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Preface 

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official 
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisionsandsig- __ 
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 tothe 
policy positions ultimately adopted. | : 

The Historian of the Department of State is charged with the respon- 
sibility for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the | 
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, plans, researches, com- | 
piles, and edits the volumes in the series. This documentary editing pro- 
ceeds in full accordance with the generally accepted standards of 
historical scholarship. Official regulations codifying specific standards 

| for the selection and editing of documents for the series were first pro- | 
mulgated by Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925. These 
regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991. 

_ Anew statutory charter for the preparation of the series was estab- 
lished 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. Section 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to 

the Department of State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351, et 
seq.). a | 

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 that contributed to the for- 

mulation of policies and records that provided supporting and alterna- 
tive 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. 
importance 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. | ws 

The editors of this volume are convinced that it meets all regulatory, 
statutory, and scholarly standards of selection and editing. Although this 

| Il
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volume records policies and events of more than 30 years ago, the Foreign 
Relations statute allows the Department until 1996 to reach the 30-year 
line in the publication of the series. __ a 

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series 

This volume is part of a subseries of the Foreign Relations series for 
the years 1958-1960. The subseries presents in 19 volumes and 2 micro- 
fiche supplements a documentary record of major foreign policy deci- 
sions and actions of the final 3 years of the administration of President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. This volume is the last one published covering 
the 1958-1960 triennium. | | 

A microfiche supplement to the volume presented here contains 
additional documentation on both national security policy and arms 
control and disarmament. 

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series 

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in the 
Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide comprehen- 
sive documentation on major foreign policy decisions and actions of the 
U.S. Government. It further requires that government agencies, depart- 
ments, and other entities of the U.S. Government cooperate with the 

Department of State Historian by providing full and complete access to 
records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and by provid- 
ing copies of selected records. The editors believe that in terms of access 
this volume was prepared in accordance with the standards and man- 
dates of the statute, although access to some records was restricted, as 
noted below. | o | 

The editors have had complete access to all the retired records and 
papers in the Department of State. The Department's collections of NSC 
papers and correspondence were of the highest value. Some of these doc- 
uments are available in the central (decimal) files and lot (office) files 
deposited at the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA) in Washington, D.C. Certain intelligence-related files main- 
tained in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research became available to the 
Department historians only after this volume was compiled. Arrange- 
ments have been made for Department historians to have access to these 

records for future volumes. — i 

When this volume was compiled, all Department of State records 
consulted were still under the custody of the Department, and the source 

notes and footnotes citing Department of State files suggest that the 
: Department is the repository. Over the last several years, however, all the 

Department’s indexed central (or decimal) files as well as several of the 
decentralized office (or lot) files have been permanently transferred to 
the National Archives and Records Administration (Archives II) at Col- 

lege Park, Maryland. The remaining Department lot files covering this
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triennium are scheduled to be transferred to Archives II in the near 
future. The List of Sources indicates the location of the Department 
collections at the time this volume went to press. a 

The major decisions on national security and arms controlquestions _ | 
_ were made by President Eisenhower, usually after recommendations _ 

from and discussion in the National Security Council (NSC) and his | 
Committee of Principals, established in 1958 to advise him on disarma- 

ment matters. The most important Presidential records are the relevant _ 
White House files at the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kan- - 
sas, to which the editors had complete access. The Eisenhower Library | 
contains, among other important collections, the memoranda of discus- 
sion at the NSC meetings, usually prepared by Deputy Executive Secre- 
tary S. Everett Gleason, and the memoranda of conference with the 

| President, prepared by the President's Staff Secretary, Andrew J. Good- 
| paster. | | 

Records of the National Security Council located at NARA include | 
| the numbered NSC papers and related documentation. Because White 

House and Department of State records contain many significant 
| Department of Defense documents, the editors sought only selected 

access to the Department of Defense files. The editors also perused the 
records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the official papers of General _ 
Nathan F. Twining, General Thomas D. White, and Admiral Arleigh A. : 

| Burke. — : | | 

| Since 1991, the Central Intelligence Agency has provided expanding 
access to Department of State historians to high-level intelligence docu- __ 
ments from those records in the custody of that Agency. Department his- | 
torians’ expanded access is arranged by the History Staff of the Center 
for the Study of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, pursuant to a | 
May 1992 memorandum of understanding. Department of State and 
CIA historians continue to work out the procedural and scholarly 
aspects of this access, and the variety of documentation made available 
and selected for publication in the volumes has expanded. | 

The List of Sources (pages XIII-XVIJ) lists the files consulted and 
cited in this volume. - | | . | 

Principles of Document Selection for the Foreign Relations Series 

In preparing each volume of the Foreign Relations series, the editors 
are guided by some general principles for the selection of documents. - 
Each editor, in consultation with the General Editor and other senior edi- 
tors, determines the particular issues and topics to be documented either 
in detail, in brief, or in summary. Some general decisions are also made 
regarding issues that cannot be documented in the volume but will be 
addressed in a microfiche supplement or in editorial or bibliographical 
notes. — .



The following general selection criteria are used in preparing vol- 
umes in the Foreign Relations series. Individual compiler-editors vary 
these criteria in accordance with the particular issues and the available 

- documentation. The compiler-editors also tend to apply these selection 
| criteria in accordance with their own interpretation of the generally 

| accepted standards of scholarship. In selecting documentation for publi- 
) cation, the editors give priority to unpublished classified records, rather 

_ than previously published records (which are accounted for in appropri- 
ate bibliographical notes). | | | 

Selection Criteria (in general order of priority): 

1. Major foreign affairs commitments made on behalf of the United | 
| States to other governments, including those that define or identify the 

principal foreign affairs interests of the United States; | | 

2. Major foreign affairs issues, commitments, negotiations, and acti- 
vities, whether or not major decisions were made, and including dissent- , 

ing or alternative opinions to the process ultimately adopted; | 

: 3. The decisions, discussions, actions, and considerations of the | 

President, as the official constitutionally responsible for the direction of 
_. foreign policy; | | | | 

4. The discussions and actions of the National Security Council, the 

Cabinet, and special Presidential policy groups, including the policy 
options brought before these bodies or their individual members; - 

5. The policy options adopted by or considered by the Secretary of 
State and the most important actions taken to implement Presidential 
decisions or policies; | — a | 

6. Diplomatic negotiations and conferences, official correspon- 
dence, and other exchanges between U.S. representatives and those of 
other governments that demonstrate the main lines of policy imple- 
mentation on major issues; | - 

7. Important elements of information that attended Presidential 
decisions and policy recommendations of the Secretary of State; 

8. Major foreign affairs decisions, negotiations, and commitments = 
undertaken on behalf of the United States by government officials and 
representatives in other agencies in the foreign affairs community or | 
other branches of government made without the involvement (or even 
knowledge) of the White House or the Department of State; | 

9. The role of the Congress in the preparation and execution of par- 
ticular foreign policies or foreign affairs actions; _ | a 

: 10. Economic aspects of foreign policy; — a | 

11. The main policy lines of U.S. military and economic assistance as 
well as other types of assistance; , | 

12. The political-military recommendations, decisions, and activi- 

ties of the military establishment and major regional military commands



as they bear upon the formulation or execution of major U.S. foreign poli- 
cles; Sa — a | at 

13. The main policy lines of intelligence activities if they constituted 
- Inajor aspects of U.S. foreign policy toward a nation or region or if they 
provided key information in the formulation of major U.S. policies; 

14. Diplomatic appointments that reflect major policies or affect : 
policy changes. | | an 

Scope and Focus of Documents Researched and Selected for Foreign Relations, — 
1958-1960, Volume II. - a | 

Most of the research for this volume was completed in 1988, prior to | 
a protracted declassification review. The compilation on national secu- 
rity policy focuses on the most significant aspects of the U.S. defense pos- 
ture. Among the many issues, a major one throughout the 1958-1960 | 

___-triennium was the formal, detailed annual reviews of basic national 
security policy, which began to reevaluate the concept of “massive retali- : 
ation” and take into account the possibilities of limited war..These _ 

_. reviews also considered changes in strategic doctrine because of the | 
virtual parity in nuclear weapons that the Soviet Union had achieved 
with the United States. In addition, senior Eisenhower administration | 

| officials engaged in intensive discussions on the recommendations of the 
| 1957 Gaither Report on strategic offensive and defensive weapons sys- 

tems, including the vulnerability of the Strategic Air Command to a 
hypothetical Soviet surprise attack and measures to enhance U.S. mili- 
tary readiness, and the advisability of initiating a nationwide fallout 

_ shelter program. Further, they were engaged in ongoing evaluations of 
the Soviet Union’s ballistic missile and nuclear testing programs and the 
relative positions of the U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. Some documents 

| also describe briefings of the National Security Council on the disastrous 
effects of an all-out U.S.-Soviet nuclear war on the two nations. 7 

_ The Eisenhower administration’s ongoing attempt to negotiatea 
comprehensive agreement banning nuclear testing dominates the com- 
pilation on arms control and disarmament. Documents trace the propos- 
als advanced by the administration’s disarmament specialists calling for 
a testing cessation, which were usually opposed by the Department of 
Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission. The compilation also cov- 
ers the Eisenhower administration’s internal and public reactions to the 
Soviet announcement in March 1958 of a suspension in its nuclear testing 
program, and it provides documentation on meetings of technical | 
experts from the Western and Soviet blocs in Geneva to try to find com- _ 
mon ground on an effective inspection system. The U.S. objections to 
Soviet demands for a veto on inspections and disagreement over the 
required number of them to detect underground explosions in disarma- 
ment talks are covered in some detail. The compilation also documents 
the administration’s consideration of a threshold concept banning tests _
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_above a certain measurable seismic magnitude and efforts to maintain 
British and other Allied support for U.S. arms control initiatives. 

Editorial Methodology | | 

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash- 
ington time or, in the case of conferences, in the order of individual meet- 

ings. 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. Texts are transcribed and 

printed according to accepted conventions for the publication of histori- 
cal documents in the limitations of modern typography. A heading has 
been supplied by the editors for each document included in the volume. 
Spelling, capitalization, and punctuation are retained as found in the 
source text, except that obvious typographical errors are silently cor- 
rected. 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. Words or phrases underlined in the source text are printed 
in italics. Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the 
source text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of 

each volume. a 

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that deals 
a 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 number of lines or pages of 
source text that were omitted. Entire documents withheld for declassifi- 
cation purposes have been accounted for and are listed by headings, | 
source notes, and number of pages not declassified in their chronological 
place. The amount of material omitted from this print volume and from 
the microfiche supplement because it was unrelated to the subject of the 
volume, however, has not been delineated. All brackets that appear in © 
the source text are so identified by footnotes. | | 

The first footnote to each document indicates the document's 

| source, original classification, distribution, and drafting information. 

| The source footnote also provides the background of important docu- 
ments and policies and indicates if the President or his major policy 
advisers read the document. Every effort has been made to determine ifa 
document has been previously published, and this information has been 
included in the source footnote. Footnotes often summarize documents
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or refer to. others reproduced in the microfiche supplement that space 
limitations prevented from printing. nae | 

Editorial notes describe other pertinent material not printed in the 
volume, indicate the location of additional documentary sources from 

the large body of records on U.S. national security and arms control poli- 
cies, 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 has 
been used when appropriate to supplement or explicate the official 

| record. | | | : 

_ In addition to providing readers with a more complete context for 
the issues, these editorial devices will assist scholars who are interested 
in undertaking additional research to learn more about the complexities 
and nuances of the policymaking process on national security and arms 
control issues. | | - 

Declassification Review | | Oo 

The declassification review process for this volume was unpreced- 
ently lengthy, requiring 8 years to complete. It resulted in the withhold- 
ing from publication of 1.4 percent of the documentation originally 
selected for publication by the editors; 4 documents were denied in full. 
Documentation withheld from the volume consists largely of certain still 
classified information pertaining to intelligence and nuclear weapons. 
The declassified documentation provides an accurate account of the 
major foreign policy issues and the major policies undertaken by the U.S. 

_ Government on national security and arms control policies during this 
period. | 7 | | | es | 

The Division of Historical Documents Review of the Office of Free- 
dom of Information, Privacy, and Classification Review, Bureau of 

Administration, 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, which was superseded by , 
Executive Order 12958 on April 20, 1995, and applicable laws. 

- Under Executive Order 12356, information that concerns one or 

more of the following categories, and the disclosure of which reasonably 
could be expected to cause damage to the national security, requires clas- 
sification: , : | OS 

1) mulitary plans, weapons, or operations; | — 
2) the vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations, proj- 

ects, or plans relating to the national security; | 
3) oreign government information; | 
4) intelligence activities (including special activities), or intelligence 

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

security; 
MUS. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials or 

facilities, tol | 
cryptology; or 

9) a confidential source. 

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all 
information, subject only to the current requirements of national security 
and law. Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropri- 
ate geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State, other 
concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and the appropriate foreign 
governments regarding specific documents of those governments. 

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation oe 

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation, 
established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records, advises, 

and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations series. The 
Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and editorial _ 
process of the series and advises on all aspects of the preparation and 
declassification of the series. Although the Advisory Committee does 
not attempt to review the contents of individual volumes in the series, it 

does monitor the overall process and makes recommendations on partic- 
ular problems that come to its attention. 

The Advisory Committee did not review this volume. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY a 

1. Memorandum of Conversation , 

Washington, January 3, 1958. 

PARTICIPANTS | | | 

The Secretary | 
The Under Secretary 

_ Mr. Gerard C. Smith | 

Mr. Robert Sprague | | | 

Mr. Sprague came in at his own request to discuss the background of 
his proposal to the President that a study group be given the job of look- 
ing into possibilities for fruitful use of the near-term futureduring which 
the US will have a margin of strategic bombardment capability over the 
Soviet Union. | | | a 

The Secretary congratulated Mr. Sprague on the Gaither report,! 
saying that he especially liked the analysis of our need to increase US 
striking power. He expressed the opinion that the US would be in bad 
trouble only if we lost this capacity to retaliate with great force in the 
event of Soviet aggression. | 

_ Mr. Sprague mentioned his extensive background in the atomic | 
weapon field to indicate that his views were not the result ofasudden 
and surprising exposition to the effects of nuclear weapons. 

| He expressed concern about the prospect of the period starting 
about 12 to 20 years from now when both the US and the USSR would 
have complete capability for annihilating the other. He spoke of the dan- 
gers of errors that will exist then in estimating whether or not an attack is 
occurring. He mentioned a recent case of radar misinterpretation which 
had led to confusion. a a | 

During the next 2-1/2 years (more or less) the US position vis-a-vis 
the Soviet Union will be at its strongest. During this period we can knock 
out the Soviet Union’s military capability without taking asimilarblow | 

| source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation. 

Top Secret; Personal and Private. Initialed by Herter. A note on the source text indicates 
Dulles saw the memorandum. | | 

| ! The Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science 
Advisory Committee on Deterrence and Survival in the Nuclear Age (Gaither Report), 
dated November 7, 1957, is printed as NSC 5724 in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, 

pp. 638-661. The report is named for the Panel’s first Director, H. Rowan Gaither, Jr., who . 
was succeeded by Sprague in September 1957. For information on the origins of the Gaither 
Panel, see ibid., pp. 628-629. , | 

| | | 1
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from the Soviet Union. Our present capability to do this is increasing. 
During this period the Soviet Union could in retaliation hurt the US, but 
could not put us out of action. | 

Sometime late next year or early in 1960, the Soviets will begin to 
have an operational capability in ICBMs and the present US margin of 
superiority will begin to fade. If we are going to force the issue, the next 
few years will be the time. | 

The public impression about the Gaither report is a false one in that 
it suggests that the US is presently in a position of weakness vis-a-vis the 
Soviet Union. Sprague suggested that at the present the Soviets might 
possibly deliver one ICBM, using a one-megaton warhead as against a 
US capacity to deliver thousands of megatons on Soviet targets from 
manned bombers. a 

Given this state of affairs, Mr. Sprague had thought a great deal : 
_ about what the US should do. He sees only three reasonable alternatives, 

with possibly a fourth. They are— 

1. Continue the present policy. Only if the Soviet Union engages in | 
aggression will we attack it. } 

2. Preventive war. The Soviet long-range striking force is on 27 
bases. We could destroy this Soviet striking power, and if “clean” weap- 
ons were used we could do this without ki ng a great many Soviet non- 
combatants. Since US planes are continually flying around the world, it 
should be technically easier for us to mount a surprise attack than the 
Soviets to do the same. After striking out the Russian strategic bombard- 
ment capability, we could then dictate disarmament terms. 

3. Conducta “hot” negotiation. This, in effect, would be to threaten 
the Soviet Union that if it did not settle on US disarmament terms we 
would change our present policy against preventive war. 

4, Place reliance in God to find a solution. Mr. Sprague pointed out 
that during the course of his work with the Gaither panel his resort to 
prayer had substantially increased. He wonders what device the Lord 
could resort to in view of past evil actions of Soviet rulers. 

Given these alternatives, Mr. Sprague feels that the better opportu- 
nities for the survival of freedom lie in alternatives 2 and 3. 

He feels that we should enlist the best brains in the country to advise 
the President as to what the US should do during the few years in which 
we will retain a margin of advantage. He concluded by saying that his 
present approach to the Secretary had been motivated by Mr. Carlton 
Savage having asked him to give some of the background of his thinking, 
as set out in his letter to the President of November 14, 1957.2 

The Secretary recalled that in June 1946 he and Senator Vandenberg 
had speculated as to whether a resort to force would be justified if the 

* Not found. |
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Soviets refused to accept the UN plan for internationalization of atomic _ 
energy [Baruch].3 7 Oo 

: Mr. Sprague then pointed out that technical developments in con- 
nection with thermonuclear weaponry had changed the situation since _ 
1946 and discussed in some detail weapon effects of large-scale weap- - 
ons. He pointed out that the development of large yield weapons in the 
1952 and 1954 tests had been the real reason for the US deciding to get. 
ahead with ballistic missiles. Before that time, long-range missiles did 
not make sense since warheads of kiloton yields did not offer an effective 
explosion in view of the margins of error inherent in long-range missile 
delivery systems. _ | | | 

He discussed ballistic missile guidance systems, pointing out that. 
for the first 200 miles ballistic missiles are guided by radio. He analo- 
gized this to a gun barrel and indicated that the ratio between this atomic : 
gun barrel and the total range of the missile was much less than the ratio 
between a 16” Naval gun barrel and the range of its shell fire. | 

| _ Mr. Smith asked if Mr. Sprague had given thought to the alternative 
of some disarmament agreement negotiated without changing our pres- 
ent policy of using nuclear weapons only for defense and yet relying on 
Divine Providence. Mr. Sprague indicated that he did not have compe- | 
tence in the field of disarmament, but that one reason for his proposed 
study would be to get America’s top brain power working harderonthe 
disarmament problem. | a | | 

| Mr. Sprague speculated about the effect of Sputnik on American 
policy, indicating that he thought in the long run it would be beneficial. 
Americans with access to top intelligence information were not sur- 
prised at Sputnik or the missile capability which it evidenced. 

The Secretary said that he had long felt that no man should arrogate 
the power to decide that the future of mankind would benefit by an — | 

| action entailing the killing of tens of millions of people, and he believed 
that the President agreed with him. 

He asked Mr. Sprague if he had any concrete proposals. Mr.Sprague __ 
replied that his idea for a further study of the matter was his concrete 
proposal for the present. He expressed the opinion in closing that mak- 

: ing this proposal to the President completed his responsibility in connec- | 
tion with the Gaither panel study. : | 

The Secretary thanked Mr. Sprague for his presentation and said he 
would like to think over the points Mr. Sprague had discussed. | 

° Brackets in the source text. In 1946, Bernard M. Baruch was U.S. Representative to 
the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission. | oo | 

4 Dulles met with General Alfred M. Gruenther (Ret.) on February 19 concerning a. , 
potential advisory council on disarmament; see Document 139. |
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2. | Memorandum of Discussion at the 350th Meeting of the 
| National Security Council Cs 

| 7 a Washington, January 6, 1958. , 

_. ' [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity” and 2. “U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments.” For Agenda Item 2, 
see Document 136.] | oo a a 

3. Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Sci- 
— ence Advisory Committee (NSC Action No. 1814;! NSC 5724; NSC 

5724/12) oo a | | 

_. Mr. Cutler briefed the Council at very great length on this agenda 
item (copy of briefing note filed in the minutes of the meeting; another | 
attached to this memorandum).? In the course of his briefing, Mr. Cutler 

distributed to the Council a summary of the recommendations of the 
Gaither Panel and of the comments of the agencies assigned primary 
responsibility for commenting on these recommendations. (Copy of this 

7 summary is also filed in the minutes of the meeting.)4 Lastly, Mr. Cutler 
distributed a single page entitled “Comparison of Estimated US-USSR 

__ Missile Operational Capability” (copy filed in the minutes of the meet- . 
ing).>. | ) | 

| _ At.the conclusion of Mr. Cutler’s briefing, he first called upon Dr. 
Killian, the President’s newly-appointed Special Assistant for Science 

| and Technology. In commenting on the Panel report, Dr. Killian said that 
| he would direct his remarks to outlining the principal policy questions 

| which seemed to require decision. He noted that the Gaither Panel’s first 
| concern was with the vulnerability of SAC to a Soviet surprise bomber  —_— 

attack. To reduce this vulnerability of SAC, the Panel had recommended 
| a five-sided time-phased program, the elements of which Dr. Killian out- | 

lined. This seemed to Dr. Killian to raise two questions basic to national | 

security policy: oo oe 
_ First, is the Panel’s conclusion valid, based on its estimate of the 

threat in relation to planned defense programs, that the U.S. air-nuclear 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on January 7. oe : 

: 1 Dated November 7, 1957; see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 636, 
footnote 11. | | | | 

_ 2 Dated December 16, 1957, NSC 5724/1 contains the comments and recommenda- 7 
tions of various U.S. Government agencies on NSC 5724. (National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Min- | 

| me 3 Dated January 4; for text, see the Supplement. . 
_ 4 Apparent reference to NSC 5724/1. | 

: > Not printed. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) |
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retaliatory force will be critically vulnerable to a surprise long-range 
missile attack in the 1959-1960 time period, when the United States may 

not possess a significant ICBM retaliatory force? 

a Second, if so, what additional precautions should we take to assure - 
: _ the survival of an adequate retaliatory capability in the face of asurprise - | 

missile and aircraft attack, including the provision of blast shelters?.. _ 

| The third major question was whether the prospective vulnerability | 
of manned aircraft in the early 1960’s was such as to justify the technical _ 

| risks in making the early decisions on production schedules and bases | 
necessary to have a significant missile retaliatory capability during that | 

| time period. With respect to the latter question, Dr. Killian pointed out 
that the Gaither Panel had recommended a force of 600 ICBMs by | 
mid-1963; whereas present Defense Department plans called for only : 

| 130 as of that date. In general, added Dr. Killian, the time-phasing of the 

Defense programs was generally behind that. recommended. by the 
Gaither Panel. fo ee page eee 

- Attheconclusion of Dr. Killian’s statement, Mr. Cutler called on Sec- 
“retary Quarles, who pointed out initially that the recommendations of 
the Department of Defense for stepping up our.defenses went only part _ 
way to meet the recommendations of the Gaither Panel. If one were to a 
measure the matter in dollars, perhaps the Defense expenditures would 
amount to one-half the amount called for by the Gaither Panel recom- | 
mendations. On the other hand, the Defense Department believed that it 
had picked out for acceleration the most essential areas of defense 
described in the Gaither Panel recommendations. = ss 

: Secretary Quarles then indicated that he would comment briefly on 
| a few of the key recommendations of the Gaither Panel in terms of what 

Defense was doing about them. His first reference was to the third Panel 
recommendation, viz.: “Accelerate the initial operational capability of | 

_ the Polaris submarine ICBM system, and increase the submarine force 
from six to 18.” With respect to this recommendation, Secretary Quarles 

stated that the Department of the Navy was now working ona proposal : 
which would involve the construction of nine submarines capable ofcar- 
rying Polaris missiles, rather than the three hitherto contemplated in 
Defense Department plans. Furthermore, the Navy plan would acceler- | 
ate the completion dates for these missile-bearing submarines. But, said 
Secretary Quarles, this Navy Department plan was not yet firm, and if | | 
the Navy Department plan were actually adopted, sums well beyond 
those currently available to the Department of Defense would be © 
required. Secretary Quarles also predicted very strong Congressional 
support for the construction of perhaps as many as 100 of such subma- 
rines. ' a os - 

Secretary Quarles next turned to recommendation 11 of the Gaither 
Panel: “Improve and ensure tactical warning against aircraft, including
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radar modernization and lengthening of seaward extensions.” Secretary 
Quarles pointed out that the tactical warning network constituted one of | 
the most difficult areas of judgment facing the Department of Defense. © 

| To strive for perfection in a warning network would involve costs going — 
far beyond anything that the Defense Department had hitherto thought 
wise to put into our continental defense. The currently proposed pro- 
gram admittedly fell far short of the ideal warning system. Similarly, 

_with respect to recommendation 13, to “develop early warning radar _ 
system; meanwhile using interim crash program”, Secretary Quarles . 
explained that tremendous expenses would be involved in carrying out 

| this recommendation of the Gaither Panel... _ | 

_ Secretary Quarles referred thereafter to recommendation. 17: 
, “Increase initial operational capability of ICBMs from 80 to 600.” In point 

of fact, the Defense Department was planning to produce 130 ICBMs by 
| the end of FY 1963. Secretary Quarles then explained the nature of the 7 

_ problem involved in meeting the Panel’s recommendation for 600 | 
ICBMs by the end of FY 1963. He indicated that we had the capability to 
produce 600 ICBMs within the time limit indicated. The problem was not 
the construction of the missiles, but building bases for them. Such ICBM 

bases would have to be hardened, and this was a time-consuming proc- 
ess. In fact, if we were to have 600 ICBMs operational by FY 1963, we 
would have to begin the construction of bases for them at once. By and 
large, the Department of Defense thought it unwise to undertake this 

| _ program. | | : 

| Secretary Quarles concluded his comments by references to the 
“Comparison of Estimated US—USSR Missile Operational Capability”. 

_ Dr. Killian commented that it might prove to be very difficult toachieve — 
our mid-1959 missile capability totalling 55 ICBMs and IRBMs, fortech- 
nical reasons. | 

At the conclusion of Dr. Killian’s remarks, Mr. Cutler proposed a 
Council Action which was in general acceptable to the members of the 
Council. 

_ Secretary Dulles thereafter pointed out that he and his colleagues 
would be going up before the Congress next week, and expected to be 
questioned as to whether certain members of Congress could be per- | 
mitted to havea sanitized version of the Gaither Panel’s report. Secretary 
Dulles did not know the answer, and said he felt the need of guidance. _ 
Mr. Cutler replied that he thought it was the view of the Administration 
that no version of the Gaither Panel report was to be released, inasmuch 

| as this was a privileged report made confidentially to the President by 
| the members of the Gaither Panel. Such reports had never been given by 

any President to any Congressional committee. |
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Mr. Bryce Harlow ‘interposed to state that he had only today 
received a formal request from Senator Lyndon Johnson to have a mem- 
ber of the Gaither Panel prepare a sanitized version of the Panel's report. 

| __ The President commented that he believed that before we got done | 
with this Gaither thing we would find ourselves obliged to do things | 
which we normally would never think of doing (releasing a classified 
report to the President prepared confidentially by a board of consultants | 
appointed by the President). Mr. Cutler expressed his very deep opposi- 
tion to making any concessions to the demand for versions of the Gaither 
report, and said that what the Congressmen and Senators were most 
interested in were the timetables in the Gaither report. The President 
replied in exasperation that he was sick to death of timetables; he had 
had experience with them for years, and they never proved anything 
useful. Mr. Cutler repeated his view that even the issuance of a sanitized. 
version would have catastrophicresults. == |. oe 

Changing the subject, the President turned to General Twining and 
said that in all the subject matter of the Gaither report he was most inter- 
ested in the alert position and in the retaliatory power of the United : 
States. He said he understood that General Twining now had 31 SAC 
bases. Suppose that we got down to placing one squadron of B-52 heavy 
bombers on each base. How much time would be required to get off 15 
planes under ideal conditions, including ideal warning? General Twin- 
ing replied that it would take-about 20 minutes under ideal conditions. 

The President addressed a second question to General Twining on 
the subject of alert. It had seemed to the President, he said, that the Air 
Force visualized a long period of time in the future:in which our main 
reliance would still be placed on manned aircraft. Was this correct? If so, 
the President felt that money expended on improving the early warning 
system and the dispersal of SAC bases would be money well spent.. 

Thereafter the President indicated considerable anxiety about the | 
necessity of proceeding to the production of certain ballistic missiles 
without full testing of these missiles, although he realized that Secretary 
McElroy believed that it was necessary to follow this course of action. In — 
any case, the President counseled that after achieving the production ofa 
certain number of such ballistic missiles—the number deemed abso- 
lutely necessary—we should flatten out the production curve until fur- 
ther testing had resulted in the perfecting of the missiles in question. - | 

_ Reverting to the discussion of the release of the Gaither report to 
members of Congress, Mr. Gordon Gray said he hoped that the President 
had not completely excluded the possibility of releasing a summary of 
the Gaither report, because Mr. Gray felt that what was being publicly 
said about the contents of the Gaither report was much worse than what 
the Gaither report itself had stated. The President replied that he had not 
excluded this possibility.
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Secretary Dulles said that in any case he would like to know what 
answer to make when this question was put to him on the Hill. As an 
alternative to issuing a summary or a sanitized version of the Gaither 
report, Secretary Anderson recommended that an oral briefing of the 
contents of the Gaither report be given to selected members of the 
appropriate Congressional committees. Secretary Anderson felt that 
something would have to be contrived by way of a departure from the 
usual privileged handling of such reports to the President. — 

The President, again changing the subject, expressed a certain 
degree of skepticism as to the wisdom of expending billions of dollars on 
a Shelter Program as opposed to spending the money on additional 
measures of active defense. | | 

Mr. Cutler and the Vice President brought the subject back to the 
release of the Gaither Panel report. Mr. Cutler continued to express his 
violent opposition to the issuance of any written summary or sanitized 
version. On the other hand, the Vice President emphasized that what had 

been published about the contents of the Gaither report was fantastically 
worse than what the Gaither report actually said. Moreover, most of the 
recommendations of the Gaither report had appeared in Chalmers Rob- 
erts’ story in The Washington Post. It seemed to the Vice President that 
making public the recommendations of the Gaither report would pose 
no particular problem. Our real concern is with the timetable aspect of 
the report. It would, he agreed, be dangerous to make the timetable pub- 
lic, because of its effect on our allies as well as on other nations. 

The National Security Council:6 | 

a. Noted and discussed the comments and recommendations by 
the respective departments and agencies on the Report to the President 
by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Science Advisory Commit- 
tee (NSC 5724), as contained in NSC 5724/1 and summarized at the 

meeting. 

b. Noted the President’s directive that the Department of Defense 
report to the National Security Council on the feasibility and desirability 
of particular military measures, additional or supplemental to those cov- 
ered by the Department of Defense comments mentioned in a above, fur- 

ther to improve U.S. capability to deal with the Soviet threat (especially 
the estimated Soviet ICBM capability); the scope and timing of such 
reports to be presented to the Council in accordance with a schedule 
developed by the Department of Defense in consultation with the Special 
Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs and for Science 
and Technology. 

° The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1841, approved by 
the President on January 9. (Department of State, S/S~NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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| c. Noted that the President would discuss separately, with the Sec- 
retaries of State and Defense, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 

| Director of Central Intelligence, and the Chairman, President’s Board of 

Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities, the recommendation on 
strategic warning and intelligence contained in paragraph IV-B of NSC 

_. d. Deferred, until the next Council meeting, discussion.ofthecom- 
ments and recommendations by the respective departments and agen- __ 

| cies on a nation-wide fallout shelter program (paragraph III-B-3 of NSC | 
5724) and on “Costs and Economic Consequences” (paragraph V of NSC 
5724). Fo es es, | 

‘Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- | 
_ quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Special Assist- 
ants to the President for National Security Affairs and for Science and 

Technology for appropriate implementation. ee oo 

The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently __ 
transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chairman, JCS, | 

the Director of Central Intelligence, and the Chairman, President’s Board 

of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities. = 8 8 8 = - | 

| _ -——s«§& EverettGleason 

3. Editorial Note —_. | ae | - 

On January 7, 1958, President Eisenhower spoke to Republican Con- 
gressional leaders on his desire for reorganization of the defense estab- 
lishment, stating that just as the NSC brought together policymakersin _ 
the security field, so the JCS ought to bring together all elements of the 
military to resolve questions. “He said he often had tosettledisputesthat  __ 
ought to havebeen settled at the Defense level.” The President stated that _ 
he “felt deeply” that authority had to be centralized in the Secretary of 
Defense. The President also stated that he wished Congress to make this 
possible by passing legislation that “would have all appropriations _ 
made to the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary would have control 
of all appointments, promotions, etc.” (Supplementary Notes on Legis- 
lative Leadership Meeting by Minnich; Eisenhower Library, Whitman. 
File, Eisenhower Diaries) — | . oO , oe 

Several documents on the President’s quest for reorganization of the 
Department of Defense are in the Supplement. For text of P.L. 85-599, the 
‘Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, approved August 6, 
1958, see 72 Stat. (pt. 1) 514. Oo |
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4, Memorandum of Discussion at the 351st Meeting of the 
National Security Council = 

Washington, January 16, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Sci- 
ence Advisory Committee (NSC Action No. 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 
5724/1; NSC Action No. 1841) 

Mr. Cutler said that at last week’s Council meeting he had presented 
an over-all review of Agency comments upon the recommendations of | 
the Gaither Panel Report. Today the procedure would be: | 

(1) Consideration of agency comments on measures for passive 
defense of the civil population. | 7 

(2) Consideration of agency comments on “Costs and Economic 
Consequences” of the proposed over-all programs. 

(3) Consideration of the schedule prepared by the Department of 
Defense, in consultation with Dr. Kilian and Mr Cutler, of further 
reports on various military measures; and discussion of the military 
measures. 

Mr. Cutler then briefed the Council on the first of the above three 
topics, and called on Governor Hoegh to explain the FCDA position. (A 
copy of Mr. Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, 
and another is attached to this memorandum.)! 

Governor Hoegh stated that FCDA concurred in the Gaither Panel 
recommendations and favored initiation of a nation-wide fallout shelter 
program for a variety of reasons: 

(1) Fallout shelters would add to our deterrent capability by con- 
vincing the enemy that we could survive a nuclear attack and would 
therefore be ready to employ nuclear retaliation if necessary. Such an 
increase in our deterrent capability would bolster our allies’ determina- | 
tion to resist aggression. In the light of the $40 billion spent annually for 
military protection, the spending of $22.5 billion for sheltering the civil 
population should be regarded as a sound investment. | 

(2) Fallout shelters would be a weapon for peace because our diplo- 
mats would be strengthened at the conference table by the additional 
deterrent to war that such shelters would create. CIA had reported that 
the USSR had taken steps toward sheltering the civil population. The 
United States, not the USSR, should seize the initiative in achieving this 
increased deterrent. / 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on January 17. | 

1 Not printed. |
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(3) Shelters would bea contribution to the active military defense of 
the United States. A shelter program would reduce casualties 35 to 45 
percent and might save 50 million people; and could thus be the deter- 
mining factor in sustaining the United States as a free nation. _ : 

B If fallout shelter is an unsound concept, then some other pro- 

- grams must also be unsound. For example, we must have survivors after 

a nuclear exchange if our stockpiles aretobeused. «> : 
(5) Shelters would strengthen the morale of the people, who, as they 

come into possession of more accurate information on the character of | 
nuclear war, will increasingly demand that protection be provided by 
governmental initiative. Popular confidence in the Government and in | 
its leaders would be increased by such governmenta’ initiative. — 

(6) Fallout shelters are an integral and essential part of a civil 
defense program. There is no practical alternative to shelters, no other 
way to afford full protection. The ony, way to protect a person against 
gamma rays is to put sufficient shielding material between the person 
andtherays. = © oo, CO 

(7) Fallout shelters would reassure our allies. Today there is a wide 
acceptance of shelters in Europe; programs are under way in Sweden, 
Norway, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, and 
Turkey. Fallout shelters in the United States would be consistent with the 
recommendations of NATO, where the United States has been criticized 
for lack of a shelter program. | a 7 

(8) The cost of fallout shelters, about $125 per person (i.e., the cost of 
a year’s auto insurance), would be a sound investment as insurance. It _ 
would be difficult to think of a way to get more for $125. 

| Governor Hoegh then noted that a great many practical questions as 
to a shelter program had been raised. He thought that a practical pro- 
gram should be prepared by FCDA in collaboration with other agencies 
and submitted for Council consideration. In his view, a shelter program 
should be national in scope, dual-purpose in character, accompanied by 
a public information program, and reinforced by self-help features, so 
that a person building a shelter for himself would be generally regarded 
as a patriotic citizen, not an eccentric. 

Anexpenditure of $750 million in FY 1959 would start the program. 
Maximum use should be made of existing facilities (schools, tunnels, | 

etc.) in their present state or modified as necessary. New Federal and 
_ State buildings should incorporate fallout shelters, and existing Federal 

buildings should be modified to provide such shelters. FHA regulations __ 
should be modified to encourage home-owners to build shelters. Fallout 

_ shelters should be incorporated in the new highway building program. 
Parking facilities, as well as additions to schools and hospitals, should be 

: built underground and should double as shelters. 

In conclusion, Governor Hoegh said he was convinced there was no 
practical alternative to a fallout shelter program. Without it there would 
be no hope of protecting the people; with it, the people would be pro-. 
tected and the United States would have an additional deterrent to
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enemy attack. The first shelter in America had been a reinforced log 
cabin. Now our duty was clear: To provide for the common defense. 

~The Director, ODM, said that a decision:on the fallout shelter pro- 

| gram would be one of the President’s most difficult decisions. The ODM 
staff was generally in agreement with FCDA, but he (Mr. Gray) was per- 
sonally not ready at this time to recommend adoption of a shelter pro- 

| gram because he did not know precisely what program was proposed. 
(For example, was the program to be fully or partly Federally financed, 
or was it to be largely ona voluntary basis?) Mr. Gray felt that in addition 

| to the humanitarian aspects of the problem, two major questions would 
have to be considered: (1) Whether the President could continue to con- 

| duct the affairs of the United States in the absence of a shelter program; 
(2)—a philosophical question—whether it was the duty of the Federal 
Government to guarantee the protection of individuals against disaster. _ 

_ Mr. Gray said he was deeply concerned by the Gaither Report, 
which had recommended fallout shelters, with a delay in blast shelter 
construction. This recommendation presented ereat difficulties; it was 

tantamount to asking the Federal Government to say that protection 
would be provided for the countryside, but not for the cities. He was also | 
deeply concerned by the fact that little was now known about the behav- 
ior of people in a shelter situation—whether people would live for two 
weeks in shelters with 10-20 square feet per occupant. | 

| Mr. Gray said he had examined various alternatives to the recom- 
mended shelter program. For example, he had inquired into the possibil- 
ity of contributing the two million tons of surplus aluminum in our 
stockpile to shelter construction. He had found that aluminum was an 
effective substitute for other materials, but that contribution of our sur- 

plus aluminum would cover only one-third of the cost and might not bea 
sufficient incentive. He had also thought about the possibility of a War 
Damage Equalization scheme to obtain revenues for shelters, but did not 

think such a scheme should be adopted now—but it might have to be 
adopted in the future. | | 

. Mr. Gray then indicated that he was not impressed by the argument 
| that the United States should adopt a shelter policy because NATO had 

sucha policy. It was true that the literature of the NATO Senior Planning 
| Committee contained a shelter policy approved by the North Atlantic 

Council, but the principle of shelter had not actually engaged the specific - 
attention of the heads of governments. | 

Mr. Gray felt that the people should be told that evacuation is not the 
answer to the fallout problem; that protection requires shelters. It did not. 

* Gordon Gray. |
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follow, however, that the Federal Government should undertake a full- 

scale program for shelter protection. __ 7 

~ Mr. Gray believed the Gaither recommendations were not suffi- 
ciently clear and did not include a financing program. He would recom- 
mend (1) adoption of the concept of shelter; (2) frank communication to 
the people; (3) initiation of a research program to provide information on 
the kinds and types of shelters (such research to include blasting shelter 
prototypes with large bombs) and on siting (which the Gaither Commit- 
tee did not deal with). Mr. Gray thought we should be willing to spend 
substantial sums on full-scale research. In the military services, funds 
expended for research and development on weapons systems, though 
substantial, were a small percentage of the cost of the operational sys- | 
tems. Applying this principle to shelters, we might well spend for shelter 
research and development one percent of the estimated cost of a com- 
pleted shelter program. a | : 

Mr. Cutler then called upon the Director of Central Intelligence fora 
report on what the Russians are doing in the field of shelters, a question 
which had vexed the discussions at the lower levels. | | 

The Director of Central Intelligence said that reports from Moscow 
tended to cast doubt on the validity of the conclusions in an earlier esti- 
mate. The U.S. Embassy in Moscow had been able to find few overt signs _ 
of a Soviet shelter program. CIA was still attempting to get the basic 
facts. However, it was clear that the Soviets, during the period of their 

nuclear inferiority in the late ’40s and early ‘50s, had been extremely 
reluctant to inform their people of the nuclear danger. They had simply 
carried forward their World War II shelter programs (e.g., the Moscow 
subway). Mr. Dulles believed a shelter program was in existence in the 
USSR, but the earlier estimates may have gone too far in stating its size. 
The program was probably limited to new construction of public build- 
ings, subways, and apartment houses. It might seem strange that a shel- 
ter program could be concealed, but Mr. Dulles believed concealment 

_ was possible. [2 lines of source text not declassified] The U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow was not in a good position to discover all the facts. Mr. Dulles 
estimated that one-sixth of the Soviet urban population had shelter avail- 

able, but this figure was a guess and might be too high. The Russians 
were publicizing warning, etc., not shelter. Ina month Mr. Dulles hoped 
to have a full analysis of the Russian program.. However, the Russian 
program need not determine action on the U.S. program. 

The President wondered whether the discussion was not getting at 
cross-purposes. The Gaither Committee had not recommended blast 
shelters for the present; yet the Director of Central Intelligence was 
reporting on Soviet World War II blast shelters. The United States had 
very impressive World War II shelters, including one in the White House, 
which would be no good against a one-megaton bomb exploded in the
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Soviet Embassy. The reports on Russian blast shelters and the Gaither 
recommendations on fallout shelters were entirely different. 

Mr. Allen Dulles said the Russians had no fallout shelters as such, © 

and no blast shelters strong enough to withstand the latest nuclear weap- 
ons. : 

The Secretary of State said he thought it was necessary to consider 
not only the theoretical aspects but also.the practical by-products of a 
shelter program. If it were possible by a wave of the hand to create shel- 
ters, we would be better off with them than without them. Butin this area 

of judgment he believed it would be impossible to carry through the pro- 
gram contemplated without extremely serious consequences. Secretary 
Dulles asked the Council to consider the impact of a shelter program on 
the psychology of the American people. There were practical difficulties 
in the way of maintaining, at one and the same time, both an offensive 
and a defensive mood. We had been operating on the theory that the best 
war preventive was a retaliatory capability in cooperation with our 
allies. Secretary Dulles felt that we would be capable of preventing an | 
atomic war against us as long as we had the capability to retaliate by dev- 
astating the Soviet Union. This was a sound policy from which we 
should not deviate. It was difficult to combine a strong offense and a 
strong defense. Burrowing into the ground would inevitably have a bad 
effect on our offensive mood and capability. __ 

_ It had been suggested, Secretary Dulles continued, that shelters 
would make our diplomats bolder. He was not sure such would be the 
case. Even with shelters, there would be large numbers of casualties in 

the event of nuclear war. He thought a peace-at-any-price mood might 
result. from the fact that large numbers of people in the urban centers 
would be unprotected. A shelter program would bring home to the 
people our lack of faith in our capability to deter war, and would make us 
less bold. - 

Secretary Dulles also thought that the effect on our allies of a For- 
tress America complex would be serious. A shelter program of the mag- 
nitude contemplated would have serious effects on our economic aid 
program, which is vital because the termination of economic aid could 

mean loss of the cold war. Since it was not possible to have all desirable 
programs, a shelter program would tend to get the people to concentrate 
on the United States asa Fortress America. 

Moreover, the concept of shelter varied from year to year; in the last 
five years Secretary Dulles had heard constantly. differing suggestions 
for civil defense. The present proposals, which were entirely different 
from their predecessors, might be out of date in a few years. 

Secretary Dulles said the Gaither Report suggested helping our 
allies to build shelters. He wished to point out that our allies have no 
shelter programs on this scale. If we adopt greater protective measures
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than our allies (who can’t afford it), we will place strains on our alliances. 

We should try to do the best we can without a great program. — 

For such reasons as these, Secretary Dulles did not think we should 

| adopt a shelter program of the magnitude suggested. However, he did 

| not mean that we should pay no attention to shelter. Undoubtedly some 

form of shelter should be encouraged in new construction. In conclusion, 

Secretary Dulles said he was not opposed to a quiet program along the - 

lines suggested by Mr. Gray, in order to develop a higher degree of 

protection. oe | 

The Secretary of Defense said he agreed with most of what the Secre- | 

tary of State had said. The shelter problem was a knotty one because the 

opponents of such a program question whether the Government does 

not have to consider the welfare of the 40 million who might become 

casualties in the absence of shelter. Anything that can be done to improve 

either our offense or our defense would add to our deterrent capabilities. — 

| Secretary McElroy believed (and the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred in his 

view) that U.S. resources should be used to develop offensive capabili- 

ties and an active defense as the best deterrent. If we use our limited man- 

power and material resources on shelters, they will not be available for 

productive use, a field in which we are competing with the Russians. If 

necessary, the United States could build shelters without economically 

destroying the nation, even though shelter construction would bea large 

non-productive use of resources added to the already large non-produc- 

tive use of resources for military purposes. | ee 

_ Secretary McElroy felt that public support was an important factor _ 

, in the shelter program. It would be difficult to ask the people in the cities, | 

the main source of taxes, to put up the money for a shelter program 

which would give no protection to the cities. This concept of no urban 

protection would have tremendous implications in public opinion. In his 

~ own hometown a bond issue for a modest civil defense program had 

recently been turned down. People would support a large shelter pro- 

gram only if they were given a terrific scare by the Administration. 

Admiral Strauss said his notes paralleled the remarks of the Secre- 
tary of State. He felt we had insufficient information on which to base so 

radical a project. Aside from the financial aspects, the arguments were | 

imponderable and.could be cited on either side of the question. Take the 
deterrent argument, for example: If shelters, when completed, are a 

deterrent, then the Russians might be moved by abig shelter programto 

| strike before the shelters are completed. A vast shelter program might 

lead the Europeans to think we had panicked. Like Secretary Dulles, 
Admiral Strauss wondered if we could simultaneously encourage an 
offensive and a defensive psychology. He asked whether vast shelters 
would be as accessible and as cheap as individual family shelters. He 
would recommend that certain unanswered questions on shelters be
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defined, that the answers be obtained, and that the subject be considered 
_again by the National Security Council. | 

Dr. Killian said he wished to make two interpretive points: (1) A pro- 
_ gram of fallout shelter does not mean ignoring the cities. Fallout shelters 

in a city would protect the city in case of attack outside the city (e.g., an 
attack on SAC bases). (2) Many persons feel that a decision not to build 
shelters imposes a great responsibility for improving ouractivedefenses _ 

: and assuring the safety of SAC; and that greater priority should be 
accorded active defense and retaliatory capability. We must be able to 
fend off a surprise attack. Dr. Killian agreed with the comment that more 
information on shelters was needed. a | 

| General Twining said that the people who are responsible for back- 
ing up governmental decisions live in the cities and would object toa lack 
of urban protection. Moreover, our productive power is concentrated in 
the cities and would be lost to us in the event of attack unless the cities 
were protected. © 

The Vice President said consideration should be given to what Con- 
gress would do witha shelter program. In his view, submission of a large : 
shelter program to Congress would result in lobbying, a fantastic boon- 

_ doggie, and a great debate..A study of the shelter problem would be 
desirable, but submission of a program to Congress this year would pro- 
duce an unmitigated mess. | Do oO 

) The President noted that it had been said that fallout shelters might 
save 50 million people, a reduction of 35% in casualties. In talking about 
such figures, we were talking about the complete destruction of the 
United States. There would be no way of living ina situation of such large 
casualties. In studies of the problem, lesser damage should be assumed 
or we would be forcing ourselves toward the conclusion that we should 

| surrender. The President asked how much the NATO countries were 
doing on shelter. . | | | 

'. Governor Hoegh said Denmark was sheltering 25% of the urban 
population, had spent 1 million kronen in 1957 and would spend 3 mil- 
lion in 1958. France planned to provide blast shelter in target areas, fall- 
out shelter elsewhere. . | 

’ The President, interrupting, asked about the dual-use concept. How 

could an underground garage be used for shelter if it was full of autos? 

_ ‘Governor Hoegh-replied that there would be room for large num- 
bers of people even before the autos were moved out. 

7 _- Secretary Dulles said it was his impression that the European coun- 
tries were carrying on a World War II type shelter program which was 
not designed to meet the nuclear threat. © | 
_. The President asked how deep a city blast shelter would have to be. 
Such shelters seemed to him to require a stupendous engineering feat. 
Admiral Strauss replied that blast shelters had to be far underground. _
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Moreover, the problems of air, electricity, etc., were not simple. Dr. Killian 

agreed that shelter construction was notasimple problem.  — 

_ The President said he had been impressed by General Twining’s 
point. We were talking about saving people in the rural areas, but we | 
might still lose if all the productive power of our cities were destroyed. | 

| - Governor Hoegh said he favored research on blast shelters, but 
hoped our active defense would become so strong that enemy planes | 
could not bomb the cities. oO Ee 

_ The President said the corollary to Governor Hoegh’s observation 
was: If we can keep enemy planes away from our cities, we can keep 
them out of the United States altogether. He asked whether the U.S. Gov- 
ernment was expected to construct or help to construct a shelter in every 
home. If we provide incentives to individual shelter construction, it must 
be done without hysteria, must be accepted as routine. The President 

| said there was a great temptation to say we are strong enough to trust to 
advances in active defense and put all our resources into improving 
active defense; but he was sympathetic to the FCDA problem. | | 

Mr. Cutler then called on the Director of the Budget to begin the 
briefing on the “Costs and Economic Consequences” of the Gaither pro- . 

grams, ve | 
Mr. Brundage said he felt the initial estimates of receipts and 

expenditures should be reviewed, and had accordingly prepared certain 
charts. — 7 ee - a ee 

The charts were displayed and explained by the Deputy Director of 
the Budget, Mr. Stans. The charts indicated that over a five-year period | 
the United States could absorb the cost of the highest priority measures 
recommended in the Gaither Report and come out with a surplus. But if | 
the cost of shelters were added, the result would be a $19 billion deficit; 
and if the contingency items of the Gaither Report were added on top of 7 
shelters, the deficit would be $36 billion over five years, _ oo 

Mr. Brundage said the charts assumed continuance of existing taxes. 
_ The President said if good times continued indefinitely, an increase 
in taxes might be considered, i-e., more “pay as you go” in government 

spending, - ee oe oe 
_. Mr. Scribner pointed out that the figures as to receipts on the Budg- | 

_ etcharts had been furnished by the Treasury Department. The forecast of 
receipts was based on the assumption that the economy early in 1959 
would be restored to its early 1957 levels. Otherwise, receipts would Oo 
decline. Mr. Scribner agreed that the United States could take on the 
Gaither “highest value” measures without additional taxes. He asked 

| ° Fred C. Scribner, Jr, Under Secretary of the Treasury. ee |
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whether the Gaither measures were included in the FY 1959 Defense 
budget. Mr. Cutler and Dr. Killian answered in the negative. 

