason one could see why the Soviet Union
should start one, and Mr. Harriman replied that only a misunderstand-
ing or a miscalculation might lead to one. The important thing, he said,
was disarmament. Mr. Khrushchev said that he wanted to create the
“objective conditions” which would make such accidents impossible.
“Further,” Mr. Khrushchev said, “if one examines Mr. Dulles’ state-
ments, he was motivated not by any misunderstanding but by very real
objectives which were endangering peace.” He stated that Mr. Har-
riman’s criticisms of Mr. Dulles were different than his. In fact, both
Governor Harriman’s and Dulles’ attitudes pointed in the same direc-
tion. Mr. Harriman pointed to the need of greater exchanges between
the US and the USSR. Fifteen thousand Americans would come to the
USSR this year; when would the USSR send as many to the US? Mr.
Zhukov stated that a two week tour in the US costs 8,500 rubles, and Mr.
Khrushchev added that while American tourists paid their own way in
the Soviet Union, the unions or the Soviet state had to appropriate
money for trips abroad that could better be spent for machinery. Never-
theless, appropriations for exchanges were being increased.

He stated that the elimination of discrimination against the Soviet
Union in trade matters was of primary importance. The legal obstacles
to trade, he said, were discrimination against the Soviet Union, and he
accused Mr. Harriman of having a personal role in the setting up of
these obstacles. He suggested that Mr. Harriman reverse his position
and use his influence to increase trade. Mr. Khrushchev said there was
one important point to clarify in connection with arms and trade. There
was no doubt that American legal obstacles against trade were raised as
reprisals, but this policy had been a complete failure.

“Look at our progress in science. We developed the hydrogen
bomb before the US. We have an intercontinental bomb which you have
not. Perhaps this is the crucial symbol of our position. The Seven Year
Plan is based on an absence of trade with the US and the Plan is being
consistently overfulfilled.” Furthermore, there was nothing that the
United States could furnish which the Soviets could not build for them-
selves. Nevertheless, the Soviets would like exchanges in certain fields
of special equipment which they could build but found cheaper to buy
abroad. For example, the Soviet Union had recently bought three textile
machines not because they could not build them but because it was
cheaper to buy them. Suggesting the Soviet Union also needed pipe, Mr.
Harriman said that if some progress could be made on disarmament,
the trade problem would settle itself. Mr. Khrushchev reacted strongly



274 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume X

that this sounded like a condition. The Soviet Union would not sacrifice
the security of its country for the few advantages that increased trade
would bring.

Turning to another subject, Mr. Khrushchev stated that Stalin had
had a great respect for Governor Harriman and confirmed the sugges-
tionby Mr. Harriman that had Roosevelt lived, history might have taken
a different course. Stalin, he said, had often told him that there were
many cases when Stalin and Roosevelt had opposed Churchill, but there
were no cases in which Churchill and Stalin had ganged up on
Roosevelt. Truman, however, he said, was a different type and had
changed Roosevelt’s policies.

“We don’t consider Stalin without blame. He had grown old by the
end of the war but because of his position in the world, he had a very
strong voice which he did not always use in the right way.” It was not
useful to go into details, but in the last years he had a bad influence both
internally and in international affairs. Stalin was distrustful, over-confi-
dent, and had lost the power to work himself, and he distrusted others,
thereby making it impossible for them to work. After his death, how-
ever, Stalin’s successors had successfully developed initiative and pro-
duced successes which he had opposed. “We think we have been
successful, both internally and internationally,” Mr. Khrushchev said,
“and have greatly improved our international position.” He added,
“We want to disarm and cease the cold war. You say you want to, too,
but we don’t seem to agree.

“Eisenhower suggested air reconnaissance throughout our coun-
try.5 This was utterly unacceptable. Air reconnaissance in view of US
bases was not realistically fair though juridically it seemed so. Never-
theless, we would agree to air reconnaissance but not as a start.”