Mr. Scribner said he believed it was not feasible to secure the sup- 
port of the people fora shelter program. If we want to obtain the support 

| of, and collect taxes from, all the people, we can’t start with protection for 

only part of the population. Popular demand would compel shelter 
construction in all areas. Shelters would result in a substantial budgetary 

_ deficit unless taxes were increased. Mr. Scribner believed we should not 
rely on deficit financing in order to get shelters. If there were a need to 
help the economy, we should cut taxes instead of increasing expendi- 
tures. Shelters should stand on their own merits as a defense program, 
not as an economy booster. 

Dr. Saulnier, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, said he 

wishes to discuss three questions: First, the answer to the fiscal question 
| of how much deficit depended on a series of assumptions as to GNP, 

aggregate personal income, Treasury receipts, and so forth. Every effort 
to obtain an answer to this question produces a difference of opinion as to 
the size of the deficit that would be incurred if a large shelter program 
were adopted, although there is agreement that there would be some 
deficit. However, this question is largely academic. If shelters are 
needed, fiscal considerations need not prevent their construction. 

Secondly, said Dr. Saulnier, with respect to the question of matériel, it 
was clear that a shelter program of the magnitude contemplated would 
put a heavy but not unbearable burden on the construction industry. 
Materials for shelters could be obtained if a shelter program were 

| adopted. 

Thirdly, from the point of view of anti-recession measures, Dr. Saulnier 
believed shelters should never be thought of as a stimulus to the econ- 
omy. The economy does not need this stimulus; it will have as much stim- 
ulus as it can stand from active defense programs. The construction 
industry was close to a full-employment condition, and shelters would 
add to its burdens. The shelter program is long-range; the economic cycle 
is short-range. It is therefore impossible to plan shelters as an anti-reces- 
sion measure. | 

| In conclusion and summary, Dr. Saulnier said (1) there was no need 
for shelters for purely economic reasons, (2) economic considerations 
need not block a shelter program needed for other than economic reasons. 

Mr. Gray said it might be presumptuous of him, but he did not agree 
with the Budget and Treasury figures. He agreed with Mr. Scribner that 

| the decision as to shelters should be taken on other than fiscal grounds. 
He was not recommending adoption ofa shelter program, but he felt that 
the Council should come to a conclusion on the concept of shelter, on 

communication to the people, and on incorporation of shelter in new 
schools and Federal buildings. On the latter point, Mr. Gray noted that
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the new addition to the State Department building did not include shel- 
ters. a : 

The Secretary of State said the State Department was expendable. 

Admiral Strauss said the AEC had been dispersed as a substitute for 
shelter. | 7 | | : 

The President asked in what respect Mr. Gray differed with the Treas- 
-ury—Budget figures. = | . : | 

Mr. Gray replied by saying that economic recovery would cause 
GNP to increase faster than shown on the charts. The Treasury—Budget 
figures, in his view, showed a “too-late take” from taxes. The figures | 
assumed civilian expenditures to be growing as part of GNP, while tax 
receipts were falling as part of GNP. a | 

Mr. Brundage said fiscal considerations should not determine the 

decision on shelters. , 

Mr. Scribner felt the charts were optimistic as to tax receipts beyond 
1959. | | | | 

The President said that every time a new military program was 
started, the third, fourth and fifth year costs were greater than originally 
estimated. He felt that the fixed cost for the Department of Defense 
shown in the Budget charts was a very bad assumption. The factor of 
increase should be taken into account in the estimates. | | 

_ Mr. Allen, Director of the U.S. Information Agency, said the effect 
_abroad of a shelter program would be bad. The Europeans already think 

_ we have a war psychosis. A shelter program would lead them to think | 
we have succumbed to war hysteria. As far as shelters strengthening our 
diplomats was concerned, his own attitude as a diplomat would be to 
apologize for a vast shelter program. During his stay in Greece, tourists _ 
from Russia had not mentioned shelters, but had talked only of peace. 

_ Nations intending to commit aggression have usually built up a combat- 
ive spirit, not peace talk. Mr. Allen suggested that from a public relations 
point of view (which of course was not decisive), the shelter aspect of the 

__ Gaither Report should be made public and flatly rejected. a 

| The President said he was told, during his conversations in Europe, 
that a great U.S. shelter program would insure neutralism in Europe. 

The Vice President suggested that it be assumed that 40 million 
people would be killed in event of enemy attack if we had shelters, and 60 

_ million would be killed if we did not have shelters. If 40 million were | 
killed, the United States was finished. He did not believe we could sur- 

vive such a disaster. Our major objective must be to avoid the destruction 

of our society. Would 40 million vs. 60 million make much difference to 
the USSR as to the deterrent? Since we have limited resources, we must 

concentrate on those measures which might deter attack rather than on
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shelters, which will not stop an attack. As the President had suggested, 
we should study what we should do to survive. 

Governor Stassen said our deterrent policy was our most important 
policy and the one on which prime emphasis should be placed. But we 
should not put all our eggs in one basket. A nuclear war might occur 
despite our deterrents. Then the key question would become: Do we sur- 
vive and rebuild? The key to survival is protection against radiation. The 
demoralizing effect on rebuilding would be great when it was realized 
that the Government had‘done nothing to provide shelters. We should 
move forward with our allies on fallout shelters, subject to the mainte- 
nance of our deterrent power. 

Mr. Cutler recalled that the shelter problem had been before the 
Council a number of times, and various studies had already been called 

for and presented to the Council. He thought that two possibilities 
remained: (1) to reject shelter in favor of a greatly increased retaliatory 
power; (2) to adopt the concept of fallout shelter as a modification of our 

| civil defense policy and ask inter-departmental committees to study the 
development of a specific program. 

Mr. Cutler felt studies were not needed on two aspects of the prob- 
lem: (1) the psychological effect of a U.S. shelter program on our allies, 
because no one was more competent on the subject than the Secretary of 

_ State; (2) the impact on the American people, because the advice avail- 
able at the Council table was superior to that of any panel. 

The President said that damage on the scale reflected in the Net 
: Evaluation studies meant the complete paralysis of the country, and 

there would be no reason for shelters. On the other hand, if active defense 

measures could bring the problem down to manageable proportions, so 
that some cities, some communications, etc., would survive, then shel- 

ters might add to survival. It would be silly to talk of recuperation if 
everything was destroyed. We could also destroy Russia, and the result 
would be two wounded giants doing nothing. Casualties of the magni- 
tude being talked about would mean that civilization could not be rebuilt 
in a century—or even two centuries. 

Mr. Cutler said he gathered there was no disposition on the part of 
the Council to reject the concept of shelter. As he saw it, it was the feeling 
of the Council that the concept of shelter should be incorporated in civil 
defense policy; that it was not yet clear what the Federal Government 

: should do; and that a specific program, with the initial steps spelled out, 
should be brought back to the Council for consideration. 

The President said the studies should include the question: What are 
the manageable proportions of disaster? There was no use in talking of 
recuperation after 100 million casualties. We must talk in reasonable fig- 
ures. We are going through the dispersal exercises on the assumption 
that something will be left after an enemy attack. |
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Secretary Dulles said the study should take into account the political 
considerations advanced in the Council discussion; it should not be justa | 
theoretical study. A policy premised on vast destruction and embracing _ 
measures to meet such destruction would lead to loss of allies abroad 
and followers at home. | OO . 

The President said perhaps the NATO countries, not the United 
States, should take the lead in shelter programs. 

Secretary Dulles remarked that perhaps the United States and the | 
| USSR should conclude a disarmament agreement under which neither 

would build shelters. | | : | 

Mr. Cutler then reported on the tentative schedule of follow-up 
reports on the Gaither Recommendations (see paragraph g oftheaction 
below). | 7 | 

_ The National Security Council:4 | : 7 

a. Continued discussion, initiated at the last meeting, of the com- 
ments and recommendations by the respective departments and agen- _ | 
cies on the Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the 
ODM Science Advisory Committee (NSC 5724), as contained in NSC _ | 
5724/1, with particular reference to a nation-wide fallout shelter pro- 

gram (paragraph IIIJ-B-3 and Annex B of NSC 5724), “Costs and Eco- 
nomic Consequences” (paragraph V of NSC 5724), and the schedule of 
reports called for by NSC Action No. 1841-b. | | | 

b. Agreed that, during a long future period of continued threat of | 
Soviet bloc nuclear attack, in order to maintain the defense of the United 
States, to protect most effectively the civil population, to sustain the __ 
morale of the American people, and to retain the support of our allies, 
predominant emphasis should continue to be placed upon measures to | 
strengthen our effective nuclear retaliatory power as a deterrent and to 
improve our active defenses, as compared with—butnottotheexclusion —_ 
of—passive defense measures such as shelter for the civil population. 
This agreement was based upon an over-all appraisal of how best to 
defend the people of the United States against nuclear attack. The cost 
and over-all economic consequences of a shelter program was only one, 
but not the determining, element in this appraisal. | cp | 

c. Noted the view of the Secretary of Defense that further consider- : 
ation of military measures to strengthen our effective nuclear retaliatory | 
power as a deterrent and to improve our active defenses, as scheduled 
for future consideration by the Council in accordance with g below, 

* The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1842, approved by 
the President on January 21. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) |
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might involve recommendations for further military expenditures in 
this Fiscal Year and subsequent Fiscal Years. 

d. Agreed that the United States should not now initiate a nation- 
wide fallout shelter program of the type recommended by the Security 
Resources Panel, but that existing civil defense policy for protection of 
the civil population, in case of nuclear attack, by emergency dispersal of 
urban population on attack warning (paragraph 22-d, NSC 5408)° 
should be modified to incorporate the concept of fallout shelter for 
protection of the civil population against radiation hazard; on the basis 
that: SO 

~ + (1) In accordance with b above, predominant emphasis will con- 
tinue to be placed upon developing and maintaining effective nuclear 
retaliatory power as a deterrent and upon improving active defenses. 

(2) Improvements in active defenses can give reasonable promise, 
together with fallout shelters, of linnuting estimated civilian casualties, in 
the event of nuclear attack on the United States, to a level which will per- 
mit the United States to survive as a nation and will in no case be greater 
than a similar casualty ratio in the USSR. | 

_ (3) Measures to carry out this concept must be undertaken in ways 
that will obtain the support and cooperation of the American people, | 
without (a) creating public overconfidence in shelter. or a public passive | 
defense psychology, (b) causing Congressional and public reaction prej- 
udicial to higher priority national security programs, (c) losing the sup- 
port of our allies or causing them to adopt neutralism, or (d) presenting 
the posture of the United States as that of a nation preoccupied wit 
preparations forwar. | | | | 

(4) Implementation of this concept will be deferred pending Coun- | 
cil consideration of the report requested under e below. | | | 

_e. Requested an Interdepartmental Committee, consisting of rep- __ | 
resentatives of the Federal Civil Defense Administration (Chairman), 

the Department of Defense, the Office of Defense Mobilization, the 

Bureau of the Budget, and the Atomic Energy Commission—consulting 
as appropriate with representatives of the Departments of State and the 
Treasury, the Special Assistants to the President for Science and Technol- 
ogy and for Public Works Planning—to develop recommendations as to 
appropriate measures to carry out the concept in d above; including in | 
each case the magnitude, nature, timing, cost, means of financing, and 

assignment of responsibility. Such recommendations are to be submitted | 
to the Council by March 15, 1958, and should indicate whether these 
measures should include: 

(1) Research and development program on fallout shelters—and to | 
a lesser extent on blast shelters—including prototype testing and site- 
planning of various sizes and types. — | . 

-° For text of NSC 5408, “Continental Defense,” dated February 11, 1954, see Foreign 
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. IL, pp. 609-633. |
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(2) Incorporation of fallout shelter in all new Federal construction 

and by remodelling existing Federal facilities. _ 

(3) Urging states and municipalities to incorporate fallout shelter in 

their new construction and by remodelling their existing facilities. 

(4) Urging private industry to incorporate fallout shelter for 

employees in any new construction and by remodelling its existing facil- 

ities. . | : | 

(5) Multi purpose use of shelters. | , ! 

(6) Wide dissemination of information and instruction on means 

and methods by which, and the extent to which, private citizens may | 

provide in their homes fallout protection for themselves and their fami- | 

ies. | 
(7) An over-all public information program. 

| f. Noted that the Director of Central Intelligence would prepare a 

revised estimate on Soviet Civil Defense and Shelter Programs for sub- 

mission to the Council before March 15, 1958. 

g. Noted the following tentative schedule of reports developed by 

the Department of Defense in consultation with the Special Assistants to 

the President for National Security Affairs and for Science and Technol- 

ogy, pursuant to NSC Action No. 1841-b. — | | 

To be submitted approximately January 30, 1958: 

(1) Report on whether decisions should be made now: | | 

_ fa) To produce additional first-generation ICBMs beyond the 130 

currently programmed, to be operational prior to the end of FY 1963; 

~ (b) To build additional launching sites required to make operational 

any additional first-generation ICBMs so produced, and 
~ (c) To harden such additional launching sites. 

— 2) Report on whether to order now production of more than3 

Polaris submarine missile systems; and on possible further acceleration 

of production. a, 

(3) Report on whether to install interim defense against ballistic 

missiles attack at SAC bases, utilizing modified available anti-aircraft 

missiles. | , 

To be submitted approximately March 15, 1958: 

_ (4) Presentation of Department of Defense plan for national-level 

study relative to capabilities of forces for limited military operations. 

To be submitted approximately April 1, 1958: 

(5) Report on whether to accelerate early warning radar system for 

ICBM attack by advancing the operational dates (a) of long-range track- 

ing radar at the Thule Station from December, 1960, and (b) of the stations 

in Alaska and Scotland from December, 1960, for the warning radar, and 

from December, 1961, for the tracking radar. (This report will be sub- 

mitted prior to April 1, 1958, if the Department of Defense needs author- 

ity for such acceleration at an earlier date.)
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(6) Report on: | 

(a) Whether to accelerate the improvement of SAC reaction time 
against an enemy bomber attack and against an enemy ICBM attack; 

4 (b) Whether to accelerate the dispersal of SAC aircraft to SAC bases; 
and — 

(c) Whether to disperse SAC aircraft to non-SAC military bases and 
to commercial airfields in ZI]; | : Ce 

indicating SAC alert and dispersal status as of the reporting date and at 
the end of FY 1958, 1959, 1960, and 1961. 

(7) Report on whether to improve defense of SAC bases by: 

_ (a) Accelerating the installation of anti-aircraft missile defenses at 
the 29 bases now planned; | | 

_  (b) Installing such anti-aircraft missile defenses.at more than the 29 
bases; and | - | 

(c) Accelerating research and development on area defense against 
ICBMs to enable prompt decision on installation of such asystem. 

(8) Report on whether to increase the number of operational IRBMs 
beyond the 8 squadrons (120 missiles) now planned to be operational by 
the end of CY 1960 (taking account of the likelihood of availability of 
additional overseas launching sites). | 

(9) Report on status of measures to increase emphasis on the pro- 
gram to improve anti-submarineeffort. = | \ 

To be submitted approximately August 21, 1958, as.a supplement to the 
Annual Status Report as of June 30, 1958: tee 

(10) Report on the status of efforts to improve and insure tactical 
warning against aircraft, including radar modernization and lengthen- 
ing of seaward extensions. | OC - 

(11) Report.on status of research and development on how to deal 
with enemy “blinding” of our radar by electronic countermeasures and 
enemy. low-level attack below our radar coverage; and, on the basis of 
such research, a report on the feasibility of installing improved radar by 
the period CY 1961-1963. ee 

(12) Report on JCS recommendation on the Continental Air Defense 
Operational Plan to determine the manner of providing further strength- 
ening of our active defenses, including defense against submarine- 
launched missiles. oe | 

Note: The above actions, together with NSC Action No. 1941, as 
approved by the President, subsequently circulated to all holders of NSC 
5724 and NSC 5724/1; and referred for appropriate implementation as 

follows: | | | 

- dande: To the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, in collabora- 
tion with the Secretaries of State, Defense and the Treasury, the Director, 
ODM, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, AEC, and the
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Special Assistants to the President for Science and Technology and for 
Public Works Planning. | 

f: To the Director of Central Intelligence. ee 
g: To the Secretary of Defense. 

— 2. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security | 

The Director of Central Intelligence displayed a chart containing a 
tabulation of Soviet missile tests during 1955, 1956 and 1957. He said 
that, on the basis. of the best obtainable intelligence, there had beenasub- _ 

| stantial dropping off in Soviet missile testing recently. For example, there 
had been no ICBM test since early September; no test of an IRBM in the 
950-mile range since August, and few tests in the 150-mile range. Why 
had this decline in testing occurred? Did the Soviets feel they had “over- 
alerted” the United States? Or were they holding tests which defeat our 
detection methods? - . Q 

The President said it would be logical to expect that testing would — 
increase if the first tests were successful. | | 

_ Mr. Dulles said one would have expected more testing of the longer- 
range missiles. | | | 

The President said that, shooting from the hip, he would be inclined 
to think the Soviets were having some missile trouble. In his experience, 
the higher the stage of development of a weapon, the more frequent was 
the testing. | 

General Twining said General Norstad was of the opinion that the _ 
Soviets were having trouble with their missiles. a 

Governor Stassen asked whether any seasonal factor would account 
for the decline in Soviet testing. Mr. Dulles replied that the seasonal fac- 
tor was minimal. oO 

Admiral Strauss said perhaps the Soviets were content with pre- 
vious tests. In August 1951 and August 1953 there were no Soviet atomic 
tests because the Soviets were content with their 1951 device as a trigger. 

_ The President said it was incredible that a military organization 
should be content with an existing weapon. Mr. Dulles did not think the © 
Soviets could be content with a limited number of 950-mile range tests. | 

_ The National Security Council: 

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of Central 
Intelligence on the subject, with specific reference to a tabulation of — 
Soviet missiles tests during 1955,1956and 1957, 

| | | Marion W. Boges 
Director 

NSC Secretariat —
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5. | Memorandum of Discussion at the 352d Meeting of the 
National Security Council | | 

Washington, January 22, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations (NSC Action No. 
1814; NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1; NSC Action Nos. 1841 and 1842) 

General Cutler read to the Council the Gaither Panel recommenda- 
tion on the subject, as follows: - 

“Augment our and allied forces for limited military operations, and 
provide greater mobility, to enable us to deter or promptly suppress 
small wars which must not be allowed to grow into 6 ones. The Panel 
suggests that a study be undertaken, at the national rather than at a serv- 
ice level, to develop current doctrine on when and how nuclear weapons 
can contribute to limited operations.” | 

General Cutler went on to point out that in its comments on the above 
recommendation, the Department of Defense had agreed that the capabil- 
ities of forces for limited operations should be augmented and the readi- 
ness of such forces increased, in relation to our over-all posture to meet 

the requirements of a general war. But Defense wished to defer imple- 
mentation of this recommendation pending completion of a national- 
level study, a plan for which would be recommended by Defense to the 
Council about March 15, 1958. Secretary Dulles had expressed concern 
over the delay in the submission of this plan to the Council. He had also 
questioned the advisability of postponing action to augment the capabil- 

| ities of our forces for limited operations, until after the completion of the 
proposed Defense Department study on this subject. Accordingly, these 
two questions were before the Council today. General Cutler then called 
upon the Secretary of State. _ 

Secretary Dulles said that in the first place, the comments of the 
Department of Defense on the recommendation of the Gaither Panel 
were not wholly responsive to the Panel’s recommendation. While we 
did not necessarily have to follow the Gaither Panel recommendation, 
that recommendation actually called for the augmenting of our forces for 
limited military operations. The Department of Defense comment, on 
the other hand, merely stated that we should augment the capabilities and 
the readiness of such forces. Thus there existed a discrepancy. | 

Secondly, continued Secretary Dulles, the Gaither Report had rec- 
ommended a study of this problem at a level higher than the level of the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on January 22. | | |
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military services. He believed that the State Department should be 
brought into this study at its inception, because the kind of forces 
referred to in the Panel recommendation were those that the State 

, Department was particularly interested in and on whose composition 
the State Department had pronounced views. Secretary Dulles went on 
to say, in explanation, that in the course of carrying out our foreign policy 
over the last five years, the State Department had sometimes felt a need 

for the United States to have non-nuclear-equipped forces which could, 
if necessary, put on a demonstration of U.S. interests in various parts of 
the world. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had responded well when called upon 
to mount such demonstrations in the past. There had been and would be 
occasions when aircraft carriers, air power, and even potential landing 
forces had been very useful in this context. Perhaps such forces should 
even now be deployed in the general area of Indonesia, because we do 
not know what will happen there. Such forces had recently proved very 
valuable in the Eastern Mediterranean when they had been called upon 
to demonstrate U.S. support of King Hussein of Jordan. Such examples 
illustrate in general how limited forces can be of assistance to U.S. foreign 
policy. Accordingly, political and foreign policy considerations should 
be meshed into the study by the State Department from the very begin- 

ning. - | - | : 

Secretary Quarles replied that Secretary Dulles’ suggestion gave 
rise to complicated questions, and that the problem of forces for limited 
war was far from achieving agreement as to the implications. The 
Defense Department had thought it best for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
formulate a plan for the study of the problem and to submit this plan to 
the National Security Council through the NSC Planning Board, where 
the State Department member and other members of the Planning Board 
would have an opportunity to analyze and comment upon the JCS plan. 
Would sucha procedure meet the point raised by Secretary Dulles? As to 
the other matter raised by the Secretary of State—namely, the time of sub- 
mission of the JCS plan (March 15, 1958)—it was the view of the Defense 
Department that the problem of forces for limited war was so difficult 
and serious that consideration of the plan deserved the amount of time 
allocated. Perhaps the due date of the JCS plan could be advanced if the 
President so desired. Secretary Quarles then asked if General Twining 

_ could present his views on this general subject. | | | 

General Twining pointed out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been 
concerned fora very long time with the problem of U.S. forces for limited 
military operations. Indeed, our basic national security policy called 
upon the Defense Department to maintain such forces. It was true that 
we did not have a “platoon system” of forces set apart for the specific 
purpose of undertaking limited military operations. Such a separate _ 
force might be very desirable, but it would surely be very expensive, and
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff were now stretched to the absolute budgetary 
limit. In spite of this, we were capable of sending military forces today 
from the pool of regular military forces to any part of the world where 
they were needed, and to do this very rapidly. a 

With respect to the proposed study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen- 
eral Twining pointed out that in the wake of the leak of the Gaither 
Report the Joint Chiefs of Staff were very worried about a possible leak of 
our U.S. war plans. If outsiders like those on the Gaither Panel were 
brought into the JCS study, a leak of our war plans might actually prove 
fatal to our national security. | 

_ Secretary Dulles quickly pointed out that he was not suggesting that 
any persons outside of the Government be brought in on the formulation 
of the Defense Department study. He was only asking for the inclusion of 
State Department views on the problem of forces for limited war from 
the outset of the study. If these State Department views were not 
included, the result would be purely a military study of the problem, and 
we would have to go on to do another study of the problem of limited 
war in its political and foreign policy aspects. 

General Cutler asked Secretary Dulles whether the procedure just 
proposed by Secretary Quarles did not meet Secretary Dulles’ argument. 
Secretary Dulles replied that he didn’t think that it quite did, because as 
he saw it, under Secretary Quarles’ proposal the State Department did 
not have a chance to express its own views until the views of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff had already crystallized. Secretary Quarles then sug- 
gested the holding ofa preliminary conference between the State Depart- 
ment and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, after which the Joint Chiefs would get 

down to work. Secretary Quarles pointed out that what the Joint Chiefs 
would present to the National Security Council on March 15 was only a 
plan for the study of forces for limited military operations, and not the 
study itself. | 

The President commented that in any event the JCS plan would 
have to go to the NSC Planning Board before it was considered by the 
National Security Council. The President and General Cutler both 
agreed on the desirability of the conference between the Joint Chiefs and 
State, suggested by Secretary Quarles, before actual work on the study 
was commenced by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

Mr. Allen Dulles inquired whether covert operations would be 
included in such a study. The President replied facetiously that he, of 
course, had no knowledge of covert operations. 

Secretary Dulles then stated that he had one more question. He felt 
that the Defense Department comment on the original Gaither Panel rec- 
ommendation seemed to prejudge in a negative sense the validity of the 
Panel’s recommendation. This might prove to be correct, but the matter 
should not be prejudged. Accordingly, Secretary Dulles recommended
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that the terms of reference of the JCS study should be broad enough to 
permit at least the consideration of the Gaither Panel recommendationin 
favor of augmenting our forces for limited operations as opposed to - 
merely augmenting the capabilities and readiness of such forces. : | 

The President said he was inclined to believe that in general the 
_ important thing was to augment the capabilities of our forces for limited 

war rather than increasing the size of such forces. He did not believe that 
the Gaither Panel recommendation was well set forth in calling for an 
augmentation of U.S. forces for limited military operations. However, 
the President expressed agreement with Secretary Dulles that the terms 

_ of reference of the JCS study should be broad enough to include consid- 
eration of whether to augment the size of our forces for limited opera- 
tions. The President pointed out that we had been earnestly arguing for 
the augmentation of the capabilities of the military forces of the Republic 
of Korea, while at the same time we were seeking to cut down the force _ 

levels of the ROK armed forces. | : 

The National Security Council:\ Ss 
a. Discussed the subject, and procedures for further Council action 

thereon, in the light of comments by the Secretary of State, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. . 

b. Noted that the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff would confer with the Department of State in the preparation of a 
plan for a coordinated study by the Departments of State and Defense 
pursuant to NSC Action No. 1842-—g-(4); and would make the terms of 
reference for the study sufficiently broad to include consideration of the 
entire range of U.S. and allied capabilities for limited military opera- 
tions. — | | Oo 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
| quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple- 

mentation, and to the Secretary of State and the Chairman, JCS, for | 

information. a | | | 
[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Long-Range U.S. Policy Toward the 

Middle East,” 3. “Priorities for Ballistic Missile and Satellite Programs,” 

4. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security,” 5. “U.S. 

' The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1844, approved by 
the President on January 24. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) | : | |
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Policy Toward Finland,” and 6. “U.S. Policy Toward Ethiopia.” For 
Agenda Item 3, see the Supplement. |? | 

S. Everett Gleason 

2 The brief discussion of Agenda Item 3 led to adoption of NSC Action No. 1846, 
approved by the President on January 24, establishing the following programs as having 
the highest developmental authority, with operational capability to be as approved by the 
President: Atlas and Titan ICBMs, Thor-Jupiter IRBMs, Polaris FBMs, an anti-missile mis- 

sile defense system “including active defense and related early warning for defense of the 
United States proper,” the Vanguard and Jupiter C satellite programs, and other satellite 
programs “determined by the Secretary of Defense to have objectives having key political, 
scientific, psychological or military import.” (Ibid.) See the Supplement. On March 10, 
Eisenhower discussed the relative merits of Atlas, Titan, Thor, and Jupiter missiles with Dr. 

Killian and others. (Memorandum by Goodpaster, March 11; Eisenhower Library, Whit- 
man File, Eisenhower Diaries) 

6. Editorial Note 

At the 353d meeting of the National Security Council on January 30, 
1958, William M. Holaday, Director of Guided Missiles in the Depart- 
ment of Defense, gave the Council its third annual briefing on ballistic 
missile programs: 

“At the conclusion of the presentation, Mr. Cutler noted that Mr. 
Holaday had displayed charts showing the following figures: 393 
IRBMs, 173 Polaris missiles, and 272 ICBMs. Mr. Cutler asked whether 

| these figures were larger than the figures previously reported because of 
the inclusion in the larger figure of training and test missiles. Mr. Hola- 
day answered in the affirmative. 

“Mr. Cutler said the purpose of his question was to point out that the 
operational capability figures approved by the President last week were 
smaller than the figures displayed by Mr. Holaday because the opera- 
tional capability figures did not include training and test vehicles. 

“Secretary McElroy noted that production of missiles had begun in 
advance of acquiring the research and development knowledge which, 
ideally, should be available in advance of production. He believed the 
decision to start production was correct, but wished to point out that this 
decision would probably entail increased expense because of design 
changes in the course of production. He was being pressed to move even 
faster, especially on Polaris, which was an attractive deterrent weapons 
system. The first firing of a complete Polaris would not take place until 
October 1959, but three Polaris submarines with missiles had already 
been ordered. One Senator had suggested that 100 submarines should be 
ordered. As we go farther down the research and development road we 
may have to take further gambles, but the present gamble is as big as the
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Department of Defense can recommend now. If test firings were success- 
ful, Secretary McElroy hoped to recommend expansions of the missiles 
program. | | an 

_ ' “Dr. Killian inquired about the prospects for liquid Titan propel- 
lants other than refrigerated liquids. Mr. Holaday said present progress 
was slow because the technicians were leaning toward solid propellants. 
Some liquids looked promising, but research on these liquids would 
have to be pushed if progress was to be made.” (Memorandum of dis- 
cussion by Boggs, January 31; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC 
Records) | CO 

Notes dated January 30 for Holaday’s presentation and Cutler’s 
introductory remarks, attached to the memorandum, are in the Supple- 
ment. - | | we Ss 

After the discussion, the NSC noted the briefing in NSC Action No. 
1850, approved by the President on January 31. (Department of State, 
S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66.D 95, Records of Action by the 
National Security Council) | 7 | 

7. Editorial Note a 

- Inthe course of a conversation on February 4, 1958, among the Presi- 
dent and several scientific advisers, the following exchange occurred: 

“Dr. Kistiakowsky went on to give a technical net evaluation of our 
relative position respecting the Soviets. As to the ICBM, he thought they 
were probably about one year ahead of us in propulsion, one year behind 
us in warhead development, and somewhat behind us in guidance, but 

with a much simpler operational concept based on a mobile rail-based 
system. He added that because of more powerful propulsion, they could 
have simply designed their weapon tocarry the heavier, older-style war- 
head. In the medium range missile of 100-600-mile range, they are prob- 
ably about three years ahead of us, having initiated troop training in 1953 
and 1954. Their weapons are highly mobile, using track-laying and road 
vehicles. In guidance they are probably behind us, with a one-mile CEP for 
small weapons and a five-mile CEP for large. Their IRBM is a 1000-mile 

missile, which is probably a 600-mile missile with a lighter warhead. _ 

“The President said that in evaluating material of this kind it is nec- 

essary to consider relative probabilities. Until an enemy has enough 
operational capability to destroy most of our bases simultaneously and 
thus prevent retaliation by us our deterrent remains effective. We would 
make a mistake to credit him with total capabilities. Dr. York pointed out 
that an enemy who planned to make an attack could select a time for his |
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attack and delay until he is ready.” (Memorandum by Goodpaster, Feb- 
ruary 6; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) The full _ 
text of the memorandum is in the Supplement. 

8. | Memorandum of Discussion at the 355th Meeting of the | 
National Security Council 

Washington, February 13, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity.” Vice President Nixon presided at the meeting. ] 

2. U.S. Policy on Continental Defense (NSC 5408; NSC 5606;! NSC 
Actions Nos. 1574, 1781, 1814, 1815, 1841 and 1842;2 Executive Order 

No. 10173; NSC 58023) 

General Cutler briefed the Council in detail on the history of U.S. 
Continental Defense policy, noting that in 1954, because of the lack of 
emphasis previously placed on programs for Continental Defense, the 
Council concluded that it would be advisable to raise to a high level of 
importance and urgency—in relation to other national security pro- 
grams—certain military and non-military programs directly related to 
Continental Defense. For this purpose, a Continental Defense policy 
statement embracing over 30 selected programs was recommended to 
and approved by the President in February, 1954, as NSC 5408. General 
Cutler observed that in the years which have followed, the basic purpose 
of elevating these selected Continental Defense programs is currently 
reflected in our Basic Policy statement (NSC 5707/8). 

General Cutler indicated that during the last four years some of 
these Continental Defense programs—especially those of a military 

. Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason and J. Patrick Coyne, NSC Representative on Internal Security, on Feb- 
ruary 14. 

1 NSC 5606, entitled “Continental Defense” dated June 5, 1956. (Department of State, 

S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5606 Series) Discussion of NSC 5606 at the NSC meeting 
on June 15, 1956, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, pp. 317-333. 

| 2 NSC Action No. 1574 was approved by the President on July 9, 1956; see ibid., p. 332, 
footnote 18. NSC Action No. 1781 was approved by the President on September 16, 1957. 
(Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the 
National Security Council) NSC Action No. 1815 was approved by the President on 
November 12, 1957; see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 676, footnote 5. 

3 NSC 5802, entitled “Continental Defense,” dated February 3. (Department of State, 

S/S-—NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, Continental Defense)
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nature—have been either completed, diminished, modified, or altered in 
priority by reason of scientific and technological advances. Thus, the 
Southern Canadian Early Warning Line and the DEW Line have been . 
established and are in operation. In addition, other Continental Defense 
programs are ina continuing state of implementation. As a consequence 
of the foregoing, it has been conceded for some time that although NSC 
5408 has remained the official policy statement, many parts of it are out 
of date and require revision. | ee 
_.. General Cutler noted that the Council’s recent consideration of the 

Gaither Report and of progress in advanced weapons systems related to 
Continental Defense make the present time suitable to present to the 
Councilan up-to-date statement of Continental Defense policy to replace 
NSC 5408. He noted that when NSC 5408 was considered in 1954, then 

existing circumstances made it appropriate to present the issues in the 
form of a group of programs rather than in the form of policy guidance. 
Now, however, circumstances permit the presentation of the less 

detailed and non-programmatic statement (NSC 5802) scheduled on 
today’s agenda. In the latter connection, General Cutler noted that the. 
President had recently indicated it was high time the Councilissued such 
revised non-programmatic statement of policy. oe Eg 

- General Cutler called attention to the scope of NSC 5802 and to the | 
fact, as stated in paragraph 1-a, that there are many policies relating to | 
Continental Defense (for example, our overseas base complex) which are 
not included in the statement. He then invited attention to paragraph | 
1-b, which specifically notes that although NSC 5802 does not include 
programs, the omission from NSC 5802 of any program which had been 
included in NSC 5408 does not of itself cancel or change that program. | 
Under paragraph 1—b each responsible agency is required to determine 
whether a specific program is currently valid under NSC 5802 or should 
be cancelled or changed. a ros 

General Cutler indicated that, following the introductory and gen- 
eral policy statements appearing in paragraphs 1 through 5 of NSC 5802, 
the statement covers strategic and tactical warning (paragraphs 6 and 7), 
military policies (paragraphs 8 through 12), internal security and: port 

| security policies (paragraphs 13 through 19), and other non-military | 
policies (paragraphs 20 through 27). General Cutler then invited atten- 
tion to paragraph 4 of the statement, which outlines the time-phasing 
and urgency of the new Continental Defense policy proposed in NSC 
5802, which time-phasing takes into account the recent National Intelli- 
gence Estimate on “The Soviet ICBM Program”.4 | ea Te | 

_ 4“ SNIE 11-10-57, dated December 17, 1957. (Ibid., INR-NIE Files) A footnote to para- 
graph 4 of NSC 5802 notes the estimates in SNIE 11-10-57 that the Soviet Union would 
have operational 10 ICBMs sometime during mid-1958 to mid-1959, 100 by mid-1959 to 
mid-1960, and 500 by mid-1962 at latest. en mo
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General Cutler mentioned that the compilation of this draft policy 
statement involved great difficulties and complications with a few 
resulting divergencies of view as reflected in the paper. He then pro- 
ceeded to take up each of these divergencies. 

After reading paragraph 8 of the draft statement,5 General Cutler 
indicated that the Science and Technology Observer at the Planning 
Board, with the concurrence of the State, ODM and FCDA Planning 

Board representatives, recommended that there be included in para- 
graph 8a requirement fora high percentage kill capability against enemy 
aircraft or missiles approaching or operating over the North American 
Continent before they reach vital targets. 

Dr. Killian said this point had been suggested for inclusion in the 
policy paper in order to raise for Council consideration the question as to 
whether the programs envisaged in NSC 5802 would actually achieve 
the objective called for in paragraph 3 of NSC 5802—namely, that the 
United States be prepared at all times to counter an attack on the North 
American continent in such a way as to deter Soviet attack, or, if an attack 
occurs, to insure our survival as a free nation. He said that from a techni- 

cal standpoint, the air defense system we presently have and the one we 
have programmed will probably not achieve the aforementioned objec- 
tive, and that it will probably give us a kill capability of less than 50%. It 
was the view of the technological experts who examined this matter that 
our defenses against aircraft and missiles should have a greater capacity 
if we are to meet the objective referred to above. It was Dr. Killian’s 
thought that the Council should be cognizant of this technological judg- 
ment before taking final action on NSC 5802. 

Secretary McElroy thought Dr. Killian’s point was a valid one and, 
indeed, a key one. He said, however, that the Defense Department ques- 
tioned whether it would be desirable to include ina paper of this kind the 
“high percentage” phrase. While the Secretary would agree with the per- 
centage figures as to kill capability cited by Dr. Killian and would cer- 
tainly agree that within reasonable limits every effort should be made to 
improve our capability, it was the belief of the Department of Defense 
that the phrase in issue should be eliminated from the paper. This is par- 
ticularly so at this time, inasmuch as Defense is not ready to implement 
such a requirement even if it is included in the paper. 

Secretary McElroy then called on Deputy Secretary Quarles forfur- 
ther comment. The latter indicated that the Defense Department experi- 
enced considerable difficulty in trying to determine the degree of 
increase intended by the phrase in issue. He stated that in the event of a 
small raid on the continental United States, we would expect to inflict a 
relatively high percentage of kill; whereas if the raid were a large one, we 

° Entitled “Active Defense Against Aircraft and Missiles.” |
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would not expect to have sucha high kill capability. He noted further that 
the phrase in issue could be so construed as to require a doubling of our 
air defense costs. He stated that the Defense Department would, of 
course, like to see a better air defense capability than we presently have, 
and went on to point out that war games which were conducted in the 
past reflect that under our present defense programs we have what is 
regarded as a solid deterrent position. | | 

~The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff indicated that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff did not know the precise meaning of this phrase. He 
thought that the language “high percentage” could be so construed that 
if it were fully implemented the Defense Department would be putin the 
position where it did not have money left to do anything else in other 
important defense areas. } | | 

The Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, indicated that his Bureau 
was encouraged to see the Defense Department supporting the Budget 
Bureau’s position. He indicated that it was the Budget view that if the 
phrase in issue were included in the policy statement, it would almost 
imply a crash program for air defense against aircraft and missiles. The 
Budget Bureau was opposed to such a crash program. 

secretary McElroy thought that the problem under discussion was 
but one of a number of questions which would have to be faced by the __ 
country. He said that this kind of problem is becoming more complex. 
Today we must defend against aircraft, missiles and satellites; tomorrow 
who knows what we will have to defend against. He mentioned that in 
time we may have aircraft that will travel three times the speed of today’s 
planes, and we may have to prepare defenses against planes of such 
speed. He observed that the speed with which weapons technology is 

) moving raises and will continue to raise a variety of questions. Conse- | 
quently, on a matter such as that at issue, we must ask whatarethemost | 
important things that we should do, and to what extent should we do 
them. It was his thought that we couldn’t do everything, and that we 
must do that which is determined to be most essential. _ | 

_ The Vice President, who presided at the meeting in the President’s 

absence, said it seemed to him that in many of our policy papers of this 
general type, we seem to express the pious hope of achieving maximum 
objectives which are beyond our reach. It seemed to him that the real 
question was to determine how the language suggested by Dr. Killian, if 
included in the statement, would really affect or change what we do. He 
thought that all concerned realize the importance of Continental 
Defense. The real question was whether our Continental Defense policy 

| on air defense against aircraft and missiles should be changed—should 
we expend more in this area than we presently plan? - . 

In response to the Vice President’s inquiry, Secretary McElroy 
expressed the thought that the inclusion of the language concerning | 
“high percentage” would change what the Department of Defense is
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endeavoring to do in this and related programs, because statements con- 
tained in NSC policies are used as the basis of military planning. Should 
the phrase in issue be included, the military planning in this area would 
be different than that now envisaged. The Vice President inquired as to 
whether the Defense Department feared that the inclusion of such lan- 
guage would take something from or otherwise divert from other impor- 
tant areas in which the Defense Department is working. To this, Secretary 
McElroy responded that there may be interference with things the 
Defense Department may be recommending in the future, and that such 
things might deserve higher priority than the priority suggested by the 
inclusion of the “high percentage” phrase in paragraph 8. Secretary 
McElroy indicated that despite this concern, the Defense Department 
would of course like to achieve the high capability envisaged by the 
phrase in issue and would strive to that end even if the particular phrase 
were not included in NSC 5802. — 

_ ‘The Vice President inquired of Dr. Killian whether, in the opinion of 
his people, the Defense Department needs to be “revved up” in this area 
of Continental Defense. He asked whether Dr. Killian thought the Presi- 
dent should indicate to the Defense Department that it should place 
greater emphasis on the aspect of active air defense covered in para- 
graph 8. | oe | 

Dr. Killian expressed the view that this aspect of our Continental 
Defense program must be looked at in the context of other important mil- 
itary programs. He thought, however, that our present Continental 
Defense program constitutes more of a psychological than an actual 
deterrent and, accordingly, in approving a statement of policy on this 

| point, the Council should bear this fact in mind. Dr. Killian continued, 
however, that he could not strongly advocate diverting funds to the Con- 
tinental Defense program from other important programs underway. 

_ General Cutler observed that the stated objectives of Continental 
Defense have always been higher than the programs to implement same, 
and it was his view that the purpose of Dr. Killian’s raising and suggest- 
ing the language under discussion was to call attention to our technolog- 
ical capabilities and limitations in this area of the over-all Continental 
Defense program. | 

- The Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization indicated that he 
favored the inclusion of the “high percentage” phrase. He joined with Dr. 
Killian in the latter’s concern lest anyone feel we have a greater capabil- 
ity in the air defense area than we actually possess. He thought the real 
‘question to be considered did not involve diverting funds from other 
military programs to the one under discussion; rather, the bigger ques- 
tion to be considered was whether we want to raise the budget ceiling for 
Continental Defense purposes. 

- Secretary McElroy indicated, in response to the last point men- 
tioned by Mr. Gray, that this immediately raised questions astowhether __
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any such increase in funds should be used for the programs under con- | 
sideration here, or for other relatively more important programs. 

General Cutler noted that since this Administration assumed office 
it has increased greatly expenditures on Continental Defense. _ 

It was the Vice President’s thought that the discussion on this issue 

indicated quite clearly that everyone is aware of the problem. Asa conse- 
quence, the contested language might be eliminated from the final state- 
ment of policy on the subject, with the understanding that those 
concerned do desire and will strive to achieve improved air defense 
capabilities. | | | 

General Cutler indicated that the contested language would be 
eliminated from the paper as finally submitted to the President for ap- 
proval; but, at the time of such submission, the President would be 

informed as to the pro’s and con’s of the Council discussion on para- 
graph. Oe | a 

| _ Asa closing note on the Council discussion of this phase of the sub- 
ject, Dr. Killian noted that the problem related inevitably to the shelter 
program and to our general defensive capabilities. As a consequence, he 
thought the question of our air defense capabilities would inevitably 
arise when the shelter program is again considered by the Council. 

_ General Cutler next referred to paragraph 8~b of NSC 5802, which 
called for the development of “an anti-ICBM weapons system opera- 
tional capability as a matter of the highest national priority”. Ss 

Secretary McElroy, in response to General Cutler’s request, com- 
mented that the Defense Department believed the phrase “operational 

| capability” should be omitted from the policy statement on the subject 
because, at this time, the problem of defending against an ICBM attack 
involves too many unknowns. It was the Secretary’s thought that it 
would be premature to include in a policy statement at this time lan- | 
guage calling for such operational capability. | 7 

Dr. Killian agreed with Secretary McElroy’s point, and, in the | 
absence of objection from other Council participants, General Cutler 
indicated that the phrase “operational capability” would be omitted 
from the revised statement of policy onthe subject. | 

General Cutler then read paragraph 9 of NSC 5802, noting that the 
ODM Member of the Planning Board favored the inclusion of language 
which called for “hardening” as wellas other protection of essential facil- 
ities. | = 

_ Mr. Gray, based on his understanding that the subject would be 
taken up on February 27 when the Council considers the Gaither Report 
again, indicated that he would not push for the inclusion in this paper of 
the language recommended by his representative on the Planning Board. 
He accordingly agreed to deletion of the contested language in the draft 
statement of policy on Continental Defense, with the proviso that such
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deletion would not prejudice its being raised when the Council considers 
further the Gaither Report. In the latter connection, Secretary Quarles 

indicated that the Defense Department would be ready to report to the 
Council, on February 27, on those aspects of the Gaither Report to which 
Mr. Gray had referred. 

[Here follows discussion of port security, the potential for clandestine 
introduction of nuclear weapons into the United States, the protection and 
dispersal of Federal facilities, measures for the continuity of industry 
under attack, and stockpiling for civilian survival, all included in the Sup- 
plement.] , | 

(Note: The above summary of the Council discussion on U.S. Policy 
on Continental Defense was recorded by Mr. J. Patrick Coyne, NSC Repre- 

| sentative on Internal Security.) . | 

The National Security Council:6 | — 
_a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject contained in 

NSC 5802; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon, as 

presented at the meeting. | 

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5802, subject to the fol- 
lowing amendments: | | 

| (1) Page 5, paragraph 8: Delete the bracketed phrase and the footnote 
thereto.” 

(2) Page 6, subparagraph 8-b, 4th line: Delete the words “operational 
capabiity’ ; 

(3) Page 6, paragraph 9: Delete the bracketed words and the footnote 
thereto. | 

(4) Page 11, subparagraph 20-6: Delete the bracketed sentence and the 
footnote thereto. a 
_ () Page 12, paragraph 21: Revise to read as follows: Oo 

“21. Except as otherwise determined by proper authority, new Fed- 
eral facilities and major expansion of existing Federal facilities, important 
to national security, should not be located in target areas. The location of 
new or expanded military installations, excluding the Pentagon and other 
similar administrative headquarters, shall be within the sole discretion of 
the Secretary of Defense.” : | oo 

| (6) Pages 12-13, subparagraph 22-b: Delete the bracketed subpara- 
graph (2) and the footnote thereto; eliminating the numeral “(1)”. 

(7) Page 13, paragraph 23: Revise the second sentence to read as fol- 
lows (deleting the footnote thereto): “Where total availabilities appear 
inadequate, measures should be developed to meet minimum require- 
ments with the least disruption of the economy, the least cost to the Gov- 
ernment, and maximum encouragement of private participation.” 

° The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1862, approved by 
the President on February 19. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 
D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) : | 

” That is, the language calling for a high percentage kill capability.



nn 

National Security Policy 39 

c. Agreed that the statement of policy in NSC 5802, as finally adopted 
and approved, is intended to supersede NSC 5408; but is not intended, of , 

itself, to cancel or change any program set forth in NSC 5408, each of which. 
programs should be reviewed by the responsible departments and agencies 
in accordance with paragraph 1—b of NSC 5802.8 me 

d. Recommended that the responsible agencies should use, on a con- 
tinuing basis, available passive devices for the detection of fissionable 
material, pursuant to paragraph 14 of NSC 5802. 

| e. Noted that the Department of State would undertake to examine 
and report at the next Council meeting, on whether, if there were substan- 
tial evidence that any shipment entering the United States under diplo- 
matic immunity contained radioactive material, the Department should 
advise the diplomatic representatives of the country concerned that the 
shipment would be opened by U.S. officials, in the presence of representa- 
tives of such country, to determine the nature of the radioactive material. 

f. Requested the Departments of the Treasury and Justice, in view 
of the decision in Parker v. Lester: , 

(1) To draft an Executive Order, to supersede Executive Order No. | 
10173, which will enable Federal authorities to take the most effective 
action possible in the circumstances to deny access to U.S. merchant ves- 
sels, ports, and waterfront facilities on the part of individuals considered 
inimical to the security of the United States. 

(2) To draft proposed legislation, which would enable Federal 
authorities to take more effective action in this area, for consideration for 
submission at this session of the Congress. | 

g. Requested the Department of the Treasury to prepare for Pres- 
idential approval the programs to implement all aspects of paragraph 19 
of NSC 5802; such draft to include (1) instructions taking into account the 
new Executive Order referred to in f-(1) above and (2) appropriate provi- 
sions along the lines of those stated in NSC Action No. 1781 (which 
related U.S. policy toward Poland to the port security provisions of NSC 
5408). | | 

Note: NSC 5802, as amended and adopted, subsequently approved 
by the President; circulated as NSC 5802/1!° for implementation by all 
appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Govern- 

8 Paragraph 1-b called for agencies to review Continental Defense programs “in the 
light of this policy statement to determine whether such programs are currently valid or. 
should be cancelled or changed.” | 

” In this 1955 decision, a U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals held that certain procedures in | 
Executive Order 10173 violated minimum requirements of due process. a 

10 For text of NSC 5802/1, “Continental Defense,” dated February 19, see the Supple- 
ment. NSC 5802/1 contains certain pages as revised by NSC Action No. 1911, May 15, and 
another as revised by NSC Action No. 2249, June 29, 1960. (Both in Department of State, 
S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security 
Council) Regarding NSC Action No. 2249, see Document 105.
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ment (together with the action in c above, as approved by the President) ; 
and referred to the departments and agencies indicated in the table on 
“Primary Responsibilities for Implementation” (with the exception of- 
the Department of State and the Central Intelligence Agency) for report, 
ina special annex to their respective annual status reports, on progress in 
implementing the appropriate paragraphs of NSC 5802/1. 

The action in d and f above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney 
General for appropriate implementation. | 

The action in e above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate implementation. 

The action in g above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
_ transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury for appropriate implementa- 

tion. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “NSC 123,” and 3. “U.S. Policy 
Toward Turkey.”] 

| S. Everett Gleason 

9. Memorandum of Discussion at the 356th Meeting of the 
National Security Council : 

Washington, February 27, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “U.S. Economic Defense Policy.” ] . . 

2. Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Sci- 
ence Advisory Committee (NSC Action No. 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 

5724/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1841 and 1842) | 

General Cutler, in his briefing on this item, pointed out that the 

Department of Defense was to present a report on certain military recom- 
mendations included in the so-called “Gaither Report” for which there 
had not been sufficient time for discussion before the Council at its Janu- 

ary 6 meeting.! | : 7 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on February 28. | 

' For text, see the Supplement.
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The first item to be reported on was whether to produce additional 
first-generation ICBMs beyond the 130 currently programmed to be | 
operational prior to the end of 1963; whether to build additional launch- 
ing sites required for an operational capability of such additional ICBMs; 
and whether to harden such additional launching sites. o 

The second item, continued General Cutler, was whether to order | 

now production of more than three Polaris submarine missiles systems 
and whether possibly further to accelerate Polaris production. —s_. 

_ The third matter was whether to utilize modified existing anti-air- 
craft missiles (Talos) as interim defense against ICBM attack at SAC 
bases, pending the development of an initial operational capability of the 
more effective Nike-Zeus anti-missile missiles. . | ol 

. The fourth matter was whether to harden SAC bases by providing 
blast shelters for a large part of SAC planes, weapons, personnel, and 
supplies. _ ed | , ae 

_ The report on the first three of the aforementioned matters was pre- 
sented by Mr. William Holaday, Director of Guided Missiles, Depart- 
ment of Defense. (A copy of Mr. Holaday’s report on these three items is 
included in the minutes of the meeting.)? In the course of his report, Mr. 
Holaday made use of charts which indicated force objectives and esti- 
mated fund requirements. So | | ; 

At the conclusion of Mr. Holaday’s report, the President inquired 
whether the Talos missile was better than the Nike—Zeus anti-missile __ 
missiles. Mr. Holaday replied in the negative, but pointed out that at this 
time the Talos program was further advanced than the Nike—Zeus. 
Accordingly, we must decide whether the Soviet threat in the years just 
ahead justifies going on with Talos or moving into Nike-Zeus. 

Thereafter, General Cutler called on Dr. Killian for any comments 

that he desired to make on Mr. Holaday’s report. es | oo 

Dr. Killian stated that with respect to the first and second items 
(ICBM and Polaris), he would say that we are reaching a point where it is . 
necessary to undertake an over-all review of our U.S. ballistic missiles 
programs, particularly in view of the possibility of achieving a solid pro- 
pellant ICBM (the so-called “Minute Man”). ne — 

As to the Titan program, Dr. Killian commented that it looked prom- 
ising and appeared to be subject to greater improvement in the future 
than did the Atlas, the prospects for improving which were not so con- | 
siderable. Accordingly, it might be better to put our money on Titan 
rather than on Atlas. This question should be part of the general review 
which he was recommending. On the other hand, Dr. Killian warned that 

* Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 
the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File)
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we should not jump to the conclusion that a solid propellant ICBM was 
near at hand and stake too much on that assumption. 

With respect to the Polaris missile, Dr. Killian pointed out the extreme _ 
complexities we were encountering in developing navigation and guidance 
systems. He also pointed out the very high cost per missile of the nuclear 
submarine program. (A copy of Dr. Killian’s comments is filed in the min- 
utes of the meeting.)® 

When Dr. Killian had completed his comments on Mr. Holaday’s 
report, the President inquired whether what they had been listening to did 
not emphasize the need for a centralized research on fuels because these 
fuels were used all across the board. The President said he would put such 
centralized research under the Secretary of Defense. In response, Dr. Killian 
pointed out that research on solid propellant fuels differs in important 
respects from research on liquid propellant fuels. | 

Secretary Dulles indicated that he had some observations to make. He 
then pointed out that in any over-all review of our U.S. missiles programs 
such as had been suggested, it would be of great importance to take political 
considerations into account, particularly in the matter of deploying our 
missiles on the territories of our allies. We must not assume that we can sta- 
tion intermediate-range missiles anywhere we want on the territories of our 
allies. Nor would we be sanguine on the point of how dependable our mis- 
sile bases overseas will turn out to be in practice. To make his point clear, 
Secretary Dulles indicated that we had required a year to complete our 
negotiations with the United Kingdom (our strongest ally) on stationing 
IRBMs in the United Kingdom. In short, Secretary Dulles said he felt that 
we could not stake the security of the United States on missiles deployed 
and based on foreign soil. We must depend in the first instance on ballistic 
missiles deployed on U.S. soil or in U.S. submarines. ) 

The President said he had one comment to make on all this discus- 
sion—namely, that we were not going to carry out all these plans and still 
maintain a free economy in the United States. 

At this point General Cutler asked Secretary McElroy when he esti- 
mated that the over-all review of the U.S. missiles program would be com- 
pleted. Would it be by April 1? Secretary McElroy replied that the 
President would have made a decision on a number of moot points by 
April 1, but not on all. 

General Cutler then called on Secretary Quarles for the fourth in the 
series of Defense Department reports—namely, on whether to harden 

. SAC bases. Secretary Quarles made his report, and noted that the review 
of this matter in the Defense Department had confirmed the earlier posi- 
tion of the Defense Department that it did not concur in the recommen- 

° Not printed. (Ibid.)
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dation of the Gaither Panel relative to providing blast shelter at SAC 
bases. (A copy of Secretary Quarles’ report is filed in the minutes of the | 
meeting.) | a 

Asked by General Cutler to comment, Dr. Killian expressed the 
opinion that Secretary Quarles’ reasoning against hardening SAC bases 
appeared persuasive, though Dr. Killian hoped that this opinion would 
not be interpreted to exclude the possibility of a limited and ‘selected 
hardening of SAC bases as opposed to a total hardening program for 
SAC bases. Secretary Quarles replied that the possibility of a special and 
limited hardening of selected SAC bases could very well be keptinthe 
picture. ce | | | 

_ Dr. Killian then added that he had a question to put to Secretary _ 
Quarles. What were the actual pounds per square inch (PSI) levels in use 
for protecting SAC headquarters and other Air Force command head- 
quarters? He believed that the level was 30 PSI and he feared that this 
would leave such headquarters vulnerable. Secretary Quarles admitted 
that a direct or near hit by a megaton bomb would destroy SAC head- | 
quarters. It was terribly costly even to provide a 30-PSI level of protec- 
tion. If we attempted to provide protection at the level of 100 PSI, the 

costs would go out of sight. 

_ The President asked what additional protection could be afforded 
installations by layered reinforced concrete, noting that we had been 
unable to destroy the German submarine pens even with direct hits by 
the bloc-busters of World War II. Secretary Quarles replied to the Presi- 
dent by indicating that over-pressure of 2 PSI would destroy aircraft on 
the runways. An over-pressure of 10 PSI would destroy a reinforced steel 
building. Oo | | 

_ The Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization stated his agree- 
ment with the views of the Department of Defense that it was not wise to 
adopt now a program of hardening all SAC bases; but Mr. Gray 
expressed the hope that we could follow out Dr. Killian’s suggestion fora _ 
limited hardening program for certain selected SAC bases. _ 

The National Security Council:5 | 

a.. Noted and discussed an oral report by the Department of 
Defense: 

(1) On the status of its studies pursuant to NSC Action No. 
1842-9—(1), -(2) and —(3). , 

| (3 Confirming, after further review, its comment in NSC 5724/1 
that it does not concur in and would not propose to carry out Recommen- | 

* Not printed. (Ibid.) | | | 
” The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1866, approved by 

| the President on March 3. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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dation III—-A—2-d of the Security Resources Panel Report (NSC 5724), rel- 
ative to providing blast shelters at SAC bases. . 

b. Noted the comment by the Secretary of State that the develop- 
ment of U.S. ballistic missiles programs should take account of foreign 
political conditions which could involve a risk to U.S. security through 
undue dependence upon deployment of such missiles in areas not under 
secure U.S. control. 

c. Noted that the Secretary of Defense would: — 

: (1) Report to the Council, prior to April 15, as to his recommenda- 
tions regarding the measures referred to in NSC Action No. 1842-g-—(1), 
—(2) and —(3). 

(2) Keep under review the feasibility and desirability of providing 
blast shelters for a limited number of selected SAC bases. 

Note: The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, | 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” and 4. “Shipments Entering the United States 
Under Diplomatic Immunity” (included in the Supplement).] 

| S. Everett Gleason 

10. Memorandum of Discussion at the 358th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, March 13, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Recommended Revisions of National Security Council 
Intelligence Directives,” 2. “Significant World Developments Affecting 
US. Security,” and 3. “Possible U.S. Actions in Support of Pro-Western 
Nations in the Middle East.”] 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on March 14.



| : - National Security Policy 45 

4, U.S. Overseas Military Bases (Memos for NSC from Executive Secre- 
tary, same subject, dated January 14 and February 14 and 24, 1958)! 

General Cutler briefed the Council in considerable detail on the con- 
tents of the Nash Report, which he described as a remarkably fine, com- 

prehensive and detailed study, and one which should be most useful to 
appropriate operating personnel as a source of information and guid- 
ance. On the other hand, there were only a few significant issues which 
the Planning Board had thought should be brought to the Council’s 
attention and on which the Planning Board had made recommendations. | 
(A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of the 
meeting, and a copy is likewise attached to this memorandum.)? | 

_ When General Cutler had finished his briefing, he read the main the- 
sis of the Nash Report, summarizing Mr. Nash’s statement on the present 
and future need for the base system,? the comments of the Planning 
Board, and their recommendation that the National Security Council 
accept the Planning Board statement as to the validity of the thesis on the 
present and future need of an overseas base system. He read the Plan- 
ning Board’s recommendation as follows; = =  — | 

“The tremendous changes in weapons technology will not, in the 
immediate future, alter the need for substantially our present overseas 
base system. Most probably for at least five years, this system will remain 
essential (a) to maintain and disperse our deterrent to general war; (b) to _ 
maintain tactical forces to deter and cope with local aggression; and (c) to 
support foreign policy objectives. In fact, a small net expansion for our 
base system may be required, at least imutially, to accommodate new | 
weapons and to meet new Soviet offensive techniques.” 

-. Pointing out the proposed changes of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—to 
wit, that the term “in the immediate future” in the second line should be 
changed to read “for the foreseeable future” and that the term “tactical 
forces” in line 7 and the word “small” in line 9 should be omitted— 

General Cutler inquired of General Taylor whether he felt strongly about 
the desirability of incorporating the changes proposed by the Joint 

| The January 14 memorandum transmitted the study by Frank C. Nash, former 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, entitled “United States 
Overseas Bases: Report to the President,” dated December 1957. (Department of State, 
EUR/RPM Files: Lot 64 D 444, Nash Report) For information on the report, see Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, pp. 709-710. The February 14 memorandum transmitted the rec- 
ommendations of the Planning Board on the Nash Report. The February 24 memorandum 
transmitted the views of the JCS on the recommendations of the Planning Board. (Both in 
Fisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Special Assistant for National Security _ 

_ Affairs Records) The February 14 memorandum and enclosure are in the Supplement. 

 * For text, see the Supplement. | eo 
_ 3 This thesis was that the base system wasa key to U.S. national survival and that over 

the following 10 years, despite changes in weapons technology, its general scope and pat-. 
tern were not likely to change. Base needs might even increase, at least initially, to accom- 
modate new weapons, meet new Soviet offensive techniques, and disperse forces.
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Chiefs. General Taylor 4 replied that he personally did not. The President 
intervened in the discussion that followed, to state that after all, the 

members of the National Security Council were not prophesying colum- 
nists whose views were valid as tothe length oftimethatwewouldneed 
our present overseas base system. He therefore suggested that the above 
recommendation be revised to indicate that the situation was going to 
change progressively and rapidly over the next ten years, and that we 
should conduct a review of our base system each year. 

General Cutler turned to the next issue selected by the Planning 
Board, namely, the issue of stationing IRBMs around the Sino-Soviet 
periphery. He read the Planning Board recommendation on this issue as 
follows: | 

“In view of the prospective Soviet ICBM capability and the resulting 
increase in the vulnerability of the continental United States, our contin- 
ued ability to deter general war will be better ensured by the positioning 
of IRBM’s in selected areas around the Sino-Soviet periphery. Such posi- 
tioning must be carefully planned to avoid pressing the Sino-Soviet bloc 
to the point that may incline it to miscalculate our objectives and 
conclude that our intentions have become aggressive, thereby making it 
feel obligated to react violently. [The implications of positioning IRBM’s 
around the Sino-Soviet periphery outside the NATO area are of such 
import that a decision to do so should be made through NSC procedures, 
only in light of the over-all advantages and disadvantages.]*° 

“*ODM-Treasury—Budget proposal.” 

After General Cutler had explained why the ODM, Treasury and 
Budget members of the Planning Board had felt it desirable to include the 
bracketed last sentence of the above recommendation, and why the 
majority of the Planning Board had objected to its inclusion, the Presi- 
dent expressed his hearty agreement with the ODM-Treasury—Budget 
proposed addition. He took issue with the majority view that this was 
solely a military matter, and said that it seemed plain to him that the deci- 
sion involved more than military matters. Secretary Herter agreed with 
the President on the strong political element involved ina decision to sta- 
tion IRBMs in bases on the Sino-Soviet periphery outside of NATO. 
Accordingly, the ODM-Treasury—Budget language was included. 

On the third issue—namely, a Western Mediterranean Pact—Gen- 
eral Cutler read the Planning Board recommendation as follows: 

“Consideration is being given by the Pepartments of State and 
Defense to the feasibility and desirability of a Western Mediterranean 
defense arrangement embracing Spain, the United Kingdom, France, 
Italy, Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and Libya.” 

* General Maxwell D. Taylor was representing Chairman of the JCS General Twining. 

° Brackets in the source text. |
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The Council adopted the Planning Board language without discussion _ 
orchange. 7 | | 

On the fourth issue—a chain of bases in Central Africa—General 
Cutler read the Planning Board recommendation as follows: 

“The United States should not, at this time, establish a line of ‘back 
bases’ across the waist of Africa; but should, in accordance with NSC 
5719/1,6 keep the area under periodic survey to determine any changes 
in our strategic requirements.” | | | 

General Cutler then noted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had proposed the 
addition at the end of the above recommendation of the following lan- 
guage: “and develop political accommodation that would promote 
assurance of early success if base rights are needed in the future.” 

. After a brief discussion, Secretary Herter said that he could perceive 

no objection to the added language, but that he would like to know what 
particular African countries were involved in a possible new base chain, 

_ so that the State Department could commence to prepare the ground. 

General Cutler then referred to the fifth issue, on “Alternative Bases 
in the Far East”, reading the Planning Board recommendation as follows: 

“Because of weaknesses in our present Far East defense perimeter 
and the increased threat inherent in Soviet missile achievements, the 
Department of Defense should continue to study the desirability and 
feasibility of alternatives to our present bases in the area as a means of 
increasing dispersal and establishing bases in the most politically reli- 
able areas.” | : | | 

[Here follows discussion of the creation of a stockpile in Australia, 
the Organization of American States, and criminal jurisdiction over U.S. 
forces stationed abroad, included in the Supplement. ] | 

As he was leaving, the President adverted once again to the discus- 
sion of the U.S. base structure overseas. He spoke with earnestness to the 
effect that the whole matter should be the subject of soul-searching in 
order to determine the net value and advantage of each of these bases to 
the United States. He was not, he insisted, asking for any new study, but 
instead asking each responsible official to keep this matter constantly in 
mind. There was grave question, he said, in his own mind as to the net 

value of many of our overseas bases, although there were, of course, 
exceptions such as Okinawa and the Bonins. | | 

[Here follows discussion of the sharing of defense responsibilities 
with Canada, included in the Supplement.] So 

° Entitled “Africa South of the Sahara,” dated August 23, 1957. For text, see Foreign 

Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XVIIL, pp. 75-87. :
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The National Security Council.’ oe 

a. Noted and discussed the report by the NSC Planning Board 
(transmitted by the reference memorandum of February 14, 1958) on 
main issues of the Report to the President on the subject prepared by the 
late Mr. Frank C. Nash and transmitted by the reference memorandum of 
January 14, 1958; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff trans- 
mitted by the reference memorandum of February 24, 1958. | 

b. Adopted the recommendations contained in the Planning Board 
report enclosed with the reference memorandum of February 14, 1958, 

subject to the following revisions: 

(1) Recommendation 1, page 2: Revise to read as follows: 

“Progressively the situation, as affected by tremendous devel- 
opments in weapons technology and other factors, is going to 
c ange rapidly over the next ten years the need for our present over- 
seas base system. Accordingly, while an overseas base system will 
most probably remain essential (a) to maintain and disperse our 
deterrent to general war, (b) to maintain forces to deter and cope 
with local aggression, and (c) to support foreign policy objectives; 
each year the then-existing base system should be reviewed. In fact, 
a small net expansion of our base system may be required, at least 
initially, to accommodate new weapons and to meet Soviet offensive 

| techniques.” 

(2) Recommendation 2, page 4: Include the bracketed sentence, delet- 
ing the brackets and the footnote thereto. 

(3) Recommendation 4, page 6: Add at the end of the sentence the fol- 
lowing words: “and develop political accommodation that would pro- 
mote assurance of early success if base rights are needed in the future.” 

(4) Recommendation 6, page 8: Delete the bracketed word and the 
footnote thereto; and substitute in its place the words “in the foreseeable 
future” 8 

(5) Recommendation 8, page 12: Delete the phrase “, where feasible,” 
in the first sentence; and include the second sentence, deleting the brack- 
ets and the footnote thereto.’ | 

(6) Recommendation 9, page 14: Substitute for both the majority and 
the ODM proposals the fol owing: “The Departments of State and | 
Defense and the Office of Defense Mobilization should study and report 

” The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1876, approved by 
the President on March 15. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 

95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

| ® As modified, the recommendation provided that in the foreseeable future the 
United States should not transfer mothballed merchant ships to or establish grain stock- 
piles in Australia, but that studies should be made under pertinent provisions of NSC 
5802/1 for taking both measures “outside the continental United States.” | 

9 As modified, this recommendation called for the United States to obtain in all coun- 

tries where its forces were stationed criminal jurisdiction arrangements at least as favor- 
able as those in the NATO Status of Forces Agreement, and that in countries where this was 
not feasible, forces should be stationed only if the Secretaries of State and Defense deter- 

mined that overriding national interests demanded their presence.
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to the National Security Council on the need for and possible scope of a 
statement of policy on U.S. relations with Canada.” Oe 

c. Noted the statement by the President that earnest and continu- 
ous scrutiny should be given by all appropriate officials as to whether 
each U.S. overseas base throughout the world continues to represent a 

| net advantage to U.S. security. yo OB 

d. Recommended that the President authorize the responsible 
agencies to circulate the Nash report, together with the recommenda- 
tions adopted pursuant to b above, and the statement by the President in 
c above, to key operating personnel in this country and overseas, for 
information and such action as each agency deems appropriate consist- 
ent with approved national security policy. Distribution of the full 
Report, because of its sensitivity, should be limited to key operating per- 
sonnel, and only appropriate extracts from the Report should be circu- 
lated to personnel having particular responsibility for specific subjects. 

Note: The above actions, as approved by the President, subsequently 
circulated to all interested departments and agencies for appropriate 
action in accordance with d above. 

| S. Everett Gleason 

11. Paper by the President’s Special Assistant for National 
Security Affairs (Cutler) | 

| Washington, March 16, 1958. 

MASSIVE EXCHANGE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS | | 

It is necessary, in planning for the use of nuclear weapons ona mas- 
sive scale, to give greater weight than before to other than purely military 
considerations. | 

. (1) When nuclear weapons originally became available, the “mili- | 
tary requirements” therefor were “all the nuclear weapons that could be 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assist- _ 
ant for National Security Affairs. Secret. A marginal note by Cutler reads: “5:30-7 dis- 
cussed with P[resident] March 20 with Herter, Goodpaster, Sprague, Killian, Strauss, Cut- 

ler. Strongly approved by him. RC”. | |
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produced and as rapidly as possible.” Since that time, “military require- 
ments” for nuclear weapons and the number of targets to be destroyed 
have increased as increased numbers of nuclear weapons became avail- 
able. (Greatly improved hard intelligence-gathering in the last few years 
has contributed to this increase in targets.) 

(2) Assume that current planning calls for the destruction of some 
| 0000 military targets in enemy territory. The accomplishment of this 

objective will require the detonation of nuclear weapons involving sev- 
eral million kilotons. | 

(3) A recent exercise! indicated that, in fifteen hours of preliminary 
exchange between the aggressor and the U.S., nuclear weapons involv- 
ing 7 million kilotons? (over half of it in the first three hours) would be det- 
onated; with the U.S. going on to win with still further detonations 
against the enemy. Thus, this exercise contemplated nuclear explosions 
in North America, Europe, Asia, and North Africa, occurring within a 

half-day, which were 350,000 times as great in magnitude as the nuclear 
explosion at Hiroshima (which resulted in over 130,000 casual- 
ties—64,000 killed, 72,000 injured). 

(4) The effect of any such exchange is quite incalculable. No one 
knows what the concentrated explosion of 7,000,000 KTs (7,000 MTs) 

involving nuclear material would do [to] the weather, to crop cycles, to 
human reproduction, to the population of all areas of the world (whether 
or not directly exposed to the detonation). It is possible that life on the 
planet might be extinguished. 

(5) Assume that 0000 military targets are reasonable and appropri- 
ate in the case of an attack launching preventive war. Would such a large 
number of military targets be reasonable or appropriate in the case of a 
US. retaliatory strike following a major nuclear attack on the U.S.? In this 
contingency, it is believed that our remaining air strike and missile capa- 
bility: first—would not be capable of effectively attacking as many as 
0000 targets; second—would not be capable of readily discriminating 
between those enemy military targets which (because their military air- 
craft or missiles had already been launched) were no longer of value, and 
those enemy military targets still valid for attack. In the third place, for a 
retaliatory action by the U.S., perhaps 000 hostile targets (1/10 the num- | 
ber above-indicated) would quite as adequately support the concept of 
deterrence. That is, the enemy would be equally deterred from attacking 
the U.S., if the enemy knew we would, in retaliation, destroy their 000 
population centers instead of only some of their 0000 military installa- 
tions. 

" Not further identified. 

* This phrase was double-underscored on the source text.
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The foregoing commentary suggests military re-examination of 
hostile targets in the event of retaliatory action and a need for strict civil- 
ian control over the objectives upon which “military requirements” for 
nuclear weapons and forces are based. “Military requirements” for 
nuclear weapons and forces should not exceed the possible and most 
effective use of weapons and forces made available—at vast expense—to 
meet such “requirements.” —— a 

(6) It is apparent that there are considerations, other than military, 
which must control the massive production and use of nuclear weapons | 
and delivery forces. | | 

) 12. Memorandum of Discussion at the 359th Meeting of the | 
National Security Council : | - , 

| Washington, March 20, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter,” 2. | 
“Soviet Defense and Air-Raid Shelter Construction,” (both included in 
the Supplement), and 3. “Significant World Developments Affecting 
USS. Security.” ] 7 re | 

4, Estimate of the World Situation (NIE 100-58)! : 

General Cutler briefed the Council on the relationship between the 
new estimate of the world situation and the problem of revising our basic 
national security policy, on which task the NSC Planning Board was 
already engaged. (A copy of General Cutler’s briefing note is filed in the 
minutes of the meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.) 

After pointing out the difficulty of preparing such an estimate, 
which required the contributions of the entire intelligence community, 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on March 21. | 

! Entitled “Estimate of the World Situation,” dated February 26, 1958. (Department of 
State, INR-NIE Files) For text, see the Supplement. | 

2 Dated March 20. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records 

of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File)
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| Mr. Allen Dulles read a summary of what he considered the most signifi- 
cant changes between the present estimate and the “Estimate of the 
World Situation” made last year. In the meantime, General Cutler had | 

distributed a statement entitled “Important Points in the Estimate of the 
World Situation (NIE 100-58)”, which had been selected by the NSC 
Planning Board. (A copy of this statement is filed in the minutes of the 
meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.) | 

When Mr. Allen Dulles had finished his summary, General Cutler 
explained that the statement he had just distributed represented an inde- 
pendent effort by the Planning Board to focus the Council’s attention on 
four or five major points in this very disturbing estimate of the world sit- 
uation. There was not any difference, essentially, between what Mr. 
Dulles had just said than the points which the Planning Board had 
singled out. It was the hope of the Planning Board, through this device, to 

_ obtain some expression of opinion from the Council by way of guidance | 
in the current review of our basic national security policy. | 

General Cutler then summarized briefly the material in the written 
Planning Board statement contained under the heading “Soviet Strength 
and Intentions” and under the heading “The State of Mutual Deterrence 
and Deterioration in the Western Position”. General Cutler said it was 
the latter development which he personally found to be the most dis- 
turbing in the entire estimate.t The estimate’s conclusions under this 
heading made many of the Planning Board wonder what new long- 
range change, if any, we could find as a means of dealing with the situa- 
tion. Should the United States, asked General Cutler, in the face of the 

estimate’s conclusions on mutual deterrence and the deterioration of the 
Western position, continue our existing national strategy? Or should the 

| United States proceed to exert greater pressures on theSoviet Union? Or, 
| finally, should we seek an accommodation with the Soviets by offering 

_ them concessions? General Cutler said he thought it would be valuable if 
the Secretary of State would comment on the first two points—to-wit, 
“Soviet Strength and Intentions” and “The State of Mutual Deterrence 

_ and Deterioration in the Western Position”. The other points in the writ- 
ten statements had been sufficiently covered by Mr. Allen Dulles, in par- 
ticular the serious problem created by the capability of the USSR to direct 

’ 3 Undated. For text, see the Supplement. 

4 Under this heading, the Planning Board statement summarized portions of NIE 
100-58 that concluded that the United States and the Soviet Union would soon achieve a 
state of mutual deterrence, under which each would try to avoid a general nuclear conflict. 
In this circumstance, potentially disruptive forces within NATO were stimulated and some 
friendly nations feared that the United States would no longer be willing to threaten 
nuclear retaliation in their interests. The Soviets would grow bolder and there would bea 
general weakening of “Free World” alliances accompanied by lowered confidence in U.S. 
leadership and military power. Respect for Soviet achievements, meanwhile, would grow.



| a | National Security Policy 53 

its economic strength in support of any internal-external policy which it | 
believed would help it achieve world leadership. Se 

In response to General Cutler’s invitation, Secretary Dulles said that 
he did have one or two observations to make on this estimate. In the first 
place, the estimate paid far too much attention to our U.S. problems than 
it did to the problems which confronted the Soviet Union. Doubtless if 
the Soviets had written a similar estimate, they would haveemphasized __ 
their own problems more than the problems which faced the United 
States. I 

Secondly, said Secretary Dulles, there was another fact which must 
| be constantly borne in mind. It was true that the USSR had now achieved 

| _ greater influence in the world than it possessed eight or ten years ago. 
This is primarily due to the fact that the behavior of the Soviet Union was 

, _better now than it had been then. In its attempts to control the destinies of 
| other countries, it is much more sophisticated and subtle. The Soviet 

| Union no longer dares try to reduce other countries to its control by | 
direct and forceful action, but feels obliged to use more subtle 
approaches. Not only can we not prevent this improvement in the behav- 
ior of the Soviet Union, it was a question whether we wanted to prevent 

| this improvement. Doubtless the ultimate intentions of the Soviets were 
still bad, but their behavior, at least, was better, and ultimately the 
Soviets may become more civilized. re 

There was yet another serious problem, said Secretary Dulles, . 
which had not been stressed in this intelligence estimate but which he 
had been aware of and most recently in his trip to the Far East. In scan- 
ning English-language publications in Far Eastern cities, the basic fact 
had struck him that. nothing in the way of news comes. out of the USSR 
except what the Soviets want to have come out. On the other hand, | 

hardly any news comes out of the United States that we really want to 
come out. Nothing more contributes to increasing the influence of the 
USSR and lessening the influence of the United States than this fact. Belli- 
cose statements by U.S. Congressmen and all kinds of sensational stuff 
which essentially misrepresents the United States is headline news in 
these newspapers and journals. It was a question as to how long we 
could stand this contrast with the news emanating from the Soviet 
Union. Secretary Dulles confessed that he did not know how to deal | 
effectively with this problem. : - rn 

_ When Secretary Dulles had completed his remarks, General Cutler 
| expressed himself as being comforted by the first two observations 

which Secretary Dulles had made; but he asked Secretary Dulles then to 

speak of the problem of mutual deterrence and the potentially disruptive | 
forces which the state of mutual deterrence has stimulated within the 
Western alliance. What are we going to do about the fear of our allies that
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the United States will not use its nuclear retaliatory capability to protect 
these allies from Soviet aggression? , 

Secretary Dulles said he could not understand what so concerned 
General Cutler, inasmuch as we proposed, of course, to protect our allies 

by invoking our retaliatory capability in the event that their vital inter- 
ests are threatened. Furthermore, continued Secretary Dulles, he did not 
share the view that our allies were losing faith in our will to make use of 
our nuclear retaliatory capability in the event of Soviet attack. 

General Cutler said that the issue still seemed somewhat doubtful to 
him. Secretary Dulles replied that if it did, General Cutler must be aware 
that our allies would soon have their own nuclear weapons. Moreover, 

mutual deterrence would not only apply to large wars but, to some __ 
degree at least, it would also apply to little wars. Did General Cutler 
object to this situation? What was wrong with mutual deterrence? Did 
General Cutler advocate war? 

General Cutler replied that he was simply suggesting that once the 
Russians fully realized the existence of the state of mutual deterrence, 
they would nibble their way into the fabric of the Free World by small 
ageressions. Secretary Dulles disagreed with General Cutler’s view, and 
thought the Soviets were no more likely to take such risks than was the 
United States. In strong support of Secretary Dulles’ view, the President 
cited our ties to Formosa and the effect of the so-called Eisenhower Doc- 
trine. General Cutler, however, stuck to his point of view in the argu- 
ment, and added that of course we did not have conventional forces 

available to meet the conventional forces which the Soviet bloc could use 
against us in limited war. 

| Mr. Allen Dulles thought that Soviet aggression through recourse to 
limited wars presented the United States with much less of a problem 
than was presented by developments such as those in Indonesia, which 
the Soviets could effectively exploit to weaken the Free World. Secretary 
Dulles commented that in the three situations which most greatly con- 
cern the United States today—namely, Indonesia, North Africa, and the 
Middle East—the directing forces were not Communist, but primarily 
forces favorable personally to a Sukarno, a Nasser, or the like. Develop- 
ments in these areas had not been initiated by Soviet plots. 

General Cutler replied that, in short, the Soviets were not obliged to 
do the work themselves; it was being done for them. The President took 
vigorous exception to this interpretation by General Cutler, and in turn, 
Secretary Dulles insisted that the Soviets would not dare today to repeat 
again what they had done in Czechoslovakia. If they did so, the facade of 
respectability which they had so assiduously built up would collapse. 
Mr. Allen Dulles expressed disagreement with this view of the Secretary 
of State. He said he felt that the Secretary’s argument might apply to 
what the Soviets would not dare to do in Berlin, but he felt obliged to
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point out that the Communist take-over of Czechoslovakia had not 
involved any Soviet troops. Secretary Dulles agreed that this was so, but 
insisted that in general the Communist take-over of Czechoslovakia had 
been the result of heavy Soviet pressure and of fear of Soviet power. The _ 
President expressed hearty agreement with this diagnosis, and said that 
he could speak from personal experience that fear of Soviet Communism 

was what had induced the democratic leaders of Czechoslovakia to cave 
in before the demands of local Communists. | | 

| Against Secretary Dulles’ argument that the Soviets would now no 
longer dare to repeat what they had done in Czechoslovakia for fear of 
losing face in the world, Mr. Allen Dulles cited the case of Hungary. Sec- 
retary Dulles replied that this was somewhat different, because in the 
case of Hungary the Soviets were not seizing territory which they had 
never controlled, but were rather holding on to something that they had 
previously had under their control. OO a | 

Secretary McElroy intervened to state that his really great concern 
related to the question as to whether in a democracy like the United 
States we could successfully engage in real economic competition with 
the USSR, expend the necessary resources to do this, and still be assured 

of popular and Congressional support. Secretary McElroy felt that this 
kind of all-out contest with the Soviet Union was much more likely in the 
future than was general war. The President commented that he couldn’t 
agree more, but there would be very few votes in Congress in support of 
such competition. Secretary McElroy agreed, and said he wondered 
whether we were not approaching a time when we will have to doa little 
packaging of such a program, as we had done in the Marshall Plan, 
rather than meeting Soviet economic competition in a piecemeal fashion. 
The President replied that until recently we had thought that we were 
making real progress with the Congress in this field because the Demo- 

| crats had always been strong supporters of the foreign aid program; but 
they were now turning against it, and the Republicans were the majority 
supporters of the program. It was pointed out that the South, asit became 
more heavily industrialized, was turning against foreign aid programs. 

_ Secretary Anderson counseled that the Government should study 
very carefully certain selected economic projects around the world 
which gave promise of extraordinary value. As an example he cited 
study of projects of possible alternative routes to carry Middle Eastern 
oil to Europe, since the present routes were controlled by forces hostile to 
the West. Another instance was Africa, where Secretary Anderson be- 

lieved that development might prove wholly theoretical except in so far 
as Africa can distribute its exports. It would be profitable for us to study 
how best this distribution could be made.
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The National Security Council:5 

a. Noted a National Intelligence Estimate on the subject (NIE 
100-58) as summarized at the meeting by the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence. 

b. Discussed important points in the subject estimate, on the basis 
of a statement of such points submitted by the NSC Planning Board and 
distributed at the meeting. | 

[Here follows Agenda Item 5. “Capabilities of Forces for Limited 
Military Operations,” included in the Supplement. ] | 

S. Everett Gleason _ 

> The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 1880, approved by the Presi- 
dent on March 21. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

13. Editorial Note 

At its 360th meeting on March 27, 1958, the National Security Coun- 
cil discussed NSC 5807, “Measures To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter,” 

dated March 14. Prior to the meeting, on March 24 and 26, Lay trans- 
mitted the views of the Planning Board and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

respectively. After discussion, the Council directed that a research and 
development program go forward, along witha limited program of pro- 
totype construction. These measures are described at some length in 
NSC 5807/1, dated April 2. | | 

At its meeting on July 14, the NSC considered several reports pre- 
pared in accordance with its action at the March 27 meeting. The reports 
are identified and summarized ina memorandum from Bromley Smith 
to Secretary Dulles, July 10. The NSC also briefly considered the question . 
of shelter at its meetings on December 11 and 18. NSC 5807/2, dated 
December 24, summarizes NSC consideration of shelter during 1958. 

The memoranda of discussion of these four NSC meetings are in the 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. All the other docu- 

ments cited are in Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D351, NSC | 

| 5807 Series. With the exception of the memoranda of discussion of the 
NSC meetings held on December 11 and 18, all the documents cited are in 

the Supplement.
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14. Editorial Note _ . ee 

During a conversation on April 1, 1958, President Eisenhower and | 

_ Secretary Dulles discussed national security policy as follows: | 

“3. I discussed with the President the question of our national stra- 
tegic concept. I expressed the view that this too much invoked massive 
nuclear attack in the event of any clash anywhere of U.S. with Soviet 
forces. I expressed the opinion that this question should be reviewed. I 
pointed out that there were, I thought, increasing possibilities of effective 
defense through tactical nuclear weapons and other means short of 
wholesale obliteration of the Soviet Union, and that I thought these 
should be developed more rapidly. I pointed out that there was a certain 
vicious circle in that so long as the strategic concept contemplated this, 
our arsenal of weapons had to be adapted primarily to that purpose and 
so long as our arsenal of weapons was adequate only for that kind of a 
response, we were compelled to rely on that kind of response. I referred 
to the passage in my Foreign Affairs article of October 1957 which I 
recalled the President had approved, although I said obviously this 
approval of the article did not in any way commit the President on this 
specific point. : So 

| “T said, of course, our deterrent power might be somewhat weak- 

ened if it were known that we contemplated anything less than massive 
retaliation and therefore the matter had to be handled with the greatest 
care. : | , 

_ “The President said he, too, was under the impression that our stra- 
tegic concept did not adequately take account of the possibilities of lim- 
ited war. - | a | 

. - “T suggested that this should be studied at a high level. I said I 
thought it a waste of time to have this studied by the regular members of 
the NSC Planning Board. The President agreed and said he would ask 
General Goodpaster to set up a group composed of the Secretary of _ 
Defense, the Chairman and members of the JCS, Admiral Strauss and 

myself, with perhaps the participation of General Cutler, to study this 
matter directly and to make a report to him for his decision.” (Memoran- 
dum of conversation by Dulles; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 

, Memoranda of Conversation with the President. The Foreign Affairs 
: article is entitled “Challenge and Response in United States Policy,” 

pages 25-43.) 2 | poe 
Dulles also discussed limited war with Goodpaster on April 3. 

(Memorandum by Greene; Department of State, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, 
Military Issues 1958-1959) | |
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15. Note by the President’s Special Assistant for National 
Security Affairs (Cutler) _ 

| Washington, April 2, 1958. 

GUIDANCE FROM PRESIDENT ON CONDUCT OF COUNCIL 
a . MEETINGS 

The President expressed a strong preference that future Council 
Meetings should focus less on discussion of papers and more on discus- 
sion of issues. 

From this latter type of discussion, guidance would flow to the Plan- 
ning Board, which had enough authority correctly to draft the necessary 
papers on the basis of the discussion of issues. 

He said that, in the first term, there was necessity to review all exist- 

ing policy papers; but that, now we had completed that work, he hoped 
the Council could discuss provocative issues which required high-level 
thought. 7 | 

He pointed out that the Cabinet, from time to time, had half-hour 

_ executive sessions preceding the Cabinet Meeting which were devoted 
entirely to oral discussion of important topics. He thought Cabinet Mem- 
bers found these sessions most helpful in their work. 

I replied that it was necessary for the NSC to operate largely on writ- 
ten-out papers, because NSC papers were the basis of planning and of 
budgetary expenditures throughout the Government. However, I 
thought such papers could be used as a springboard for discussing at 
Council Meetings the basic issues which they covered rather than concen- 
trating attention on the papers themselves. The President approved such 
a procedure. 

The President also indicated that OCB progress reports, special 
reports, and intelligence briefings were not in the category he had been 
talking about. 

| Mr. Lay pointed out that minor changes in existing policies could be, 
and were being, handled through the Planning Board and a Council- 
vote-slip procedure, instead of using up Council time for their consider- 
ation. The President approved such a procedure. 

R.C.! 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series. Confidential. 

! Printed from a copy that bears these typed initials.
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16. 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. “Monitoring a Long Range Rocket Agreement,” 2. 

“Technical Feasibility of Cessation of Nuclear Tests,” and 3. “Significant 

World Developments Affecting U.S. Security.” For Agenda Items 1 and 2, 

see Document 148.] | | 

4, Launching of SAC Alert Forces (“Fail Safe”) a | 

General Cutler introduced the Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic 

Air Command, General Power, who, after a few introductory remarks, _ 

indicated that Colonel Wisman of his staff would brief the Council on the 
launching of the SAC alert forces (“FailSafe”)1 

The President seemed extremely pleased with this discussion of the 

procedure for launching SAC alert forces, and noted that this was some- 

thing we had been talking about for years and had wondered why we 

couldn’t have it. The President then inquired whether our SAC alert 

force plans went up from their bases in the direction of the Soviet Union 

singly or in groups. General Power replied that all went singly. The Presi- 

dent added that, in short, no Soviet submarine would be likely todetecta — 

whole flock of U.S. planes flying toward their targets and sound the 

alarm. , | 

The President inquired of General Power whether he had sufficient 

alert force planes to provide for a new alert force promptly after the first 

alert force was in the air. General Power assured the President that this 

was the case. oe 

Secretary Dulles inquired about the communications system which 

would enable the recall of the SAC alert planes from their targets in the | 

Soviet Union if the alarm proved to be false. Could the communications 

system be upset by such things as sun-spots? General Power reassured 

Secretary Dulles that in the early tests he had been 95% successful in test- 

ing whether the crews carried out their orders. | | 

Secretary Dulles next inquired as to the conditions of the nuclear 

weapons carried in the SAC alert planes. Were the warheads ready and 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on April 4. : 

' The “Fail Safe” concept is described in Air Force Chief of Staff General White’s 
March 10 memorandum, in which he also stated that he had ordered institution of the pro- 

cedure on March 1. (Attachment to JCS 1899/398; National Archives and Records Admin- 

istration, RG 218, JCS Records, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) Section 94) See the Supplement.
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in place. Secretary Quarles explained that there was no danger of an 
| unforeseen nuclear explosion in the weapons now being carried in the 

tests of the SAC alert procedure. Not wholly satisfied, Secretary Dulles 
pointed out that when these SAC alert planes take off they do not know 
whetheritis “the real thing” ornot. Would not Sovietintelligencepickup __ 
the flight of these SAC alert planes, and would they not in turn be uncer- 
tain whether these flights portended a real attack on the Soviet Union or 
not? Being thus uncertain, the Soviets might start their deliveries of 
nuclear weapons against the United States even though no actual attack 
by the United States on the Soviet Union was intended. General Power 
said that he was well aware of this risk, that a great deal of attention had 
been paid to it; but that, of course, there was no absolutely sure way to 
prevent a miscalculation. | | 

The President then said he wished to take up with General Power 
certain ideas that he, the President, had with respect to the instructions 
which were to be provided to the crews of the SAC alert forces. The Presi- 
dent’s views were subsequently set forth by General Cutler in a memo- 
randum to Secretary Quarles dated April 3, 1958.2. 

_ The National Security Council:3 

Noted and discussed an oral presentation on the subject by the 
Commander-in-Chief and members of the staff of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 5. “U.S. Policy Toward Libya,” and 6. 
“Preparations for a Possible Summit Meeting.”] 

S. Everett Gleason 

2 Not printed. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special 
Assistant for National Security Affairs) See Document 25 and footnote 2 thereto. 

_ 3 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1891, approved by the Presi- 
dent on April 7. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records 
of Action by the National Security Council)
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17. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for 
National Security Affairs (Cutler) to President Eisenhower 

| - | __ Washington, April 7, 1958. 

| Mr. President: | | | 

The views which you expressed last week on how you wished 
Council Meetings conducted, I have set down in the attached memoran- 

dum for myself and my successors as Special Assistant. | | 

_ During the time I shall continue as Special Assistant, these views 
will guide me. Nevertheless, I earnestly believe: | 

(1) Asa general rule, the most fruitful discussion at top-level results 
when it is addressed to a.carefully-prepared paper, circulated and stu- | 
died in advance, which forms the basis of consequent written-out deci- 
sion. | | 

| (2) As a general rule, discussion of an issue—not so based and : 
directed and recorded—tends not to be responsible, or to move the ball 
forward. | | | 

_ (3) At top level, there is urgent, continuing need for painstakingly _ 
| careful written-out policy papers, to guide future action in all areas of 

our enormous governmental structure. . 3 

These beliefs are consistent with the generation and carrying on of 
_ vigorous discussion in the Council Meetings (against a documented , 

background) along the lines you have outlined. It has been my lack of 
skill not to evoke as sharply as you wish the issue, rather than the text 
which expresses the issue. I certainly shall try todo better. — 

Right now, the Planning Board is at its tenth meeting in review of 
Basic Policy. To me, nothing done at my level is more useful than this 
annual exercise (killing as it may be to R.C.). All the resources, all the 
strong views, all the passionate advocacies, of the Executive Branch 

agencies meet and clash in this broad spectrum. 

| As President you see only the end-result, often with many divergent 
and unresolved views. But I hope you will appreciate the value derived 
from this great annual struggle to reappraise, reexamine, keep up to date 
(as circumstances change) our Basic Policy. The text of the paper is only 
the result: the text has a great value, of course, for those who must use 

and rely on it. But far greater value inheres in the tremendous inter- 
agency intellectual effort that goes into the preparation of the integrated 
text. SO . 

| | | Bobby 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series. Confidential.
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18. Memorandum for the Record : 

Washington, April 7, 1958. 

Meeting tn the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 7 April 1958. 

PRESENT | . : 

Secretaries McElroy, Quarles, Brucker, Gates, Douglas, Sprague, Dulles; Generals 
Taylor, Pate, White; Admiral Burke; Mr. Gerard Smith; Admiral Strauss; General 

Cutler; General Goodpaster 

Mr. McElroy said he had brought the group together at the Presi- 
dent’s request to consider a matter which Secretary Dulles had raised 
with the President a few days before—pertaining to the strategic concept 
under which we are now working. — sy 

At his request, Mr. Dulles presented the problem. He recalled that in 
December 1950 he had advanced the doctrine of “massive retaliation”! 
somewhat as an offset to a speech by former President Hoover support- 
ing a “fortress America” Doctrine.” Mr. Dulles thereafter supported the 
use of a capacity for massive retaliation as a deterrent, avoiding the 
necessity for sufficient local strength everywhere to hold back the 
Soviets. Now he thought new conditions are emerging which do not 
invalidate the massive retaliation concept, but put limitations on it and 
require it to be supplemented by other measures. 

Since 1950, the Soviets have themselves gained great destructive 
power. The capacity for massive attack is no longer a deterrent which we 
alone have. The prospect is now one of mutual suicide if these weapons 
are used. — | | 

As a result, our allies are beginning to show doubt as to whether we 
would in fact use our H-weapons if we were not ourselves attacked. In 
fact, we cannot ourselves be sure that we would do so because the situa- 

| tion may be quite unclear during the critical period. As present leaders 
drop out in major allied countries, new governments seem bound to be 
even more skeptical. : 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records, Nuclear Exchange. Top Secret. 
Drafted by Goodpaster on April 9. Another memorandum of this conversation by Smith is 
in Department of State, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military Issues 1958-1959, 

! In an address delivered before the American Association for the United Nations in 

. New York on December 29, 1950, Dulles outlined a strategic doctrine that pointed out the 
difficulties of area defense and emphasized deterrence through the capacity for counterat- 
tack. Dulles had also stressed, however, that “total reliance should not be placed on any 
single form of warfare or any relatively untried type of weapon.” The term “massive retali- 
ation” was not used in this address. For text, see The New York Times, December 30, 1950. 

2 “Our National Policies in This Crisis,” a radio address delivered by Hoover on 
December 20, 1950. Text is ibid., December 21, 1958.
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Accordingly the question must be asked, “Have there been develop- 

ments in the nuclear field that make possible an area defense based upon 
tactical weapons?” The idea is one of local defense against local attack, 
possibly through the use of atomic artillery against key passes, for exam- | 
ple into [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. There is the further 
question whether, if our concept is simply that of general war, we build 
weapons only for that, thus leaving us unable to take other kinds of 

| action, and making us prisoners of a frozen concept. | 

In summary, he added these comments about the concept of mas- 

| sive retaliatory attack: This was inevitable when conceived in 1950; it is 
| deteriorating as an effective deterrent; it is giving rise to increasing 

doubts on the part of our allies; it may be subject to alteration through the 
development of new weapons. While he could not speak as to the mili- 
tary points, it is State’s considered opinion that although we can hold our 
alliance together for another year or so, we cannot expect to do so beyond 
that time on the basis of our present concept. Accordingly, we should be 

: trying to find an alternative possessing greater credibility. = = 

Mr. McElroy then spoke, indicating that in his opinion the question 
has been appropriately raised. He said it is one which Defense has been 
studying. There is some possibility that thermonuclear weapons are 
coming to be like chemical warfare—neither side will think their use 
worthwhile. He said he felt that our weapons position, as Secretary 
Dulles had indicated, is substantially governed by the strategic concept, 
under which we have concentrated on producing large weapons in , 
recent years. Secretary Dulles commented that he is not proposing that 

__-we give up the capacity for massive retaliation. Mr. McElroy saidacen- | 
tral question is whether we could conceive of tactical weapons being 
used without provoking the use of the “big ones.” Many people think 

| this could not be done. | 

General Twining pointed out that the Chiefs are aware of the prob- 
lems, and are trying to avoid getting into a rigid position. Initially, and he 
thought wisely, there was a concentration on the large weapons. But now 
we are building a great many small ones. He added that we could not 
stop an attack [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] for example, 
with small weapons alone. 4 a 

Secretary McElroy acknowledged that we have not spelled out just 
how we would use tactical weapons, for example, if the Chinese were to 

renew the attack in Korea. The question is whether there is something 
between conventional and massive nuclear attack. He thought itis worth 
putting some time against this question, for we may come out withsome- | | 
thing new. | | | 

Admiral Burke commented that we now have the capacity for mas- 
sive retaliation. We need to develop the capacity for smaller operations. 

| Our need is, not rigidity, but an ability to move effectively into big, inter-
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mediate or small operations. Mr. Dulles recalled that Churchill had said 
that it was our retaliatory power that saved Europe over the postwar 
years: Mr. Dulles did not think that this would remain true for another 
decade. 

_ General Taylor said there should be a clear realization as to how lim- 
ited we are in the field of small weapons. There are major possibilities in 
this field, however. He referred to the possibility of having tactical 

atomic weapons of size ranging from ten tons TNT equivalent to 100 tons 
in 1960 or 1961. Mr. Dulles said he felt there was a proven need for more 
graduated weapons. | | 

Secretary Quarles then spoke, indicating that he thought the mas- 
sive retaliation concept is inescapable. We cannot rely on area defense, 
since the enemy could use the same kind of weapons against us. He 
thought that the defense has not gained relative to the offense through | 
the development of nuclear weapons. Secretary Dulles commented that 
perhaps the study will bring out something different from what we are 
doing now. If it does not, perhaps we should not be making tactical 
weapons at all. Mr. McElroy said that these observations do not imply 
that the study should not be made—he thought that it clearly should. » 

General White pointed out that we are building a great number of 
small weapons at the present time. Secretary Dulles said there was, how- 
ever, a lack of tactical doctrine. He felt it was extremely important to have 
sucha doctrine, because the decision to “press the button” for all-out war 

is an awesome thing, and the possibility that such a decision would not 

be taken must be recognized. | 

Secretary Gates said there is also a question to be considered: if the 
deterrent fails to deter, then what should our retaliatory force be 
designed to do. General Twining said we must keep ourselves flexible in 
this regard. Logically, great industrial and communications centers are 
probably the correct targets; however, military men have to plan with the 
realization that they might be prohibited from attacking such targets. If 
they are held to attack military targets only, they must have much greater 
numbers of weapons and vehicles. 

In the concluding remarks, Mr. Dulles said that the matter involves 
considerations of such high policy that he saw little point in having the 
problem studied by staff level people. Mr. Quarles commented that there 
is much in the background of our thinking in this matter that bears on the 
points raised in the discussion. Mr. Dulles said that background is not 
enough; we must have something we can present to our allies. 

a . 7 | A. J. Goodpaster® 
, | Brigadier General, USA 

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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19. Letter From the President’s Special Assistant for National — 
Security Affairs (Cutler) to Secretary of State Dulles 

| oe a Washington, April 7, 1958. 

_ Dear Foster: Following the conference in Neil's office this morning, 
Iam sending you two papers (reflecting my own personal views) ger- _ 
mane to the subject under discussion: _ a | oe Pe | 

- (1) Memorandum entitled “Some Elements for a Realistic National 
Military Strategy in a Time of Maximum Tension and Distrust” (Top 
Secret and For Your Information Only), April 7, 1958.1 This memoran- 

| dum represents my first attempt to writedown these views. ts 

(2) Memorandum entitled “Massive Exchange of Nuclear Weap- 
ons” (Copy No. 2 of 7 Copies, Secret and Eyes Only), March 16, 1958.21 | 
have reviewed this memorandum with a very few friends at my level or 
higher in Government, and with them discussed.itoneday withthePres- __ 
ident. Subsequently, the President directed the NSC Net Evaluation Sub- | 
committee to conduct the 1958 Net Evaluation upon a targeting plan 
directed to non-military targets with a view to paralyzing the enemy 

| nation. ee SO oo oo es st 
_ Tam furnishing similar material to Secretary McElroy. ey 

Sincerely yours, — | | | | Se 

| | / | | — Robert Cutler? 

Attachment 14 | | 

SOME ELEMENTS FOR A REALISTIC NATIONAL MILITARY _ 
STRATEGY IN A TIME OF MAXIMUM TENSION AND DISTRUST | | 

1. General war is obsolete, because of its incalculable destructive- 

ness, as a method to obtain national objectives. = 8 sis 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Nuclear 
Policy. Top Secret. A copy was sent to Goodpaster. The source text is attached toa brief sum- 
mary, also by Cutler, of the meeting described in Document 18.See the Supplement. 

1 Printed below as Attachment 1. Also attached was an undated “Summary of Con- 
clusions” (printed below as Attachment 2), and a draft memorandum dated April 7 and | 
entitled “Some Elements of a National Military Strategy in a Time of Maximum Tension, 
Distrust and Destructive Capability.” The draft memorandum is in the Supplement. _ - 

2 Document 11.. 7 Oo CF lt 
> Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. | og 

| 4 Top Secret; For Your Information Only. Drafted by Cutler. — | a -
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2. The U.S. will not launch “preventive “ war. 

3. The original purpose of our maintaining a massive nuclear capa- 
bility to wage general war, through immediate retaliation, is to deter a 
hostile power from aggression against the U.S., U.S. forces, and the allies 
to whose defense the U.S. is committed. (Doubt is growing in many areas 
whether U.S. nuclear retaliatory power would be used except against 
attack on the U.S. and U.S. forces.) 

4. Because U.S. nuclear capability is intended for retaliation, not 
initial attack, the U.S. targeting plan should be based on paralyzing the 
Soviet nation through destruction of several hundred population centers 
and not on knocking out her war-making capabilities (already launched 
in large part) at several thousand military targets. 

5. When both sides have the nuclear capability substantially to 
destroy each other, whichever strikes first, the primary use of U.S. 

| resources for defense should be to have ready and invulnerable that 
capability in sufficient strength; but the U.S. should not devote resources 
to building up superfluous deterrent capability at the expense of other 
necessary capabilities and national needs. 

6. Strategic nuclear capability is not effectively usable against, or in 
reply to, minor aggression. | 

7. By eliminating from the strategic deterrent capability vulnerable 
elements and elements intended to blunt a once-launched enemy attack, 
rather than intended to deter its launching, resources could become 
available to the U.S. effectively to deal in future times with minor agegres- 
sion and with Communist economic and political penetration overseas. 