The Soviet Union had suggested a non-aggression pact between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries.¢ This would lead to a psycho-
logical improvement. However, the US objects to such a treaty on the
grounds that the UN Charter is sufficient. However, the NATO Pact it-
self is defended on the basis of the Charter. Thus in one case the US
makes a defense pact, justifying it by the UN Charter, and refuses a non-
aggression pact on the ground that the UN Charter is enough. Khru-
shchev said such a pact would bring an increase in confidence. A second
step would be a reduction in forces. The Soviets would welcome the

> The reference is to Eisenhower’s “open skies” proposal, which he presented at the
Geneva summit conference in July 1955; see Secto 63, July 21, 1955, printed in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1955-1957, vol. V, pp. 447-456.

®In his letter to Eisenhower, December 10, 1957, Bulganin proposed, among other
things, a nonaggression pact between the NATO and Warsaw treaty nations, based on the
principle of “co-existence.” (Department of State Bulletin, January 27, 1958, pp. 127-130)
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most thorough control with inspection by both armies. He also sug-
gested a control of communications. The US had turned this down.” “We
have even agreed to nuclear controls,” he stated. The US had suggested
that some nuclear explosions be permitted. The Soviets had agreed al-
though they would prefer to prohibit all since any explosion would as-
sist in the perfection of weapons. In the negotiations at Geneva, the
technical experts had reached an agreement but then new difficulties
were raised on the political plane.® “We do not believe,” Mr. Khru-
shchev said, “that the US is taking a serious attitude toward the control
of nuclear weapons.”

Governor Harriman suggested it was a pity that Stalin had not
agreed to the 1947 agreement on nuclear controls.® Mr. Khrushchev
stated that the 1947 proposals were preposterous and designed to give
the US a monopoly of nuclear weapons. They could not have agreed to
them in 1947 and even less so today.

At this point Mr. Khrushchev suggested that we go to the country
for luncheon where the discussion could be continued. With Mr.
Zhukov of the Cultural Committee and Mr. Troyanovski as interpreter,
we got into one car without the usual bodyguard, Mr. Khrushchev com-
menting that with a former American diplomat such as Mr. Harriman,
he felt safe without his bodyguard.

On the way to the country, Mr. Khrushchev stated that the plenary
session of the Central Committee due for tomorrow would reach no de-
cisions but simply check up on the progress of the Seven Year Plan. One
measure that he hoped would be taken was a setting up of an exhibit in
the Industrial and Agricultural Fair'® at which inadequate machinery
would be exhibited to shame the makers of it into producing better
equipment. However, he admitted that there had been some difficulty
in collecting the poor machinery. Governor Harriman expressed amaze-
ment that there had been such difficulties since he assumed Mr. Khru-
shchev’s word was law. Mr. Khrushchev readily admitted that his word
was law. “But,” he added, “there is no law you can’t get around.”

Returning to the international scene, Mr. Khrushchev said that it
seemed the West wanted to prolong the cold war. Three times he had

7 Not further identified.

8The conference of Allied and Communist experts on the detection of nuclear test
violations met in Geneva July 1-August 21, 1958.

9 Reference is to the Baruch plan, which the United States advanced in the United
Nations for the international control of atomic energy from 1946 to 1948. The Soviet Union
consistently opposed this plan.

10 Reference is to the Soviet Agricultural and Industrial Fair scheduled to open in
Moscow in late July.
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already reduced the strength of his forces!! until his military advisers
had told him that further reductions were out of the question.

Mr. Khrushchev said he found many of Mr. George Kennan's ideas
expressed in the Reith lectures!? coincided with his own. He liked par-
ticularly the idea of a gradual withdrawal in Central Europe. “Many of
Mr. Kennan's ideas would be acceptable to us and should be to the ad-
vantage of the US as well.” Asked specifically if he was prepared to
withdraw his troops from Eastern Europe, Khrushchev said he was, un-
der certain conditions, which, however, he did not specify.

The Geneva summit conference, he said, was [a] failure because
Dulles and Eisenhower had entertained the unreal objective of liquidat-
ing East Germany. “To this we will never agree.” Mr. Khrushchev said.

While he did not want to criticize the dead, he found Mr. Dulles had
an exaggerated idea of his own personal importance and had underesti-
mated the importance of others.!® Speaking most confidentially, he
stated that it was embarrassing if not unpleasant to note the manner in
which Mr. Eisenhower h