8. In dealing with limited aggression, the U.S. objective should be 
to stabilize the situation rather than, by pressing for outright victory, to 
provoke a hostile response which may through counteractions lead on to 
general war. 

9. The building up of U.S. strategic deterrent forces and overseas 
bases beyond the objective stated in 4 above is as dangerous a provoca- 
tion to hostile action as not maintaining enough. 

10. A large-scale program at high priority by either side can appear a 
ground for retaliation. Gradual, long-term programs are preferable in 
this period of tension.
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Attachment 2° 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS | | 

*All-out war is obsolete as an instrument for the attainment of 

national objectives. The purpose of a capability for all-out war is to deter 
its use by an enemy, but once a stalemate of such capabilities has been 
achieved, to perpetuate it at minimum loss of other capabilities. | 

_ *Strategic strength is not usable strength for stable deterrence of, or 
reply to, minor aggression. ae 

*The U.S. should determine, establish, and maintain the minimum 

invulnerable strategic forces adequate to deter initiation of all-out war by 
a rational opponent. — _ 

| *The force determination just mentioned should be on the basis of | 
the softest target system that will do the job of deterrence, viz., at present, 
population. | | | : 

*With savings realized from the resulting moderation of U.S. strate- 
gic striking objectives (elimination of the “blunting” mission), our 
“graduated deterrence” capability to cope with limited aggression can | 
and should be improved. | ; 

*A graduated deterrence capability, based on possession of a spec- 
trum of nuclear weapons down to the lowest yields, and/or improved 
conventional weapons, will become increasingly essential for dealing | 
with limited aggression in the ICBM/FBM era. | 

_ *The phasing-out of vulnerable in favor of invulnerable retaliatory 
systems will contribute significantly to the flexibility of our strategic 
position. oo | 

Supplementary conclusions are the following: | 

*The response to limited aggression must be limited as to objectives, — 
and generally as to means. Action policy at both diplomatic and military 
levels must be restrained by the principle of not trying to “win too 
much.” The goal of winning should be replaced by the goal of stabilizing 
the situation, with minor advantage to be expected in perhaps not more 
than 50 percent of cases. a 

*It is essential to keep our opponent rational by avoiding a superflu- 
ity of strategic “deterrence”. Too much, like too little, constitutes provo- 
cation. The maintenance of excessive strategic deterrence power 

(a) exacts a price in over-all readiness (in that expenditures for all- 
out preventive or “blunting” war readiness are subtracted from those 
that support limited-war readiness); 

| > Confidential. |
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(b) stimulates any paranoid tendencies of the enemy leadership; 
(c) gives any such tendencies the basis of popular support they need 

by inflaming otherwise groundless fears of preventive-war action on our 
art; 

P (d) affects our position adversely in the eyes of neutrals. 

*Our declaratory policy (interpreted as what we tell the enemy lead- 
ership in general through non-public channels) should adhere closely to 
action policy. Our public information policy should promote the relaxing 
of tensions by emphasizing the fact that we have nothing to gain from 
ageression. | | 

*Restricted communications, as imposed by the Iron Curtain, pro- 
vide a refuge for paranoia that can threaten the long-term stability of 
deterrence. Therefore penetration or elimination of the Iron Curtain is a 
major national policy objective. 

*The initiation of a large-scale “crash” defensive program by either 
side can appear to be a warlike act, detrimental to the stability of deter- 
rence. The institution of a gradual, inexpensive minimal-shelter pro- 
gram, slanted toward new construction, appears to be a preferable 
approach to defense. | 

*In our research and development program, increased emphasis on 
long-term projects and basic research appears desirable. Shorter-term 
military development should be oriented toward improving the 
invulnerability and diversification of strategic forces, and toward urgent 
build-up of the graduated-deterrence capability. | 

*Profitable areas of agreement with the Russians do not appear to 
include disarmament, as long as mutual good faith cannot be assumed. 
Several other areas in which agreements might be reached (particularly 
where inspection is not required) should be explored. Limitation of high- 
yield weapon tests may be one of these. 

*There appears to be no peaceable means by which the major pow- 
ers currently possessing H-bombs can indefinitely prevent other nations 
from becoming possessors, as long as the major powers refuse to com- 
promise any of their own sovereignty. All members of the “suicide club” 
acquire shorter life expectancies as the membership increases. 

*When advanced retaliatory systems are introduced, characterized 
by effective invulnerability, the strategy of automatic massive retaliation 
in response to all-out attack can profitably be replaced by a cat-and- 

| mouse strategy of graduated retaliation-coercion. __
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20. Editorial Note . - | 

During his briefing on significant world developments affecting 
U.S. security at the 362d National Security Council meeting on April 14, 
1958, Allen Dulles reported on the Soviet ballistic missile program: 

“The Director of Central Intelligence reminded the Council that 
early in January of this year he had provided a full briefing on the Soviet 
ballistic missiles program. He would continue today with a summary of 
information on this subject received subsequently and mentioned from 

_ time to time in his intelligence briefing. - a 
\ “The Soviet testing under its ballistic missiles program reached its 

climax last August. There were 21 test operations on the Kapustin Yar. 
range. Since January the number of such tests had fallen from 21 to about 
10 a month. This might be explained by the possibility that the Soviet 
950-mile missile was merely a step-up of their 750-mile missile. That is, 
they may be using the 750-mile missile as the basic weapon, but carrying 
a smaller warhead to permit a range of 950 miles. ; 

_ “Tests along the Tyura Tam—Klyuchi range occurred on January 30, 
March 29, and April 4 1958. There was also an unsuccessful attempt to | 
test-launch an ICBM on March 12. : 

“Mr. Dulles noted the completion of a new detection system in the 
United States, and also pointed out that the Soviet Union has meanwhile 

taken steps to cut down on the amount of communications involved in 
the test firing. This unfortunate development may have resulted from 
extensive publicity in the United States giving the Soviets a clue to the 
manner in which we were receiving intelligence on these tests. _ 

“The Soviet earth satellite presumably burned up last night some- 
where over the British West Indies. Mr. Dulles predicted that launchings 
of new satellites by the Soviet Union were to be expected in the near 
future. | a 

“General Cutler asked Mr. Dulles whether there was any available 
intelligence on the statement from Denmark that the Soviets had aban- 
doned their nuclear testing because of a catastrophic accident which had 
greatly spread radioactive fallout in the USSR and elsewhere. Mr. Dulles 

, replied that there was no information whatsoever on this subject, and 
that the Danish report seemed unlikely on the face of it.” (Memorandum _ 
of discussion by Gleason, April 15; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, 

NSC Records) , | 
For the January briefing mentioned by Dulles, see Document 4.
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21. Memorandum of Discussion at the 363d Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

Washington, April 24, 1958. | 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Report to the President by the Security Resources Panel of the ODM Sci- 
ence Advisory Committee (NSC Action No. 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 
5724/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1841, 1842 and 1866) | 

General Cutler explained that the Defense Department Report on 
| the subject would consist of two parts, the first to be presented by Mr. 

Holaday, the Director of Guided Missiles, and the second by Deputy Sec- 
retary of Defense Quarles. The first part would cover Defense recom- 

mendations as to whether: 

(1) To decide now to produce first-generation ICBMs in addition to 
the 130 hitherto programmed, and to be operational prior to the end of 
FY 1963; to build additional launching sites for any such additional 
ICBMs; and to harden such additional raunching sites. 

(2) To order now production of more than 3 Polaris submarine mis- 
sile yatems. | 

3) To increase the number of IRBMs beyond the 120 missiles 
planned to be operational in Calendar Year 1960. 

(4) To install interim defense against ballistic missile attack at SAC 
bases, utilizing modified available anti-aircraft missiles. 

) General Cutler then called upon Mr. Holaday, who read his report 
on the above subjects to the National Security Council. (A copy of Mr. 
Holaday’s report and his chart is filed in the minutes of the meeting. A 
second copy is attached to this memorandum.)! 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on April 25. On May 8, the Council heard as Agenda Item 6 a presentation by Drs. 
Killian and Kistiakowsky comparing U.S. and Soviet ballistic missile development. (Mem- 

| orandum of discussion by Gleason, May 9; ibid.) See the Supplement. 
_ | Regarding ICBMs, Holaday’s presentation did not recommend an increase “at this 

time,” but stated that if work on solid fuel propellant for Titan was successful, the Depart- 
ment of Defense would ask for four additional squadrons for fiscal year 1960 (over the . 
authorized four squadrons totaling 40 missiles). Defense was asking for two more Polaris 
submarines with missiles in its FY 1959 augmentation request, and if the program contin- 
ued to show promise in the test phase, would ask for three more (for a total of eight) in its FY 
1960 budget request. Holaday stated that the JCS had recommended that operational 
IRBMs be increased to 240 by FY 1963, but the Department of Defense recommended “that 
the total number of squadrons be held for planning purposes to 12 squadrons (180 mis- 
siles).” Lastly, Holaday’s report called for accelerating the development of modified Nike— 
Zeus anti-aircraft missiles for use as defense against ICBMs, while dropping the Talos pro- 
gram for this purpose entirely. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the 
Supplement. JCS recommendations regarding the Talos system are in memoranda to the 
Secretary of Defense dated February 5 and April 5. (National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 381 U.S. (5-23-46) Section 96)
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Upon the conclusion of Mr. Holaday’s presentation, General Cutler 
called on Secretary McElroy to comment first. Secretary McElroy said 
that as all of us could see from Mr. Holaday’s charts and report, we had a 
very diversified system for the delivery of modern weapons, and we | 

~ should not overlook the existence of SAC, with both its heavy and — 
medium bombers, even though these had not been referred to. Inview of | 

the evident variety of ways in which modern weapons could be deliv- 
ered, the time had come—or indeed it might even be past—when the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff should attempt to determine the right “mix” among 
all these delivery capabilities. Indeed, Secretary McElroy said, he had 
already given the Joint Chiefs of Staff this problem and they in turn had 
given it to the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group. Asa result, we could : 
expect guidance on the appropriate mix to be ready some time next July. 
This military judgment would be extremely important for us to obtain, 

| although Secretary McElroy emphasized his belief that the current pro- 
grams which Mr. Holaday had described were not excessive in size or 
cost. 

The President was next to comment. He first referred to the recom- 
mendation in Mr. Holaday’s report that the number of IRBMs be 
increased from 8 to 12 squadrons and from 120 to 180 missiles as an initial 
operating capability in 1963. The President pointed out that by 1960 we 
were going to be in a position to know a lot more than we now do about 
the effectiveness of Thor and Jupiter. This would certainly be true ofthe | 
first generation of Thor and Jupiter missiles, and it would probably be 
true of the second generation of these missiles. Accordingly, some time 
about 1960 we may have to say that we are going to scrap some of these 
missiles. The President therefore said he was inclined to question the 
value of the recommended increase to 180 of first-generation IRBMs. 

The President said his next question concerned the allocation of a _ 
total of $454 million for the Titan missiles. The President said it seemed to 
him, in the light of these figures, that every time we fire offaTitanmissile __ 
we are shooting away $15 million. If this was indeed the case, he hoped 

_ there would be no misses and no near-misses! What exactly was the unit 
price of a Titan missile? 

In the same connection, the President noted that Mr. Holaday had 
stated that the Titan missiles would be deployed at Denver, Colorado. 
This greatly troubled the President because, he said, the municipal 
authorities of Denver were constantly on his neck because of the abnor- | 
mally large number of military installations in a city which was growing 

| rapidly and which was facing severe congestion as a civilian air center. 
The Denver authorities clearly wanted no more military installations, _ 
and the President wondered if it was judged really necessary to put the | 
ICBM installations so close to Denver. Why jam up a big city when other _ 
locations might be perfectly suitable? :
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Secretary Quarles explained that while the site of the ICBM deploy- 
ment was described as Denver, the actual installation would be at a dis- 

tance of perhaps 45 miles north and east of the city proper. The President 
replied that this seemed curious, inasmuch as the servicing of the ICBMs 

was to be done by the Martin Company, which was located to the south of 
the city. He again explained that he could not understand why it was nec- 
essary to put these installations so close to a large city. Indeed, he had 
been told that there were more Federal employees living in Denver than 
anywhere else in the United States except Washington itself. Secretary 
Quarles replied by stating that the Defense Department thought that it 
was meeting the President’s point by putting these installations 45 miles 
away from the city, but the matter certainly could be re-examined if the 
President wished. - | | 

General Cutler reminded Secretary Quarles to answer the Presi- 
dent’s question about the unit price of a Titan missile. Secretary Quarles 
replied that the sum of $454 million mentioned by Mr. Holaday was nota 
fair figure against which to compute the unit price for these Titan squad- 
rons. A Titan missile, as it rolls off the line, costs somewhere between $1 
million and $2 million. However, the costs of basing these missiles are 

very great, amounting to $5 million per emplaced missile if the base were 
hardened. The $454 million figure also took account of years of active 
development still lying ahead of the Titan missiles. The President sought 
assurance that the figure of $454 million represented all the money allo- 
cated for research and development of the Titan missile. There were no 
sums for this purpose placed elsewhere in the budget. | 

The President continued by asking Secretary Quarlestotrytomake | 
a better case for convincing of the desirability of increasing the IOC of the 
IRBMs from 120 to 180, particularly in view of the heightened possibili- 
ties which could be envisaged for the second-generation IRBMs. The 
President warned that we could not let our defense programs pyramid 
simply because we had once established these programs. | 

_ Secretary Quarles replied that the figure 180 represented a compro- 
mise between the recommendation of the Gaither Report (which called 
for 16 squadrons) and the original Defense Department proposal for 8 
squadrons. The figure of 180 now recommended was also designed to 
meet the proposed NATO deployment of IRBMs. For this purpose, the 
program for 180 was minimal. 

The President said that perhaps his question was prompted by stu- 
pidity. Nevertheless, the Defense Department had been working for 

| years on these missiles, and it therefore seemed to the President that the 
development period for the second generation of missiles would not be 
as long as it had taken to design the first-generation missiles. What was it 
proposed to call the second-generation Thors and Jupiters? Were they to 
be called Super-Thor and Super-Jupiter? Secretary Quarles answered
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that in so far as we canimprove the liquid propulsion systems, we would 
call them Jupiter II and Thor II. S 

_ The President’s next question related to the matter of achieving a 
_ storable liquid fuel. Secretary Quarles replied that this kind of fuel was 
not suitable for IRBMs but might prove to be suitable forICBMs. > 

Asked to comment by General Cutler, Dr. Killian stated his belief 
that the question of second-generation missiles, raised by the President, 
was indeed the key question. Moreover, the over-all study of the 
appropriate mix in delivery systems, mentioned by Secretary McElroy, _ 
was absolutely essential in order to enable us to make the necessary 
detailed decisions. Until we get this over-all study, we are obliged to 
resort to ad hoc decisions such as had been done in the case of deploying 
IRBMs in the NATO area. | | | | 

The President then commented that we are now beginning to think 
of aircraft as becoming obsolescent, and so it is also with first-generation | 
ballistic missiles. Despite this, we are going ahead full steam on the pro- 
duction both of aircraft and first-generation ballistic missiles. Perhaps 
the rate of obsolescence of the airplane will actually be the slower of the 
two. Accordingly, it would seem that we must anticipate some very hard 
thinking if in four or five years’ time we are to avoid presenting a bill to 
the public for these military programs which will create unheard-of 
inflation in the United States. 

General Cutler pointed out that, as he understood it, we had not yet 
had a single completely successful test flight of an IRBM or of an ICBM. 
Dr. Killian and the President concurred. | | 

General Cutler then asked the Secretary of State if he had any com- 
ments to make. Secretary Dulles said he had one general thought to 
express. Turning to the President, he pointed out that the President had 
often in such discussions as this quoted George Washington on the desir- 
ability that the United States possess a respectable military posture. In 
Secretary Dulles’ view, the United States should not attempt to be the 
greatest military power in the world, although most discussions in the 
Council seemed to suggest that we should have the most and the best of 
everything. Was there no group in the Government which ever thought 
of the right kind of ceiling on our military capabilities? This ceiling _ 
would be imposed when we had determined that we had achieved all 
that was necessary for a respectable military posture. In the field of mili- _ 
tary capabilities enough was enough. If we didn’t realize this fact, the 
time would come when all our national production would be centered 
on our military establishment. There should be a group designated to 
study what it will take in terms of military capabilities to make the Rus- 

| sians respect the military posture of the United States. | | 

The President replied that this, of course, was one of the great preoc- 
cupations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Secretary Dulles replied that he was |
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not at all sure that this was so. It was the business of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff to recommend military capabilities which would provide the 
utmost national security. He did not blame them for this. It was right and 
it was their job. But there was, as he had pointed out, another side of the 
problem. The President agreed, and stated that of course too much, as 

well as too little, could destroy our national defense. Too much could 

reduce the United States to being a garrison state or ruin the free econ- 
omy of the nation. Secretary Dulles added that all he wanted to state was 
that his words had constituted his judgment as to past discussions of the 
U.S. military posture in the National Security Council. a oo 

Dr. Killian then inquired whether the Defense Department had been 
giving any thought recently to the possibility of using the Polaris missile 
on aircraft-carriers or on cruisers. The President said that he had seen 
some suggestions on this point, and quoted the possibility of 24 missiles 
per carrier. Mr. Holaday indicated that this matter was being studied 
right now by the Navy Department, and that the study seemed to be of 
good quality. Dr. Killian added that if the Polaris missiles could be used 
on carriers or cruisers, this would really cut the cost of getting the Polaris 
missiles on station. | | | 

Dr. Killian then said he had a second question with respect to the 
solid propellant research programs in the Defense Department. How far 
had we gone in the direction of creating a centralized program for 
research and development on solid propellants? Mr. Holaday said that 
the Defense Department was now engaged very diligently on working 
out an accelerated research program on solid propellants. General Cutler 
stated that he knew this to be a fact, but that the accelerated program 
which Mr. Holaday had mentioned was not centralized but was divided 
among the military services. Mr. Holaday said that the Defense Depart- 

ment was going to produce a centralized program within a matter of 

days. Secretary Quarles interrupted to point out that a portion of this 

forthcoming program would be put under the aegis of the Advanced 

Research Projects Agency (ARPA) and part would be under the aegis of | 

the separate services, although to be integrated at the Department of 

| Defense level. This development was in process now, and would be 

made definite within a few days. _ 

The President commented that he still had more faith in the delivery 

capabilities of the aircraft than he had in all these missiles at the present 

time. Secretary McElroy replied that so had he as of the present time. 

The President then made inquiries of Mr. Holaday about the Mace 

aerodynamic missile, which was explained to be a second-generation 

Matador. In the same connection the President inquired as to why it was 

necessary to have both Mace and Regulus aerodynamic missiles. Mr. 

Holaday explained that the Regulus missile was ship-launched. The 

President then asked whether this meant that the Regulus could not be
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- Jaunched from bases on land. Mr. Holaday replied in the affirmative, but 

explained that this would be a more expensive system of land-based 
- aerodynamic missiles than would the Mace system. The President con- 
tinued, however, that the Regulus ought to be simplified, in his opinion, 
so that it could be used on land, and the Mace program discarded. 

Secretary Quarles intervened to point out that the Mace missile had 
a very special guidance system which made it particularly effective for 
tactical use. Mace could scan its own terrain. Regulus, on the other hand, 

was adapted to radio control and was not so desirable a missile for shift- 
ing land operations. These facts accounted for the two separate systems, 
which Secretary Quarles said he thought justifiable. The President did 
not sound wholly convinced. | 

| General Cutler then attempted to sum up the consensus of the 
Council, suggesting that the Defense Department take a fresh look at the 
plan for deploying ICBMs at Denver and that the President had 
expressed disapproval of the recommendation for increasing the initial 
operating capability (IOC) of the IRBMs. On the latter point the President 
said that General Cutler was mistaken and that he was going along with 
the Defense recommendations for increasing the number of IRBMs to 
180, even though this did not constitute the austerity program that the 
President would like to have seen. General Cutler pressed the President 
to withhold approval of the increase in IRBMs at least until one com- | 
pletely successful test flight had occurred. Secretary Quarles expressed 
opposition to this proposal, particularly if we intended to follow through 
on our plans and commitments to deploy IRBMs to NATO. © 

Secretary Dulles asked Secretary Quarles whether it was not true 
that we were experiencing great difficulties with the IRBMs. Secretary 

_ Quarles replied that we were experiencing such difficulties, but he 
remained confident that we were still on the schedule originally worked 
out, although the technical problem of the liquid propellant was not yet 
licked. Thus the Thor flight yesterday had been quite successful. 

General Cutler then inquired whether the proposed increase in 
IRBMs would not require additional funding. Secretary Quarles replied 
in the negative, and said that the IRBMs were included in a funding plan | 
under the FY 1959 appropriations. 

General Cutler indicated that the second portion of the Defense 
Department report would now be heard. Secretary Quarles would 
report to the Council on the following matters stemming from the origi- 
nal Gaither Panel Report (copy of Secretary Quarles’ report filed in the 
minutes of the meeting):2. : 

* Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 
the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) |
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wv Whether to accelerate the early warning radar system for ICBM 
attack. | 

(2) Whether to accelerate improvement of SAC reaction time and 
SAC dispersal. 

(3) Whether to improve SAC anti-aircraft defenses. 
(4) A report on measures to improve the anti-submarine effort. 

With respect to the first item, Secretary Quarles explained that the 
Defense Department originally had envisaged a radar early warning 
system against ICBM attack comprising three stations to be located at 
Thule, Alaska, and Scotland. These installations would be equipped 
with both early warning and tracking radars. The Defense Department 
had now in the FY 1958 budget funds for the completion of the Thule 
installations, as well as for preliminary work on the other two sites. It 
was expected that the Thule station would be in operation in mid-Calen- 
dar Year 1960. This had involved a heavily accelerated program and 
some $400 million additional expenditure. 

The President questioned the accuracy of this figure, but General 
Cutler supported it and explained that the original Gaither estimate of 
costs on this item had been very low. Dr. Killian said he anticipated that 
the ultimate costs would be far above $400 million. Secretary Quarles 
estimated that if all three stations were completed, the cost would be 
above $1 billion. For this reason the Defense Department was now recon- 
sidering the matter and had decided that only site surveys would for the 
time being be carried out in Scotland and in Alaska. We would go ahead 
at an accelerated rate on the Thule installation, which in point of fact 
would have 75% of the coverage which all three stations would have if 
they were completed. 

Secretary Anderson asked about the funding for this program. Sec- 
retary Quarles replied that the Thule station was already funded, but 
that if we were to go on to install the other two stations, large additional 

funding would certainly be required. The President asked Secretary 
Anderson how he was feeling (laughter). 

Atthis point Dr. Killian spoke up to state that the antiballistic system 
programs required review, particularly from the technical point of view. 
Secretary Quarles stated that the program was being reviewed, and Dr. 
Killian went on to say that there were many unknowns in this field at the 
present time, and that we might well meet insoluble problems. He stated 
his agreement, however, that we should go ahead with the Thule installa- 

tion. | 

Secretary Quarles then came to his second question—namely, 
whether to accelerate improvement of SAC reaction time and SAC dis- 

persal. He pointed out what was being done in this field, but indicated 

that at present the Defense Department was not much encouraged over 

the possibilities of dispersing SAC to non-SAC military bases and to
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| commercial airfields in the zone of the interior. As to SAC alert planes, 
_ Secretary Quarles gave the following figures as to the number of SAC | 

planes which would be on 15-minute alert over the next few years: 150 

planes at the end of this fiscal year (July 1, 1958); 355 planes at the end of — 
the next fiscal year; 425 planes at the end of Fiscal Year 1960;480planesat 

_ the end of the Fiscal Year 1961. General Cutler commented that this | 
amounted to about a third of the force, to which Secretary Quarles — - 
agreed. a 2k EE ey | 

_ With respect to his third question, viz., whether to improve SAC _ 
anti-aircraft defenses by various measures, Secretary Quarlesexpressed 

_ the opinion that Mr. Holaday had dealt adequately with this subject and 
that he had nothing to add.3 } OS ) 

On the fourth and last matter—namely, measures to improve the | 
| anti-submarine effort—Secretary Quarles indicated that additional 

funds amounting to $112 million are included in the FY 1959 budget 
- amendment now before Congress. In total, the FT 1959 budget had been 

increased about $262 million over the amount planned for anti-subma-_ 

rine work at the time the Gaither Report was submitted. 
_ Theconcluding comment was made by Dr. Killian, who pointed out | 
that because of the time-span required to complete the measures to pro- 

_ vide adequate protection to SAC bases, and because of the evident Soviet 
ICBM capability, we were here clearly facing a situation where the alert | 
status of SAC is of the most critical importance, particularly in this 
interim period before we ourselves have achieved an adequate ballistic _ 
missiles capability. - 7 ee 

The National Security Council:4 | | oe 

_ a. Noted and discussed reports by the Department of Defense, as 
presented at the meeting by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Director of Guided Missiles: ; CO . 

(1) Pursuant to NSC Action No. 1866—c-(1), as to its recommenda- | 
oo regan the measures referred to in NSC Action No. 1842-g-(1), 

— -(2),and-(3). a 
(2) Pursuant to NSC Action No. 1842-g-(5), -(6), -(7), -(8), -(9).._— 

_ b. Noted the President’s approval of the recommendation by the 
Secretary of Defense that the initial operational capability of intermedi- 
ate range ballistic missiles by early Calendar Year 1961 be increased from 
8 squadrons (120 missiles) to 12 squadrons (180 missiles), with the 
understanding that additional new obligational authority will not be 
required during Fiscal Years 1958 or 1959 for this purpose. == —~™ 

a ° Apparent reference to the discussion of missile defense in Holaday’s presentation. 
__ * The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1898, approved by 

the President on April 25. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) re | |
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c. Noted the President’s request that the Department of Defense 
review the need and desirability of the proposed location at which Titan 
squadrons are to be deployed. 

Note: The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for implementa- 
tion. | 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 3. “U.S. Employees Overseas,” and 4. “U.S. 
Policy Toward Africa South of the Sahara Prior to Calendar Year 1960.” | 

S. Everett Gleason 

22. Paper by the President’s Special Assistant for National 
Security Affairs (Cutler) | 

Washington, May 1, 1958. 

MAJOR FACTORS INFLUENCING REVIEW OF BASIC POLICY 

First. The realization that both sides are capable of delivering mas- 
sive nuclear devastation (regardless of which side strikes first) increas- 

| ingly deters each side from initiating, or taking actions which directly 
risk, general nuclear war. 

Second. During this time of nuclear parity and mutual deterrence: (a) 
there is growing doubt in the Free World whether the United States will 
use its massive nuclear capability, except in retaliation to direct attack on 
the United States or its forces, leading to a growth of neutralism and a 

weakening of Free World alliances; (b) the USSR will be more bold— 
especially toward less developed and uncommitted nations—in eco- 
nomic penetration, in political action, and perhaps in probing through 
means of limited military aggression. | 

| Third. Weakness or instability in less developed or uncommitted 
nations, and their primary aim for “modernization”, renders them vul- 

| nerable to expanding Sino-Soviet political and economic penetration. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records. Top 
Secret. Prepared for use at the May 1 NSC meeting; see Document 23.
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Fourth. Changes in top Kremlin personnel do not indicate a deterio- 
ration or disintegration in the Soviet regime’s policy ordeterminationto _ 
achieve world domination for Communism. | a | 

| Fifth. AU.S. massive nuclear retaliatory capability, invulnerable and 
sufficient to deter general nuclear war, and to prevail in such a war if it 

comes. | | 
_ Sixth. A U.S. flexible and selective capability (including nuclear) to 

deter or suppress limited military aggression; realizing that the chances 
of keeping a conflict limited—whenever major areas or causes are 
involved—are at best not promising. __ a OO 

Seventh. Advances in Soviet military technology and scientific skill. 
Eighth. The false images presented by Communism to the world of 

USS. intentions and objectives, and of the USSR as the advocate of “peace | 
and disarmament”. ~~. — | 

_ Ninth. The adverse effect of the U.S. economic recession upon a 
healthy, expanding U.S. economy, whichis essential to the security of the 
United States and the Free World. | - a 

| _ Tenth. The ability of the Soviet and Chinese Communist regimes to 
direct their economic strength in support of internal and external policies 
which seek world domination. _ | 

Eleventh. The American people lack appreciation of the extent of the 
crisis facing the United States. | | : 

23. Memorandum of Discussion at the 364th Meeting of the _ 
National Security Council | OO 

a , | | Washington, May 1, 1958. 

__ [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting, and 
Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- | 
rity.”] mo oo 

2. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5707/8;! NIE 100-58; NSC 58102) 

General Cutler briefed the Council in very considerable detail on the 
| highlights of NSC 5810. The first part of his briefing consisted of a 

__ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on May 2. | | oO | 

1 Entitled “Basic National Security Policy,” dated June 3, 1957; for text, see Foreign 
Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, pp. 507-524. | | — . 
. / : Dated April 15, 1958. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5810 
eries :
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statement of the many factors which had influenced the Planning Board 
in its review of basic policy. He then read the eleven major factors which 
had influenced the review.’ Thereafter he indicated where the new guid- 
ance and new emphasis in NSC 5810 reflected the impact of these factors. 
To this end he read pages 2 and 3, the Outline of U.S. National Strategy, 
which he described as the skeleton of the policy guidance as a whole. 

General Cutler’s briefing then concerned itself with the principal 
new emphasis in NSC 5810. Having concluded this section of his brief- 
ing, he turned to two very significant paragraphs in the new statement, 
which repeated and continued in effect the text of last year’s statement. | 
The first, paragraph 14,4 dealt with limited military aggression. The _ 
second, paragraph 41,5 dealt with Communist China and Taiwan. Gen- 
eral Cutler pointed out that while the Planning Board had not formally 
recommended a revision of either of these two paragraphs, he himself 
personally said he would report his own views, shared by some mem- 
bers of the Planning Board, on these two paragraphs. Thereafter he read 

| his own suggested revision of paragraph 14.° He indicated that his alter- 
native draft for paragraph 14 would make two major changes in the 
existing policy guidance. First—that, in this period of relative nuclear | 
parity, limited aggression may not always be confined to less developed 
areas. Second—that, in this period of relative nuclear parity, it may not be 
in the U.S. interest to deal with every limited aggression by applying 
whatever degree of military force was necessary to suppress it. In gen- 
eral, he described the purpose of his proposed changes as designed to 
ensure that the United States would have a flexible capability so that it 
could determine the application of force best serving U.S. interests under 
the circumstances existing in each case of limited military aggression. (A 
copy of General Cutler’s briefing note,” together with a statement of the 
“Major Factors Influencing the Review of Basic Policy” and General Cut- 
ler’s “Alternative Version of Paragraph 14”, are filed in the minutes of 
the meeting and also appended to this memorandum.) 

After reading his alternative paragraph 14 and indicating the rea- 
soning behind this suggested alternative, General Cutler first called on 
Secretary McElroy for comment. 

, Secretary McElroy observed that of course paragraph 14, on limited 
war, presented a subject of very great gravity. The subject had all the 
implications suggested by General Cutler’s remarks with respect to our 

. ° See Document 22. 
4 The text of paragraph 14 of NSC 5810 is similar in substance and virtually identical 

in wording to the text of paragraph 15 of NSC 5707/8. | 

5 The text of paragraph 41 of NSC 5810 is identical to paragraph 41 of NSC 5707/8. 

6 The text of Cutler’s revised paragraph 14 is attached but not printed. 

7 For text, see the Supplement.
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alliances. General Twining and he had just returned from the meeting of 
the Military Committee and the Defense Ministers of the North Atlantic 

_ Alliance. On no less than three occasions during this meeting, the 
_ Defense Minister of Turkey had enlarged on his apprehensions as to the 

firmness of our intentions and those of the NATO Alliance in general to | 
resist a Soviet attack on one member of the Alliance as an attack on all. 

Moreover, continued Secretary McElroy, these were not the only | 
implications of General Cutler’s revision of paragraph 14. There were 
grave potential budget implications. We are already launched on very 
extensive expenditure programs in the Department of Defense at the 
present time. While we need not necessarily stay on the same road along 
which these programs are taking us, the changes proposed by General 
Cutler as to increased capabilities for limited war could cost a great deal 
more money if they were not balanced by reductions in our expenditures 
to maintain our nuclear deterrent capability for massive retaliation. . 

In concluding his remarks, Secretary McElroy expressed the opin- 
ion that the subject of paragraph 14 was of the very greatest importance. 
Some of the Council Members, and at least people in the Department of — 
Defense, had not actually had adequate time to discuss and consider the 
problem of limited war as.set forth in General Cutler’s paragraph 14. 
While he was very much in favor of raising this problem for discussion in 
the National Security Council, he was opposed to any hasty decision as 
to how to meet the problem. | ee 

At Secretary McElroy’s suggestion, General Cutler called on Secre- 
tary Quarles to add his thoughts on this subject. Secretary. Quarles 
observed that the differences in the version of paragraph 14 contained in 
NSC 5810 and the alternative paragraph proposed by General Cutler, 
were rather subtle. Perhaps the single most important point underlying 
General Cutler’s paragraph and reasoning could be expressed in some 
such way as this: Nuclear weapons will stalemate themselves and leave 
us and the Russians to fight wars with conventional weapons onily. This 
was, of course, an overstatement. We can not exclude the use of nuclear 
weapons. We must, on the contrary, rely upon them. In the circum- 
stances, therefore, the danger of speaking about a limited war involving 

the United States and the USSR is precisely that it would encourage this 
kind of erroneous thinking. It would be extremely dangerous, for exam- 
ple, to allow a concept to get out that if we were attacked in Berlin we | 
would not apply all the necessary military force required to repel the 
attack. Any other concept than this, as to our reaction to an attack on Ber- 
lin, would have the effect of inviting a Soviet attack. Accordingly, Secre- 
tary Quarles felt that the whole problem set forth in paragraph 14 
deserved further thought before any decision was made. ae 

General Cutler then called on General Twining, who briefly stated 
that the basic problem emphasized by General Cutler’s alternative para-
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graph 14 was not new to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was old, and in 
essence it could be described by the question, do we de-emphasize our 
deterrent forces and increase our forces for limited war? He said he 

would like to have General Taylor address himself first to the problem, _ 
and thereafter to have the Council hear from the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, and finally again from General Twining himself.® : 

| General Cutler then called on General Taylor, who said he would 

present the views not only of himself but of the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions and of the Commandant of the Marine Corps. In reading his report, 
General Taylor noted the serious reverses which the United States in the 
last year had encountered in Indonesia, in the Middle East, and else- 
where. In the meanwhile, he pointed out, the Soviets had achieved 
virtual nuclear parity with the United States. This new and grave situa- 
tion pointed up the need of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for new guidance. 
General Taylor’s report called for greater flexibility in our military capa- 
bilities so that we were not faced with the alternatives of reacting to 
Soviet aggression by a massive nuclear strike or simply by retreating in 
the face of the aggression. General Taylor’s report insisted that there 
should be no reduction in the strength of our nuclear deterrent capability, 
but at the same time it called for more adequate capabilities to resist lim- 
ited aggression. The report also stressed the fact that limited war would 
not be confined, as in the current basic national security policy, to under- 
developed areas, but could occur in developed countries such as those 
making up the NATO Alliance in Europe. The United States should be 
able to face up toa Soviet military aggression even without the use of any 
nuclear weapons whatsoever, as well, of course, as having available a 

wide range of nuclear weapons with yields down to very small amounts | 
of TNT equivalent. 

General Taylor’s report indicated the belief of its three sponsors that 
the U.S. nuclear deterrent capability was essentially a shield, whereas 
our active military capabilities must be those designed for the conduct of 
limited war. General Taylor believed that this issue was well posed in 
General Cutler’s alternative draft of paragraph 14, adoption of which by 
the National Security Council could go far to provide the required new 
guidance on U.S. military strategy. General Taylor called for the immedi- 
ate adoption of the alternative paragraph 14, on grounds that the matter 
had been thoroughly studied and that nothing more would be gained 
from further reports on this subject emanating from the Joint Chiefs of 

5 The views of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs on NSC 5810 are in a memorandum with 

attachments from General Twining to Secretary McElroy, dated April 25. (Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) Another view is ina memorandum from W.J. McNeil, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) to McElroy, also dated April 25. (Ibid., White 
House Office Files, Project Clean Up) Both are in the Supplement.
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staff. (A copy of General Taylor’s report is filed in the minutes of the 
- meeting.)? | - | 

In accordance with General Twining’s proposal, General Taylor was 
followed by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General White, who like- 
wise read a prepared written statement. He argued the Air Force position 
that NSC 5810 as written constituted a satisfactory statement of basic : 
policy, although he said that the Air Force would recommend further 
discussion of the limited war problem if warranted after the study of this | | 
subject called for earlier by the National Security Council. coe | 

General White added his belief that U.S. military capabilities, both 
for general and for limited war, were now reasonably adequate. There 
were, of course, many other problems remaining. We must nourish the 
conviction that these military capabilities do exist. Otherwise we could 
inadvertently give currency to a belief that the U.S. response to local 
aggression would be ineffective. | | 

_ Continuing, General White’s report pointed out three areas which 
particularly required close scrutiny—guidance as to nuclear weapons 
use; general priorities for force composition; and the problem of local 
war. As to the first, NSC 5810 made a clear-cut statement that “we would 
place main but not sole reliance on nuclear weapons”, and that these are 
considered “as conventional weapons from a military point of view”. 
This was a realistic and essential doctrine. | | 

The Air Force also believed that it found adequate guidance in NSC 
9810 with respect to broad guidance on priorities for force composition. 

, As stated in paragraph 14, these priorities were the development and 
maintenance of safeguarded and effective nuclear retaliatory power and 
the development and maintenance of adequate military programs for 
continental defense. | 

As for the problem of local aggression, this was described accurately 
in paragraph 14 as set forth in NSC 5810 (as opposed to General Cutler’s 
alternative). We were to maintain forces “within the total U.S. military 
force”, to deter, defeat, or hold local aggression—and the “prompt and 
resolute application of the degree of force necessary ... is considered the 
best means to keep hostilities from broadening into general war.” NATO, 
according to present guidance, was properly excluded from the context 
of local aggression. (A copy of General White’s written statement is filed 
in the minutes of the meeting.)!° 

? Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 
the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) Taylor summarized his pre- 
sentation in The Uncertain Trumpet, pp. 60-64. : | | 

10Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 
the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File)
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~ Jt then became the turn of General Twining to complete the presen- | 

tation of the military points of view. Turning to the President, General 

Twining pointed out that the Council had now heard the compelling 

arguments, pro and con, with respect to the wording of the basic security 

policy: His own approach, he said, would be a little different from that of 

Generals Taylor and White. He believed that we would have to assume, 

in the first instance, that in due course the basic philosophy of NSC 5810 

would become known to the world at large. Accordingly, we would have 

| to concern ourselves with three significant implications. First, what 

would be the impact of the philosophy of NSC 5810 on our Free World 

allies? Secondly, how would the Soviets interpret this document? 

Thirdly, what would the document do to our own national will to face the 

problems of the future with strength and resolution? 

As to the matter of the confidence and will of our allies, General 

Twining described the meeting last month of the Military Committee 

and the Defense Ministers of NATO. The Turkish representatives had 

made four long reports in opposition to the definitions proposed for the 

terms “incursions, infiltrations, and hostile local actions.” The Turks 

were obviously very concerned that we would accept a local war in the 

NATO area without the united, common NATO response to which we 

were committed. Other nations beside the Turks had some apprehen- 

sions. In short, adoption of General Cutler’s proposed alternative para- 

graph 14 would have an extremely adverse effect on the NATO Alliance. 

' As to the second point—what the Soviets would deduce from a 

change in our policy along the lines suggested by General Cutler—Gen- 

eral Twining pointed out his view that a deterrent would cease to be a 

deterrent if the enemy came to believe that we had lost our will to use it. 

As for the third point—the effect of a change of policy in this matter 

on the people of the United States—General Twining stated his opinion 

that no free nation would long survive if its people will not accept grave 

risks in order to save their freedom. Our nation might perish if we come 

to believe that general war is a remote possibility and thus lose the will 

and courage to face the dangers of the actual world in which we live. 

_ For these psychological reasons, if not for any other, General Twin- 

ing strongly urged the retention of last year’s wording, which was the | 

same wording as presently written in the corresponding paragraph of 

last year’s statement of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5707 /8, 

paragraphs 14 and 15). 

: Going on, General Twining insisted that the United States already 
possessed strong capabilities for fighting limited war. Indeed, we had 

not fully used this capability in Korea, against China, in Indochina, and 

in Indonesia. In other words, political decisions had more bearing on 

| involvement in limited war than does military capability. Moreover, 

there is a greater degree of flexibility in our present military structure
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than many people realize. The bulk of our stockpile of atomic weapons, 
both in dollar value and in numbers, is in the low-yield variety, and this 
ratio is moving rapidly even more in the direction of the small weapons. 

_ General Twining stated that he certainly had no closed mind on the 
subject of the composition of forces. However, he felt that no fire power 
of any kind is of any use if there is no will to use it. Also, any expansion of 
our forces designed for limited war would require considerably more of | 
our resources, since it would be fatal to detract from the power of the 
strategic deterrent in order to provide forces of more limited capability. 

_ General Twining concluded his remarks by stating that in his judg- 
ment we should not change the present statement of basic national secu- 
rity policy because of the serious adverse psychological reactions at 
home, in the minds of our allies, and in the minds of the Soviets. We could - 
expand tactical type military forces within the terms of the present word- 
ing of the basic document, if we so desire. Secondly, we must accept the 
fact that any expansion of tactical type forces at the expense of thestrate- _ 

| gic deterrent is unacceptable at this time. (A copy of General Twining’s 
statement is filed in the minutes of the meeting.) | 

When General Twining had concluded his remarks, General Cutler 
called on Secretary Dulles. Secretary Dulles stated that the topic on 
which the Chiefs of Staff had been speaking was one of tremendous _ 
importance. Turning to the President, he reminded him that some weeks 
ago the President had authorized the Secretary to discuss with the Secre- 
tary of Defense and others our existing strategic concepts. We have _ 
already had sucha discussion. It was Secretary Dulles’ belief that as mat- 
ters were now proceeding one could foresee two or three years from the 
present that our principal allies will either demand that they be provided 
with a capability for local defense, or else they will disassociate them- 
selves from their alliance with us. We havea certain historical association 
with some of the Western European governments, but the mass feelingin — 
these Western European countries is such that one can foresee a change 
of thinking in these governments. In three years or so the peoples of these 
countries will not go along with the policies of the present governments. 
When this time approaches, these European countries will conclude that | 
either we do not intend to resort to nuclear war to defend them against 
the Soviets, or, if they think that we will resort to such warfare, they will 
disassociate themselves from us. Accordingly, it seemed to Secretary 
Dulles urgent for us to develop the tactical defensive capabilities 
inherent in small “clean” nuclear weapons, so that we can devise a new 
strategic concept which will serve to maintain our allies and our security 
position in Western Europe. | oo 

" Not printed. (Ibid.) | |
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Secretary Dulles went on to say that he realized that there was a 

great deal of truth in what General Twining had stated about the adverse 

psychological effect of a change in our policy with respect to the nuclear 

deterrent and limited war. If, as General Twining argued, we could doall 

that was needed to develop greater capabilities for limited war under the 

terms of our existing basic policy, that was all well and good. But Secre- 

tary Dulles was not sure that this was in fact the case. At any rate, there 

must be an adequate capability to deal with wars not directly involving 

the United States and the USSR. The United Kingdom has recently 

swung over to reliance onan almost 100% nuclear military capability. We 

can see the unfortunate results of so complete a reliance in British action 

in various parts of the world, notably in Egypt. While the British had 

plenty of time to prepare a successful campaign against Egypt, and while 

the forces Egypt could muster were insignificant, the British did not have 

the kind of forces and the conventional capability that was required to 

defeat the Egyptians. Accordingly, while they had two weeks to defeat 

the Egyptians completely, they failed. Another example is what the 

tribes in Southern Arabia are able to do to the British. They didn’t even 

have the military means to clean up a little place like Yemen. The United 

Kingdom does not have this type of force for limited operations because 

of budgetary reasons. The United States, of course, has budgetary prob- 

lems too. Whether we are making a wise and proper allocation of 

| resources between the two main elements—viz., the deterrent forces and 

the forces for limited war—was hard for Secretary Dulles to judge as a 

layman; but he expressed the hope that our basic security policy, when 

we finally adopted it, won’t compel us to allocate so much of our 

resources to maintenance of the nuclear deterrent that we will weaken 

our capability for limited war. As far as the State Department was con- 

cerned, mobile elements such as our aircraft carriers have in the past per- 

formed very useful services in support of our foreign policy. Perhaps the 

capability represented by such mobile forces is somewhat weakened 

now. This was not really necessary. | 

Secretary Dulles then turned to the other main point as he saw the 

picture. He did not think we should permit a dangerous gap in or an 

increasing doubt as to the willingness of the United States to resort to 

massive nuclear retaliation until such time as we have something to take _ 

its place. The massive nuclear deterrent was running its course as the 

principal element in our military arsenal, and very great emphasis must 

be placed on the elements which in the next two or three years can 

replace the massive nuclear retaliatory capability. In short, the United 

States must be ina position to fight defensive wars which do not involve 

the total defeat of the enemy. Our own military planning must shape up 

to meet conditions when governments such as those of Macmillan and 

Adenauer will have disappeared. If we have to keep our basic policy
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paper in the form and language that it presently has in order to avoid 
showing our hand, this was OK with Secretary Dulles. But we must do | 
everything that is necessary in order to develop the supplementary strat- 
egy of which he had spoken. a 

Secretary Dulles also stated that he realized the budgetary implica- 
tions of the point of view he was advancing. We have got to do all this in 
the way of military programs and still remain solvent. More than that, we 
must protect programs such as the mutual security program with which 
we wage the cold war. The military were afraid that resources required to 
enhance our capability for limited warfare would be diverted from the 
maintenance of our nuclear deterrent capability. This was a legitimate 

_ fear, but Secretary Dulles also feared that resources which should be allo- 
cated to the mutual security program might be diverted to assisting in 
the maintenance of our military programs. | 

In conclusion, Secretary Dulles expressed the opinion that, while 
NSC 5810 was a most interesting and challenging paper, he thought that 
the problems set forth in it required further study. Consideration of NSC 
9810 could well occupy the time of the National Security Council for 
more than one session. It goes to the very heart of our policy in many 
more respects than had been discussed thus far. He personally would 
like to have more time to study the paper, inasmuch as he had only got 
around to it a day or two ago, and we all around the table had so many 
things to do. For example, he particularly wanted to talk further about 
the paper with Secretary McElroy and Secretary Anderson. | 

When Secretary Dulles had concluded his comments, General Cut- 
ler asked if there were others. The President replied that he had a couple 
of questions. Someone had remarked that mutual deterrence was an 
umbrella under which small wars could be fought without starting a 
global war—small wars even in the NATO area. The analogy of the 
umbrella did not seem appropriate to the President. Actually, the 
umbrella would be a lightning rod. Each small war makes global war the 
more likely. For example, the President said he simply could not believe 
that if the Soviets tried to seize Austria we could fight them in what the . 

| President called a nice, sweet, World War II type of war. This seemed 
very unrealistic to the President, and he felt that the matter must be 
looked into much more deeply. | | 

_ The President then posed his second question. We really are faced 
with two possible courses of action. If we strengthen the mobile and tacti- 
cal types of forces, either we do so by decreasing the strength of our 
nuclear deterrent force or else we will have to accept a massive increase | 
in the resources to be devoted to our military defenses. If we accept the 
latter alternative, we have got to decide promptly by what methods we 
are going to maintain very much larger military forces than we have pre- 
viously done. These methods would almost certainly involve what is
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euphemistically called a controlled economy, but which in effect would 

amount to a garrison state. For these reasons the President expressed his 

satisfaction that we were raising this most serious problem. This on 

paper, NSC 5810, said the President, was worth all the NSC policy papers 

which he had read in the last six months. _ 

In his concluding remarks, the President again expressed strong 

doubts as to whether we could fight a limited war in the NATO area. At 

any rate, the President said he would not want to be the one to withhold 

resort to the use of nuclear weapons if the Soviets attacked in the NATO 

area. However, he said, he did not wish to be prejudiced in his judg- 

ments, and he was ready to be convinced of the contrary if this could be 

done. Obviously the Secretary of State takes the opposite view. The Presi- 

dent wanted the case to be argued more fully. 

Lastly, said the President, we were in great need of more definite 

information as to the exact size of the deterrent forces which we need 

today and which we will need over the next few years. This precise 

information should be brought out and discussed right here at the Coun- 

cil table. | 

Secretary Dulles quickly replied that he had never meant to say that 

we could keep a war in Europe within bounds and prevent its spreading 

into global war. What he had said was that unless we could satisfy our 

allies that they possess some kind of local military capability to defend 

themselves by other means than our resort to massive nuclear retali- 

ation, we would lose our allies. The President replied by asking what else 

we had been trying to do these last years but try to induce our allies to 

provide themselves with just such a local defensive capability and, 

moreover, doing our best to help them achieve such a capability. 

Secretary Dulles agreed that the President's observation was right, 

but expressed doubts as to whether we had been giving them the right | 

kind of military assistance. What was needed was a modernization of the © 

military capabilities of our European allies. These allies must at least 

have theillusion that they have some kind of defensive capability against 

the Soviets other than the United States using a pushbutton to start a 

global nuclear war. The President again expressed bewilderment. What 

possibility was there, he asked, that facing 175 Soviet divisions, well 

armed both with conventional and nuclear weapons, that our six divi- 

sions together with the NATO divisions could oppose such a vast force in 

a limited war in Europe with the Soviets? ; 

Secretary Dulles responded by citing the example of Korea. We feel 

that there is an adequate deterrent to the renewal of Communist aggres- 

sion against South Korea. This deterrent consists of our nuclear capabil- 

| ity based on Okinawa. Nevertheless, we and the South Koreans maintain 

on South Korean territory 22 divisions, two of which are U.S. Why do we 

do so? Primarily for political and psychological reasons. The South |
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Koreans want to see defensive forces on their own soil. The same thing 
applies in Europe. It may well prove that local wars in Europe will spread 
into general nuclear war. But even so, we do not want to lose our allies 
before the war even starts. The President replied that it would be splen- 
did if we could induce our NATO allies to maintain proportionately as 
many divisions as the South Koreans maintain in South Korea. Secretary 
Dulles said that we might indeed be able to do so if we were willing to 
pay out in military assistance to our European allies sums proportionate 
to the sums we provided toSouth Korea. 

_ At this point General Cutler suggested what he regarded as a suit- 
able Council action with respect to the military strategy paragraphs of 
NSC 5810, and suggested that the Council turn its attention to other 

| problems which arose in connection with other portions of NSC 5810. 

Mr. Allen Dulles asked to speak before the Council finished its con- 
sideration of the military strategy sections of NSC 5810. He pointed out 
that it was in the newly developing areas of the world that the United 
States was suffering the hardest blows. We were quite thin in our 
resources to meet situations such as that in Indonesia at the present time | 
and situations like it which might develop very soon in Laos. We should 
and can do more to meet such situations as these. In order to do so we 

| need more funds, at least $50 million additional. The President 
expressed his agreement with Mr. Dulles’ suggestion, and said he was 
sorry that Mr. Dulles had not asked for more money if he needed it. Mr. | 
Dulles pointed out at once that this was not the fault of the Bureau of the : 
Budget. | | | , a 

Secretary Dulles said that he would presently go to Berlin. When he | 
got there he would repeat what he had said in Berlin four years ago— 
namely, that an attack on Berlin would be considered by us to be an attack 
on the United States. Secretary Dulles added that he did not know a 
whether he himself quite believed this or, indeed, whether his audience _ | 
would believe it. But he was going to perform this ritual act. The Presi-_ | 
dent expressed surprise, and said that if we did not respond in this fash- 
ion to a Soviet attack on Berlin, we would first lose the city itself and, 
shortly after, all of Western Europe. If all of Western Europe fell into the 
hands of the Soviet Union and thus added its great industrial plant to the 

| USSR’s already great industrial might, the United States would indeed 
be reduced to the character of a garrison state if it was to survive at all. 

Secretary Dulles, in reply, said that he indeed hoped that the Presi- 
dent would order a nuclear war if the Soviets attacked Berlin, but he 
doubted very much whether the President’s successor would issue such 
an order. Could we not in fact, asked Secretary Dulles, fight our way into _ 
Berlin to defend the city against Soviet attacks? The President replied _ 
very forcefully that we certainly could not with the U.S. and NATO — 
forces now existing. You might be able to bluff your way into Berlin, but
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you would not be able to fight your way. Secretary Dulles commented 

that our present policy was now to resort to nuclear war at once if there 

were a Soviet military attack on Berlin. Mr. Allen Dulles commented that 

he thought the Russians believed this, and that it was extremely impor- 

tant that they continue so to believe. : 

Secretary Anderson said he wished to comment on General Cutler’s 

proposal with respect to Council action on paragraphs 13 and 14 and the 

other military strategy paragraphs of NSC 5810. He explained that he 

hoped that the Council would have the opportunity for a much longer 

discussion of the subject. He agreed with the President’s estimate of the 

great significance of this paper. However, we were confronted by a dif- 

fering judgment as to the facts of the situation. General Twining states 

that we have already achieved an adequate capability for conducting | 

limited war. General Taylor says that we do not have such an adequate 

capability. General Twining stated his agreement with Secretary Ander- 

son’s remark, whereas General Taylor said that this was not a question of 

black and white but a question of judgment or of degree. General Cutler 

said that he was by no means suggesting that there be no further discus- 

sion of this problem. Secretary McElroy gave his support to the Council 

action suggested by General Cutler. He said also that he was so 

impressed with General Twining’s comments on the psychological 

importance of making a basic change in our military strategy, that he 

believed that if we did change the policy in this respect the new language 

should be consigned to a limited-distribution annex. 

General Cutler then went back to his briefing note in order to deal 

with the second of the two most significant paragraphs in the new state- 

ment—namely paragraph 41, dealing with Communist China. He 

pointed out that paragraph 41 in NSC 5810 repeated the guidance in last 

year’s basic policy with respect to Communist China. However, this 

paragraph contained no guidance as toa future attempt by other nations 

to seat Red China, rather than the Chinese Nationalist Government, in 

the United Nations. In view of the fact that there were many straws in the 

| wind to indicate that such a move might be made, and that the United 

States might not be able to block it, he personally believed, along with 

certain Planning Board members, that the United States should be con- 

sidering now, while it still enjoys its strong majority in the UN, alterna- 

tive ways of dealing with such a contingency, and of finding a way to 

preserve the independence of Taiwan despite the loss of its status as rep- 

resentative in the UN of all China. Upon concluding his remarks, Gen- 

eral Cutler asked Secretary Dulles to speak to this problem. 

Secretary Dulles pointed out that, in line with General Twining’s 

fears as to the unfortunate psychological impact of a change in basic 

policy, he believed that the last thing in the world we would want to com- 

mit to writing was a proposal of the sort suggested by General Cutler for
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paragraph 41. Furthermore, he doubted whether the tide was actually 
running against the United States in the UN with respect to seating Com-. 
munist China. On the contrary, there was some evidence that the tide had 

_ turned in favor of our position against the admission of Red China. For 
example, the United Kingdom has committed itself to support the mora- 
torium during the lifetime of the Macmillan government. Secretary 
Dulles doubted, therefore, whether any change in British policy on this 
subject was imminent. | oe | Se | 

__ General Cutler asked if there would not certainly be a change if. 
Aneurin Bevan’? were soon to become Foreign Secretary. To this point, | 
Secretary Dulles replied that if we were to review all our policies on such 
assumptions as this, there were a lot more significant changes to be made 
than our attitude toward the admission of Red China to the UN. If Bevan 
became Foreign Secretary, we would presumably be ousted from all our | 
missile bases in the United Kingdom. =— 

The President expressed the belief that if the United States were to 
recognize Red China and agree to the admission of Red China to the 
United Nations, there would be a wave of insistence in Congress and 
among the American people that the United States withdraw completely 
from the UN. | 

General Cutler next directed the Council's attention to the first of 
five splits of view to be resolved by the Council. All these splits dealt with 
foreign economic matters. The first occurred on page 12, in paragraph 
27-d, reading as follows: _ | oe | 

_ “d. Because many less developed nations depend for economic 
growth on exports of a few basic commodities, their development pro- 
grams are adversely affected by large fluctuations in prices of such com- 
modities. If necessary for political reasons, the United States should, on 
occasion, join in a multilateral examination of price, production, and 
demand trends which might help to promote readjustments between 
supply and demand and reduce price fluctuations. [But the United States 
should not discuss the making of, or participate in, any international __ 
commodity agreement without the specific approval of the President. ]*13 

—. “* Treasury-Commerce proposal.” | | 

General Cutler pointed out that Mr. Randall had called attention to the 
fact that the CFEP, on October 11, 1955, generally disapproved of interna- 
tional commodity agreements, and that CFEP policy requires inter- 
agency policy-level approval before such an agreement may be 
discussed with a foreign nation. Neither of these points was reflected in 
paragraph 27—d, and Mr. Randall believed that the whole subparagraph 

_ British Member of Parliament and Labor Party spokesman on foreign affairs as a 
member of the opposition “Shadow Cabinet.” | me | : 

8 All brackets are in the source text. |
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should be deleted until present policy in this regard is first modified by 

the CFEP. Accordingly, General Cutler suggested that the subparagraph 

be deleted and its substance referred to the CFEP for action. 

Secretary Dulles said that there was a statement made, he believed, 

at the 1957 conference at Buenos Aires which was based on the Presi- 

dent’s approved policy with respect to the problem of international com- 

modity agreements and related matters. He therefore suggested that 

since this statement had been approved by the President, it should be 

inserted in NSC 5810 in place of the present subparagraph 27-d. 

General Cutler asked Secretary Dulles if it were not possible to send 

the substance of this subparagraph to CFEP for consideration by that 

body as having jurisdiction in this field. Secretary Dulles said he could 

not understand why this was necessary, inasmuch as the policy state- 

ment he was referring to had already been made by the President. Secre- 

| tary Anderson suggested that decision should be delayed so that we 

could determine whether what was said at Buenos Aires on this matter in 

1957 continued to be what we still believed to be wise policy. Secretary 

Dulles said he had no intention of going beyond what we had said at 

Buenos Aires, and handed the President a copy of the Buenos Aires state- 

ment. The President then suggested that the substance of subparagraph 

27-d be transmitted to the CFEP together with Secretary Dulles’ state- 

ment made at Buenos Aires. Secretary Dulles said he merely wanted to 

state that any severe inhibition such as proposed by Treasury and Com- 

merce in the bracketed portion of subparagraph 27—d, against even con- 

sidering or discussing international commodity agreements with our 

Latin American friends, would have catastrophic repercussions 

throughout Latin America. The President agreed that this was true, but 

also warned against the danger of price-fixing as an actual U.S. course of 

action. Secretary Anderson also expressed great concern about the prob- 

| lem, but likewise agreed that we could not certainly state that we would 

not even discuss it with our Latin American neighbors. The President 

added that extreme care must be taken with regard to the wording of the 

policy guidance on this problem. 

General Cutler then invited the Council’s attention to the split in 

paragraph 27-e-(6), reading as follows: 

“{(6) Be prepared to consider, on a case-by-case basis, participation | 

with other Free World nations in multilateral development projects or 

funds. ]** 

“** Treasury and Commerce propose deletion.” 

He added that since NSC 5810 had been circulated, State, Treasury and 

| Commerce had agreed to a rewording of this subparagraph. General 

Cutler read the agreed rewording, and it was accepted by the Council.
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_ General Cutler then moved on to subparagraph 37-<, dealing with 
Communist China and reading as follows: rr 

_ _“c, The United States should continue its unilateral embargo on 
trade with [similarly liberalize its trade policies with]* Communist 
China, North Korea, and North Vietnam. . _ ae 

_ _“* ODM alternative proposal.” | | 
He pointed out his agreement with the position of Mr. Randall that pro- 

_ posals suchas this, for changes in our economic defense policy, should be 
made first in the Council on Foreign Economic Policy. He then called on 
Mr. Gray to speak to the proposed ODM amendment of subparagraph 
37-C. | | | - - 

Mr. Gray stated that he was agreeable to sending the subparagraph 
to the CFEP for prior consideration, but that he had changed his mind 
recently with respect to the liberalization of U.S. trade with Communist 
China, and felt that the ODM proposal had merit substantively. He | 
accordingly said that he wished to make his position clear when this mat- 
ter was considered subsequent to CFEP consideration. 

_ The next split related to subparagraph 29-a, reading as follows: _ 

_ “a. The total level of U.S. economic assistance world-wide should be 
consistent with the objectives we seek to achieve in the world, such as 
peace, the security and economic vitality of the United States, the inde- | 
pendence of the new states, long-range security interests, and the devel- 
opment of future markets. Tincreases in economic gore opment 
assistance should, to the extent politically and militarily feasible, be off- 

| set by decreases in other economic or in military assistance programs. ]* 

_  “* Treasury and Budget proposal.” | 

General Cutler called on Secretary Anderson to explain why the Treas- 
ury Department believed that the bracketed language in this subpara- 
graph should be included in NSC 5810. | OO 

_ Secretary Anderson replied that we simply could not go on com- 
pounding all these assistance programs for foreign countries. The matter 
was as simple as that. In support of this view he noted how paragraph 43 
of the paper called for a strong, healthy, expanding U.S. economy, and 
warned against the dangers of inflation. In turn, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget pointed out that statements such as that proposed 
by the Treasury and the Budget had been in all our basic policy state- 
ments since 1953. Accordingly, its deletion from NSC 5810 would take on 
greater significance than was usual. Furthermore, he thought that the 
qualifying language, “to the extent politically and militarily feasible’, | 
would provide sufficient opportunity to make exceptions to the general 

_ rule that increases should be offset by decreases. | 
_ Secretary Dulles expressed a strong distaste for the proposed lan- 

guage. He realized that all such matters as this must come before the
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Bureau of the Budget, but if this language were included and you needed 
to increase economic assistance to some country, you would find that 
you could not make the increase on the basis of its intrinsic merits. You 
would have to reduce military assistance first. This procedure would 
prove to be altogether too mechanistic in operation, so that it might be 
impossible to increase our economic assistance to a given nation even 
when it was clearly in the U.S. national interest. 

The President inquired of Secretary Dulles whether the inclusion of 
this language in previous statements of basic national security policy 
had occasioned difficulties for the State Department in its desire to 

increase economic assistance. Secretary Dulles replied that, on the con- 

trary, up to now this language had been a dead letter. The President said 

that he thought so, and that there was a good deal of merit in Mr. Stans’ 

argument. 

General Cutler told the President that it was the President himself 

who had provided this phraseology that was originally adopted. The 

President said probably so; we are trying to save money. This sentence 

. constitutes a warning, and it would certainly do no harm to include it. 

General Cutler also pushed for inclusion of the bracketed language, and 
Secretary Dulles agreed to accept it. 

Director Stans then said that he had certain other suggestions to 

make for changes. He asked the Council to look at subparagraph 43-b, 

and suggested that the final sentence of this subparagraph be revised to 

read as follows: + 

“Constant efforts should be made to eliminate waste, duplication, 
unnecessary overhead, and unnecessary facilities and activities of the 

Federal Government.” 

There was agreement to add the language recommended by Mr. Stans. 

Mr. Stans then called the Council’s attention to subparagraph 4-d, 

| on page 2, reading as follows: 

“d. To engage successfully in a world-wide peaceful contest with 
the USSR, and thus to achieve its basic objective.” 

Mr. Stans called for the elimination of all of this phraseology except the 

final section, “thus to achieve its basic objective.” He feared that if all the 

phraseology in the subparagraph as written were accepted, the United 

States would be called upon to achieve superiority over the USSR or 

every single competitive front, and this was simply too much to expect. 

‘General Cutler explained the feeling of the Planning Board as to the 

importance of successful peaceful competition with the Soviet Union, 

, but Mr. Stans said this idea was covered already in paragraph 6; and he 

repeated his objections to the phraseology. General Cutler said that he 

did not read this language as Mr. Stans did. He did not believe that the
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: Planning Board intended that the United States should have to be supe- 
rior in every single field of competition, but that it must be able to win in 
the over-all struggle. Secretary Dulles suggested that Mr. Stans’ problem 
could be met by the insertion of the word “over-all”. The Council 
accepted this revision. | 

The Director of USIA™ stated that he had a number of reservations 
with respect to NSC 5810, but he would bring up only one of them at the - 7 
present time. He asked the Council to look at the first line of paragraph 
18, reading as follows: | 

“18. The United States should continue efforts to persuade its allies 
to recognize nuclear weapons as an integral part of the arsenal of the Free | 
World and the need for their prompt and selective use when required.” 

, Mr. Allen found the suggestion of pressure on our allies unsuitable. He 
pointed out that in the forthcoming national elections in Greece the out- 
come seemed to turn on the question of whether or not the United States 
was pressing the Greeks to permit the installation of missile bases and 
nuclear weapons in Greece. Mr. Allen believed that we would obtain bet- 
ter results if we adopted the attitude of waiting to be asked by our allies 
to install bases and provide nuclear weapons, rather than to press them 
to accept such weapons. | 

The President said he did not believe that we had ever intended to 
press any of our allies to accept missile bases. If we had done so, he 
agreed with Mr. Allen that these were poor tactics. It was the President’s : 
understanding of this sentence that it meant only that our allies agreed to | 
our use of nuclear weapons, and not to the establishment of bases in 

| allied countries from which such weapons could be used. Secretary 
Dulles resolved the impasse by suggesting the language “to educate our 

| allies” instead of “to persuade” them. The Council agreed to the adop- 
tion of this language. 

secretary Dulles then said that he had a question to raise with | 
respect to subparagraph 43-a, reading as follows: 

“a. A strong, healthy and expanding economy is essential to U.S. 
national security and to the security and stability of the rest of the Free 
World. A prolonged and severe us recession would have very serious 
effects on the economic growth and political stability of the Free 
World... .” | 

Secretary Dulles said he took exception to the inclusion of the adjectives 
“prolonged” and “severe”. A U.S. recession could have serious conse- 
quences in the Free World even if it were not prolonged and severe. 

_ Indeed, the present U.S. recession is already having a serious effect on 

| * George V. Allen. |
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the Free World. Secretary Anderson agreed with the Secretary of State 
that these adjectives were not suitable, but did not know what adjectives 
to use to replace them. Secretary Dulles then suggested the language, “A 
U.S. recession could have serious effects, etc., etc.”. This proposal was 

favorably received by the Council. 

General Cutler then said that as the final item of today’s meeting he 
would like to suggest a change in subparagraph 6-e, reading as follows: 

“e. To deter Communist limited military aggression or, if necessary, 
to defeat such aggression in a manner and ona scale best calculated to 
keep hostilities from broadening into general war.” 

General Cutler suggested dropping the term “Communist”, on the 
ground that while, of course, we wished to stop Communist aggression, 
we likewise wanted to deter any limited military aggression. Secretary 
Dulles replied that deleting the term “Communist” would have serious 
implications and would greatly enlarge our current commitments to 
deter aggression. We should consider carefully whether or not it was 
wise so to enlarge our responsibilities. What, for example, would we be © 
expected to do in the event of a war between India and Pakistan? General 
Cutler immediately suggested that Council action on this item be de- 
ferred pending the studies which were to be submitted by the Depart- 
ment of Defense in June with respect to the general problem of revising 
the military strategy outlined in NSC 5810. 

The National Security Council:'s 

a. Discussed the draft statement of Basic National Security Policy 
contained in NSC 5810; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

thereon (particularly with reference to paragraphs 13 and 14), as pre- 
sented orally at the meeting. | 

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5810, subject to: 

(1) Page 2, subparagraph 4-d, next-to-last line: Changing “a world- 
wide” to read “an over-all world-wide’. : 

(2) Page 3, subparagraph 6-e: Review of the wording of this subpara- 
eraph in the light of the recommendations by the Department of Defense 
pursuant to 3 below. 

(3) Page 5, paragrapns 13 and 14: The tentative inclusion, as para 
grapis 13 and 14 in NSC 5810, of existing basic policy in paragrap s 14 
and 15 of NSC 5707/8 without change; pending submission on or efore 
June 16, 1958, by the Department of Defense foerhaps in the form of a 
limited-distribution supplement) of recommendations for any revision 
of the military strategy outlined in NSC 5810 as amended, after further 
consideration in the light of Council discussion at this meeting. | 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1903, approved by 

the President on May 5. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) _ .
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(4) Page 7, paragraph 18, 1st and 2nd lines: Revision of “to persuade its 
allies to recognize” to read “to educate its allies as to the importance of”. - 

_ (S) Page 12, subparagraph 27-d: Deletion of this subparagraph, and 
referral of it and the alternative proposed by the Secretary of State to the 
Council on Foreign Economic Policy for review of existing policy on 
international commodity agreements and advice on June 2, 1958, to the — | 
National Security Council as to the results of such review. | 

(6) Page 12, subparagraph 27-e: Relettering as subparagraph 27-d, 
and substitution for the bracketed subparagraph (6) thereof and the foot- 
note thereto, of the following: : | 

| “(6) Be prepared to study the acceptability of proposals for the 
establishment of international institutions for development financ- 
ing. 

(7) Page 13, subparagraph 29-a: Inclusion of the bracketed sentence 
and deletion of the footnote thereto. 

(8) Page 18, subparagraph 37-c: Deletion of the bracketed words and 
the footnote thereto. a | 

(9) Pa ge 21, subparagraph 43-a, 2nd sentence: Substitution for “A pro- 
onged and severe U.S. recession would” of the words “A U.S. recession | 

— could”. 
(10) Page 21, subparagraph 43-0, last line: Insertion, after “unneces- 

sary facilities’, of the words “and activities”. | 

Note: NSC 5810, as adopted subject to the amendments and provisos 
in b above, approved by the President and circulated as NSC 5810/1!° for 

| implementation by all appropriate Executive departments and agencies 
of the U.S. Government, with the understanding that finaldetermination 
on budget requests based thereon will be made by the President after 
normal budgetary review. NSC 5810/1 supersedes NSC 5707/8, and is 
the basic guide in the implementation of all other national security poli- 
cies, superseding any provisions in such other policies as may be in con- 
flict with it. Progress reports to the National Security Council on other 
policies should include specific reference to policies which have been 
modified by NSC 5810/1. 

The action in b-(2) and —(3) above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate | 
action. | | 

The action in b-(5) above, as approved by the President, subse- | 
quently transmitted to the Chairman, CFEP, for appropriate action.!” | 

| | | | S. Everett Gleason 

"© Document 24. 

17 A commentary on this action and on the discussion as they affected the Department 
of Defense are in a May 5 memorandum from Cutler to McElroy. The memorandum was 
reviewed by the President. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Special Assist- _ 
ant for National Security Affairs Records) See the Supplement. |
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24. National Security Council Report 

NSC 5810/1 Washington, May 5, 1958. 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL 
SECURITY COUNCIL ON BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

REFERENCES | 
A. NSC 5707/8 
B. NIE 100-58 
C. NSC 5810 
D. NSC Action No. 1903 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Attorney General, the Secretary of Commerce, the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, the Federal Civil 

Defense Administrator, and the Chairman, Council of Economic Advis- 

ers, at the 364th Council meeting on May 1, 1958, discussed the draft 
statement of Basic National Security Policy contained in NSC 5810, pre- 
pared by the NSC Planning Board, in the light of the views of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff thereon (particularly with reference to paragraphs 13 and 
14), as presented orally at the meeting. The Council adopted the state- 
ment of policy contained in NSC 5810, subject to the amendments and 
provisos set forth in NSC Action No. 1903~-b. 

The President has this date approved the statement of policy in NSC 
5810 as amended and adopted by the Council and enclosed herewith as 
NSC 5810/1, and directs its implementation by all appropriate Executive 
departments and agencies of U.S. Government, with the understanding 
that final determination on budget requests based thereon will be made 
by the President after normal budgetary review. 

NSC 5810/1 supersedes NSC 5707/8, and is the basic guide in the 

implementation of all other national security policies, superseding any 
provisions in such other policies as may be in conflict with it. Progress 
reports to the National Security Council on other policies should include 
specific reference to policies which have been modified by NSC 5810/1. 

Existing basic policy in paragraphs 14 and 15 of NSC 5707/8, with- 
out change, has tentatively been included as paragraphs 13 and 14 of 
NSC 5810/1, pending submission on or before June 16, 1958, by the 
Department of Defense (perhaps in the form of a limited-distribution _ 
supplement) or recommendations for any revision of the military strat- 
egy outlined in NSC 5810/1, after further consideration in the light of 
Council discussion at the 364th Meeting. 

Source: Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5810 Series. Top 
Secret.
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Subparagraph 27—d of NSC 5810 has been deleted, and has been 
referred, together with the alternative proposed by the Secretary of State, 
to the Council on Foreign Economic Policy for review of existing policy 
on international commodity agreements and advice on June 2, 1958, to 
the Council as to the results of such review. | Oo | 

oe James S. Lay, Jr.! 

Enclosure | a 

[Here follows a table of contents. ] 

STATEMENT OF BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

| | | Preamble | | | 

1. The spiritual, moral, and material posture of the United States 
rests upon established principles which have been asserted and 
defended throughout the history of the Republic. The genius, strength, 
and promise of America are founded in the dedication of its people and 
government to the dignity, equality, and freedom of the human being 
under God. These concepts and our institutions which nourish and | 
maintain them with justice are the bulwark of our free society and the 
basis of the respect and leadership which have been accorded our nation 

| by the peoples of the world. | 

Our constant aim at home is to preserve the liberties, expand the 
individual opportunities and enrich the lives of our people. Our goal 
abroad must be to strive unceasingly, in concert with other nations, for 
peace and security and to establish our nation firmly as the pioneer in 
breaking through to new levels of human achievement and well-being. 

_ These principles and fundamental values must continue to inspire 
and guide our policies and actions at home and abroad. When they are 
challenged, our response must be resolute and worthy of our heritage. 
From this premise must derive our national will and the policies which | 
express it. The continuing full exercise of our individual and collective 
responsibilities is required to realize the basic objective of our national 
security policy. 

" Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. :
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SECTION A 

OUTLINE OF U.S. NATIONAL STRATEGY 

2. The basic objective of U.S. national security policy is to preserve 
and enhance the security of the United States and its fundamental values 
and institutions. | 

3. The basic threat to U.S. security is the determination and ability of 
the hostile Soviet and Chinese Communist regimes effectively to direct 
the rapidly growing military and economic power under their control 
toward the objective of world domination; at a time when (a) there are 
sufficient quantities of nuclear weapons capable of causing immediate 
and incalculable devastation; (b) uncertainty is growing whether U.S. 
massive nuclear capabilities would be used to defend Free World inter- 
ests; (c) weakness or instability in many areas exerts strong pressures for 
economic or political change and creates vulnerabilities to expanding 
Sino-Soviet subversion, political action and economic penetration; and 

(d) the American people have not been brought to appreciate the extent 
of the crisis facing the United States, or adequately to support certain ele- 
ments of the U.S. strategy. 

4. The basic problem for the United States, in order to minimize this 
basic threat, is to mobilize and effectively employ, over a long period and 
at an adequate and sustained level, the U.S. and Free World spiritual, 
political, military, economic, intellectual and scientific resources 
required (a) to maintain military strength sufficient to deter general war — 
and limited aggression, (b) to maintain economic growth essential to 
USS. security, welfare, and world leadership, (c) to provide leadership in 
maintaining the integrity of the Free World and in fostering an interna- 

| tional environment in which the United States can sustain its values and 
institutions, and (d) to engage successfully in an over-all world-wide 
peaceful contest with the USSR, and thus to achieve its basic objective. | 

5. The initiation by the United States of preventive war to reduce 
Soviet or Chinese Communist military power is not an acceptable course 
either to the United States or its major allies. Therefore, U.S. policy must 
be designed (a) to reduce the threat of Soviet or Chinese Communist mili- 
tary power by other means (such as a safeguarded arms control agree- 
ment with the USSR), and (b) in a time of relative nuclear parity and 

- increased Sino-Soviet political and economic aggressiveness, to place 
greater emphasis on non-military measures. 

6. U.S. policies, for which the full support of the American people 
should be enlisted, and U.S. and other Free World resources effectively 
used to meet the problem stated in paragraph 4 above, must be designed: _ 

a. To take the initiative in promoting sound economic growth and 
acceptable political development in the Free World, not only to meet the
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Communist threat but also to create an international environment. in 
which the values and institutions of freedom can be sustained... 

__b. To present the true image of the United States. it 
c. Toaccelerate acceptable changes in the character and policies of 

the Sino-Soviet Bloc regimes. | | | oe 
d. To prevent the occurrence of general war, without sacrificing 

vital U.S. security interests. - - Be 
e. To deter Communist limited military aggression or,ifnecessary, 

to defeat such aggression in a manner and on a scale best calculated to 
| keep hostilities from broadening into general war. So 

_f. To prevent Communism from gairiing political control of inde- , 
pendent nations by subversion or other means short of war. 

oe g. To westroy or neutralize the international Communist apparatus 
in the Free World. . | a Ce gar 

_ h. To seek safeguarded arms control agreements as a means of 
reducing the threat of Sino-Soviet military power. | 

: 7. This national strategy requires a flexible and coordinated, overt 
- and covert, combination of military, political, and economic actions, con- 

sistent with the national posture described in paragraph 1 above, and 
executed in a manner to achieve the optimum psychological advantage. 

_ Carried out with resolution and initiative, this general strategy can 
enable the United States to achieve its basic objective. = | 

SECTION B | we 

ELEMENTS OF NATIONAL STRATEGY ree 

I. Military Elements of National Strategy == 

8. Acentral aim of U.S. policy must be to deter the Communists 
from use of their military power, remaining prepared to fight general 
war should one be forced upon the United States. This stress on deter- 
rence is dictated by the disastrous character of general nuclear war, the 
danger of local conflicts developing into general war, and the serious 
effect of further Communist aggression. Hence the Communist rulers __ 
must be convinced that aggression will not serve their interests: that it 
will not pay. | . | a re 

_ 9. ITfthis purpose is to be achieved, the United States and its allies in 
the aggregate will have to have, for an indefinite period, military forces 
with sufficient strength, flexibility and mobility to enable them to deal 
swiftly and severely with Communist overt aggression in its various 
forms and to prevail in general war should one develop. In addition, the 
deterrent is much more likely to be effective if the United States and its 

| major allies show that they are united in their determination to use mili- 
tary force against such aggression. —_ a OB 

10. a. It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other
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weapons in the arsenal of the United States; to consider them as conven- 
tional weapons from a military point of view; and to use them when 
required to achieve national objectives. Advance authorization for their 
use is as determined by the President. | 

b. The U.S. nuclear stockpile should include, in varying sizes and 
yields, standard weapons and clean? weapons as feasible, to provide 
flexible and selective capabilities for general or limited war, as may be 
required to achieve national objectives. 

11. The United States will be prepared to use chemical and biologi- 
cal weapons to the extent that such use will enhance the military effec- 
tiveness of the armed forces. The decision as to their use will be made by 
the President. : 

12. If time permits and an attack on the United States or U.S. forces is 
not involved, the United States should consult appropriate allies before 
any decision to use nuclear, chemical and biological weapons is made by 

| the President. | 
13. In carrying out the central aim of deterring general war, the 

United States must develop and maintain as part of its military forces its 
effective nuclear retaliatory power, and must keep that power secure 
from neutralization or from a Soviet knockout blow, even by surprise. 
The United States must also develop and maintain adequate military 
and non-military programs for continental defense. So long as the Soviet 
leaders are uncertain of their ability to neutralize the U.S. nuclear retalia- 
tory power, there is little reason to expect them deliberately to initiate 
general war or actions which they believe would carry appreciable risk 
of general war, and thereby endanger the regime and the security of the 

USSR. . | 

14. Within the total U.S. military forces there must be included ready 
forces which, with such help as may realistically be expected from allied 
forces, are adequate (a) to present a deterrent to any resort to local 
aggression, and (b) to defeat or hold, in conjunction with indigenous 
forces, any such local aggression, pending the application of such addi- 
tional U.S. and allied power as may be required to suppress quickly the 
local aggression. Such ready forces must be highly mobile and suitably 
deployed, recognizing that some degree of maldeployment from the 
viewpoint of general war must be accepted. | 

Local aggression as used in this paragraph refers only to conflicts 

occurring in less developed areas of the world, in which limited U.S. 

forces participate because U.S. interests are involved. The prompt and 

resolute application of the degree of force necessary to defeat such local 

* Nuclear weapons capable of being exploded with greatly reduced radioactive fall- 
out. [Footnote in the source text. ] |
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aggression is considered the best means to keep hostilities from broaden- 
| ing into general war. Therefore, military planning for U.S. forces to. 

oppose local aggression will be based on the development of a flexible | 
and selective capability, including nuclear capability for use as author- 
ized by the President. When the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose 
local aggression, force will be applied ina manner and ona scale best cal- 
culated to avoid hostilities from broadening into general war. _ : | 

15. In order to maximize the cold war contribution of U.S. military 
power, the military capabilities of the United States, to the extent consist- 
ent with primary missions, should be utilized in appropriate ways to 
reinforce and support overt and covert political, economic, psychologi- 
cal, technological, and cultural measures in order to achieve national 

objectives. = | | | - 

_ 16.U.S. security is predicated upon the support and cooperation of 
appropriate major allies and certain other Free World nations, in provid- 
ing and using their share of military forces in the common defense and in 
furnishing, bases for U.S. military power. Although developments in 
weapons technology and other factors over future years will change the 
need for, and will necessitate periodic review of, the present U.S. over- 

seas base system, a small net expansion of this system may be required, at 
. least initially. The determination as to whether to position IRBM’s 

around the Sino-Soviet periphery outside the NATO area will be made 
by the President. | | ae 

17. The United States should strengthen as practicable the collective 
defense system. The United States should take the necessary steps to 
convince its NATO and other allies that U.S. strategy and policy serve _ 
their security as well as its own, and that, while their full contribution 

and participation must be forthcoming, the United States is committed to 
carry out its obligations for their defense and possesses the capability to 
fulfill its commitments. In particular, to counter existing uncertainty, the 
United States should reaffirm that its nuclear weapons will be used, as 
necessary, to defend Free World interests. - | . ms | 

_ 18. The United States should continue efforts to educate its allies as 
to the importance of nuclear weapons as an integral part of the arsenal of | 
the Free World and the need for their prompt and selective use when 
required. Taking into account the protection of classified data, the essen- 
tial requirements of U.S. forces, and production capabilities, the United 

_ States should continue to provide to selected allies, capable of using 
them effectively, advanced weapons systems (including nuclear weap- 

__ ons systems with the elements required by law tobe under U.S. control, _ 
readily available). Special attention should. be directed to assisting 
selected allies rapidly to develop and produce in concert, through 
NATO, their own advanced weapons systems (less nuclear elements), 
and to facilitating and increasing the exchange and utilization of Free
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World scientific and technological resources. The United States should 
seek to prevent the development by additional nations of national 
nuclear weapons capabilities and to prevent or retard the acquisition of 
national control over nuclear weapons components by nations whichdo _ 
not now possess them. The United States should consider the long-term 
development of a NATO nuclear weapons authority to determine 
requirements for, hold custody of, and control the use of nuclear weap- 
ons in accordance with NATO policy and plans for defense of NATO 
areas. 

19. The United States should continue to provide military and sup- 
port assistance to nations whose increased ability to defend themselves 
and to make their appropriate contributions to collective military power 
is important to the security of the United States. To the extent possible 
without sacrifice of U.S. security, the United States should seek to reduce 

requirements for military assistance by encouraging selected recipient 
nations (principally non-Europeans) (a) to reduce large indigenous 
forces maintained to resist external aggression to a size commensurate 
with both the economic ability of the allied nation to support and with 
the external threat, placing reliance for additional support on U.S. capa- 
bilities, and (b) to emphasize police and constabulary type forces for 
internal security purposes in lieu of large indigenous military establish- 
ments. 

- 20. The United States and its allies must reject the concept of preven- 
tive war or acts intended to provoke war. Hence, the United States 
should attempt to make clear, by word and conduct, that it is not our 
intention to provoke war. At the same time, the United States and its 

major allies must make clear their determination to oppose aggression 
despite risk of general war; and the United States must make clear its 
determination to prevail if general war occurs. To strengthen the deter- 
rent to limited aggression and to reduce the danger of limited aggression 
expanding into general war, the United States should, in appropriate 
cases, make timely communication of its intentions. 

21. a. Dynamic research and development for military application | 

are a necessity for the continued maintenance of effective armed forces 
and an adequate U.S. military posture. The military technology of the 

United States and its allies required to support these objectives should be 

superior to the military technology of the Soviet Bloc. : 

b. The United States must tap the basic and most advanced 
research of the nation, both private and governmental, so that it can rap- 

idly take advantage of new discoveries, including those related to outer _ 

space, which may profoundly influence military technology. Moreover, 

the United States must speed up by all practicable steps the translation of 

research and development into an appropriate flow of new weapons and 

equipment to the armed forces.
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_c. Measures should be undertaken to increase mutual support 
between the United States and its allies in selective research and devel- 
opment for military application. a 

| | II. Political and Economic Strategy oe 

22. Political and economic progress in the Free World is vitally 
important (a) to maintain the effectiveness of the military deterrent by 
preserving the cohesion of our alliances and the political basis for allied 
facilities and capabilities; (b) as an end in itself, in strengthening the vital- 
ity and well-being of the free nations; and (c) to create the conditions — 

which over time will be conducive to acceptable change in the Commu- 
nist Bloc. Behind the shield of its deterrent system, the United States 
should place relatively more stress on promoting growth and develop- 
ment in the Free World and constructive evolution in the Communist 
Bloc. . 

23. The ability of the Free World, over the long pull, to compete suc- 
cessfully with the Communist World will depend in large measure on 
demonstrated progress in meeting the basic needs and aspirations of 
Free World peoples. In helping to remedy conditions throughout the 
Free World which are readily susceptible to Communist exploitation, the 

United States should take timely action rather than allow a further dete- 
rioration to ensue which may require more costly and less certain meas- 
ures (including military action). 

A. Strengthening the Free World 

_ 24, Maintaining the vitality of the NATO Alliance is essential to car- 
rying out effectively our national strategy to meet the threat of the Com- 
munist Bloc. At the same time, the United States must increase its 

leadership and influence in strengthening other Free World nations. 
Accordingly, the United States should act (a) to increase in Free World 
nations, especially in neutral nations, mutuality of interest and common 
purpose; confidence in the United States, through better understanding 
of its national purposes and by reason of its actions; and the will, 
strength, and stability necessary to retain their independence; (b) to pro- 
vide, especially to emerging nations, constructive and attractive eco- 
nomic and ideological alternatives to Communism, including the 
effective promotion of economic development of less developed areas; 
(c) to neutralize the Communist apparatus in the Free World; and (d) to 
prevent the political and economic efforts of the Sino-Soviet Bloc from 
subverting or gaining political control of independent nations. | 

25. a. In the foreign economic field U.S. objectives include strong, 
healthy, expanding Free World economies; with emphasis on sound and 
timely economic progress in less developed areas and on maintenance of | 
high rates of economic activity with relatively stable price levels in 
industrialized nations.
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b. Necessary conditions for strength and growth in both the indus- 
trialized and less developed areas include: : | 

(1) Reasonable poritical stability and favorable internal policies. 
(2) A high level of international trade and investment within the 

Free World. - 
(3) A strong, healthy and expanding U.S. economy 

c. In order to foster a high level of international trade, the United 
States should (1) continue to press strongly fora generalreductionofbar- 

_ riers to such trade; (2) seek to reduce further its own tariffs and other 

trade restrictions over the next few years on a reciprocal basis, with due 

regard to national security and total national advantage; and (3) support 
sound moves to widen the convertibility of currencies. 

26. a. The United States should encourage and support movements 
toward European unity, especially those leading to supra-national insti- 
tutions, bearing in mind that the basic initiative must come from the 

_ Europeans themselves. The United States should continue the policy of 
providing financial and other assistance to promote such integration. 
The United States should work, as appropriate with organizations which 
reflect progress toward such integration or increased cooperation 

- among European nations. | 
b. The United States should encourage and assist the development 

of a sounder relationship between Europe and Africa and Europe and 
the Middle East. - 

27. a. Dangers to Free World stability are particularly acute in less 
developed areas (including certain European nations outside the Soviet 
Bloc), in view of lagging economic growth, rapid population increase, 

| bitter national and colonial disputes, internal political instability, and 
increasingly vigorous Communist efforts toward political and economic 
penetration. The United States should support and foster economic 
progress in these areas in order, and in a manner designed, to increase 
long-range political stability and Free World cohesion. 

_ b. Primary responsibility for satisfactory economic growth must 
remain with the less developed nations themselves. U.S. assistance 
should be extended in a way to promote local self-help, incentives, and 
initiative in mobilizing local resources and developing sound programs. 
Bearing in mind the political motivation of some assistance, the United 
States should seek, where possible, to assure that its assistance will be 

effectively used and that recipient governments are willing to take the 
necessary and appropriate measures. : 

c. The difficult task of speeding up economic growth and promot- 
ing political stability in the less developed areas calls for some changes in 
their traditional habits and attitudes. In order to lift one of the major 
limitations on the rate of economic growth, (1) less developed nations 
should be encouraged to expand educational facilities and opportuni-
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ties, especially in the administrative and technical fields, and to share 

their knowledge and techniques with other less developed nations; and 
(2) the United States should devote, and should encourage other Free 
World industrialized nations to devote, more effort (by training pro- 
grams, by strengthening educational institutions, by greatly expanding | 
training in administrative and technical skills, and by providing compe- 
tent advisers) to the development of local leaders, administrators, and 

skilled personnel. The United States should offer attractive contact and 
exchange opportunities to citizens of less developed nations. ; 

d. To provide new capital investment required for economic devel- 
opment in less developed areas at a rate consistent with U.S. objectives, 
the United States should: | = | 

(1) Encourage the governments of underdeveloped nations to 
mobilize the maximum amount of local capital for domestic economic 
development, and create a favorable climate for foreign private invest- 
ment. | , | 

(2) Encourage other industrialized Free World nations to facilitate 
movements of private capital to the less developed areas and to supply 
governmental capital where their own resources permit. | 

(3) Support, wherever appropriate, the efforts of the IBRD and the 
IFC to promote development in less developed nations. 

(4) Develop positive programs to foster increased U.S. private 
investment in less developed nations as well as in industrialized nations. 

(5) Be prepared to make appropriately increased economic devel- 
opment financing available in substantial amounts and on a long-term 
asis. | | 

(6) Be prepared to study the acceptability of proposals for the estab- 
lishment of international institutions for development financing. 

28. a. In order to meet the challenge posed by the Sino-Soviet Bloc 
economic offensive (both trade and aid), the United States should vigor- | 
ously press forward its own positive programs to foster a high level of 
Free World trade and to promote economic development in the less | 

_ developed areas, rather than react defensively to Sino-Soviet Bloc pro- 
grams. | | | 

b. Recognizing that it is not always feasible or desirable for less 
developed nations to reject Sino-Soviet Bloc aid or trade, the United 
States, in cooperation with other Free World nations as appropriate, : 

should (1) insure that nations are aware of the opportunities which 
expanding trade with the United States and the rest of the Free World, 
and U.S. aid programs, create for them to achieve economic progress as 
independent members of the Free World; (2) seek to induce nations not to 
(a) accept Sino-Soviet Bloc aid in certain sensitive fields which would 

create damaging dependence on the Bloc, (b) trade with the Bloc on prej- 
udicial terms, or (c) become unduly dependent on trade with the Bloc; 
and (3) in very exceptional cases, take direct measures to counter Bloc
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moves, by Free World actions in aid or trade taken specifically for this 
purpose. 

29. a. The total level of U.S. economic assistance world-wide should 
be consistent with the objectives we seek to achieve in the world, such as 
peace, the security and economic vitality of the United States, the inde- 

pendence of the new states, long-range security interests, and the devel- 
opment of future markets. Increases in economic development 
assistance should, to the extent politically and militarily feasible, be off- 
set by decreases in other economic or in military assistance programs. 

b. The Development Loan Fund should be assured of continuity 
and resources adequate to promote accelerated rates of development in 
less developed nations. 

c. The disposal of U.S. surplus agricultural products to Free World 
nations should be consistent with our foreign policy objectives and avoid | 
material injury to the trade of friendly nations. In taking actions affecting 
imports of products of special importance to friendly nations, the United 
States should consider the impact on our foreign policy objectives. 

30. US. political policies must be adapted to the conditions prevail- 
_ing in each less developed area. The United States should not exert pres- 
sure to make active allies of nations not so inclined, but should recognize 
that the independence of such nations from Sino-Soviet control serves 
U.S. interests even though they are not aligned with the United States. 
The United States should provide assistance on the basis of the will of 
such nations to defend and strengthen their independence, and should 

_ take other feasible steps which will strengthen their capacity to do so. 

31. The United States should seek (a) to work with, rather than 
against, constructive nationalist and reform movements in colonial areas 

in Asia and Africa, when convinced of their present or potential power 
and influence; and (b) to prevent the capture of such movements by 
Communism. Where disputes or tensions involved the relations of a 
major U.S. ally with a colonial or dependent area, the United States 
should use its influence in behalf of an orderly evolution of political 
arrangements towards self-determination, and should seek to 
strengthen the forces of moderation in both the colonial and metropoli- 
tan areas. 

: 32. The United States should continue its full support of, and active 
leadership in, the United Nations, and do what it can appropriately to 
strengthen the organization to meet changing circumstances. It should 
seek to make maximum effective use of the United Nations to settle 
international disputes; to promote collective security, including the 
averting or limiting of local conflicts; to advance dependent peoples and 
less developed nations through such measures as technical assistance 

_ and trusteeships; and to solve international problems of an economic, 

social, cultural or humanitarian character. The United Nations can serve 

|
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and should be used to mobilize Free World opinion in support of U.S. 
policies, to expose inimical Communist aims and actions, and to counter | 

Communist propaganda. It should also be used for unobtrusive con- 
tacts, for intelligence, and for quiet diplomacy. , 

33. The United States should actively pursue programs for the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy. Objectives should include advancement 
of knowledge in this field, strengthening of the U.S. national economy, 
and furtherance of cooperative efforts with other nations, both through 
bilateral arrangements and through multilateral agencies such as 

_ LA.E.A. and EURATOM. | | 

34. In nations vulnerable to subversion, the United States should, as 

one of its objectives, assist in the development of adequate local internal 
security forces, recognizing that direct action against the Communist 
apparatus must rest largely with the local government concerned. The 
United States should: | | | 

a. Seek to alert vulnerable nations to the methods and dangers of 
Communist subversion. | 

b. Conduct civil police and other overt and covert programs and 
activities to combat Communist subversive forces and techniques. __. 

[1 paragraph (2 lines of source text) not declassified] 
_ d. Inthe event of an imminent or actual Communist seizure of con- 

| trol from within, take all feasible measures to thwart it, including mili- 
tary action if required and appropriate to cope with the situation. 

B. Other Means of Influencing the Communist Bloc | | 

35. a. In addition to political, military, and economic programs and 
| actions to prevent further expansion of Communist influence and 

steadily to improve the relative position of the Free World, the United 
States, where appropriate in cooperation with other Free World nations, 
should seek to influence the Communist Bloc by: 

(1) Giving to the peoples of Communist nations, as well as those of 
_ the rest of the world, a clear conception of the true U.S. and Free World 

| purposes, including uncompromising U.5. determination to resist Sino- 
oviet Bloc aggressive moves and uphold freedom; and otherwise to cor- 

rect the distorted Communist view of the world. 
| (2) Making clear to the peoples of Communist nations, as well as 
those of the rest of the world, that the Free World opposes the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc because of Communist imperialism and continued use of violence ~ 
and subversion. | | 

(3) Convincing the Communist leaders and their peoples that there 
are alternatives to their regimes’ present policies which would be accept- 
able to the United States and which they should come to consider com- 
patible with their own security interests. - | 

(4) Encouraging the Communist regimes to take measures which 
make more difficult the reversal of policies more acceptable to us. 

b. Advantage should be taken of every opportunity to accomplish 
paragraph a above, by such measures as expansion of Free World-Soviet |



110 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

Bloc exchanges and contacts, appropriate liberalization of trade controls, 
exploitation of Sino-Soviet Bloc vulnerabilities, the negotiating process, 
appropriate use of information media, and peaceful cooperation with 
the USSR in fields not inimical to U.S. security. The United States and the 
Free World should carry out these measures so as not to affectadversely _ 
the Free World’s will to resist Communism, taking the initiative when- 
ever possible and with a view to making a favorable impact upon the 
Free World, including uncommitted peoples. | 

36. a. The United States should encourage expansion of U.S.-Soviet 
Bloc exchanges and selective expansion of Free World-Soviet Bloc 
exchanges, and continue to sponsor specific proposals, which are chosen 
particularly with the view to: 

(1) Sustaining current ferment in the thinking, and fostering evolu- 
tionary trends, within the Bloc. | 

— (2) Maintaining Free World initiative and leadership for advanta- 
geous reductions of barriers to free communications and peaceful trade. 

(3) Increasing the acquisition of useful intelligence concerning the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc and scientific information. | 

(4) Avoiding a net disadvantage to the United States from such con- 
tacts. | an : 

If such proposals are rejected by the Bloc, we should utilize these rejec- 
tions to expose the reality behind the Soviet facade. 

b. In considering proposals for U.S.-Soviet Bloc contacts, the 
United States should: (1) weigh the potential advantages against the 
adverse effect of the U.S. example upon other Free World nations more 
vulnerable to Communist penetration; and (2) discreetly inform Free 
World nations that expansion of U.S.-Bloc contacts does not signify 
acceptance of Soviet Bloc attitudes, but rather is a means of influencing 
such attitudes toward more acceptable conduct. | 

37. a. The United States should agree to liberalize the multilateral 
| security controls on trade with the Sino-Soviet Bloc, thereby facilitating 

| accord with our allies and agreement on the maintenance of an effective 
| multilateral security trade control system. Such system should continue 

controls on munitions and atomic energy items and on other items hav- 
ing a clear military application or involving advanced technology of 

| strategic significance not available to the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

b. The United States should be prepared to conform its unilateral 
controls on trade with the European Soviet Bloc to those agreed multilat- 
erally, except as to items control of which will clearly advance U.S. policy — 
objectives. | | 

c. The United States should continue its unilateral embargo on 
trade with Communist China, North Korea, and North Vietnam. 

38. a. In the exploitation of Sino-Soviet Bloc vulnerabilities, the 
United States should design its policies and programs to (1) accelerate
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evolutionary changes in Sino-Soviet policies and conduct which will 
advance U.S. and Free World security and policy objectives; (2) weaken : 
the ties which link the USSR and Communist China and the controls by 
which these nations dominate other nations; (3) exploit divisive forces 

within the Bloc; (4) encourage popular pressures on the Bloc leaders for 
greater emphasis on the legitimate needs and national aspirations of 
their peoples, such as greater liberties and improved standards of living; 
(5) undermine the faith of the Communist ruling classes in their own sys- 
tem and ideology; and (6) develop closer contacts with the peoples of the 
Eastern European nations in ways calculated to build on traditional feel- 
ings of friendship and respect for the United States. , 

b. In order to foster the development of internal freedom and | 
national independence among the Soviet-dominated nations of Eastern 
Europe and Poland when judged to be to the net strategic advantage of 
the Free World, appropriate legislation should be sought, and necessary 
administrative changes should be made, relaxing present restrictions on 
the provision of economic aid. a | 

39. The United States should continue its readiness to negotiate with 
the USSR whenever it appears that U.S. interests will be served thereby. | 
Such negotiations may help to maintain Free World initiative and cohe- 
sion, and can be used to probe the intentions and expose the meaning of 
Soviet policies. The United States and its major allies should be prepared 
to sponsor mutual concessions between the Free World and the Sino- : 
Soviet Bloc which would leave unimpaired the net security position of 
the Free World and which would contribute to the ultimate peaceful res- 
olution of the Communist threat. The United States should not, however, 

make concessions in advance of similar action by the Soviets in the hope 

of inspiring Soviet concessions. Agreements with the USSR should be 
dependent upon a balance of advantages, and not upon implied good 
will or trust in written agreements. | 

40. Safeguarded arms control should be sought with particular 
urgency, in an effort to reduce the risk of war attendant on the increased 
possibility of achieving surprise and on the growth and proliferation of 
nuclear and strategic missile delivery capabilities. It should therefore be 
a major objective of the United States, in its own interest and asinterre- 
lated parts of its national policy, actively to seek a comprehensive, 
phased and safeguarded international system for inspection against sur- ) 
prise attack and for the regulation and reduction of conventional and 
nuclear armed forces and armaments; to make intensive efforts to 
resolve other major international issues because a comprehensive arms 
control agreement will depend upon the resolution of some of these 
issues; and meanwhile to continue the steady development of strengthin | 
the United States and in the Free World coalition required for U.S. secu- 
rity. As an initial step in developing this international arms system, the
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United States should give priority to early agreement on the imple- 
mentation of measures designed to reduce the risk of general war. The 
acceptability and character of any international system for the regulation 
and reduction of armed forces and armaments depend primarily on the 
scope and effectiveness of the safeguards against violations and eva- 
sions, and especially the inspection system. Because in the future U.S. 
security will depend increasingly upon information and intelligence of 
Soviet military capabilities and intentions, the development of such an 
inspection system within the Soviet Union assumes, in and of itself, sig- 
nificance to U.S. security. . | 

_ 41. In applying the strategy in paragraphs 35-40 inclusive to Com- 
munist China, the United States must take account of non-recognition of 

the regime, the special hostility of the regime, its aggressive aims, and the 
undesirability of enhancing the power and influence of Communist 
China relative to free Asian nations. Moreover, the United States should 

not overlook any possibility, however remote, of fostering among the Chi- 
nese people demands for an alternative to the Communist regime. How- 
ever, the United States should continue its willingness to participate in 
talks with, or including, Communist China, on specific subjects on an ad 

hoc basis where the general objectives of its political strategy against the 
Communist Bloc would be served thereby. 

C. Psychological Aspects of U.S. Policies | 

42. a. The psychological impact abroad of our policies—domestic as 
well as foreign—plays a crucial part in the over-all advancement of U.S. 
objectives. It is essential, therefore, that along with the pertinent military, 
political and economic considerations, the psychological factor be given 
due weight during the policy-forming process. : 

b. After specific policies have been determined, implementing 
actions and statements supporting these policies should be coordinated 

| and presented publicly in a manner that will best advance U.S. objectives. 

_ c. Foreign informational, cultural, educational and other psycho- 
| logical programs are vital elements in the implementation of U.S. policies 

, and should be selectively strengthened. _ - 

: III. Domestic Strength and Other National Security Measures 

43. Sound U.S. Economy. 

a. A strong, healthy and expanding economy is essential to U.S. 
national security and to the security and stability of the rest of the Free 
World. A U.S. recession could have very serious effects on the economic _ 
growth and political stability of the Free World. The Federal Govern- 
ment should, therefore, pursue over-all credit and fiscal policies 

designed to: | |
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_ (1) Counter the current recession and foster sustainable economic | 
growth with a relatively stable price level. aha | 
__ (2) Maximize the economic potential of private enterprise by mini- 
mizing governmental controls and regulations and by encouraging the 
development, through private effort, of natural and technological 
resources. | . | 

2 b. Consistent with paragraph a above and with the necessity to 
undertake all programs which are essential for the national security, the _ 
United States should keep all Federal expenditures to a necessary mini- 
mum. Expenditure levels must take into full account the danger to the 
United States and its allies resulting from impairment, through inflation 
or the undermining of incentives, of the basic soundness of the U.S. econ- | 

omy or of the continuing expansion of the U.S. economy under a free 
enterprise system. Constant efforts should be made to eliminate waste, | 

duplication, unnecessary overhead, and unnecessary facilities and activ- | 
ities in the Federal Government. en ee 

c. Efforts should also be made to keep Federal expenditures at lev- 
els which, over a period of time, would permit some reduction in the 
public debt and reductions in tax rates essential to long-term economic 
growth. : | a ne 

44. Internal Security. Internal security measures should be made ade- 
quate, by strengthening them as necessary, to meet the threat to U.S. _ 
security of covert attack by the Soviet Bloc on the United States by means 
of sabotage, subversion, espionage and, particularly, the clandestine 
introduction and detonation of nuclear weapons. | mos 

45. Civil Defense. - a 
| a. Anessential ingredient of our domestic strength is an improved 
and strengthened civil defense program which seeks, by both preventive 
and ameliorative measures, to minimize damage from nuclear attack. 

_ An effective civil defense program requires an increasing degree of Fed- 
eral responsibility, support and influence on the civil defense activities of 
the states. a a | | 

b. Such a civil defense program should include certain measures, 
as approved by the President, to carry out the concept of fallout shelter 
for protection of the population against radiation hazards. 

46. Support by U.S. Citizens. | OO Ce | 
_ a. Thesupport of the American people is essential to the success of 

a national strategy to meet the threat to our national security. = 

b. Ournation, our institutions, the principles we hold dear, and our : 
very lives are now in great danger. This great danger to the United States 
and to all free nations, may persist for a long time. While this threat is tak- | 

_ ing on new dimensions, the determination of U.S. citizens to face the | 
_ risks and sacrifices, and their willingness to support the demands on ~ |
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_ their spiritual and material resources, necessary to carry out this national 
strategy will be crucial. 

c. Continuing efforts should be made to develop a comprehension 
among the American people of these needs and of the fact that our 
national strategy provides the best hope that war can be averted and our | 
national security objectives achieved. Steadfastness, wisdom, courage, 
and readiness to sacrifice, rather than the complacent pursuit of peace- 
time living, are required to assure their survival during a period of crisis 
which may continue for many years. | 

d. Eternal vigilance to prevent intimidation of free criticism is also 
necessary in carrying out the national strategy. 

47. Mobilization Base. The mobilization base (military and non-mili- 
tary) should be designed to meet the requirements of (a) general war, ini- 
tiated by the enemy with a nuclear onslaught or as a result of hostilities 
which were not intended to lead to general war, (b) cold war, and (c) mili- 

tary conflict short of general war. Emphasis should be given to those ele- 
ments that will increase U.S. D-Day readiness and capability. Within the 
military, first emphasis should be placed on achieving readiness for the 
forces in being. The base should meet the following objectives: 

a. Maintenance of the active forces in a condition of optimum 
readiness to execute initial wartime missions. 

b. Maintenance and support in a high state of readiness of those 
selected reserve forces specified as being so essential to the execution of 
initial wartime missions as to require their being given priority treat- 
ment. 

c. Maintenance and support of phased expansion to M+6 months 
force levels. | 

d. Thecapacity to meet the combat requirements of all forces which 
would be mobilized by M+6 months. | 

e. Pre M-Day positioning of stocks of selected supplies and equip- 
ment within the United States to insure M-Day readiness. 

f. Pre-M-Day provision and positioning of reasonably Protected 
stocks of selected supplies and equipment outside the United States to 

| insure that U.S. forces surviving the enemy nuclear attack will havea rea- 
sonable capability of performing assigned initial tasks effectively with- 
out substantial resupply from the United States during the initial phase 
of war. 

. g. Maintenance and support of the industrial capability to con- 
serve and replenish stocks that may be used in a local war. 

h. Development and maintenance in a high state of readiness of 
measures essential to survival as a nation, including minimum civilian 
needs and continuity of government. 

Implementation of these objectives should emphasize immediate com- 

bat readiness and effectiveness, reflect any planned reductions in the 

over-all physical size of the military establishment, and provide for 

increased selectivity aimed at bringing the mobilization base structure,
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including equipment and standby facilities, in consonance with strategic 
concepts. 

_ 48. Stockpiling of Materials for the Strategic Stockpile. 

a. Procurement for additions to the strategic stockpile authorized 
under P. L. 520, 79th Congress,3 should be limited to meeting shortages 
for a 3-year period of national emergency under (1) a “basic objective” 
which only partially discounts sources of supply outside North America 
and comparably accessible areas and (2) a “maximum objective” which 
discounts completely sources outside North America and comparably 
accessible areas. a 

__b. The “basic objective” should be met expeditiously. The “maxi- 
mum objective” should be reached on a lower priority basis, by such 
means as (1) deliveries under existing contracts; (2) transfers from other 

_ Government programs; (3) purchases with available foreign currencies; 
and (4) barter of U.S. agricultural surpluses. | / 

c. Stockpile procurement for the purpose of maintaining the mobi- 
lization base should be undertaken only within the “maximum objec- 
tive” 4 | | | 

d. Commitments calling for deliveries beyond the “maximum 
objective” should be cancelled when settlements in the over-all best 
interests of the Government can be arranged through agreement with the 
contractor. | | a 

49. Intelligence. The United States should develop and maintain an 
_ intelligence system capable of collecting the requisite data on and accu- 

_Yately evaluating: | | 

, a. Indications of hostile intentions that would give maximum prior 
warning of possible aggression or subversion in any area of the world. 

__ b. The capabilities of foreign nations, friendly and neutral as well 
as enemy, to undertake military, political, economic and subversive 
courses of action affecting U.S. security. | 

c. Potential foreign developments having a bearing on U.S. 
national security. | 

_ 50. Manpower. The United States should develop and maintain man- 
power programs designed to: | 

a. Channel a larger share of our resources to the education and 
training of rapidly increasing numbers of young men and women, with 
special emphasis on meeting the needs of science and technology. 

° Approved on July 23, 1946; 60 Stat. 596. ! 
* Through FY 1959 new mobilization base procurement could include battery-grade 

manganese (synthetic dioxide). New purchases of lead for the strategic stockpile will end 
on the effective date of any affirmative action on the application for increased tariff, but in 

| no event later than June 30, 1958. [Footnote in the source text.] ee | 

|
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b. Develop incentives and public attitudes which will cause a suffi- 
ciently larger share of our manpower to enter research and other pur- 
suits required to accomplish national security objectives. 

c. Expand the training of U.S. technical, scientific, and manage- 
ment personne! to further U.S. objectives in less developed nations. 

. Provide an effective military training system which recognizes 
the need for full utilization of skills, both civilian and military, and is, SO 
far as possible, equitable. | 

e. Maintain the necessary active military forces with an adequate 
number of career leaders, specialists, and the highly-trained manpower 
required for modern war. 

f. Developand maintain suitably-screened, organized and trained 
reserve forces, including ready-reserve forces, of the size necessary for 
selected missions in the early phases of war, and for the phased expan- 
sion to M+6 months force levels. 

g. Provide effective manpower mobilization plans (1) to meet mili- 
tary requirements, and (2) to channel manpower into priority tasks 
under emergency conditions, including the immediate post-attack 
requirements of civil defense. 

51. Research and Development. The United States must achieve and 
maintain a rate of technological advance adequate to serve its over-all 
national security objectives. To this end there are required: | 

a. Increased awareness throughout the nation of the importance to 
national security of science, of technological advance, and of the need for 
greater motivations for qualified youth to pursue scientific careers and 
engineering careers. : 

b. Strong continuing support by the U.S. Government for basic and 
applied research, in proper balance. 

c. Improved methods for the evaluation, collation and dissemina- 
tion of U.S. and foreign scientific information. 

d. The fostering of foreign, or cooperative U.S.-foreign, scientific 
endeavor in friendly nations. | 

e. Facilitation of wider application by industry, within the bounds 
of security, of the results of governmental research and development, 
including that performed for military purposes. 

As research and development results are translated into an operational 

capability with new weapons, there should be an attendant continuing 

review of the level and composition of forces and of the industrial base 

required for adequate defense and for successful prosecution of war.
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25. Memorandum of Discussion at the 367th Meeting of the 
National Security Council a 

Washington, May 29, 1958. 

_ [Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Launching of SAC Alert Forces (NSC Action No. 1891)! 

General Cutler briefed the Council on the procedure formerly 
known as “Fail Safe” and now christened “Positive Control”. He noted 
that when the Council had been briefed earlier on Fail Safe, the President 

had asked certain questions which had not been answered at the time. 
These questions would now be answered, together with any other 
related questions which might come up. (A copy of General Cutler’s 
briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, and another is 
attached to this memorandum.)* He then called on Deputy Secretary 
Quarles. | | | 

Secretary Quarles summarized the findings of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as follows: The Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the President's 
suggestion as to the desirability of working out advance procedures 
which would permit strike aircraft to receive “GO” instructions at the 
last possible moment while they still had the capability to proceed to | 
their assigned targets and post-strike bases using program tactics and 
fuel reserves. The difficulty, however, was that under emergency war 
plans the maximum range of each aircraft, with minimum fuel reserves 
over post-strike bases, had been exploited to the fullest extent in order to 
cover the target system. Therefore, the capability to orbit within a spe- 
cific delimited area, except under extremely advantageous wind condi- 
tions, could only apply to a small percentage of the force. , 

The Joint Chiefs, according to Secretary Quarles, did not think that 
there would be any Soviet reaction to the launching of our SAC forces 
under the Positive Control concept because it will not be detected as 
such. | | | ee | 

With respect to the question of our contemplating reciprocal action 
by the USSR, Secretary Quarles pointed out that our Positive Control 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | 

' See footnote 3, Document 16. 
* In his May 27 briefing note, Cutler stated that the President had inquired at the April 

3 NSC meeting “as to the desirability of giving additional instructions to SAC Alert Forces 
which would permit them on reaching their points of return—in the absence of orders to 
proceed to their targets—to remain in the air for a specified time within a specified area . 
instead of promptly returning to their bases; thus, giving an opportunity to send forth or- 
ders to such aircraft without requesting their return to their bases.”
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operations were carefully planned to avoid alerting or triggering the 
Soviet early warning system. We expect them to do likewise with respect 
to our early warning system. Admittedly, we would have some intelli- 
gence of Soviet operations of this nature, and they would have some 
intelligence of our Positive Control operations, before the aircraft of 

either side reached the early warning network of the other. While this 
involved a certain risk, Secretary Quarles believed that we could con- 
tinue these operations without anticipating untoward results. | 

The President expressed his agreement with these conclusions. 

General Cutler asked Mr. Allen Dulles whether he felt that there was 
any need for a coordinated intelligence estimate as to the probable Soviet 
reaction to the Positive Control exercises. Mr. Dulles said he did not 
believe such an intelligence estimate was necessary. (A copy of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff report, on the basis of which Secretary Quarles briefed the 
Council on the above subject, is attached to this memorandum.) 

The National Security Council:4 

Noted and discussed a further oral report on the subject by the 
Department of Defense, as presented by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 3: “Status of Military Mobilization Base Pro- 
gram” (included in the Supplement), 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Spain,” and 
5. “U.S. Policy Toward Taiwan and the Government of the Republic of 

China.”] 

S. Everett Gleason 

° Not attached. 
4 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1916, approved by the Presi- 

dent on June 1. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records 

of Action by the National Security Council) 

| 26. Editorial Note | 

On June 25, 1958, President Eisenhower, on the recommendation of 

the Director of Central Intelligence, approved a directive establishing an 

interagency Comparative Evaluations Group to assess U.S. and Soviet 

progress in weapons systems. This action was noted by the National 

Security Council at its 370th meeting on June 26 in NSC Action No. 1938, 

approved by the President on July 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC
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(Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National 7 
Security Council) The President subsequently circulated the directive on | 
a Special Limited Distribution basis as NSC 5815, dated June 25. (Eisen- 
hower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File) | 

Also on June 25, the President, on the recommendation of the Chair- 
man of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee, approved a revision of that 
Subcommittee’s directive, which he subsequently circulated as NSC | 
9816, dated July 1. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, 
NSC 5816 Series) See the Supplement. NSC 5816 replaced NSC 5728, 
dated December 24, 1957. Regarding NSC 5728, see Foreign Relations, — 
1955-1957, volume XIX, page 676, footnote 6. Regarding the origins and 
early work of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee, see ibid., pages 56-57. 

27. Memorandum of Discussion at the 370th Meeting of the _ 
7 National Security Council | 

| oe | Washington, June 26, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity” (see Document 160).] | 

2. Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations (NSC Action No. | 
— 1814; NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1841, 1842 and 1844; 
NSC 5810/1; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

_ dated March 7 and June 18, 1958;! NSC Actions Nos. 1881, 1903 and | 
- 19083) a | . | 

_ General Cutler briefed the Council on the background of the prepa- 
ration of the 250-page State-Defense Study on “U.S. and Allied Capabil- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Prepared by 
Gleason on June 27. 

' The March 7 memorandum transmitted a March 5 memorandum from the Secre- 
tary of Defense setting forth guidelines for a study of U.S. capabilities for limited war, an 
undertaking that had been suggested by the Gaither Panel. The June 18 memorandum 
transmitted a joint memorandum dated June 17 from the Secretaries of State and Defense, 
which commented on the study cited in footnote 4 below. (Both in Department of State, 
S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5724 Series) Both are in the Supplement. 

2 NSC Action No. 1881 was approved by the President on March 21. (Department of 
State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Secu- 
rity Council) It was discussed at the NSC meeting on March 20. (Eisenhower Library, Whit- 
man File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. a 

-° Regarding NSC Action No. 1903, see footnote 15, Document 23. NSC Action No. 
1908 was approved by the President on May 9. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscella- 
neous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) It was dis- 
cussed at the NSC meeting on May 8; see vol. IV, pp. 417-418. . | Oo
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ities for Limited Military Operations to July 1, 1961”.* He noted that the 
Study was based on the examination of twelve hypothetical situations in 
Europe, the Middle East, and the Far East. His briefing note also con- 
tained references to the written memorandum of the Secretaries of State 
and Defense, submitting the Study to the Council. This written memo- 
randum summarized fourteen Study findings which the Secretaries 
deemed significant. It also made eight additional observations and 
stressed five Study limitations. General Cutler suggested that while 
Admiral Triebel, the JCS Observer on the NSC Planning Board, summa- 

rized the content of the Study, the Council keep in mind the aforemen- | 

tioned five limitations, which he proceeded to state. Finally, he pointed 
out that the memorandum of the two Secretaries made three recommen- 
dations in addition to the recommendations made in the Study itself. He 
then called upon Admiral Triebel. (A copy of General Cutler’s briefing 
note is filed in the minutes of the meeting; another is attached to this 

memorandum. )¢® — | 

Admiral Triebel proceeded to summarize the findings of the Study 
in general, and at the end provided a more detailed discussion of two of 
the hypothetical cases of limited war on which the conclusions and rec- 

ommendations of the Study had been based. One of these concerned a 
Chinese Communist attack on Taiwan. The other concerned an attack by 

the United Arab Republic on the Arab Union. Admiral Triebel concluded 

witha summary of the recommendations of the group which had formu- 

lated the Study, dividing these into action recommendations and recom- 

mendations for noting. (A copy of Admiral Triebel’s presentation is filed 
in the minutes of the meeting.)” 

At the conclusion of the presentation, the President said that he had 

one or two questions to ask Admiral Triebel. Had he and his associates in 

the Study gone into the problem of command arrangements in each of 

the twelve hypothetical cases of limited war? Admiral Triebel replied 

that this problem had not been gone into in any detail. 

* Dated May 29. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5724 Series) 

This study, without appendices, is in the Supplement. In a June 18 memorandum to Good- 

paster, Cutler enclosed what he described as “rough notes” of a meeting among Dulles, 

McElroy, and others on June 17 to discuss issues raised by the study. (Eisenhower Library, 

White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records) See the Supplement. , 

5 These limitations were that the study did not examine capability for limited war 

with the Soviet Union, with any enemy using nuclear weapons, or in covert limited mili- 

tary operations; assumed that the United States could engage in effective military action 

against Communist China without “undue risk” of general war; and was nota “complete 

and final analysis” of limited operations. The Secretaries concluded that within the limita- 

tions, U.S. capabilities were “adequate to undertake and carry out limited operations of the 

nature examined,” but that in East Asia, there was no capability to “cope satisfactorily” 

with Communist forces without [text not declassified]. 
6 Dated June 26. For text, see the Supplement. . 
7 Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 

the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) 

|
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The President then commented that at the present juncture the 
necessity for the use of nuclear weapons, even in the limited war, has 
been widely accepted both by the United States and the other great pow- 
ers. He wondered, however, whether there would be a similar accept- 

ance by the small countries whom the United States was attempting to 
defend by recourse to limited war. While he repeated his belief that we 

_ have moved a long distance since 1953 in reconciling the world to the 
necessity of using atomic weapons, he was still worried about what we 
would do if some small country called on us for assistance against Com- 
munist aggression but did not wish us to use nuclear weapons in provid- 
ing such assistance. Admiral Triebel replied that it was precisely this _ 
concern about the attitude the President described that accounted for the 
recommendation in the Study which called for a public education and 
information program to show the relative efficiency of nuclear weapons. | 

_ Secretary Dulles at this point stated that he had one or two observa- 
tion to make on the Study. As had been pointed out in the meeting, as 
well as in the joint memorandum by himself and Secretary McElroy, the 
United States did not possess a non-nuclear capability for limited mili- 
tary operations in the Far East. All of us must agree that this constitutes a 

| U.S. weakness, because the use of nuclear weapons anywhere in the Far 
Fast would have most serious political repercussions in such places as 
Japan and India, especially. Secretary Dulles confessed that he did not 
know how much it would cost to provide some kind. of non-nuclear 
capability for our forces in the Far East, but he gathered that it would be 
costly. After citing the requirements as they were set forth in the Study, 
Secretary Dulles indicated that what he meant was this: If you could 
create a conventional capability for limited war in the Far East for as little 
as $100 million or $200 million, it would certainly be worth doing. But if | 
the creation of such a non-nuclear capability would cost us $2 or $3 bil- 
lion, that was quite another matter. | | | 

General Twining pointed out that the cost of creating sucha capabil- 
ity would depend on the kind of limited war that we were compelled to 
fight in the Far East. To provide a conventional capability for a limited 
war in Korea would certainly cost in the billions rather than in the mil- 
lions. Other kinds of Far Eastern limited operations might be less costly if | 
we used conventional rather than nuclear power. | 

Secretary Dulles then quoted subparagraph 3-a-(3) of the joint 
memorandum of the Secretaries, reading as follows: | | 

“In the Far East, however, the United States does not now have a 
ready non-nuclear capability which alone could cope satisfactorily with 
limited mulitary operations against overtly engaged substantial Com- 
munist forces. The selective use of nuclear weapons against such forces 
and the facilities supporting them would be necessary.” |
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Perhaps, thought Secretary Dulles, in the light of the discussion the 

above finding of the two Secretaries was inaccurately stated. Secretary 

McElroy replied that he thought the statement was accurate if all of it 

were read together. | | 

After a discussion of the precedents in the late war in Indochina, the 

President expressed the opinion that the aforementionted statement 

from the memorandum of the two Secretaries was certainly applicable to 

the Korean and Formosan situations, but perhaps not to others. Itmight, _ 

therefore, be better to specify these two possible areas of limited military 

operations rather than to blanket in the whole Far East as an area where 

we had no ready non-nuclear capability for coping with substantial 

Communist forces. 

_ Secretary Dulles then addressed the President and said that he 

understood it to. be the President’s opinion that the United States did 

possess a sufficient non-nuclear capability to deal effectively with a Viet- 

Minh invasion of South Vietnam or to deal with the hypothetical situa- 

tion in Indonesia as it was set forth in the Study. Admiral Triebel 

explained briefly that a Vietnam invasion might require the use of a few 

‘nuclear weapons. . 
The President then expressed the belief that we could not support a 

much larger deployment of forces in the Far East without heavily 
increasing our costs. a 

At this point General Cutler stated to the Council that he had had in 

mind a Council action on this agenda item, but he believed that Secretary 

McElroy had a somewhat different proposal for a Council action, and 

asked him to explain it. | 

Secretary McElroy replied that inasmuch as the Defense Depart- 

ment was scheduled to come up before the Council on July 24 with rec- 

ommendations. for a revision of the military paragraphs in our 

recently-adopted Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1) which 

would include a discussion of limited military operations, the Defense 

Department was suggesting as a suitable Council action at this time that 

the Council simply note the Study and refer it to the Departments of State 

and Defense for their use in preparation for the July 24 meeting. After 

that, if the Council thought it desirable, the limited war study could be 

referred to the Planning Board for further consideration. © 

General Cutler said that he found Secretary McElroy’s proposed 

action quite acceptable; but wondered whether, if the Planning Board 

found that it had some useful comments to make on the Study prior to 

July 24, provision should not be made for sending such comments to the 

Departments of State and Defense for their use in making their prepara- 

tions for the July 24 meeting. General Cutler’s amendment was agreed 

on, as was his suggestion for getting started at once on the recommen- 

dation of the two Secretaries that a National Intelligence Estimate be
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prepared on world reactions and Sino-Soviet military reactions to U.S. 
use of nuclear weapons in limited military operations against Commu- | 
nist (non-Soviet) forces in the Far East. | 

This having been agreed, Secretary Dulles said he had a second 
point to make in connection with this general subject. The Shah of Iran 
was coming to Washington next week with the primary objective of dis- 
cussing with the President what would happen in Iran ifit werea victim 
of Communist aggression. As everyone here knew, the Shah imagined 
himself to bea military genius. Secretary Dulles hoped that, prior to the 
time of the Shah’s arrival, all who were to talk with him could be briefed 

on what to say with respect to the matter he wished to discuss. In 
| response to Secretary Dulles, it was pointed out that the Joint Chiefs 

have already made a full report on military potentialities in Iran and 
what we could do. | — 

The President, believing that the discussion was ended, warmly 
complimented Admiral Triebel and his associates, both with respect to 
the Study itself and to Admiral Triebel’s presentation. | 

_ General Twining, however, reverted to the Council action, and 

stated his strong doubtas to permitting the NSC Planning Board to deal 
with the problem of forces for limited military operations. He believed 
that if the Planning Board did consider this subject, it was likely to come 
up with a set of requirements for forces to deal with limited military 
operations. This was dangerous because it put our military people ina 
straitjacket in the matter of the character and level of our military forces; 
whereas what we needed in these respects was flexibility. General 
Twining believed that the problem of limited war could be more effec- 
tively dealt with by direct discussion between the authorities of State 
and Defense than through the medium of the NSC Planning Board. 

_ The President stated that he did not quite grasp why the Planning 
Board would conduct itself in the manner suggested by General Twin- 
ing. Neither, said General Cutler, describing himself as a dying gladia- 
tor (reference to his approaching return to private life), did he. General 

_ Cutler insisted that the Planning Board’s concern with the study of lim- 
ited military operations was largely to raise significant questions for 
Council consideration. | | 

_ Mr. Allen Dulles informed the Council that he and his associates 
were working ona large-scale study of covert support of nations which 
were victims of aggression which is short of limited war. |
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The National Security Council:® : | 

a. Noted and discussed the memorandum by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense on the subject, transmitted by the reference memoran- 

dum dated June 18, 1958, and the Study attached thereto, prepared by the 

Departments of State and Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with 

appropriate participation of the Central Intelligence Agency, pursuant to 
the plan concurred in by NSC Action No. 1881; as summarized at the 
meeting by Admiral Triebel. | | 

b. Agreed that the above-mentioned memorandum by the Secre- 
taries of State and Defense and the Study attached thereto should be 
referred to the Departments of State and Defense: 

(1) To be taken into account by them in their consideration of any 
revisions of NSC 5810/1 submitted pursuant to NSC Action No. | 
1903-b—(3); and | 

| _ (2) For such further recommendations to the National Security 
Council on the subject as they may see fit to make. 

c. Agreed that the Chairman of the NSC Planning Board should 
transmit to the Secretaries of State and Defense, for consideration during 
the implementation of b above, appropriate comments developed by the 
Planning Board in its consideration of the memorandum and attached 
Study mentioned in b above. | 

d. Requested the Director of Central Intelligence to initiate the 
preparation of National Intelligence Estimates on (1) world reactions 
and (2) Sino-Soviet military reactions to U.S. use of nuclear weapons in 
limited military operations against Communist (non-Soviet) forces in 
the Far East. | | | 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense for imple- 
mentation. ; 

The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
referred to the NSC Planning Board for implementation, and to the Sec- 

retaries of State and Defense for information. | | 

The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequently 

transmitted to the Director of Central Intelligence for implementation. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria,” 4. 

“Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy,” 5. “Atomic Energy Programs, 

1953-1958,” and 6. “Comparative Evaluations Group.” For Agenda 

| Items 4 and 5, see Document 160.] 

S. Everett Gleason 

® The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action N 0. 1934, approved by 

the President on June 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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| 28. Briefing Note | | ' oye - | 

| | | Washington, June 27, 1958. oe 

__ [Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Special 
_ Assistant for National Security Affairs Records. Top Secret. 2 pages of © oo 

source text not declassified.] _ | ce 

29. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| Washington, June 27, 1958, 11:05 a.m. 

— [Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. 
| Top Secret. Extract—3 pages of source text not declassified.] _ os 

| 30. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense McElroy to the 
National Security Council | ee 

| Oo | Washington, July 18, 1958. 

SUBJECT ee al a te 
_ Basic National Security Policy | a Oo | 

REFERENCES | Se OS as 
—  A.NSC 5810/1 a OO | | a | 

~ B. NSG Action No. 1903—b—(3) . - mo | 
- C. NSC Action No. 1934 | | — . a Se 

__ 1. Transmitted herewith are Department of Defense comments and 
| recommendations pursuant to NSC Action No. 1903-b-(3). In the for- : 

3 Source: Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D1. Top Secret. The source text is 
incorrectly dated June 18. A July 21 memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the Council is 
in the Supplement. McElroy sent a copy of this memorandum to Dulles under cover of a 
July 18 letter, in which he stated there was “plenty of flexibility” in NSC 5810/1 to “let us 
adjust our balance of forces as may be desirable. At the same time, by retaining the present __ 
language we do not suggest to any of our allies that there is any retreat in the offing from | 
our past policy of firm resolution to use all required military force for whatever may be the 
situation that must be met.” McElroy concluded by expressing his hope that the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense would reach a common view by the time of the July 24 NSC 
meeting on the subject. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351) See the Supple- 
ment. — : me . Se : 7
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mulation of these views, the conclusions and recommendations of the 

State—-Defense study, “U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military 
Operations to 1 July 1961”, the memorandum signed by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense forwarding that study to the National Security Coun- | 
cil, and the comments on that study developed by the Planning Board 
and forwarded by the Chairman of the Planning Board, have been 
seriously studied and taken into account. 

2. Asaresult of the review by the Department of Defense of the mil- 
itary aspects of Basic Policy, it is concluded that there have been no recent 
developments which change fundamentally the major undertakings for : 
which the military should be prepared. The major threat to the security of 
the United States continues, and will continue in the foreseeable future, 

to reside in the capability of the Soviet Union to precipitate and wage 
general nuclear war against the United States. Therefore, the highest 
priority in our military effort must continue to be given to the deterrent 
to all-out nuclear war. 

| 3. In this connection, it is the intention of the Department of 
Defense to insure that this deterrent is adequate for its purpose but not 
excessive. It is believed that the conclusions of the Department of 
Defense study on Defensive and Offensive Weapons Systems, which will 
be presented to the NSC upon completion, will be pertinent in this 
regard. 

4. The Department of Defense fully recognizes the need for flexibil- 
ity in U.S. forces, to the maximum degree attainable within available 
resources, in order to deter or meet limited war. Both the limited war 

study and our recent thorough examination of our force structure have 
revealed a significant U.S. and allied capability to cope with a wide vari- 
ety of limited war situations, and efforts are continuing toward the 

improvement of this capability. 

5. Certain problem areas relating to limited military operations are 
raised by the study on this subject, and others are highlighted in the 
memorandum from the Chairman of the Planning Board. These problem 
areas have significant bearing on our capabilities for limited war and 
must receive continuing attention in our national planning—amilitary, 
political, and economic—in order to insure the most effective use of 
available resources. The questions raised will receive continuing 
attention in our military planning. | 

6. Inearlier NSC discussions a question was raised concerning the 
, implications of increasing doubt on the part of our European allies that 

the United States would risk its own devastation by “massive retali- 
ation” in response to aggression not directly involving U.S. territory. 
There was expressed the possible need for a modification of U.S. strategy 
in order to convince our allies that their security is not subject to an “all-
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or-nothing” decision by the United States. The problem raises the issue 
of whether limited war with the USSR is possible. | 

_ 7, The Department of Defense has given careful consideration to 
this question. It is our considered opinion that war with the USSR cannot 
be held to limited operations and limited objectives. Moreover, to imply 
that we might seek to hold a war with the USSR to limited operations and 
limited objectives would involve a dangerous weakening of our deter- 

. rent position and certainly havea deleterious effect on the attitude of our 
allies. . | : 

- - §, Because of the almost certain adverse effect on our over-all deter- 

rent inherent in any modification of strategy,! the Department of Defense 
does not favor any such modification at this time for the purpose of reas- 

| suring our allies, nor does it favor any revision of the military para- 
graphs of NSC 5810/1 which can be interpreted as a departure from 
current strategy. The Department of Defense does subscribe to any meas- 
ures designed to allay doubts on the part of our allies as to the firmness of | 
our purpose and intentions and to reinforce their confidence and deter- ) 
mination, along the lines contemplated in paragraph 17 of NSC 5810/1, 
which states in part: “. .. In particular, to counter existing uncertainty, the 
United States should reaffirm that its nuclear weapons will be used, as 

necessary, to defend the Free World interests.” rac | 
9. Inthe light of the foregoing, the Department of Defense consid- | 

ers that the military section of NSC 5810/1 adequately sets forth the mili- 
tary role in national strategy and provides the necessary basic guidance 
for development of the U.S. and Free World force structure in the 
national security interest.2 Accordingly, the Department of Defense rec- 
ommends no change in the military section of NSC 5810/1 and recom- 

' According to a memorandum by Elbert G. Mathews of S/P of a conversation held 
July 18 among himself, Smith, and a Department of Defense group led by Irwin, the “DOD 
representatives stressed the budgetary difficulties of changing our strategic concept, our 
manpower deficiencies as compared with the Soviet bloc and the strong possibility of any 
US—USSR clash, even if we desired and had the capability to deal with it in a limited way, 
developing into total war.” Ina July 15 memorandum to Dulles, Smith had recommended 
deferment of action on NSC 5810/1 while the two departments undertook a joint revision _ 
of the strategic concept, to be completed by the end of September. (Both in Department of 
State, S/S—NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351) Both are in the Supplement. Dg 

2 In a July 19 letter to McElroy (prepared before but probably sent after receipt of 
McElroy’s letter summarized in the source note above), Dulles stated that “in the light of 
our two recent conversations” on the strategic concept, much remained to be done and the 
matter should be deferred for “several months.” (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 
63 D 351) See the Supplement. The two mentioned conversations are apparently those of 
April 7 (see Document 18) and June 17. (Memorandum by Smith; Department of State, S/P 

Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy 1958-1959; see the Supplement) | |
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mends adoption of paragraphs 13 and 14 thereof, as already tentatively 
approved.3 

Neil McElroy 4 

3 According to a July 22 memorandum by David E. Boster, Dulles’ Staff Assistant, the 
Secretary suggested on July 21 letting NSC 5810/1 stand unchanged for the record, but 
having the President privately ask the Secretaries of State and Defense “to continue study- 
ing the question until a better recommendation could be made. Secretary McElroy 
accepted this idea. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351) Ina July 23 letter to 
the President, Dulles outlined this plan. The letter is marked “OK DE.” (Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series) See the Supplement. 

4 Printed from a copy that indicates that McElroy signed the original. 

31. Memorandum of Discussion at the 373d Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, July 24, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant Developments Affecting U.S. Security Else- 
where Than in the Near East,” and 2. “The Situation in the Near East.” | 

3. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1903 
and 1934; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated July 21, 1958)! 

Mr. Gray presented the subject to the Council. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, and another is 
attached to this memorandum.) 

The Director of Central Intelligence summarized the conclusions of 
SNIE 100-—7—58, entitled “Sino-Soviet and Free World Reactions to U.S. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on July 25. 

| 1 See the source note, Document 30. 

2 Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 
the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File)
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Use of Nuclear Weapons in Limited Wars in the Far East”,> prepared pur- 
~ suant to NSC Action No. 1934-d (copy filed in the minutes of the meet- 

ing). | | re | 
| At the conclusion of his summary, Mr. Allen Dulles said that these 

estimates were necessarily conjectural, and that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
had certain reservations concerning the one summarized at this meeting. 

~ However, Mr. Dulles felt that it was clear that (1) the United States cannot 

expect to use nuclear weapons in the Far East without provoking enemy | 
retaliation, since the enemy would not be deterred from retaliation by 
fear of general war; and (2) there would be an adverse world reaction to 

U.S. use of nuclear weapons in the Far East. _ en 

Mr. Gray then asked the Secretary of Defense if he wished to make 

any explanations with respect to the Defense recommendations on the 
military section of NSC 5810/1. : os 

_ Secretary McElroy said his Department had been studying the mat- | 
ter since the NSC meeting on the subject last May. Defense wished to 
emphasize four points: = | Oo I 

(1) Because of the nature of the Soviet threat, the United States must 
continue to place primary emphasis on an all-out deterrent to war which 
should be adequate but not excessive. : | 

(2) The United States has a significant limited war capability, and 
there should be flexibility in the U.S. forces in order to deter or meet lim- 
ited war. | | BS 

(3) Hostilities between the United States and Soviet forces could not | 
be confined to limited war. | a 

(4) The policy stated in NSC 5810/1 is adequate to permit an ade- 
quate but not excessive capability to deter general war, and adequate and 
exible limited war capabilities. _ ee 

Secretary McElroy said we must make clear to our allies that our position 
of deterrence has not changed. It was equally important that our princi- 
pal opponent should have no doubts as to our steadfast adherence to a 
policy of deterrence. | a 

Mr. Allen asked whether, if the USSR sent Soviet troops into Syria, 
there was not a possibility of limited hostilities between such Soviet 
troops and U.S. forces in Lebanon. Or must any clash between Soviet and 
American troops become general war? | - _— 

3° Dated July 22; the Special Estimate stated that if the United States used nuclear 
weapons in East Asia, there was “grave risk that the Communists would retaliate in kind,” 

that it was unlikely that any East Asian Communist state would launch local aggression 
without previous assurance of Soviet support; that the Soviets would probably estimate 
that “local Communist use of nuclear weapons” would not necessarily lead to “expansion 
of hostilities into general war;” and that “US use of nuclear weapons would arouse wide- 
spread fear of general war and tend to obscure Communist responsibility for initiating 
hostilities.” (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) See the Supplement. , , |
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Secretary McElroy said this situation would have to be met when it 
arises. However, he thought that in the NATO area a conflict with Soviet 

forces would not be confined to limited war. 

General Twining then read a memorandum to the National Security 
Council dated July 23, 1958, which stated the views of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff on the subject, originally presented at the 364th NSC meeting on 
May 1, 1958 (NSC Action No. 1903-a). (A copy of the memorandum read 
by General Twining is filed in the minutes of the meeting.)4 General 
Twining added that on this question he supported the views of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

Mr. Gray said there had been some division of opinion in the Plan- 
ning Board, as wellasin the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on this subject. He asked 

if the Secretary of State wished to speak to the question. 

Secretary Dulles said he had quite a few thoughts on the subject. He 
felt that we must recognize that military doctrine is in flux at the present 
moment and that the military paragraphs which we write into Basic 
Policy at the moment may not remain valid very long, and certainly will 
not be fixed for all time. However, budgetary questions are arising, and 
he was willing for the time being to accept the old language of para- 
graphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1 as proposed by Defense. 

Secretary McElroy said that review of Basic National Security Policy 
was an annual exercise, and that the problem of the military elements of 

| national strategy would undergo further study in Defense. 

The President said he felt that further study and consideration must 
take place before final action was taken on paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 
5810/1. He did not want to approve these paragraphs finally without 
further study; the paper should be kept open. The Department of 
Defense could proceed if necessary to prepare its budget on the basis of 
the old language, but further study must be given this question. 

The National Security Council: 

a. Notedanoralsummary by the Director of Central Intelligence of 
Special National Intelligence Estimate 100-7-58 on “Sino-Soviet and 
Free World Reactions to U.S. Use of Nuclear Weapons in Limited Wars in 
the Far East”, prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 1934—d. 

b. Noted and discussed the recommendations by the Department 
of Defense relative to the military elements of national strategy in NSC 
5810/1, including paragraphs 13 and 14 thereof (prepared pursuant to 

* Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 

the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) 

> The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 1952, approved by 
. the President on July 28. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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NSC Action No. 1903-b-(3) and transmitted by the reference memoran- 
dum of July 21, 1958); in the light of: - ae _ 

(1) An oral summary by the Secretary of Defense. | . 
(2) An oral summary bY the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, of the 

views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, originally presented at the 364th NSC 
meeting on May 1, 1958 (NSC Action No. 1903-a). | | 

(3) A statement by the Secretary of State that he concurred at this 
time with the recommendation by the Secretary of Defense that no 
change be made in the military section of NSC 5810/1, but that U.S. mili- 
tary doctrine should be kept under study and review. _ 

c. Noted a statement by the President that: 

(1) Final action on paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1 should be 
deferred, pending further study and consideration in the light of the 
views expressed at this meeting. | 

(2) Meanwhile, the Department of Defense is authorized to con- 
tinue preparation of its Fiscal Year 1960 budget submission on the basis 
of the present wording of paragraphs 13 and 14 in NSC 5810/1. 

Note: The President, after further study and consideration following 
this meeting, approved paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810/1, with the 
understanding that they would be kept under continuing study pending 
the next annual review of basic policy.® This decision by the President 
subsequently circulated to all holders of NSC 5810/1. 

[Here follows Agenda Item 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Iceland.’ ‘T 

- | Marion W. Boggs 
| . | Director 

, | NSC Secretariat 

oo, 6 In Gray’s memorandum of his meeting with the President held on July 28, the sec- 
tion regarding this action reads as follows: “After some discussion, he [Eisenhower] indi- 

cated that he felt that while the policy needed continuing review and should be specifically 
reviewed in the annual revision of the Basic National Policy, he would like to have the 
Record of Action note that subject to such review the existing paragraphs 13 and 14 will be : 
considered to be in the National Policy paper. He approved the revision presented by Mr. 
Lay.” (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up) | 8 

On August 5, Sprague informed the Department of State that the Department of | 
Defense would prefer to defer State-Defense consultation on the subject of the military 
paragraphs of basic policy pending Defense decisions on the FY 1960 budget. (Memoran- 
dum from Howard Furnas of S/P to Smith, May 6, 1959; Department of State, S/P-NSC 
Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5904 Series) | a |
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32. Memorandum of Discussion at the 375th Meeting of the 
_ National Security Council | 

| | 7 Washington, August 7, 1958. , 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- | 
rity,” and 2. “The Situation in the Near East.”] 

3. Recent Developments Regarding U.S. Long-Range Ballistic Missiles Pro- 
grams (NSC Actions Nos. 1846 and 1941)! | 

Mr. Gray said that current discussions in the press had prompted 
him to ask the Department of Defense to make a report on recent devel- 
opments in U.S. long-range missile programs. 

_ Mr. Holaday, the Director of Guided Missiles, then reported on the 
Jupiter, Thor, Titan, Atlas and Polaris programs: 

__ Jupiter: This missile has been tested in five successful and four partly 
successful flights. A number of technical difficulties, such as turbo- 
pump problems and the loss of bearings and shafts due to overloading, 
were being overcome. On July 17 a Jupiter traveled 1250 nautical miles 
and missed its assigned target by only 1.4 nautical miles. This very suc- 
cessful flight had checked out all components of the missile, including 
the guidance system. In August a test with complete guidance and solid 
verniers would be held; in September a fast-fueling system would be 
tested. By December, five launchers and their missiles would be ready. 
The first Jupiter squadron would be complete in 1959. 

_ Thor: Twenty tests of Thor had included eight successful flights, 
eight partly successful flights, and four failures. A new flame deflector 
had been developed to solve propulsion problems, and a new thrust 
bearing was overcoming guidance problems. Turbo-pump difficulties 
similar to those affecting Jupiter were being overcome. Missile 117 had 
made a completely successful flight on automatic pilot. A guidance test 
would be conducted in September; final tests of guidance and nose cone 

separation would be held in September, October and November. The 
first squadron of Thor would be deployed to the United Kingdom in 
December 1958, if negotiations with the United Kingdom were success- 
ful. | 

- Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on August 8. 

1 NSC Action No. 1941 was approved by the President on July 3. (Department of 
State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Secu- 
rity Council) The action noted the priorities for ballistic missile and satellite programs as 
described in paragraph 5, Annex B, NSC 5814, “Preliminary U.S. Policy on Outer Space,” 
dated June 20. (Ibid., S/P—NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5814 Series) For text of NSC 5814/1, 

including Annex B (but not A), see vol. II, pp. 845-863. | |
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Atlas: Ten tests had included four successful flights, five partly suc- 
cessful flights, and one failure. Turbo-pump and flame deflector prob- 
lems had developed, and 800 pounds had been added to the missile in an 

effort to solve the flame deflector difficulty. The Atlas test last Saturday 
had been an important milestone, demonstrating that the missile could 
dump its first two engines and separate the nose cone. An automatic 
pilot, rather than a complete guidance system, was used on this flight; 
but guidance components were used to determine the range by cutting 
off the engines, and the desired range was missed by only five miles. Two 
more tests of the separation of engines and nose cones were scheduled 
for this fall; the first Atlas squadron would be ready in July 1959. Oo 

_ Mr. Holaday then said it was important for the Council to realize 
that Atlas flights scheduled for September and November were intended 
to test the structure of the missile under maximum acceleration—under 

conditions more severe than normal operating conditions. As a result, 
one or two missiles would probably be lost in a rather spectacular way. : 
However, such losses were necessary in order to determine how much 
stress Atlas can take. In these tests, 6500-mile flights with separation of 
engines and nose cones would be attempted. | 

Titan: This missile, a “follow-on ICBM”, has developed difficulties 

in engine control in static tests. Components now under test in Denver . 
and at Cape Canaveral will not be launched in flight; but in late Septem- 
ber a launching will test the engines and structural strength of the mis- 

sile. | | | : 

Polaris: Trouble has been experienced with the first stage of this mis- 
sile, but a full-duration run of the second stage was successful, marking 

an important milestone. However, the first Polaris missiles will have a 
range of only 1100-1200, instead of 1500, miles. The state of the art is such 
that the range cannot be extended to 1500 miles until there are break- 
throughs in steel and solid-propellant technology. The Polaris “pop-up” 
(its initial ejection from the submarine before ignition of engines) has 
been tested nine times, and all nine tests were successful. The keels of 
three Polaris submarines have been laid, and contracts have been let for 

two more. Navigation and survey ships are working in the Mediterra- | 
nean and elsewhere, and communications facilities are under construc-_ 

tion in Maine. It is hoped that the first Polaris submarine will be available 
in April 1960. 

The President asked what navigation and survey ships were doing 
in the Mediterranean in connection with Polaris. Mr. Holaday replied 
that they were establishing reference points from whicha Polaris subma- 
rine could locate itself within a few hundred yards. This was part of an © 
effort to solve the difficult navigation problems involved in accurate fir- 
ing of missiles from submarines. _ a Oo
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The President asked whether we would have to establish such navi- 
gation points in all the oceans, including the Pacific and the Arctic. Mr. 
Holaday replied in the affirmative. The President said that a year or so 
ago the Navy had asserted that it had developed methods of navigation 
which would solve the problem of firing missiles from submarines. At 
that time he thought the Navy was talking about a new system of naviga- 
tion, not a series of hitching posts around the world. 

The President, recalling that he had frequently complained about 
Washington predictions, then referred to publicity from the Pentagon 
indicating that we would try to send a Thor rocket, with a Vanguard fas- 
tened on, to the moon in September. He was unable to understand why 
we needed to predict that we would hit the moon in September, or why 
we should say what equipment would be used. We should accomplish 
these feats first, and then we would have something to talk about. More- 7 

over, he could not understand why, when we announced a test of this 
kind, we emphasized all the difficulties and possibilities of failure. 

Secretary McElroy said the difficulties of a moon-shot were being 
emphasized to prepare the public for the failure of the initial try—and 
unless we were quite lucky, the first shot would fail. Information about 
the moon-shot was being released because there was great public inter- 
est in it. | | 

The President inquired why we had to say we were shooting for the 
moon. Secretary McElroy said Cape Canaveral was open to public view, 
and that newspaper men assigned there, after having been briefed by sci- 
entists, had a rather accurate idea of what the various missiles were 

intended to do. | - a 

The President said that we are struggling fora psychological victory. 

If we are successful in our moon-shot, we have discounted that success in 

advance by talking about it too much. The President then asked why we 

were placing a Titan battery in Denver. 7 

Mr. Holaday said the Titan site would be quite far from the center of 

the city. The first and second Titan squadrons were being located near 

Denver because of the availability of Government property and the prox- 

imity of manufacturing plants. The third squadron would be in South 

Dakota and the fourth in Idaho. ) 

The President said that as soon as construction on missile sites 

begins, Denver becomes even more of a target city than it is already by 

. virtue of its research and ordnance plants and its airfield. Why couldn’t 

Titan have been located elsewhere—say, Pueblo? 

_ Mr. Holaday said the cost of military installations would be greatly 

increased if they were located at a distance from large cities. The Presi- 

dent thought such installations could be located in several small cities 

instead of being concentrated in one large city. :
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Mr. Holaday pointed out that Atlas was being widely deployed in 
order to increase its chances of survival under attack. = 

The President concluded this discussion with the remark that he 
was growing tired of our inability to keep anything secret. 

The National Security Council: 
Noted and discussed an oral report on the subject by the Director of 

Guided Missiles, with specific reference to the Jupiter, Thor, Atlas, Titan 
and Polaris programs. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Korea,” 5. “U.S. 
Policy Toward Africa South of the Sahara Prior to Calendar Year 1960,” 6. 
“Technical Surveillance Countermeasures” (included in the Supple- 
ment) and 7, “U.S. Policy on Antartica.”] 

| | Marion W. Boggs 
| | Director 

| NSC Secretariat 

* The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1959, approved by the Presi- 
dent on August 11. (Ibid.,S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by 
the National Security Council) : 

33. Editorial Note | | 

During his briefing on significant world developments affecting 
U.S. security at the 378th National Security Council meeting on August 
27, 1958, Allen Dulles discussed Soviet missiles as follows: | 

| “The Director of Central Intelligence said the intelligence commu- 
nity had just completed a new estimate on Soviet guided missile capabil- 
ities (NIE 11-5-58, copy of which is filed in the minutes of the meeting). 
This estimate, which represented the unanimous view of all intelligence 
agencies, had been prepared on an all-source basis—that is, it had taken 
into account every scrap of information available. A considerable body 
of new information on Soviet guided missile capabilities had become 
available over the past year, but there were still serious deficiencies in 
our information. 

_ “Mr. Dulles then summarized certain of the conclusions of NIE 
11-5-58. He said we had direct evidence regarding nine of the thirteen
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Soviet missile systems. The USSR would probably obtain a first opera- 
tional capability with ten ICBM prototypes in Calendar Year 1959. The 
Soviet ICBMs would probably have a maximum range of 5500 nautical 
miles, a CEP of five nautical miles, and a reliability of 50%. The perfor- 
mance of these ICBMs would probably improve in the early ‘60s. Of the 
twelve Soviet launching operations identified, six had probably been 
unsuccessful ICBM firings, three had been earth satellite firings, and one 
had been the firing of a space vehicle which failed. Mr. Dulles said he did 
not exclude the possibility, however, that the Soviets would obtain a first 
ICBM operational capability this year. One year after obtaining a first 
operational capability the Soviets could produce and deploy 100 mis- 
siles; two or three years later—i.e., 1961 or 1962—they could deploy 500. 
By the end of 1959 they could probably produce ten to 100 ICBMs. The 
payload weight of these missiles was estimated to be 2000 pounds, but | 
some were evidently designed to carry 5000 pounds. The heavier weap- 
ons might produce a 4-megaton explosion. - 

“Mr. Dulles said the Soviets were also developing subsonic missiles 
| with an estimated range of 200 miles (not 500 miles, as previously esti- 

mated) capable of being fired from a submarine on the surface. By 1961 
the Soviets would probably have the prototype of asubmarine capable of | 
launching, while submerged, a missile with a 1 /3-megaton warhead and 
a range of 1000 nautical miles. In the light of new evidence on submarine 
construction and missile development, the 1961 date replaces the pre- 
viously-estimated date 1964-1966. Mr. Dulles believed the Soviets 
would elect to develop launching of missiles from submerged subma- 

_ rines rather than pursue development of missiles which could be 
launched only from a submarine on the surface. 

_ “Turning to shorter-range missiles, Mr. Dulles said that 350 missiles, 

with ranges of 100, 200, 350 and 750 nautical miles, had been fired by the 

| Soviets since 1953. The USSR would probably achieve an operational 
capability in 1958 with a missile of 1100 nautical miles maximum range.” 
(Memorandum of discussion by Boggs, August 28; Eisenhower Library, 

Whitman File, NSC Records) | | 

NIE 11-5-58, “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space 
Vehicles,” dated August 19, is in Department of State, INR-NIE Files. 

| The sections entitled “The Problem,” “Foreword,” and “Summary and 

Conclusions” and a memorandum from Robert M. Biber to Dr. Killian, 

October 9, containing a different view of Soviet guided missile capabili- 
. ties, are in the Supplement. | oe |
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34. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

a / Washington, August 29, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | , | a 

_ Senator Symington - oe SO 
, General Goodpaster | . | ls 

_ Senator Symington said he had met with Allen Dulles recently to 
bring to his attention certain intelligence information on Soviet missile 
programs which he had received from independent sources. Anearlier 
meeting had disclosed that these estimates were in disagreement with 
those of Mr. Dulles, and Senator Symington said the subsequent meeting 
did not resolve the difference. Senator Symington said he took with him 
Colonel Lanphier,! an officer in the Air Force Reserve who is a top execu- 
tive for Convair, and had formerly been his assistant in the Air Force and 
in the NSRB. Because he had not resolved with Mr. Dulles the disagree- 
ment over the estimates, he had prepared a paper to hand to the Presi- 
dent2 = | - ts 

The President said he had knowledge of this matter. He had asked 
for information as to what the source of the difference might be. He 
understood Colonel Lanphier’s estimate was reportedly based on dis- _ 
closures made to him by working level officers in the intelligence field. 
The President said he had been through this matter, with intelligence 
chiefs of all services present, just a day or two before. He thought our | 
information is quite good as to current Soviet strengths and activities; 
when it is projected ahead, of course differing interpretations can be 

reached. He cited the great error that had been made two years ago in oo 
estimating Soviet Bear and Bison programs which resulted in mistakes 
being made in our own programs, inasmuch as the Soviets actually car-- 
ried out only a small fraction of what certain people estimated at that _ | 
time. With regard to the ballistic missiles, it is clear that the Soviets _ 
started their program as early as 1945. Ours only started in earnest after | 
the President had had two scientific studies made following a basic 
breakthrough in warhead weight and power resulting from the achieve- 
ment of the thermonuclear weapon. a 

_ The President said he thought it would be out of characterforhimto 
be indifferent to valid assessments of Soviet strength. He said he had 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster on August 30. | 

' Colonel Thomas G. Lanphier. | | , 
_ ? Inthe form ofa letter to the President dated August 29. (Department of State, Whit- 

man File, Administration Series)See the Supplement. __ : |
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read Senator Symington’s report. He also commented that Colonel Lan- 
phier cannot possibly get information that reflects the full process of the 
evaluation system. The President said he had no doubt as to the dedica- 
tion and skill of our intelligence community working as a whole. He 
asked Senator Symington whether he had discussed this matter with Mr. 
McElroy, and Senator Symington indicated he had not. The Senator went 
on to say he was surprised at the things Allen Dulles did not seem to 
know, which had been reported to him. The President commented that 
intelligence activity functions very much on a line rather than a staff 
basis; as a result, individuals at lower levels in the structure do not have 

an evaluated assessment of bits and pieces of reports, many of dubious 
reliability, of which they have heard. 

The President added a further point relating to decisions as to size 
and timing of procurement programs for items in development. Some- 
times we have a project that looks good in development. If it is put into 
procurement too soon, there can be a great diversion of development 
effort to correct mistakes which a little more time on development would 
have avoided. He cited the M-47 tank as an example. Once we have con- 
fidence that our ICBMs will be militarily significant, they will be of great 
help, for example in reducing our reliance upon bases; he mentioned the 
extreme difficulty we are having regarding our Moroccan bases at the 
present time. 

Senator Symington reported that an Atlas had been fired the pre- 
vious night with very successful results. The President said he under- 
stood it was making good progress. He also understood the Titan is 
expected to be a very good weapons system. It will come a year or two 
later, but this is the cost of our having delayed until 1954 or 1955 in doing 
what the Soviets started in 1945. 

Senator Symington expressed willingness to come in again if he 
could be of further help in this matter. The President said he did not think 
it should be kept away from Mr. McElroy. In fact, he thought Mr. McElroy 
should meet with Senator Symington with the top intelligence people 
present so that the matter could be very authoritatively dealt with. Sena- 
tor Symington said that the intelligence estimate of Soviet test firings is 
much lower than it should be, to be consistent with the estimated growth 
of their ICBM operational capability. The President thought this too is a 
matter, that could well be discussed with Mr. McElroy. 

G. 
Brigadier General, USA
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35. Editorial Note | 7 | : 

_ At the 382d (Special) meeting of the National Security Council on 
October 13, 1958, Allen Dulles briefed the Council on Soviet missile 
developments and Soviet nuclear testing during discussion of Agenda 
Item 2. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security.” For 
this portion of the memorandum of discussion, see Document 183. __ 

: _ During discussion of Agenda Item 1. “Evaluation of Offensive and 
Defensive Weapons Systems,” Allen Dulles remarked that the Soviets _ 
“were not testing ICBMs to the extent expected.” (Memorandum of dis- 
cussion by Lay; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) _ 

_ The record of the discussion of Agenda Item 1 and NSC Action No. 
1994 pertaining to it are in the Supplement. NSC Action No. 1994 was 
approved by the President on October 16. (Department of State, S$/S— 
NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the 

_ National Security Council) , | - | 

36. Memorandum of Discussion at the 384th Meeting of the . | 
National Security Council | a 

| a | | Washington, October 30, 1958. 

_ [Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Status of National Security Programs on June 30,1958: the Military Pro- 
gram (NSC 5819;1 NSC Action No. 19942) a 

_ Mr. Gordon Gray introduced General Twining, who outlined the 
form of the forthcoming analysis which would be given by a team of offi- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on October 31. | | , | 

| Entitled “Status of National Security Programs on June 30, 1958,” dated September 
9. Complete copies are ibid., RG 383, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for 

_ National Security Affairs, NSC Series, and in the National Archives and Records Adminis- 

tration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Policy Paper File. A copy with- 
out the sections on “The Military Program” and “The Atomic Energy Program” isin 
Department of State, S/S—NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5819 Series. The section on “The 

Military Program” transmitted by Lay to the Council under an October 6 memorandum is 
ibid., S/S Files: Lot 71 D 171, NSC 5819. Part of that section is in the Supplement. | 

“The Atomic Energy Program” section was discussed at the NSC meeting on October 
16. (Memorandum of discussion by Gleason, October 17; Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, NSC Records) Other sections that the NSC discussed were “The Internal Security Pro- 
gram,” September 18, and “The Mobilization Program and the Civil Defense Program,” 
September 25. (Memoranda of discussion by Gleason; ibid.) All the memoranda of discus- 
sion are in the Supplement.. - | | oo se 

2 See Document 35. The action includes note of the President’s emphasis on the need 
for the JCS to “identify those weapons systems which may be obsolescent, antithetical or 
overlapping.” - | 7
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cers from the Joint Chiefs of Staff headed by Col. R.S. Dorsey, USAF. Gen- 
eral Twining pointed out that the evaluation of the military capabilities 
of the United States would be presented in the form of relative U.S. capa- 

__ bilities vis-4-vis the Soviet Union. He also stressed that the status report 
covered the period only as far as June 30, 1958, and that accordingly the 
JCS evaluation did not take account of recent developments in Lebanon 
or in the Taiwan Straits. (Copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note, and of General 
Twining’s introductory remarks, filed in the minutes of the meeting.)° 

Colonel Dorsey began his presentation with a summary of the five 
basic objectives of the U.S. military program as set forth in the statement 
of basic national security policy (NSC 5810/1).4 He thereafter described 
the capabilities of the U.S. military forces to achieve each of these five 
objectives in turn. The conclusion of the report consisted, first, of a sum- 
mary comparison of selected major U.S. forces and, secondly, ofasum- __ 
mary JCS evaluation of the ability of the United States to meet the five 
objectives outlined at the beginning of the presentation. 

At the conclusion of the oral presentation, Mr. Gray announced that 
he had a few points to make which had proved of special interest to the 
Planning Board when it had discussed the Defense Department status 
report. He then called attention to a statement, just made in the presenta- 
tion and contained on page 1 of the status report on the U.S. military pro- 
gram, evaluating the capabilities of our nuclear retaliatory forces for 
general war and reading as follows: 

“|. despite continued improvement in the quality and posture of 
these forces during FY 1958, and notwithstanding the promise of contin- 
ued improvement in the future, recent Soviet technological advances 
and the concurrent qualitative reductions in U.S. forces have combined 
to diminish that margin of U.S. military superiority. If these trends con- 
tinue, it is estimated that this superiority will be lost in the foreseeable 
future.” ; 

Mr. Gray pointed out that this view had not appeared in previous 
Defense Department status reports, and it might possibly be in conflict 
with a statement that appeared elsewhere (page 155 of the Defense 
Department report) to the effect that “A gradual reduction in military 
personnel . . . should be possible without any sacrifice in readiness or 
over-all combat capability of the forces.” Mr. Gray asked General Twin- 
ing if he cared to comment on the problem posed by these two views. 

General Twining replied that in speaking of U.S. military superior- 

. ity the Joint Chiefs were speaking of a relative matter; that is, we could 

lose our superiority as the Soviets increased theirs. By way of illustra- 

| > Neither printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records 
of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) 

4 Document 24.
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tion, we have a heavy superiority over the Soviet Union at the present 
time in terms of our bomber forces, but such superiority could be lost if 
the Soviet Union greatly increased its long-range missile capability. 

_ Secretary Dulles remarked that it seemed to him that the time would 
soon be coming—if, indeed, it was not already here—when we may have 
to take another hard look at this question of U.S. military superiority 
over the Soviet Union. He said he was not sure that such superiority 
ought to be our goal. If it were, it would put us in an arms race with the 
USSR which could conceivably endanger our American way of life. Sec- 
retary Dulles pointed out how frequently the President had referred to 
George Washington’s statement about the desirability of our country’s 
maintaining a respectable posture of defense. Secretary Dulles said he 
took this to mean, in modern terms, a U.S. capability of inflicting such | 
heavy damage on the enemy as to deter him from attacking the United 
States. In Secretary Dulles’ opinion, this capability was not the same 
thing as military superiority over the USSR. From his standpoint, contin- 
ued Secretary Dulles, the United States did not always need military 
superiority. The past greatness of the United States had not depended 
upon the maintenance of military superiority. As long as we have anade- — 
quate military capability to deter attack by the Soviet Union, we did not _ 
require to be superior to the USSR in every area and at all times. | 

_ Mr. Quarles, the Acting Secretary of Defense, pointed out that the 

term “superiority”, as used in the Defense Department report, really 
meant the same thing as the term “respectable military posture”. In 
short, it meant the military capability to carry out missions and deter the 
Soviets from attacking. In order todo this reliably, the people in the Pen- 
tagon believed that we not only needed to have a capability of inflicting 

| very heavy damage on the Soviet Union in order to deter the Soviet 
Union, but damage on sucha scale as to enable us to emerge successfully 
in the event of general war with the USSR. oe | 

Mr. Gray then referred to another matter which had been of consid- 
erable interest to the Planning Board—to wit, the statement made in the 
presentation and in the Defense Department report that the NATO pow- 
ers and Spain between them had some 100 divisions of ground forces in 
Europe. Actually, however, there were currently only 24 divisions in 
Central and Northern Europe, including the United Kingdom. It was 
also of great interest that the Defense Department report had suggested 
the possibility that some reduction in overseas deployment of U.S. 
forces, including those in NATO, would be required. Mr. Gray reminded 

the Council that when the subject of possible reduction of U.S. forces in 
NATO had been discussed earlier in the National Security Council, the 

Secretary of State had requested that he be given notice in advance of any 
plans of the Department of Defense for such reduction. |
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Secretary Dulles asked whether Mr. Gray’s remarks were to be taken 
as constituting advance notice of plans for a reduction of U.S. forces 
deployed in NATO. If this were the case, he would prefer to have more 
explicit advance notice. Mr. Gray replied that his remarks were not to be 
taken as advance notice of such planned reduction. | 

Secretary Dulles went on to point out that, as the Department of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff knew very well, the reduction of U.S. 
forces deployed overseas required a considerable amount of advance 
political preparations to offset adverse reaction. In illustration of this 
point, Secretary Dulles cited the turmoil which had been created by the 
British decision to reduce the number of British forces stationed in Ger- 
many. Indeed, the turmoil had been so great that the British had found it 

expedient to reduce the number of their forces to be redeployed from 
Germany. In short, we certainly did need to have advance notice of pro- 
posals to reduce the number of U.S. forces deployed overseas. As 
another example of the same reasoning, Secretary Dullescitedthecaseof 
Iceland, whose importance to our Western defense was constantly being 
emphasized in the National Intelligence Estimates and accordingly was 
an area, in the Secretary’s opinion, where it was necessary to maintain 
U.S. force deployments. It would prove very difficult to re-introduce U.S. 
forces into important overseas areas once they had been redeployed back 
home, and in general it seemed desirable to keep U.S. forces in important 
areas overseas where they had already been accepted and admitted. — 

On the other hand, Secretary Dulles stated that in Europe an increas- 
ing share of responsibility for the maintenance of adequate forces should 
be undertaken by the European countries themselves, and we should 
therefore be able to cut down the numbers of U.S. forces deployed there, 
provided the steps to do so were carefully prepared in advance. Thus De 
Gaulle was now clamoring for a larger voice for France in the conduct of 
NATO affairs. We were in a position to say “yes, indeed”, provided 
France is willing to accept a greater share of responsibility in the defense 

| of the NATO area. 

| Secretary Quarles observed that he wanted to be sure that we did 
not leave this matter of warning of possible future reductions in U.S. 
forces overseas in mid-air. Perhaps we should call the statement in the 
defense report a premonition rather than a warning of future reductions. 
Such reductions, however, would actually be proposed in connection 
with the development of the Defense Department budget, wherein we 
would present the planned deployment of U.S. military forces. It cer- 
tainly, however, was dubious whether we could continue to maintain 
five U.S. divisions in Europe in FY 1960. As to the problem of Iceland, to 
which the Secretary of State had referred, the U.S. Army forces now sta- 
tioned there were rated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as not being militarily 
effective, and we would therefore like to replace these Army forces with
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other kinds of military forces which would prove more effective in the 
circumstances. Accordingly, the Department of Defense was still urging | 
the desirability of pulling out these Army forces while at the same time it 
recognized the existence of political pressures to keep these Army forces | 
in Iceland. | | 

Mr. Gray then referred to the Planning Board’s concern about the 
alleged political difficulties the United States was encountering in | 
deploying intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) in certain Euro- 
pean countries such as France, Italy and Turkey. Was it true that we had 
abandoned hope of being able to deploy such missiles on bases in — 
France? | | 

Secretary Dulles replied that we had by no means abandoned hope 
of ultimately deploying IRBMs on French bases. However, General 
Norstad felt that we should not push the French so hard to accept these 
missiles as to allow France to bargain with us on other matters and secure 
a high price for the deployment of these missiles. The State Department 
agreed with General Norstad that this would be an undesirable posture 
for the United States to get into. De Gaulle was currently playing “hard to 
get”. Moreover, so far as Secretary Dulles knew, the fact was that the 

present generation of IRBMs was notas effective as the IRBMs we expect 
to get with the next generation of such missiles. Accordingly, the United 
States should not pay too high a price in order to get these first-genera- 
tion IRBMs deployed in France. We certainly did not propose to get 
down on our knees and beg the French to accept these missiles. As for 
Italy, said Secretary Dulles, there had been no objection in principle to 
basing IRBMs in that country. The only problem in Italy was the matter of 
how the costs were to be shared. There was no problem whatsoever with ) 
respect to Turkey. In fact, the Turks were almost too eager to have these 
missiles deployed on Turkish territory. Moreover, certain political 
implications vis-a-vis the USSR are making us a little cautious about 
introducing IRBMs into Turkey at the present time. | 

In response to Secretary Dulles’ comments, Secretary Quarles said 
he had nothing to add with respect to what the Secretary of State had said 
about the deployment of IRBMs in France, Italy and Turkey. But, he 
added, he was obliged to differ with the Secretary of State as to the mili- 
tary value of the IRBMs of the first generation. In point of fact, these first- 
generation IRBMs are of the same kind that we worry about because the 
Soviets have deployed them against us. Furthermore, these IRBMs are 
the only kind of IRBMs that the United States is likely to have for some 
five years in the future. So, concluded Secretary Quarles, he thought it 
important not to write off these liquid propellant IRBMs with the idea of 
waiting for a second generation of IRBMs which itis probably optimistic __ 
to think we could get in five years’ time. |
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secretary Dulles responded that of course he was in no position to 
pass a military judgment on the effectiveness of these IRBMs, and that if 
he had been wrong in his appraisal he stood corrected. 

The President stated with great force that he was strongly convinced 
of certain things. He kept hearing implications that the United States was 
gradually going down in military capabilities as the Soviet Union was 
increasing its military capabilities. Nevertheless, in three years our 
American scientists have done wonders to close the gap in the missile 
race, in which the Soviet Union had acquired a considerable head start. 
Continuing his forceful speech, the President insisted that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff ought to take a good look at the contents of Admiral Sides’ 
recent presentation on the evaluation of weapons systems.> The Joint 
Chiefs should take each and every one of these weapons systems, ana- 
lyze their capabilities, and find out, system by system, where there are 
duplications and overlap. If the United States does not find some way to 
keep the military appropriations from growing and growing, we were 
going to have to adopt a different form of government than we had had 
in the past. We would not be defending freedom, but only defending 
lives and territory, which was a vastly different thing. We must find out 
where we are duplicating weapons systems all along the line, and partic- 
ularly in these great new weapons systems. A whole problem of analysis 
faces us with respect to what we now have by way of weapons systems 
and where we are going with them in the years before us. The main thing 
is the U.S. deterrent capability. If we can be sure that we have got that 
taken care of, then sanity must be our guide in dealing with military 
problems of lesser importance than deterring Soviet attack. Calling 
again for an urgent JCS appraisal of all these competing weapons sys- . 
tems—their costs, their capabilities, and everything else—the President 
warmly insisted that we simply could not always balance off military 
capabilities with the Soviet Union. We must find out where we do stand 
in the main area of deterrence, and then proceed to take on these lesser 

problems and try to solve them. , 

The National Security Council:® 

a. Noted and discussed the report on the status of the military pro- 
gram on June 30, 1958, prepared by the Department of Defense and 
transmitted as Part 1 of NSC 5819; on the basis of an oral presentation by 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, on Sections I, II and III of that report. 

° See footnote 2 above. Vice Admiral John H. Sides, Director of the Weapons Systems 
Evaluation Group, also gave an evaluation to the Council on Soviet air defense radar devel- 
opments and capabilities on November 6. (Memorandum of discussion by Coyne, Novem- 
ber 6; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. 

6 The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2000, approved by 
the President on November 4. (Department of State, S/S—NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 
D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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- b. Noted the President’s observation that, as a central aim, U.S. 

forces must have a known capability adequate to deter Soviet attack on 
the United States. Beyond that, reason and discrimination should guide 

the choice and development of and establish priorities for weapons sys- 
tems for other military tasks. The effort should not be to balance exactly 
each Soviet capability, but to provide a military posture in which the 
United States can have confidence and which it can finance indefinitely 
without seriously weakening the essential strength of our economy. 

c. Noted that the President re-emphasized the importance of the 
additional investigation and report on weapons systems by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff requested in NSC Action No. 1994. a 

| Note: The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation. | | 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Report by the Secretary on His 
Recent Visit to Taiwan,” 3. “Significant World Developments Affecting 
U.S. Security,” and 4. “U.S. Policy Toward the Near East.” For a portion of 
Agenda Item 3, see Document 186.] a 

_ S. Everett Gleason 

- + 37, Memorandum of Meeting — 

Washington, November 8, 1958. 

_ Secretary McElroy said that in connection with the preparation of 
the Defense Budget for FY 1960, he would like to have the Secretary’s 
thoughts regarding the kinds of situations the United States would have 
to meet in the years to come.! There were two aspects of the problem: (1) 
capability for general war and (2) capability for limited war. He thought 
that everyone was agreed on the need for an adequate nuclear deterrent 
in the form of a massive retaliatory force. What was less clear was the 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.00/11-858. Top Secret. Drafted by | 

Reinhardt and cleared by Secretary Dulles. The meeting was held at Dulles’ residence. 

1 According to his memorandum ofa conversation on November 6, Dulles told Secre- | 
tary Anderson of his forthcoming meeting with McElroy. “I indicated that I felt we needed 
at least our present conventional weapons establishment, but I thought we could cut down 
on the nuclear effort on the theory that all we needed was enough to deter; that we did not 
need to be superior at every point. I felt that some important cuts could be made and that 
we could in certain respects get world advantage from doing so. Secretary Anderson indi- 
cated his general concurrence.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda | 
of Conversation) Prior to this meeting, Murphy, Reinhardt, and Smith jointly prepared a 

_ briefing memorandum dated November 8. (Department of State, Central Files, 
611.00/11-858) See the Supplement. | .
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scale of the military requirement apart from that. He asked whether the 
Secretary believed that in the years ahead we would have continued 
requirement for limited local showing of force in various areas of the 
world similar to the Lebanese and Formosa operations this year. 

The Secretary replied that he agreed with the Army, Navy and 
Marine Corps comment submitted in connection with NSC 5810.2 In an 
era when both major world powers had the capacity to destroy each 
other the Sino-Soviet threat to the United States lay in the Sino-Soviet 
capacity to create crises along the periphery of the Sino-Soviet bloc in the 
arch stretched from North Africa and the Mediterranean to the Far East. 
He thought the Lebanese and Formosan operations were characteristic 
of the kind of problem we would have continually to face. It seemed to 
him that both of these operations had gone off exceedingly well, but he 
had the impression that our capacity had been stretched pretty thin, and 
the operations had highlighted the many problems involved in operat- 
ing at such great distances—overflights, operational bases, etc. The Sec- 
retary of State wondered whether we might not be putting too much 
emphasis on the nuclear deterrent. Anything beyond the capacity to 
destroy the enemy would seem excessive and unnecessary. If an adjust- 
ment of emphasis had to be made perhaps it should be at the expense of 
the nuclear deterrent. During the last century the British with their 
worldwide system of bases had provided a stabilizing influence which 
today only we could provide. This would seem to require on our part 
adequate mobile Naval forces with air and ground force components. 

a Messrs. McElroy and Quarles were of the opinion that too much 
emphasis was not being put on the nuclear deterrent. 

Mr. McElroy said he agreed, however, that more emphasis should be 
put on our limited war capabilities. He thought the problem was essen- 
tially that of providing the logistic support for operations in remote 

_ quarters of the globe. This could not be done by air alone. It was essen- 
tially a question of increasing Naval facilities. The Navy had ended 
World War II with an excess of vessels. But these were becoming super- 
annuated. The Navy probably needed another carrier which could serve 
as the nucleus of a task force for the area between the Mediterranean and 
the Far East. It need not be as large as the Forrestal class. Mr. McElroy 
thought there was no requirement for more ground forces. 

The Secretary of State made the point that the ground forces had a 
role to play in limited operations. Some 14,000 had landed in Lebanon. 
There was a static requirement in Germany, Korea and Iceland. He did 
not think the Army should be cut back. The Secretary of State stated that 
the military requirements of national security could not simply be tai- 
lored to an arbitrary budget figure. There was some minimum require- 

* See footnote 8, Document 23.
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ment for national security. Mr. McElroy agreed and said he wouldseeka 
budget which met that requirement. Any reduction beyond that point 
would be a matter for the President. | 

Mr. McElroy asked whether the Secretary would be agreeable to 
providing him with a written statement of the problem from the foreign 
policy point of view. The Secretary told him he thought it would be more 
appropriate to formulate these ideas in pursuance of the further study of 
paragraphs 13 and 14 of NSC 5810 which the President had approved. 
Mr. McElroy agreed, but asked whether he could proceed for the time- 
being on the basis of the views expressed by the Secretary. The Secretary 
concurred. 

Note: Meeting was attended by: oo 

The Secretary | 
Secretary McElroy 
Mr. Quarles | | 

| Mr. Reinhardt | 

38. Memorandum of Discussion at the 387th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

| Washington, November 20, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Report by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee (NSC Actions Nos. 1260, 
1330, 1430, 1463, 1532, 1641 and 1815; NSC 5816)! a 

| Mr. Gordon Gray introduced General Thomas, the Director of the 
Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff,” and explained the general purpose ~ 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | 

! NSC Action No 1260, adopted by the Council on November 4, 1954, is not printed, 

but see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 1, footnote 3, and pp. 56-57. NSC Action 
No. 1330, dated February 17, 1955, designated a Director for the Net Evaluation Subcom- 
mittee. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of 

. Action by the National Security Council) Regarding NSC Action No. 1430, approved by the 
President on August 11, 1955, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 103, footnote 9. 

Regarding NSC Action No. 1463, approved November 2, 1955, see ibid., p. 130, footnote 5. 
NSC Action No. 1532, approved April 7, 1956, noted discussion at the NSC meeting on 
April 5 of procedural revisions to the then-current directive on net evaluation, NSC 5516 of 

February 14, 1955. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Rec- 
ords of Action by the National Security Council, and ibid., S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, 
NSC 5516 Series, respectively) For NSC Action No. 1641, approved December 20, 1956, see 
Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 381, footnote 5. For NSC Action No. 1815, 

approved November 12, 1957, see ibid., p. 676, footnote 5. Concerning NSC 5816, see Docu- 
ment 26. 

* General Gerald C. Thomas.
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of the meeting. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s remarks are included in the Min- 
| utes of the Meeting and another is attached to this Memorandum.) 

_ General Thomas summarized the methodology of the report that 
was about to be given. He pointed out the change which had been made | 
last year by the President in the directive to the Subcommittee and also 
referred to the use made by the Subcommittee of the current National 
Intelligence Estimate of Soviet intentions and capabilities. General 
Thomas also pointed out the assumptions under which this year’s evalu- 
ation had been developed and noted the participation in the evaluation 
of representatives from all four of the military services as well as repre- 
sentatives of each of the other responsible Government agencies. . 

_ General Thomas then introduced Brig. General Willard W. Smith, 
Deputy Director of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff, who dis- 
cussed the basic assumptions concerning the assumed Soviet attack on 
the U.S. which was mounted by the Soviets in mid-1961 with strategic 
surprise. This was followed by General Smith’s discussion of the 
detailed assumptions made by the U.S.S.R. with respect to the nature of 
the attack which it made on the continental U.S. General Smith followed 
with a discussion of the detailed assumptions underlying the U.S. retal- 
iatory attack on the Soviet Union. | 

Upon the conclusion of General Smith’s portion of the report, Colo- 
nel William R. Calhoun, USA, described the Soviet attack on the conti- 
nental U.S. Captain Edward L. Dashiell, USN, subsequently described 

the U.S. retaliatory attack on the Soviet Union as well as the U.S. military 
posture after the attack on the U.S. by the Soviet Union. 

Colonel Calhoun next expounded the estimate of the damage 
inflicted on the U.S. by the Soviet attack and Captain Dashiell described 
the damage inflicted on the Soviet Union by the U.S. retaliatory attack. 

| Dr. R.J. Smith of the Central Intelligence Agency, also a member of the 
— ‘Subcommittee Staff, discussed the potentialities of the Soviet clandestine 

attack on the U.S. which concluded the formal presentation. 

In his concluding statement General Thomas emphasized the diffi- 
culties involved in attempting to achieve realistic assumptions with 
regard to the evaluation as a whole. There were obviously many uncer- 

| tainties with respect to the military capabilities of the U.S. at a period as 
distant as mid-1961 and of course even more uncertainty as to the mili- © 

| tary capabilities of the Soviet Union at the same time. Despite these 

_ 3 Dated November 20, not attached. Init, Gray stated that pursuant to the President’s 

“direction” of March 24, the 1958 evaluation was based upon a targeting plan that would 
seek “immediately to paralyze the Russian nation,” rather than one limited to military tar- 
gets, in the belief that it would, in the case of a retaliatory strike, provide fewer but more 

effective targets, whose destruction might involve a smaller nuclear kilotonnage. The eval- 
uation also for the first time involved substantial use of “long-range ballistic missiles.” 
(Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File)
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uncertainties, General Thomas believed the assumptions were suffi- 

ciently realistic to bear out the essential validity of the evaluation. 
- General Thomas also invited the Council to take a backward look at 

the previous reports of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee in relation to 
the findings of the report just rendered.* There was, he pointed out, an 

| essential similarity in the findings of all the reports since the first one was 
delivered in 1954. These findings were listed in a chart described as 

“RecurrentConclusions’§ 

_ Mr. Gray reminded the President and the Council that this was Gen- 
eral Thomas’ last appearance as Director of the Subcommittee Staff, and 

. that his successor, Lt. General Thomas F. Hickey, was present this morn- | 
ing. Thereafter, Mr. Gray presented a recommendation in substantially 
the followinglanguage; 

“You will recall that the 1957 report involved a retaliatory attack 
confining itself to a primarily military target system. For 1958, the Presi- 
dent directed that the exercise concern itself with the retaliatory objective 

| of immediately paralyzing the Russian nation, rather than concentrating 
on targets of a military character although not entirely ruling out particu- 
lar military targets which the Subcommittee believed would signifi- 
cantly contribute to paralysis of the Russian nation. ne 

“The presentation you have just heard has concluded thata substan- 
tial reduction of the capability of the USSR to recover would be accom- 

| plished by the concentration of a U.S. retaliatory effort against a | 
combined military-urban industrial target system as opposed toa 
strictly military target system. The conclusion also was that. such an | 
effort would destroy the Soviet nuclear offensive capability. = == 

- “A central aim of our policy is to deter the Communists from use of 
their military power, remaining prepared to fight general war should 
one be forced upon the U.S. There has been no suggestion from any quar- _ 

- ter as to a change in this basic policy. However, as you know, NSC 

_* An undated note entitled “Megatonnage Involved in Previous Net Evaluation 
| Studies” describes the 1958 study as follows: “In a surprise attack. situation, the USSR : 

| delivered 2186 megatons on the U.S. (the U.S. delivered 5810 megatons on the USSR and 
_ 705 megatons on China).” The section on the 1957 study reads: “Under conditions. of sur- | 
prise attack, the USSR delivered 3905 megatons on the U.S. (and in retaliation the U.S. : 
delivered 7896 tons [megatons] on the Soviet Bloc). In a condition of full alert, the USSR 

delivered 5173 megatons on the U.S.” The note also contains assumptions and megaton- 
| nage figures for the 1955 and 1956 studies. (Attachment to memorandum from Twining to 

Lay, April 22, 1960; ibid.) See the Supplement. | ten 

5 Not found. oo | es A es
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5410/1, the so-called ’war objectives’ paper is in the process of review.® 
These matters are inextricably interwoven. — | 

“Tn the light of these facts, it seems to me that it is important for you, 
Mr. President, to have before you, for your consideration, an appraisal of 
the relative merits, from the point of view of effective deterrence, of retal- 

iatory efforts directed toward: 

“1, Primarily a military target system; or 
“2. What might be felt to be the optimum mix of a combined mili- 

tary-urban industrial target system. 

“Such appraisal should also take into account the requirements of a 
counter-force capacity which might conceivably be called upon in the case 
of unequivocal strategic warning of impending Soviet attack on the U.S. 
The question here might be whether the character and composition of 
such a force would be adequate to the purposes of 1 or 2 above, and vice- 

| versa. 

“These matters have been under intensive study in the Department 
of Defense. If it is agreeable to you I shall be glad to work with Mr. McEI- 
roy and General Twining to determine the best way to accomplish such 
an appraisal, relating it as necessary to the review of the so-called War 
Objectives paper, bearing in mind that the knowledge and views of the 
State Department and other Federal agencies would be importantly 
involved.” 

When Mr. Gray had concluded his suggested Council action, the 
President said he was convinced that what Mr. Gray proposed to have 
done was essential for the obvious reason that in today’s presentation of 
the U.S. retaliatory attack on the Soviet Union, the U.S. had as targets [1 
line of source text not declassified]. In view of this very large number of 
urban targets, the President believed that we must get back to the for- 
mulation of the series of targets in the Soviet Union destruction of which 
would most economically paralyze the Russian nation. Turning to Gen- 
eral Twining and addressing him and other members of the Joint Chiefs 

© NISC 5410 /1, “U.S. Objectives in the Event of General War With the Soviet Union,” 

dated March 29, 1954, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. II, pp. 644-646. In a 
memorandum to Dulles dated September 22, 1958, Smith stated that revision had been 

“postponed last May when you and Secretary McElroy were discussing alternatives to the 
present Strategic Concept,” and that the paper would be the “logical intermediary between 
Basic National Security Policy and the Strategic Concept and will, in large measure, deter- 
mine the Strategic Concept since the latter depends for its characteristics upon the nature 
of the objectives which the US sets for itself in military situations.” (Department of State, 
S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5410 Series) See the Supplement. In a November 22 memo- 
randum of a conversation with the President held November 19, Gray recounted that he 
raised revision of NSC 5410/1. “The President expressed his doubt as to our ability to do 
effective planning against a situation of mutual devastation. However, he approved the 
notion of bringing a discussion paper to the Council.” (Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Project Clean Up) See the Supplement. For further information, see Doc- 
ument 47.
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of Staff, the President said that he could remember well when the mili- 
tary used to have no more than [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. He 
accordingly expressed his approval of the suggested action by Mr. Gray. 

Secretary McElroy expressed his view that the dispersal of the hard- 
ened Soviet ICBM bases introduced a new element in the picture because 
even if we succeeded in destroying the cities and urban centers of the 
Soviet Union, these missile sites would still enable the Soviet Union to 
retain an add-on capability with their long-range missiles. 

In response to Secretary McElroy’s point, the President commented 
that in this morning’s presentation the Soviets delivered all of their 
ICBM ’sin the first two hours of their attack on the U.S. Secretary McElroy 
agreed that this was the case but said that there was some doubt as to ~ 
whether this was a sound assumption as to the Soviet use of their 
ICBM’s. The President replied that the presentation assumed that we are 
trying to destroy the will of the Soviet Union to fight. If in the first thirty 

| hours of the nuclear exchange the U.S. succeeded in accomplishing the 
degree of devastation in the Soviet Union that had been outlined in this. 
morning’s presentation, we would already have accomplished our pur- 
pose of destroying the will of the Soviet Union to fight. One could not go | 
on to argue that we must require a 100 per cent pulverization of the Soviet 
Union. There was obviously a limit—a human limit—to the devastation 
which human beings could endure. | 

Secretary McElroy expressed his agreement to the action recom- 
mended by Mr. Gray and the President brought the meeting to a conclu- 
sion with an expression of warm congratulations to General Thomas and 
his associates and also a welcome to General Hickey who would be tak- 
ing over henceforth from General Thomas. Oo 

The National Security Council:” | | oe 
a. Noted and discussed the Annual Report for 1958 of the Net Eval- 

uation Subcommittee, pursuant to NSC 5816, as presented orally by the 
Director and other members of the Subcommittee Staff. _ ae 

b. Noted the President’s request for an appraisal of the relative mer- 
its, from the point of view of effective deterrence, of alternative retalia- 

tory efforts directed toward: (1) Primarily a military target system, or (2) 
- anoptimum mix of a combined military-urban industrial target system. 

Such an appraisal is to take into account the requirements of a counter- 
force capacity and whether such a counter-force capacity would be ade- 
quate for (1) or (2) above and vice versa. The Secretary of Defense, the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Special Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs are to determine the best means of defining 
and accomplishing such an appraisal, relating it as necessary to the cur- 

7 The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2009, approved by 
the President on December 3. (Department of State, S/S~NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 
D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) | |
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rent review of NSC 5410/1 and the interests of the Department of State 
and other Executive agencies. 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and the Special Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs for appropriate implementation.® 

S. Everett Gleason 

8 See Document 90. : 

| 39. Memorandum by the Secretary of State’s Staff Assistant 
(Boster) 

Washington, November 28, 1958. 

The following is an excerpt from a conversation between the Secre- 
tary and Secretary McElroy on November 28, at the Pentagon: | 

“We spoke of the budget. Mr. McElroy said that with the prospective 
cuts it was almost impossible to preclude some reductions in Germany, 
Korea and/or Iceland. I said that some reduction could probably be dealt 
with if we had sufficient time. Mr. McElroy said he thought it important 
to have a military establishment adequate to do what the State Depart- 

| ment felt had to be done to back up our political policies for the peace and 
security of this country. I asked when this budget matter would come 
before the NSC. He said it might come up next week, Wednesday or 
Thursday.! I said I would probably not be here. Mr. McElroy asked that I 
speak to Mr. Herter.” 

| D.E. Boster ° 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5/11-2858. Confidential. 
| 1 The Defense budget was discussed at the NSC meeting held on Saturday, December 

6; see Document 41. | 
2 According to notes by Bernau of the Secretary’s telephone conversation with Herter 

on the morning of December 4, Dulles referred to the impending discussion of the Defense 
budget at NSC and stated that “what they do to get our support of a big budget is they come 
up with cuts where it will hurt the most and the Sec told McElroy that. They know we will 
fight cuts in Germany and Korea—they say that will be where they Ocome and will get us 
on their side. They don’t say cut in duplication of weapons. We would say that is all right. 
They say they will cut what we will oppose. The Pres indicated how he was strongly 
against the carriers—the older ones will be all right.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
General Telephone Conversations) | 

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signiture.



/ , National Security Policy 153 

40. Memorandum of Conversation Between President | | 
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles ne 

| Augusta, Georgia, N ovember 30, 1958, noon. 

Continuing the discussion on the budget and its bearing on our 
Mutual Security Program,! I said that I hoped that the burden of a 
defense cut’ would not fall entirely upon the conventional forces. I felt 
that there was certainly considerable overlapping and duplication in the 
new weapons field. The President agreed. However, he indicated that he 
did not favor the new atomic power carrier advocated by McElroy. He 
said he thought that existing carriers were good enough for the kind of 
task that would be required of it. | | 

| | ‘JED 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President. Secret; Per- 
sonal and Private. | | — | po 

1 A memorandum ofa conversation beginning at 11:30 a.m. states that Dulles madea 
strong plea to the President for increased Mutual Security funding, perhaps to be funded 
by a national sales tax, and that the President in response stressed the need for both foreign 
aid and a balanced budget and indicated that further exploration of modalities was neces- 
sary. (Ibid.) Dulles had with him at Augusta a November 29 memorandum from Smith, 
which argued that both the MSP and limited war capabilities were endangered by current 
budgetary constraints and suggested a national sales tax as a possible alternative. (Depart- 
ment of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5810 Series) Both are in the Supplement. 

41. Memorandum of Discussion at the 389th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

. Washington, December 6, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. U.S. Military Programs for Fiscal Year 1960 (NSC Actions Nos. 1994 
and 2000) | | a 

After a brief introduction to the subject by Mr. Gray, Secretary McEI- 
roy read a short statement containing the principles which had guided 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason on December 8. Another memorandum of this meeting by Admiral Burke, dated 
December 6, is in the Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Originator File. .
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the Department of Defense in the formulation of the FY 1960 Defense 
Department budget. The first of these “principles” was for those pro- 
grams which were considered to be unquestionably essential, the rate of 
development had been maintained and, where advisable technically, 

| had been advanced. Secondly, in developing the overall military budget 
the Defense Department had rigorously examined all other programs in 
order that those programs which in view of current technical informa- 
tion might be considered marginal, could be eliminated or reduced. 
Thirdly, after careful consideration of the advisability of reducing force 
levels, it was decided that they could not recommend reductions in Fiscal 
1960 from those already reduced levels which will be reached at the end 
of Fiscal 1959, except for a 5000 man reduction in the Air Force. 

After pointing out that General Twining would comment more spe- 
cifically with respect to force levels, Secretary McElroy went on to say in 
his statement that Defense had considered its first responsibility to be 
that of protecting the ability of this country to retaliate with large weap- 
ons in the event of general war. As their second responsibility they had 
considered the provision of capacity to apply military force promptly in 
various local conflict areas of the Free World. The other major measures 
provided for in the budget were Continental Air Defense and the mainte- 
nance of open sea lanes. 

_ Turning from his prepared statement, Secretary McElroy then stated 
that it was hardly necessary to say that there had been a very consider- 
able amount of doing and redoing of the FY 1960 Military Program in 
these last weeks and days.! Decisions had been made which would cer- 
tainly close a number of camps and shore stations, decisions which 

- would cause dislocation of employment and trade as well as exerting a 
major influence on certain U.S. corporations. One or more aircraft corpo- 
rations, for example, might have to go out of business. While regrettable, 
this seemed unimportant in comparison with the overall objective. 

" A December9 memorandum by Goodpaster describes a lengthy meeting held at the 
White House on November 28 on the Defense budget, attended by the President, McElroy, 
Twining, Gray, Stans, and other officials. A memorandum from Stans to General Persons 
dated December 10 summarizes a meeting held with the President on the Defense budget 
on December 3. (Both in the Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) Eisen- 
hower met with the JCS on the Defense budget at the White House the evening of Decem- 
ber 3. (Memorandum by Burke, December 4; Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Origi- 

nator File) A December 5 memorandum from Captain J.H. Morse, Jr., USN, Special Assis- 
tant to Chairman McCone of the AEC, to Gordon Gray also treats this subject. (Attachment 
to memorandum from Gray to Morse, December 11; Eisenhower Library, White House 

Office Files, Project Clean Up) All are in the Supplement. General Taylor’s account of Eisen- 
hower’s session with the JCS on December 3 is in The Uncertain Trumpet, pp. 70-72.
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In closing Secretary McElroy asked General Twining to report spe- 

cifically on the matter of FY 1960 force levels. (A copy of Secretary McEI- 

roy’s opening remarks is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting.) 

General Twining stated that as a preliminary to the more detailed 

discussions of the FY 1960 budget (by those who were to follow him), he 

wanted to discuss briefly the military personnel strengths, our current 

world-wide deployments in the several military services, and some of 

| the implications inherent in the FY 1960 budget program. General Twin- 

ing then pointed to a chart entitled Personnel End Strength—1960. This 

chart indicated the following end strengths: | 7 

Army ........... 870,000 | 
Navy .........+.- 630,000 - 

| Marine Corps .... 175,000 | 

Air Force ........ 850,000 | | 
| Total . 2,525,000 

General Twining added that the Air Force had voluntarily agreed to 

reduce by 5000 men in return for other concessions which it had sought. | 

General Twining then referred to his second chart entitled Summary 

of Major Force Deployments—End of FY 1959. In commenting on this chart 

General Twining pointed out that the deployments described on it could 

not be maintained under the proposed FY 1960 budget in view of first, 

personnel reductions and second, new demands for personnel resulting 

from such programs as the NATO atomic stockpile and missile weapons 

systems which as yet have no reliable combat capability. Therefore, Gen- 

| eral Twining predicted the possibility of a reduction of Army forces 

deployed in overseas units including those in Europe although he was | 

not sure how large such reductions would be. He pointed out that the 

most severe problem facing the Navy was the growing obsolescence of 

its ships. If funds cannot be found for new procurement, the Navy may 

have to reduce the size of its fleet significantly in the future. The same | 

must be said of the Navy’s aircraft. For the Air Force the major problem 
was also in the area of procurement. Under this FY 1960 budget, it will be 

necessary for the Air Force to retain weapons systems and aircraft which 

it considered to be obsolescent. For example, no new fighter interceptors 
were scheduled to be procured. | | 

General Twining concluded with the comment that after having 
examined the FY 1960 Program, he was personally of the opinion that no | 
serious gaps existed in the key elements although the Services did have 

| reservations with respect to funds provided for some of the respective 
Service programs. In short, General Twining added that he believed this 

* Not found. | ae |
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to be a sound program for the defense of the nation in the period under 
consideration. 

General Twining was followed by Mr. Max Lehrer of the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) who described in detail 
the FY 1960 budget. He commenced his presentation witha chartentitled 
Defense Program for FY 1960. This chart compared the FY 1960 budget 
with the budgets for FY 1958 and FY 1959. The chart was divided into 
Budget Categories as follows: Operative and Capital Costs. It indicated 
new Obligational Authority of approximately $42,120,000,000. It indi- 
cated Direct Obligations for FY 1960 of $42,840,000,000. Actual expendi- 
tures for FY 1960 were estimated at $41,170,000,000. | 

After thus glancing at this overall chart, Mr. Lehrer referred to a sub- 
ordinate chart entitled Aircraft Production. In discussing this he pointed 
out that the number of new aircraft to be procured would total less than 
the number required to replace attrition. A similar chart indicated the FY 
1960 shipbuilding program. Here Mr. Lehrer pointed out that the pro- 
gram fell short of the rate of ship construction required to maintain the 
fleet at its present size. 

Mr. Lehrer concluded his detailed presentation with a summary of 
the Defense Program for FY 1960 by components. He indicated that the 
actual Congressional appropriation to be sought for FY 1960 would 
amount to $40,776,000,000. For FY 1959 the actual Congressional 
appropriation was $41,000,000,000. | 

Mr. Lehrer was followed by Mr. Holaday, Director of Guided Mis- 
siles in the Department of Defense. Mr. Holaday indicated that he would 
describe the missile programs including the major sections in which the 
Defense Department had made drastic changes or the portions which 
were of particular interest to the National Security Council. He referred 
toa chart entitled Missile Program and discussed the following figures on 
the chart in billions of dollars: | 

1959 1960 
Army ....... 1,250 1,179 

| Navy ........ 1,540 1,401 
Air Force .... 3,077 3,060 | 

Grand Total .. 5,867 5,640 

Mr. Holaday said he would discuss the Thor and Jupiter Intermedi- 
ate Ballistic Missiles together because the Defense Department would 

_ suggest that both these be put ona “Buy-out” basis. Thereafter Mr. Hola- 
day dealt with the Atlas, Titan, Minuteman, and Polaris programs. 

Mr. Holaday concluded with a statement of recommendations 
which the Department of Defense was making with respect to the several 
missile programs. With respect to the Thor and Jupiter programs, it was 
recommended that they be reduced from twelve to eight squadrons, five
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of Thor and three of Jupiter for which production commitments have 
already been made. If further NATO requests were expressed within the 
next few months and if military aid funds were available, it was further 
recommended that authority be granted to increase this program by not 
more than two additional squadrons. | os | 

| With respect to the ICBM program (Atlas and Titan), it was recom- 

mended that the presently approved thirteen squadron ICBM program 

should be increased to a total of twenty squadrons of which twenty 

squadrons nine would be Atlas and eleven would be Titan. Since each | 
Titan and Atlas squadron has ten missiles, there would be a total of 

ninety Atlas missiles and one hundred ten Titan missiles for a grand total © 
of 200 ICBM’s. | : 

With respect to the Polaris missile, Mr. Holaday pointed out that in 
previous Council actions the construction of five nuclear submarines, 

equipped with Polaris missiles, had been approved. The Defense a 
Department was now recommending in connection with a Congression- 
al add-on of over 600 million appropriations in FY 1959: | 

(1) the release of 144 million foran R&D program for conversion of a 
submarine tender; — | | a 

_ (2) toauthorize the release of 105 million for the construction of one | 
additional Polaris submarine to make six in all as of January 1, 1959; 

(3) authorize the release of 360 million for the construction of three 
additional Polaris submarines bringing the total authorized as of July 1, 
1959 to nine. — | | a 

Mr. Holaday said that it was recommended that authority likewise be 
requested to proceed with planning for the construction of three addi- 
tional Polaris submarines with FY 1961 funds. Such an action would bring 

. the Polaris submarine program to a total of twelve. (A copy of the recom- 
mendations of the Department of Defense presented by Mr. Holaday are 
filed in the Minutes of the Meeting.)° | | 

Mr. Holaday was followed by Deputy Secretary Quarles who went 
over certain of the highlights of the FY 1960 Research and Development 
Program of the Department of Defense. | 

- Atthe conclusion of Secretary Quarles’ comments, Secretary McEI- 
roy asked if Admiral Burke might be permitted to lay before the Council 
the proposal of the Navy to build one new aircraft carrier. Admiral Burke 
noted that in the course of careful examination of this proposal, many 
questions had come up. One of the most important of these was whether, 
if permission were granted for a new carrier, the carrier should be pro- 

' pelled by nuclear power or conventional power. After lengthy discus- 
sion the Navy had decided on conventional power which would result in 

| a saving of something over $100 million. The new CVA, if approved, 

| > Not found. . .
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would be commissioned in the course of FY 1964. Admiral Burke 
stressed the value to the national security of aircraft carriers of the 
Forrestal class, particularly in limited war situations although the 

value was not confined solely to such situations. He also stressed the 
obsolescence and inadequacies of the old Essex-class carriers as 
compared to the newer Forrestal-class. This accounted for the inclu- 
sion of the proposal for a new carrier in the FY 1960 budget. The Presi- 
dent indicated his approval of the inclusion of the aircraft carrier. 

The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission! inquired of Admiral 
Burke whether in reaching its decision to build a conventionally pow- 
ered aircraft carrier (CVA) rather than a nuclear powered carrier 
(CVAN), the Navy Department had considered the savings which would 
result from the reduction of the auxiliary services required for a CVA but 
which would not be needed in a CVAN. Admiral Burke replied that 
every aspect of the problem had been considered and that on all counts 
the CVA would be cheaper. Mr. McCone, however, insisted that we 

would get spectacular performance from a CVAN as opposed to a CVA 
and he also predicted that in due course lower costs would dictate the 
use of nuclear propulsion in all the major ships of the fleet. He therefore 
wondered whether in proposing a CVA the Navy Department was not 

| buying a 1945 Cadillac. | 

At this point Secretary McElroy indicated that the formal presenta- 
tion of the FY 1960 Military Program had been concluded. He called 
attention to the presence in the room of all the Chiefs of Staff and all of the 
Secretaries of the Military Services and invited questions. 

The President put the first question. Had there ever, he asked, beena 

successful test of a Titan ICBM? Mr. Holaday replied in the negative and 
the President then asked how did the Defense Department justify its rec- 
ommendation for an increase in the number of Titan squadrons? 

_ Inreply Mr. Holaday pointed out that the Titan missile had many 
| technical advantages. It was a full two-stage missile, for example. He 

added that Dr. Killian also strongly recommended the proposed increase 
: as necessary which statement was confirmed by Dr. Killian. Mr. Holaday 

also pointed out that the funds requested for increasing this missile 
program included not only funds for the procurement of the missiles 
themselves but also the construction of hard bases. | 

Secretary Douglas of the Air Force stated that the first static test fir- 
ing of a Titan missile would occur on December 15 and the first flight test 
might come before the end of that month. Secretary Douglas also 

_ defended, in response to some criticisms by the President, the value of 
the discarded Navajo program which he believed. had paid off in value. 

- * John A. McCone. | |
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The President insisted that what he was trying to find out was what | 
we were buying if we agreed to the increase in Titan squadrons. If we 
were far enough along in the Titan program so that we really knew what 
we were doing, the increase would be O.K. Moreover, if the Defense 

Department was so sure that the Titan would actually fly, why was it also 
proposing an increase in the Atlas program? a | 

_ Secretary Douglas replied by stating that if we did not go ahead with 
our program, we would not have available what was required of the At- 
las program in 1962 and Titan in 1963. | 

Secretary McElroy pointed out that the Atlas program was a year 
and a half ahead of Titan and supplied the need to havea long range mis- 
sile capability at a future critical time vis-a-vis the Russians. However, he 
predicted that in due course the Titan would prove to be the better mis- 
silesystem. | | | 

The President said he fully understood the psychological impor- 
tance of getting an early ICBM operational capability for the U.S. It cer- 
tainly would be fine if the Atlas missile proved able to fly but was ita _ 

| smart move to try to procure 200 missiles by the end of 1963? The Presi- 
dent believed that the history of military equipment and weapons sys- 
tems revealed the danger of trying to agree on standardization of a 
weapon for as short a time as a year and a half. He still believed we were 
putting too much money on Atlas in terms of 200 missiles for a period of 

| one and a half years. | Oo 

Secretary Anderson said that he would like to make a statement at 
this time. He began by stating that he could not disagree in any particular 
with the principles on which Secretary McElroy had stated at the outset 
that the 1960 Military Program had been based or for the need for the U.S. 
to have the military capabilities that Secretary McElroy had outlined. He 
was, however, troubled about the budget figures because it seemed that 
for a mere few hundreds of millions of dollars, we were not going to be 
able to balance the FY 1960 budget. It was depressing that in a period of 
history in which our people have the highest incomes and in which our 
Gross National Product was the highest ever, we were, even so, going to 

be unable to bring our accounts into balance to say nothing about retiring 
the national debt. If we are going to have to state all this to the world, Sec- 
retary Anderson said that he had grave doubts as to the continuing confi- 
dence of the people of this country who pay the taxes and provide for 
capital formation. Similar doubts will be planted among other strong 
nations of the world when in the light of this news they investigate their 
own stake in our affairs. If we are really trying to defend the hope of on- 
coming peoples in the standards of living in the U.S., we must defend the 
vital element of confidence. | 

Secretary Anderson stated that he did not know where the “break- | 
ing point” was. He knew how difficult it was for a layman to appraise
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technical military problems. He professed the highest regard for all of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and a sympathy for their difficulties but as he tried to 
evaluate the problem, he could only conclude that if we permit long- 
range inflation as a result of budget deficits, he could see no way that we 
could hope to combat the inflationary spiral. All this suggested to Secre- | 
tary Anderson, he continued, that as a nation, what we must make up 

our minds to, was to take some calculated risks both in the military and 
the economic areas. Furthermore, we have to get into the problem of 
whether this country can invariably afford every right gun and every 
right target at every right time. He himself doubted this and felt that our 
security should instead be based upon a combination of capabilities of 
such a nature that the Russians would not dare to attack us. He added 
that he did not mean toimply that we have not been doing this nor was he 
trying to substitute his judgment for the judgment of the competent mili- 
tary authorities. ) | 

_ Secretary Anderson also pointed out that even if we were able to 
obtain a revision of some of the open-ended civilian programs in the gov- 
ernment in FY 1960, there would not be any appreciable saving until a 
year later in 1961. No doubt a significant cut in military procurement 
would have an effect upon the vigor of our national economy although it 

| was impossible to say exactly how much. If we were to reduce by per- 
haps a billion or two, such an effect or impact would not be very great in 
view of a Gross National Product of $460 billion: Admittedly, however, 
cut-backs would also havea psychologicalimpact. = 

What, therefore, asked Secretary Anderson, were the alternatives 

which presented themselves? Raising taxes? Secretary Anderson 
doubted very much whether the American people would stand for a 
raise in the income tax and moreover, he was not sure that such a raise in 

taxation would actually be productive. Certainly a great deal of energy 
would be expended by Americans in trying to evade additional taxes. 
Indeed as things now were, we almost seemed to be driving our citizens 
into courses of immorality with respect to their taxes. What about the 

, excise tax? If we were to repeal the existing excise taxes and substitute 
therefore a single sales tax, we would have to levy a three cent sales tax 
merely in order to stay where we are. Congress would undoubtedly 
oppose a sales tax of this magnitude. Personally, however, Secretary 
Anderson preferred new taxes to continuing deficits. | 

— Inconclusion Secretary Anderson expressed uncertainty as to what 
could be done. Anything less than a balanced budget was unquestion- 
ably going to cost [cause?] damage to future Defense budgets of the U.S. 
Moreover, Secretary Anderson said he did not believe that most of the 
world thought the U.S. and the Soviet Union would ever be foolish 
enough to get themselves involved in a nuclear war. Most of the people 
of the world are actually thinking of the betterment of their people. This



| - National Security Policy 161 

hope is largely based on the ability of the U.S. economy to show | 
advances. Accordingly, said Secretary Anderson, it was his plea that | 
when our military people look at all these weapons systems, they must | 
see what other things we are trying to defend and where money is being 

spent in this country. We must try to protect the American competitive | 

system. This, said Secretary Anderson to the President, washisspeech = 
for the day. The President replied that it was a very good one too. 

The Director of the Budget asked if he could add a little to the . 
observations that Secretary Anderson had just made. It seemed to Mr. Oo 

Stans that at the level of $41,165,000,000 which was being proposed for 

_ the Defense Department budget, there was no possibility of balancing | | 

the FY 1960 budget unless we could either find new sources of revenue or 
| make cuts in the budgets of other agencies. If, moreover, we fail to reach — 

our objective with respect to the Defense Department budget, we will | 
also fail to do so with respect to the budget of the Atomic Energy Com- | 
mission. Mr. Stans also pointed out that on the civilian side of the budget, 
the civilian agencies have come down fiveand a half billions of dollars by 
such devices as deferring expenditures wherever possible. Accordingly, | 

the non-Defense agencies have taken very substantial cuts. __ i 

In the light of the above facts Mr. Stans then said he was forced to | 
state a couple of things that represented the solid opinion of the Bureau | 

| of the Budget. First, to accept the present overall figure of the Defense 
Department will leave the country in a budget posture which will defi- 
nitely increase over the next few years. Secondly, in terms of the yard- 
stick applied to other agencies, the Defense Department budget is not as 
tight as the budget of the others. It did not seem to Mr. Stans that one per 
cent of the Defense Department figures (all that was needed by way of a 

_ cut to insure balancing of the budget) could actually constitute the meas- 
ure of the difference between national security and national insecurity. 

| If you ask me, continued Mr. Stans, why it is so significant to havea 

balanced FY 1960 budget when the expenditure deficit will only come to 
some $400,000,000, the answer I give is that it is of prime psychological 
importance to have the balanced budget and that secondly, whether we | 

have been fair with the other agencies who have made sacrifices if we 
permit the Defense Department to unbalance the budget even by an 
amount as small as $400,000,000. It was, therefore, his recommendation 

and that of the Bureau of the Budget that this Defense Department budg- 
et not be approved in this amount and that the Defense Department 
budget follow the normal procedures of the budgetary process. We 
should put before you, Mr. President, a number of specific Defense 
Department programs and ask whether or not these programs really 
belonged in the FY 1960 Defense Department budget. In this process Mr. 
Stans said that we might need the help of the President. ee
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The President replied by asking Mr. Stans whether he, Mr. Stans, 
thought that he, the President, had been sitting on his hands. The Presi- 
dent then went back and asked a question as to the effectiveness of the 

_ Polaris missile. How confident were we of the Polaris missile? Were we 
not going into procurement of the missile before we had proved out the 
weapon system? Were we not gambling? 

Secretary McElroy replied that we have gone ahead to procure long- 
range missiles on the basis that we were buying time. Admittedly this 
was chancy and it was expensive. The President replied that the trouble 
was that we are buying this time all the time and we were taking gambles 
in every field. Why was the procurement of the Polaris now so very 
important? You could not win if you persisted in putting your money on 
all the colors of the wheel. Secretary McElroy responded that we had 
indeed held back on the procurement on some of the shorter range mis- 
siles but in the matter of the Atlas, the Titan, and the Polaris, the attain- 

ment of an early operational capability could be a very important factor 
in maintaining the balance of capabilities between the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. 

Secretary McElroy suggested that Admiral Burke would have some 
pertinent comments with respect to the Polaris procurement program. 
Admiral Burke admitted that Polaris was chancy at the outset. Now, 

however, we know that we can geta [less than 1 line of source text not declas- 

sified] warhead for the missile. We also know that we have the re-entry 
problem licked. Moreover, the guidance tests have been satisfactory, and 

: the propellant is all right. Therefore, what we have now in sight and are 
pretty sure of obtaining is a Polaris missile with a 1200 mile range which 
can be fired from a submarine while submerged which will carry [1-1/2 
lines of source text not classified]. What we must try to do in the immediate 
future is to get a missile with a 1500 mile range, [1 line of source text not 
declassified]. Mr. Holaday in general confirmed Admiral Burke’s figures. 

| In response to Admiral Burke the President said that if what he had 
stated was correct, then it was toward the Polaris program objectives that 
we should be building hard but at the same time we are also trying to buy 
time with our Atlas missile, the Titan missile, and practically everything 
else. How many times do we have to calculate that we need to destroy the 
Soviet Union? These Polaris missiles, said the President, ought to have 
some regulatory effect on the Atlas and Titan procurement programs. 
The President asked how many missiles there were to each submarine 
and Mr. Holaday replied that there were 16 missiles to a sub, that we 
would propose to have 9 submarines at the end of 1963. In all we would 
have 200 Atlas and Titan missiles; 192 Polaris missiles and 120 IRBM’s. 

The President said that it seemed to him that somewhere along the 
line we had got ourselves heavily over-insured. He would agree with the 
need for a good little fleet of Polaris submarines but do we need such a
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hell of a lot of them? Secretary McElroy said that precisely this question 

was now before the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The President went on to say that 

the basic theory of the Secretary of the Treasury earlier was that the U.S. 

defense system has got to be one that this country can carry for forty 

years. If our citizens become pessimistic, we could havea serious drop in 

our economy. If we cannot balance this budget with the present great 

strength of our economy, then in the long run our national defense will be 

weakened. Repeating his view that the U.S. was over-insured, the Presi- 

dent went on to say that if we could get these truths of which the Secre- _ 

tary of the Treasury talked clearly fixed in our minds, he really believed 

that we could find one or two of these military programs which could be 

eliminated. | : 

Secretary Herter remarked that while most of the problems relating 

to the Defense Department budget required a technical competence 

which members of the State Department did not profess to have, there 

| was a certain trend that he found disturbing. While members of the State | 

Department could not be judges of the effectiveness of our deterrent 

capabilities, the people in State were concerned over the outlook for our 

capability in limited military operations which seems to be being cut 

down as, for example, with respect to the deployment of U.5. Forces 

overseas. 

The President replied with some warmth that the Department of 

State had just as big a stake in this problem as any of the rest of us. Like 

everything else, foreign policy depended ona sound dollar. Suppose our 

Allies were to lose confidence in our economic soundness, asked the 

President. Such a development could be just as serious for the national 

security in the long run as the lack of a capability for waging limited war. 

With respect to the problem of a cut in U.S. deployments overseas, the 

President suggested the possibility at this point of cutting out one of the 

divisions now stationed inthe U.S. | | 

The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission provided certain 

statistics concerning military and national security expenditures in the 

last few years and defended the FY 1960 Defense proposal by stating that 

this proposal had not gone up as high percentage-wise as might nor- 

mally be expected as a result of the factor of inflation alone. He also 

pointed to the enormous expenditures of the non-Defense agencies. This 
fact should be recognized and people should understand it so that our 
deficit is not always laid at the doorstep of the Defense Department. _ 

Secretary McElroy then asked if General White, Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force, could speak to the Council for a moment or two. General 
White said he felt obliged to make the statement he was about to make. In 
his opinion SAC was now the umbrella under which the Free World lives 
and breathes. It must remain an effective deterrent but although few 
people knew it, we had had as many as 47 structural failures with our
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| B-47 aircraft. These were obviously deteriorating very rapidly and they 
must be replaced by more modern aircraft if our deterrent was to be 

| maintained. 

Secretary McElroy then stated that the matters that Secretary Ander- 
son and Mr. Stans had been talking about to the Council this morning 
had also been very much on the minds of himself and the Defense 
Department in developing the FY 1960 budget. He wished to state clearly 
that the budget did not contain a gun for every need. There were calcu- | 
lated risks in this budget. We were not moving as fast as we could with 
proved weapons systems. In the matter of the long-range missiles, it 
seemed to Secretary McElroy that 20 squadrons of ICBM’s, with 200 mis- 
siles involved, constituted a relatively conservative program. He went 
on to say that he and the Defense Department had examined these pro- 
grams in this spirit. It would perhaps be silly for him to state that every 
single dollar in this FY 1960 budget was sound but nevertheless many 
hard long sessions with the best people available to us made this budget 
the best that the President’s Defense team could present. It was for that 

_ reason that the budget was here before the National Security Council this 
morning. . 

Mr. Gordon Gray referred to the cancellation of the Goose decoy 
missile which came after the presentation made by Admiral Sides 
recently on October 13 on the evaluation of offensive and defensive 
weapons systems.° Mr. Gray, reminding the Council that the President 
had requested the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this occasion to conduct addi- 
tional investigations to identify weapons systems which might be obso- 
lescent or overlapping, asked Secretary McElroy whether such 
additional investigations had been scrutinized and evaluated during the 
course of the formulation of the FY 1960 Defense budget. Secretary McEI- 
roy replied that this had not happened once but many many times. He 
cited the conclusions of the Department on the B-58 aircraft as a reflec- 
tion of this scrutiny. 

The President asked when the Defense Department expected to 
have a wing of B-58 aircraft operational. General White replied that a 
B-58 wing would be operational late in 1960. We were now producing 
some three B-58’s per month. Secretary Douglas spoke up to point out 
that we would not be getting more than two B-58 aircraft a month until 
late in Calendar 1960 and we would not get four a month until the end of 
Calendar 1960. | | 

The Vice President said he did not believe he could add anything 
much to the discussion except that he wished to speak further of Secre- 
tary Herter’s concern that when the FY 1960 Defense budget is finally 

> See footnote 5, Document 36.
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determined and published, it might appear that we are shifting ever 
more to reliance on our deterrent capability at the expense of our capabil- 
ity for limited wars. Secretary Herter interjected that we certainly want a 
deterrent that was a deterrent but that he was worried about the timing 
of the redeployment of U.S. Forces in Europe. For example, we would 
certainly not want to redeploy U.S. Forces from Europe if we found our- 
selves in the midst of a crisis over Berlin. oO 

The Vice President went on to say that he shared somewhat Gover- 
nor Herter’s concern over fears abroad that the primary interest of the 
U.S. was in the “big war” (nuclear exchange). On this basis, continued 
the Vice President, it would appear that if we are going to stay within an | 
overall defense spending ceiling, if further adjustments become neces- 
sary it will be difficult to make them except in the area of the Atlas, the 
B-58 or the B—52. We must know that when this budget finally comes out, 

it will be widely felt to be a budget designed to protect our nuclear retal- 
iatory capability but not our limited war capability. This might not be the 
fact but it would certainly have that appearance. et 

Secretary McElroy replied to the Vice President that this was the rea- 
son why they had put into the budget the aircraft carrier which had ear- 
lier been referred to. The Secretary thought we had done reasonably well 
in meeting our limited war demands in Lebanon and the Taiwan Strait 
although he confessed he did not know whether we could effectively | 
handle three limited war situations at one and the same time. Secretary 
McElroy added his strong opinion that the NATO nations press us to ful- 
fill our defense responsibilities but do not fulfill their own. The U.K., for 
example, was becoming more or less a third rate military power and we 
should all remember that there is no one now but the U.S. which can 
employ significant military power around the world with the hope of 
helping indigenous forces in the Free World to prevent or resist aggres- | 
sion. CS OS oe | 

At this point the Vice President thought it would be well for all to 
realize that when this budget went to the Congress, the Defense Depart- 
ment was going to get from the Congress more than the President was 
asking from the Congress. Congress would very likely cut appropri- 
ations for foreign aid but they would almost certainly add to the military 
program. Both the President and Secretary McElroy were inclined to 
agree but pointed out that opinion in this country could change and we 
might get less. | _ 

General Twining asked permission to speak with respect to the 
| capabilities of the U.S. to fight brush fire or limited wars. He pointed out 

that if the U.S. ever got so involved in a limited military operation that 
our Army and Navy and Air Force could not handle the situation, we | 
would have to resort to mobilization in any case. General Twining 
expressed the opinion that we were in pretty good shape in the area of
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limited military capabilities. He also pointed out that we were spending 
large sums of money for the procurement of new weapons systems this 
year but that maybe in future years, once these weapons systems have 
been procured, our defense budget levels would begin to go down. Gen- 
eral Twining’s statement was greeted with mild amusement. The Presi- 
dent said he could not agree with General Twining’s prediction that 
within a few years we would see our defense expenditures begin to go 
down although Secretary McElroy gave some support to the view that 
there could be reductions once the nation’s long-range missile capability 
had been firmly established. Again disagreeing, the President pointed 
out that once we had procured an adequate number of missiles, we © 
would find ourselves faced with the continuing problem of the cost of 
base construction for the missiles. 

It was suggested by Mr. Gray that the Council hear briefly from Dr. 
Killian who stated his belief and that of his associates that there were 
indeed calculated risks in this Defense Department budget at the present 
time. There was really no adequate air defense which this budget was 
slowing down. Furthermore, Dr. Killian said, he could see no way clear 
to an adequate defense against missiles. It seemed to Dr. Killian that the 
very complex question of the balance of overall military capabilities 
must be examined. There was likewise need for a thorough review of our 

| air defense program. Dr. Killian expressed the opinion likewise that our 
limited war capabilities were tending to be downgraded although Gen- 
eral Twining disagreed with him. Finally, said Dr. Killian, as regards this 
specific Defense Department budget, there were things in it that could be 
cut out if we decided to do it. There were things in this budget which 
were of less importance than some of the things which have been cut and 
are not in it. Can we justify more money, for example, for a nuclear-pow- 
ered plane which we know will be subsonic? Would it not be better to 
spend the money allocated to this program on our long-range missile 
programs instead? We must bank on our Atlas, Polaris and Titan missile 
programs rather than on Minuteman at this time. Also we have probably 

| been a little too enthusiastic in this budget about certain space activities. 
There was certainly some “blue sky” stuffin this area. 

General Taylor asked permission to clear up certain misunderstand- 
ings with respect to the deployment of U.S. Forces in the NATO area. He 
disclaimed any intention to reduce deployment of tactical units to NATO 
but we were short of spaces for such new responsibilities as the NATO 
nuclear stockpile. We will have to reduce somewhere and General Norstad 
may come back and prefer a reduction in tactical units as opposed to a 
reduction of the forces allocated for taking care of the NATO stockpile. 

At this point Mr. Gray reminded the President of the time and 
pointed out that he had two recommendations before him, one by Secre- 
tary McElroy calling for approval of the proposed FY 1960 budget and
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another by Mr. Stans advocating that the budget not be approved pend- 
ing regular budgetary processes. | 

The Director of Central Intelligence said that he did not wish to com- 
mence his briefing without a comment or two on the direction of the FY 
1960 Defense Department budget. He felt he must point out that subver- 
sion and other techniques used by the Russians not involving military 
operations would undoubtedly be stepped up by the Soviets in the com- 
ing months and years. 

_ The National Security Council:6 , 

, -a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation of the recommenda- 
tions by the Secretary of Defense as to the U.S. Military Programs for FY : 
1960, as presented at the meeting by the Secretary of Defense, the Chair- 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Mr. Max Lehrer of the Office of the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), the Director of Guided Missiles, and 

. the Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

b. Noted the President’s approval of the inclusion of a new aircraft 
carrier (CVA) in the FY 1960 Military Program, in the light of an oral 
statement by the Chief of Naval Operations. 

c. Noted the comments by the Secretary of the Treasury on the seri- 

ous implications for the national security of a failure to balance the FY ~ 
1960 budget. | | | | | 

d. Noted the comments by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, that 
the FY 1960 military budget recommended by the Secretary of Defense | 
would result in a budget posture involving increased budgets over the 
next few years, and that this military budget did not appear as tight as the | 
budgets of other agencies in terms of the yardsticks applied to them. Mr. 
Stans recommended that the military budget as presented not be 
approved at this time, but that it should follow the usual budget proce- 
dures. | | | 

e. Noted the statement of the Acting Secretary of State that, 
although the Department of State is not competent to advise on the over- 
all level of the military budget, it is concerned that the contemplated 
reductions in troop strength, particularly those involving foreign 
deployments, might adversely affect U.S. limited war capabilities. 

_ f. Noted the statement by the Secretary of Defense that the inves- 
tigations of weapons systems directed by NSC Action No. 1994 were 
reflected in the recommendations as to the U.S. Military Programs for FY 
1960 presented at this meeting, and that these recommendations repre- 

° The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2013, approved by | 
the President on December 16. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot . 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) Further discussion of this 
action is in Document 42. |
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sented the best programs that could be developed as a result of careful 
re-examination by all responsible officials of the Department of Defense. 

g. Noted the President’s statement that, while he approved in gen- 
| eral the recommendations as to the U.S. Military Programs for FY 1960 

presented at this meeting, the military budget estimates for FY 1960 
should follow the regular budgetary process to make sure that all practi- 
cable economies were effected. : 

Note: The President, in subsequently approving the above actions 
7 taken at the meeting, directed that this Record of Action should also 

show the President's approval of the following recommendations by the 
Secretary of Defense as presented at the meeting by the Director of 
Guided Missiles: - | 

(1) The presently approved 13-squadron ICBM Program (9 Atlas 
and 4 Titan) be increased to a total of 20 squadrons (9 Atlas and 11 Titan). 

(2) The production of land-based IRBMs be limited to the 5 squad- 
rons of Thor and 3 squadrons of Jupiter for which production commit- 
ments have already been made, with the understanding that this 

program may be increased by not to exceed 2 additional squadrons if fur- 
ther NATO requirements are expressed within the next few months and 

military aid funds therefore can be made available. 

_ (3) Authorization of the use of FY 1959 appropriated funds for: 

a Research and development, and for conversion of a submarine 
tender. | | 

(b) Construction of 1 additional Polaris submarine beginning in FY 
1959, bringing the total authorized to 6 Polaris submarines. 

_ (4) Authorization to construct 3 additional Polaris submarines 
beginning in FY 1960, bringing the total authorized to 9 Polaris subma- 
rines; using in part FY 1959 appropriated funds. . | - 

(5) Authorization to proceed with the planning and necessary lead- 
time procurement actions for construction of 3 additional Polaris subma- 
rines with FY 1961 funds, bringing the total authorized to 12 Polaris 
submarines. . | 

The above actions, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, for appropriate implementation. | | 

[Here follows Agenda Item 2. “Significant World Developments © 
Affecting U.S. Security.”’] | 

| oe S. Everett Gleason
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42. Memorandum of Conference Between President Eisenhower 
and His Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (Gray) 

| | Washington, December 8, 1958, 11:15 a.m. 

The following items were discussed with the President: _ 
1. Iraised with him the question of a “debriefing” for the Planning 

Board members with respect to the NSC meeting on December 6 involv- : 
ing the Defense budget. I indicated to the President that I had a feeling 
that the regular debriefing process should not be followed in this case. | 
He agreed. | | 

2. I then took up with the President the Record of Actions of the 
meeting of the National Security Council on December 3.! He approved 
it with the amendment suggested by Mr. Dillon and agreed to by Defense 
and the JCS. | | - oT 

3. Ithen took up the Record of Actions of the meeting of December 
6. The President read it carefully and initialed it. I then pointed out to the 
President that even the language he had approved would perhaps not be 
adequate guidance in the premises. I reported to him that there was nota | 
clear and general agreement as a result of the Saturday meeting? and that 
his statement in the Council perhaps would mean one thing to Defense 
and another thing to the Bureau of the Budget. I informed. him that 
Defense and the BOB as far as I knew had not gotten together following 
the meeting on December 6 and that on the basis of a conversation with 
Mr. McElroy and Mr. Quarles I believed Defense was awaiting a next 

move from someone else, probably the President himself. oe 

The President then said that he felt there had been some progress 
and that he was hopeful that Mr. McElroy was finding it possible to make 
an adjustment in the Defense figures which would meet the budget prob- 
lem. He based this optimism on a report of a meeting between Mr. 
Anderson and Mr. McElroy on Sunday. I indicated to the President that I 
believed his optimism misplaced and that as of the morning of December 
8, Mr. McElroy was not prepared to make any meaningful adjustment.I _ 
told the President that Mr. McElroy was meeting again with Secretary 
Anderson at 11 o’clock on the morning of the 8th. os 

_ The President then asked me how I felt the Defense Department 
interpreted the Presidential statement in the NSC on December 6. I told 
him that Defense felt that the budget had gone through the normal budg- 
etary process; that they had presented it to the President; and that it 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up. Secret. 
Drafted by Gray on December 9. a 

' The memorandum of discussion at this meeting is printed in vol. IV, pp. 434-443. 
2 December 6; see Document 41. |
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should be printed as presented. I told him on the other hand that I felt the 
Budget interpretation was that the whole budget was subject still to chal- 
lenge specifically including the programs presented in the meeting. 

The President then said that what he had meant by budgetary proc- 
ess was an examination of non-program areas, such as administrative 

costs, housing, construction, inventories, logistic support, etc., and that 
there had been no discussion in his presence of these matters. 

I then pointed out to the President that time was an important factor 
inasmuch as Mr. McElroy was departing early on the morning of the 9th 
for the NATO Ministerial Meeting and that Mr. Stans was insisting that 

: the budget had to go to print before Mr. McElroy’s return. The President 
then expressed his irritation of the frequent absence of Cabinet Ministers. 

The President then said that if he were in charge he felt that he could 
take $5 billion out of the Defense budget but that Defense seemed not to 
be yielding at all. I observed to the President that if he were talking large 
amounts of money there couldn’t be any significant reduction by further 
squeezing and that the only way to accomplish it was by the elimination 
of programs. He said he fully understood this. He said that if Defense, 
after all of the meetings and conversations on the subject, still main- 
tained that the programs presented in the NSC meeting were essential to 

: the national security, he had little choice but to approve them. 

| I repeated to the President that I felt that clarification was needed as 
to the result of the December 6 meeting. 

He then said he thought he would call Secretary McElroy. I sug- 
gested that Mr. McElroy would probably still be with Mr. Anderson and 
the President did indeed reach him in Mr. Anderson’s office. 

The main points in the conversation between the President and Mr. 
McElroy were: 

1. The President indicated that he had been “dragooned” into 
approving the Defense programs as presented. He made it clear to Mr. 
McElroy that his approval was reluctant but was given only because he 
felt he had no choice. He continued to have, however, reservations about 

the numbers of Atlas and Titan missiles, wondering if it was necessary to 
programas many of both. He then said that he wanted Mr. McElroy to get 
together with Mr. Stans right away and subject to further discussion the 
non-programmed items which he had mentioned to me earlier. | 

When he concluded the conversation the President instructed me to 
| communicate the substance of it to General Persons with the request that 

General Persons reach Mr. Stans immediately and instruct him to get 
together with the Secretary of Defense. | 

[Here follows discussion of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee and 
of underground nuclear testing.]
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Immediately upon leaving the President's office at 11:40, I got Gen- 
| eral Persons out of a meeting in his office and informed him as requested 

| by the President. He immediately got Mr. Stans on the telephone, with 
me on an extension, and I, at General Persons’ direction, reported to Mr. 

Stans the substance of the President’s conversation with Mr. McElroy. 
General Persons directed Mr. Stans to get in touch with Secretary Ander- 
son to be brought up-to-date on his conversation with the Secretary of 
Defense and then to get in touch with Secretary McElroy. —_ 

, | Gordon Gray?‘ 

_ 3 Further documentation on these proposed discussions has not been found. Presi- 
dent Eisenhower approved NSC Action No. 2013 during a conversation with Gray on 
December 16. Only paragraph e was discussed briefly during this talk. Memorandum of 
conversation by Gray, December 18; Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project 
Clean Up) a - 

_ 4 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

43. Editorial Note | | 

~ On December 18, 1958, the National Security Council discussed as 
Agenda Item 1 the status of the military mobilization base program. At 
the close of the discussion, the Council decided to keep under study 

whether mobilization base planning should continue to assume a mobi- 
lization period of 6 months prior to D-day, and continue efforts to find 
means of taking bomb damage into account in mobilization base plan- 
ning “while keeping the assumptions as to the extent of damage within 
limits which provide a basis for feasible planning.” As Agenda Item 2, 
the Council considered fallout shelters in existing federal buildings. 
(Memorandum of discussion by Boggs, December 18; Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) During the discussion of mobiliza- 

tion, the Council heard an oral presentation by Perkins McGuire, Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), of his report of the same 
date on the subject. (Ibid.) Both documents are in the Supplement. Agen- 
da Item 1 and Agenda Item 2 were both approved as NSC Action No. 
2019 and 2020, respectively. (National Archives and Records Adminis- 
tration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Records of 

Action) | | 

In a memorandum of a conversation held with the President on 
December 24, Gray wrote in part: “I reminded the President that he had
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indicated that he wished the Department of Defense to keep under study 
the question of whether its mobilization base planning should continue 
to assume a mobilization period of six months prior to D-day. The Presi- 
dent said that he felt that it should be studied but that his guess was that 
planning had to assume both sucha period and no period whatsoever.” 
(Memorandum of conversation by Gray, December 30; Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up) See the Supplement. 

44. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

Washington, December 19, 1958, 2:30 p.m. 

[Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. 

No classification marking. Extract—4 pages of source text not declassi- 
fied.] | 

45. Editorial Note 

On January 12, 1959, President Eisenhower discussed with Killian 
and Kistiakowsky the problem of inspection against surprise attack and 
Soviet missile capability. The meeting closed with the following 
exchange: | | 

“Dr. Killian next referred to some of Dr. Kistiakowsky’s impressions 
and observations about the Soviet missile capability, since these impres- 
sions ran counter to our best intelligence estimates. Dr. Kistiakowsky — 
said he was very much impressed with the importance that the Soviets 
attach to long-range ballistic missiles. These are in fact a focal point in 
their whole defense concept. They referred to it as a special area not sub- 
ject to discussion at the Geneva meeting. He said it is his opinion that 
they now have an operational long-range missile force. The President 
said he could accept this possibility, but still holds a question as to the 
numbers and accuracy of such weapons. He then asked the question, if 

_ the Soviets should fire these weapons at us, where this action would 
leave them. They would still be exposed to destruction. In his mind there 
is the question whether this is a feasible means of making war; he 
granted that it is a feasible way of destroying much of the nation’s
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| strength, but the resulting retaliation would be such that it does not make ~ 
sense for war. He said he thought it would be at least a few years before 
the Soviets could conceivably have enough missiles so as not to have 
grounds to fear retaliation.” (Memorandum of meeting by Goodpaster, 
January 14; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) The | 
full text is in the Supplement. | Pe FE 

46. Editorial Note a a | 

oe On January 16, 1959, Secretary McElroy and General Twining 

briefed the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in executive session on 
the state of U.S. military defenses. A 93-page typescript record of this 
briefing is in the National Archives and Records Administration, RG 46, | 

Records of the United States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 

_ The transcript is printed in Executive Sessions of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee (Historical Series), 1959, pages 17-53. : | | 

47. Memorandum of Discussion at the 394th Meeting of the 
National Security Council : : 

a oa Oo Washington, January 22, 1959. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity,” and 2. “Visit of Deputy Prime Minister Mikoyan to the United 
States.”] | | a 

3. Review of NSC 5410/1 (NSC 5410/1; NSC 5810/1; NSC Actions Nos. | 
~ 1077 and 1102;1 Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary,samesub- 

_ ject, dated January 7, 19597) - sO ce 

In his briefing of the Council Mr. Gray pointed out that there had 
been a policy paper of one sort or another on “U.S. Objectives in the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | | : 

1 See Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. II, pp. 643-644 and p. 646, footnote 6, respec- 
tively. a : _ | 

2 This memorandum enclosed a discussion paper prepared by the Planning Board, 
much of which is quoted and summarized in this memorandum of discussion. (Depart- 
ment of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5904 Series) See the Supplement. /
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Event of General War with the Soviet Bloc” since 1948. The existing 
policy on this subject, NSC 5410/1, needed to be up-dated since it had 
been adopted almost five years ago. He continued by pointing out that 
the lengthy and involved review of the paper in the Planning Board had 
resulted in wide divergences of view as to what a revised paper should 
contain. Indeed there was some question as to whether there was any 
need fora policy on this subject at all. In this situation the Planning Board 
had finally decided to prepare the discussion paper which was now 
before the Council in order to solicit guidance from the Council as the 
basis for either rescinding NSC 5410/1 altogether or as the basis for 
revising of this policy. 

Mr. Gray then read to the Council the first question contained in the 
discussion paper reading as follows: | 

“Should a statement of U.S. policy in the event of war be limited to 
the subject of existing policy (NSC 5410/1), i.e., U.S. objectives in the 
event of general war with the Soviet Bloc; or should it cover additional 
contingencies such as (a) major war initiated by Communist China, and 
(b) other war initiated by a member of the Sino-Soviet Bloc?” 

Mr. Gray asked Secretary Dulles for his view on this question. Secre- 
tary Dulles replied that while he had a few remarks to make on the gen- 
eral subject of the discussion paper, he would prefer not to answer the 
specific questions since they were a lot easier to ask than to answer. He 
then went on to say that the present paper (NSC 5410/1) which had been 
prepared some years ago was plainly outdated. It would be unfortunate 
to keep it on the books as an outdated policy document, particularly in 
view of its practical relationship to U.S. military planning. With respect 
to the present policy statement (NSC 5410/1), Secretary Dulles 
expressed the opinion that Paragraph 4 which called for efforts to pre- 
vent the active participation of Communist China in the war on the side 
of the U.S.S.R. was unwise. This matter certainly needed to be reviewed. 
Likewise, the assumption in the paper that you could have a general 
nuclear war in which a “victory” could be achieved also needed to be 
reconsidered. There was also an implicit assumption in the present 
policy statement that the U.S. did not need any policy with respect to a 
war except a policy which dealt with the problem of general war and not 

| with limited hostilities. This assumption also needed reconsideration. 
For these reasons and others, Secretary Dulles again said that he thought 
the present policy statement was obsolete and was indeed actually a 
liability because it had become a kind of Bible from which status there 

| flowed undesirable practical consequences. 

While it was one thing to find fault with the present paper (NSC 
5410/1), it was quite another to suggest the form and content of a new 
paper on this subject. Secretary Dulles said that he would personally hate 
to have to undertake the new paper himself. He nevertheless felt the
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effort should be made. While he would rather have no paper than the 
present one, he would prefer to see a new policy statement however diffi- 
cult or almost impossible it might be to write. | | 

_ Mr. Gray said that he agreed with Secretary Dulles that such a paper 
| was difficult to write and that the effort to write it had been his most diffi- 

cult task in the six months and one day that he had been in his present job. 
Nevertheless, he too felt that we should try to write a new paper. For this 
purpose we needed the guidance of the Council and that is why we had 
posed the questions set forth in the discussion paper. As a matter of fact, 
Mr. Gray said that Secretary Dulles had really answered the first ques- 
tion in the discussion paper in the course of his general remarks just com- 
pleted. Secretary Dulles agreed that this was the case and also. called 
attention to the real possibility in connection with the first question that 

~ Communist China could be pushed by the U.S.S.R. into starting a major 
waragainsttheU.S. | an 

Mr. Gray then inquired whether Secretary McElroy or General 
Twining had any general comments on the discussion paper that they _ 
wished to make. Secretary McElroy replied that he agreed with Secretary 
Dulles in general and that we should strive to redo or up-date the present 
policy statement. Such a policy was plainly needed for the purpose of 
providing basic guidance to the military. Secretary McElroy thought that 
sucha policy statement should be addressed to a situation of general war 
because the variety of possible limited wars was so great that it would be 
extremely difficult to provide any concrete policy guidance concerning 
them. Finally, said Secretary McElroy, changes in the situation in the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc could be so frequent that he believed that a review of 
any policy statement respecting our objectives in the event of general 
war with the Sino-Soviet Bloc should be reviewed much more frequently 
than NSC 5410/1. Indeed such a review should perhaps be undertaken | 
annually ee ae , 

- Secretary Dulles expressed agreement with Secretary McElroy that 
you could not cover all the various contingencies of limited war in a 
single policy statement. He had made his reference to limited war simply 
to be sure that a new policy statement avoided any implication that the _ 
only kind of hostilities we would have to face with the Sino-Soviet Bloc 
was general war. It was this negative thought that Secretary Dulles _ 
wanted to avoid. He did not mean, however, that he would attempt to 
guess what limited wars might actually occur and what our policies 
should be with respect to such limited war. The President said he agreed 
with the thought expressed by Secretary Dulles. = = 

' Mr. Gray then requested the guidance of the Council with respect to 
the second and third questions in the discussion paper which he pointed
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out were political as well as military or strategic questions. The second 
and third questions read as follows: 

“2. In the light of the capability of the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
in the foreseeable future to destroy one another, even after a surprise 
nuclear attack, should the United States in the event of general war initi- 
ated By the U.S.R.R.: 

“Despite the loss of U.S. lives and resources which might be 
involved, endeavor by all necessary means to reduce the capabilities of _ 
the U.S.S.R. to the Point where it has lost its will or ability to wage war 
against the U.S. and its allies; and yet be prepared to consider an offer by 
the U.S.S.R. to cut short the nuclear exchange at a point acvantageous to 

. the U.S., even though the U.S.S.R. might retain some will and ability to 
continue the struggle?” 

“3. Should the U.S. accept an otherwise advantageous settlement: | 
“a. If Communist control were maintained over the satellites? 
“b. If a Communist Government retained power in the U.S.S.R.? 
“c. Only if all Communist controls were destroyed?” 

With respect to these questions the President observed that every- 
one knew that in such matters we took Clausewitz as our guide. Clause- 
witz, in his doctrine, put all his emphasis on the destruction of the will of 

the enemy to wage war rather than the enemy’s capabilities to do so. 
| However, said the President, perhaps it was rather futile to try to makea 

real differentiation between destroying the will or destroying the capa- 
bility of an enemy to continue war. Look at the example of Fidel Castro. 
He had started out with a dozen ragged men and had ended by destroy- 
ing Batista and his large forces. This was an example of the destruction of 
the will to fight so we are really trying to destroy the enemy’s will. War.is | 
after all waged for a purpose. Our purpose is to defend ourselves. To 
defend ourselves means that we must destroy the present threat to our- 
selves. Accordingly, once we become involved in a nuclear exchange 
with the Soviet Union, we could not stop until we had finished off the 
enemy; that is, forced him to stop fighting. If at any point in the hostilities 
we agree to make terms with the enemy, we would only make terms 
which allayed the Communist threat to us. | 

secretary Dulles expressed some doubt as to whether one could 
destroy the Communist threat in the world simply by destroying the 
Kremlin and the U.S.S.R. The Communist movement in the world was 
wider than the Soviet Union. Ideologies cannot be destroyed by military 
forces alone. If you destroy the present Communist center in Moscow, 
the very suffering and dislocation of so terrible a war would tend to keep 

| the Communist ideology alive. The President agreed with Secretary 
Dulles and added that never in history had an ideology been destroyed 
by war. 

_ Secretary McElroy added the comment that what we hoped to do if 
we ever became involved in a war was not to get everyone to accept our
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own ideology but to try to achieve a world in which everybody could live 
and let live. Oo 

General Twining expressed his disagreement with any doctrine 
which called for the application of degrees of pressure against the Soviet _ 
Union in the event that we became involved in general war. On the con- 
trary, said General Twining, it was his view that if we ever got into sucha 
fight, we should use all our powers to win rather than to fight with one 
hand only. He pointed out that we had war-gamed a general war against 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc three times and in each case the U.S. had managed to 
survive despite the fact that so many people nowadays argue that the 
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. each has the power to destroy the other in the event 
of general war between them. So 

| At this point Mr. Gray expressed the view that the guidance already 
provided by the Council had been valuable but that he would like to raise 
one more question for discussion. This was the question contained in 

_ Paragraph 6 reading as follows: _ = ee, 

“Can and should the United States undertake now to formulate 
post-war policies and plans, e.g., terms of enemy surrender, border and 
territorial arrangements, administration of enemy territory, and inde- 
pendence for national minorities?” | | | ae 7 

As Mr. Gray finished reading this question he observed that Secre- 
tary Dulles was smiling and the President was laughing. Accordingly 
Mr. Gray observed that he guessed that the answer to this question had 
been provided. The President, however, commented that what we must 
do in connection with the problem raised by this question was to use our 
imagination. On the other hand, imagination will not solve non-imagin- 

_ able problems which by implication the President thought were con- 
tained in this question. What were going to be the conditions after a 
general war between the U.S. and the Sino-Soviet Bloc asked the Presi- 
dent. That was precisely what he would like to know. Who was going to 
re-educate the defeated enemy in a conflict which resulted in such ter- 
rible devastation and pulverization of the enemy’s territory? If we got 
hit, what had we better do with Soviet Russia and Communist China? 
This was the sense of this question and while the President doubted if 
you could answer the question with any specifics, it might be possible to 
work out a few reasonable guide lines. —— oo as 

- General Twining asked if he might express the views of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. He said that the Chiefs believed in the value of this type of 
policy statement. On the other hand, they wished it to confine itself to the 
problem of our policy in the event of general rather than on and includ- 

| ing limited wars. Asa title they preferred “U.S. Objectives in the Event of 
General War with the Sino-Soviet Bloc”. They were anxious that objec- 
tives in such a war be included. | — /
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_ The President inquired what could be our objectives in such a gen- 
eral war beyond the objective of hitting the Russians as hard as we could. 
General Twining responded by stating that we planned in the event of 
such a war “to shoot the works” and not to apply our military power 
degree by degree against the enemy. Perhaps in the course of such a con- 
flict we might find it advantageous to negotiate but we should certainly 

: not plan to negotiate in advance. If the Communists want to stop, that 
would be O.K. We finish the attack and then talk to them but we shoot the 
works. 

At this point Mr. Gray reverted to the second question, posing it in 
somewhat different terms and stressing the importance of the political 
questions which underlay it. | | 

The President commented that the only form in which you could 
expect to get a peace offering would be from that side in the conflict 
which was putting up the white flag. The U.S. will never do this so we 
should go ahead and hit the Russians as hard as possible. We could not 
do anything else. They, the Russians, will have started the war, we will 

finish it. That is all the policy the President said he had. Secretary Dulles 
stated that this statement of the President might indeed constitute the 
statement of policy. Mr. Allen Dulles warned against a repetition of Presi- 
dent Roosevelt's call for unconditional surrender which he believed had 
prolonged the Second World War for perhaps a year’s time. The Presi- 
dent insisted he was not calling for a revival of the doctrine of uncondi- 
tional surrender. 

General Twining then completed his brief statement of the Joint 
Chiefs’ views which he took from a memorandum submitted to the 
National Security Council Planning Board by the DefenseandJCSmem- 
bers of a drafting committee under the date of November 5, 1958 (a copy 
of this memorandum is attached to this Memorandum).? General Twin- 
ing noted that according to this memorandum the Joint Chiefs wished to 
include in a new policy statement Paragraph 3 of NSC 5410/1 calling for 
the reduction of the capabilities of the U.S.S.R. toa point where it had lost 
its will or ability to wage war against the U.S. and its allies. On the other 
hand, the Joint Chiefs wished to delete Paragraph 4 of NSC 5410/1 which 
called for preventing by all means consistent with other U.S. objectives, 
the active participation of Communist China in the war on the U.S.S.R. 
side. 

After Mr. Gray stated the consensus of the meeting that a new state- 
ment of policy should be undertaken by the Planning Board, the Presi- 

| dent closed the discussion by observing that we ought to be clear among 
ourselves that if we are going to hit the Soviet Union, we are going in the 

3 Not found attached; for text, see the Supplement.
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process to remove the threat posed by the Soviet Union. There was, 
accordingly, no use to talk about negotiating a settlement in the midst of 
the war. The Soviets would certainly not keep any negotiated settlement 
to which they agreed. They never had in the past. . 

In closing Mr. Gray observed that he thought that the suggestions by 
Secretary McElroy for an annual review of such a policy statement was a 
good idea but he wanted very much to get a new statement of policy on 

. the subject done first. It would be a considerable task. | oo 

The National Security Council: 7 

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of a discussion paper 
prepared by the NSC Planning Board transmitted by the reference mem- 
orandum, and the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as presented orally at 
the meeting by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

b. Directed the NSC Planning Board to prepare for Council consid- 
eration a new statement of U.S. policy along the lines discussed in the 
meeting, to supersede NSC 5410/1. | 

[Here follow Agenda Items 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Greece,” and 5. 
“U.S. Policy Toward Yugoslavia.” ] | | 

S. Everett Gleason 

* The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 2039, approved by the Presi- 
dent on January 23. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, | 

| Records of Action by the National Security Council) oe 

48. Editorial Note | | 

At the National Security Council meeting on January 29,1959, Allen 
| Dulles discussed significant world developments affecting U.S. security 

with emphasis on Khrushchev’s speech in Moscow on January 27 to the 
21st Congress of the Communist Party: “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. Khrushchev’s statement did not indicate that Soviet production of
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ICBM’s was ahead of our estimates.” (Memorandum of discussion by 
Gleason; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) 

_ During his briefing at the NSC meeting on February 26, Dulles con- 
_ sidered recent National Intelligence Estimates on Soviet missile capabili- 

ties: “By and large he felt that there had not been a significant degree of 
error in the period covered by the Estimate of December 10, 1957 down to 
the most recent Estimate of December 23, 1958. He also pointed out that 
Khrushchev’s statement made in January 1959 that series production of 
ICBMs in the Soviet Union had been organized, fitted very well with our 
prior intelligence estimates. | 

“Secretary McElroy expressed the view that the most important 
matter was the date when the Soviets would have attained an initial 
operating capability of 500 ICBMs. This date was crucial for Department 
of Defense planning and on this point our estimates have been changed 

: rather significantly. | 

“(2 paragraphs (16 lines of source text) not declassified] 

_.“Secretary McElroy then pointed out that in point of fact the so- 
called missile gap had recently been narrowed because we were now 
estimating a longer period before the Soviets obtained a genuine opera- 
tional capability with ICBMs and also because we ourselves have made 
more rapid progress in some of our own missile programs, such as the 
Polaris, than we had originally anticipated.” (Memorandum of discus- 
sion by Gleason; ibid.) | 

The estimates referred to are NIE 11-4-57, November 12, 1957, 

“Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies 1957-1962,” and NIE 
11-4-58, “Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1958-1963.” 

(Both in Department of State, INR—NIE Files) A memorandum from John 

S.D. Eisenhower to Goodpaster, January 27, compares and contrasts the 
two estimates in some detail, noting that the principal difference was the 
lowered projection in NIE 11-4-58 for long-range bomber capability, 
revised to 200 to 300 by 1962 instead of the 400 to 600 expected by that 
year in NIE 11-4—57. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff 
Secretary Records) |
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49. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

Washington, February 9, 1959, 10:30 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | — 
General Twining | | | | — 
Major Eisenhower | | 

[Here follows discussion, included in the Supplement, of NATO 
and personnel matters. ] 7 oe 

The President now brought up the matter of publicity in connection 
with our defense posture. Specifically, he has been advised by General 
Persons that the American public should know more about missiles and 
armaments. In order to give proper publicity in this matter, General Per- 
sons feels that we should do something a little different. Speeches are 
inadequate. Accordingly, it has been recommended that the President 7 
makea trip to a Strategic Air Command base, to Cape Canaveral, and toa | 

Nike site, and at each location, he should make an appearance to the 

press and attempt to give some understanding of what our defense 
structure is all about. Accordingly, he requests a restudy of our public 

_ information policies on the part of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to determine 
what type of facts the President might give out under these circum- 
stances. | | - | 

General Twining, while he expressed approval of this scheme, 
pointed out that facts and logic are often wasted when the opposition 
employs tactics similar to those of Senator Symington on the matter of 
airborne alert. While testifying before Congress, General Twining had 
been asked by Senator Symington how many aircraft were on airborne | 
alert that particular day. There had been a recent exercise which involved 
an airborne alert in SAC, but that exercise having been terminated, Gen- 

eral Twining so advised Senator Symington. Asa result, Senator Syming- 
ton had madea great issue of this matter to the effect that itis a shame that 
none of our aircraft are on airborne alert and blamed the budget forthis 
deplorable fact. Senator Bush had also expressed shock. When General 
Twining mentioned this later to General Power, he learned that Senator 
Symington had telephoned General Power that morning and asked how 

_ many aircraft were on airborne alert. General Power had given him the 
facts. As the result, General Twining has received a volume of mail, and 

in his answers, has cleared the record. In General Twining’s view, we 

have no need for an airborne alert and our capability to respond with 
SAC on fifteen minutes warning is adequate for our military posture. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Major Eisenhower on February 10. | ee a |
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General Twining then proceeded to describe the tendency on the part of 
some people to discount everything but relative ICBM capabilities. He 
pointed out that our Air Force is four times the size of that of the Soviets 
and ten times as good. It does execute airborne alert exercises from time 
to time to keep the Soviets uncertain. General Twining expressed 
admiration for the performance of the Secretary of Defense in his testi- 
mony before Congress. | | 

_ ThePresident stated that he had spoken before about self-appointed 
military experts. He is considering another statement about neurotics— 
either honest or dishonest neurotics—who are so fearful that they advo- 
cate taking the entire SAC into the air and keeping it there. He conceded 
that these people realized the aircraft must come down occasionally to 
gas up. General Twining expressed the view that the public must realize 
that the USSR has a capability to hit the U.S. and to live with this realiza- 
tion. It is a hard fact of life. The President agreed except that he pointed 
out that our estimates for the last four years have included the Soviet 
capability to destroy the U.S. 100%. This was first based on one-way 
bomber missions and is now based on the ICBM. He reiterated his stand 
for a reasonably adequate program. | - 

General Twining continued the discussion on enemy capabilities by 
stating that in his testimony before Congress he personally admitted that 
he had previously fought for more bombers. He had been concerned 
over the Soviet capability to build Bisons and Bears. However, as it had 
turned out, the Soviets had not built these aircraft and now possess only 
100-115 heavy bombers. He had further pointed out to Congress that 
missiles are only as good as their launching sites. We have not as yet 
obtained any hard intelligence on any launching sites in the Soviet 
Union. | 

The President and General Twining then reviewed the concept of a 
trip by the President to SAC, toa Nike site, and to Cape Canaveral, and to 
issue statements at each location. General Twining stated he would open 
a study on what might be said at these locations. In this connection, he 
made mention of the successful flight of the Titan on February third, 
adding that this is the first missile which had been successful on its first 
launching. The President observed that manufacturers in Denver had 
predicted this. a 

_ General Twining then completed his report on the Congressional 
hearings by describing the question on the subject of the missile gap. 
When asked how to remedy the missile gap, he had answered that we | 
should merely produce lots of big Atlas missiles. However, he does not 
advocate this. The Atlas is not the weapon that we would ultimately like, 
and, therefore, large quantities of this weapon would be obsolete soon. 
He does not believe the USSR is in a mood for general war, particularly in 
view of the pride that they take in having rebuilt their cities from World :
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War II. He repeated the desires on the part of fearful people, stating that if 
we bought everything they advocated we would wind up spending $70 
billion for defense alone. Finally, he had suggested to the Congress that 
they employ the word “operational” when discussing missile sites. He 
pointed out that there is no glamor to the subject of base building, only to 
the production of missiles. The President suggested we might mention to 
the Congress that every missile site near a city makes that city a prime 
target. General Twining now reiterated his admiration for the perform- 
ance of the Secretary of Defense before these hearings. In this connection, 

| the President expressed the view that Secretary McElroy, while he 
should not be made to look too partisan, possesses talents whicharesuch — 
that he should not be lost to Government service when this particular job 
is terminated. 

[Here follows discussion, included in the Supplement, of Congress, 
command structure, and personnel matters.] 

John S.D. Eisenhower 

50. Editorial Note 

During a discussion on atomic weapons requirements held after the 
National Security Council meeting on February 12, 1959, with McElroy, 
Twining, and others, President Eisenhower commented as follows: 

“The President understands the need for small weapons in air 
| defense and missile defense, although he pointed out that the three sci- 

entists who had visited him the day before (Drs. Land, Purcell and Kil- 
lian) had shown less enthusiasm than he has heard at other times in this’ 

area. The President continued that when we come to supplying small 
yield weapons for the Infantry and the Marines we are getting into the 
area of marginal utility. He does not visualize great stockpiles of these 
weapons around the periphery of the USSR. He pointed out further that 

- our total current megaton capability is estimated so high that if we 
should employ this quantity of atomic weapons, the fallout from our 
own weapons could destroy our own country, and indeed the entire 
Northern Hemisphere. He further expressed the view that we are taking 
counsel of our fears. He reiterated that we should push atomic weapons
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for air defense but be more moderate in development of tactical atomic 
weapons. He suggested that we indoctrinate ourselves that there is such 
a thing as common sense. Mr. McElroy agreed and stated that the Depart- 
ment of Defense had fought this line of reasoning when they cut service 
requests.” (Memorandum of Conference with the President by John S.D. 
Eisenhower; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) 

see the Supplement. 

51. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, March 4, 1959, 2:30 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | 

Secretary Quarles, General Twining, Admiral Sides, Dr. Killian, Dr. Kistiakowsky, 

Dr. McMillan, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster, Major Eisenhower 

Dr. Killian said he had asked for this opportunity to present a study 
by a panel from the Science Advisory Committee,! following up on the 
work of the Technological Capabilities Panel in 1954. He had asked that 
Defense representatives be present. The purpose of the study was to con- 
sider technical aspects of our ballistic missile program, including the 
warning factor. A first point is that Nike-Zeus cannot become a factor in 
Defense against missiles before 1964 or 1965. Accordingly, such meas- 
ures as dispersal, hardening and improved warning and reaction all 
seem more promising than active defense, at least for the near future. He 
thought that passive tactics were cheaper than active, and should be a 
basic element in the protection of our retaliatory force. 

He said there is need for greater stability in our missile position and 
for new principles and concepts to be considered. We need to attain 
greater assurance of a secure retaliatory capability. Some increase in 
expenditures may be involved, but the effect of this can be lessened 
through establishing priorities. Finally, Dr. Killian mentioned that a pro- 
posal for hardening, and comment concerning uncertainties, have been 
in every Science Advisory Committee report. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by Goodpaster on March 17. | 

1 Killian spoke from “Notes by J.R. Killian, Jr., for Presentation to the President.” Mac- 

millan spoke from “An Analysis of Technical Factors in the Strategic Posture of the United 
States—1956-64,” both dated March 4. (Both ibid., White House Office Files, Additional 
Records of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology 1957-1961)
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| Dr. McMillan then made the presentation of defense of the striking 

| force. A first question is what targets the enemy would have to knock 
out, and a second, what retaliatory force we could muster if the Soviets 
were to employ their best capabilities. Analysis shows that our strategic 
power will be subject to uncertainty in the years ahead, and this fact is 
likely to lead to instability through proposals for crash changes in the 
program. He then showed charts on the estimated Soviet missile capabil- 
ity, comparison with U.S. programs, and estimated Soviet strategic 
needs for missiles (based upon total number of aiming points in the 
United States). He said he was impressed by the effect of passive meas- 
ures. For example, hardening to 100 pounds per square inch would 
require the Soviets to use 200 weapons to destroy one target, as against 
five weapons against an unprotected target. He then showed what the 
effect of reasonable hardening would be in multiplying Soviet needs— 
the effect was to raise them by a factor of 10 to 15. - | 

- A second question is what part of our force we could get off the 
ground under various conditions of warning, it being assumed that the 
Soviets could deal with our forces overseas. He showed a chart on USS. 
retaliatory forces surviving attack in the period 1959-1963. | 

Dr. McMillan cited uncertainties affecting these estimates. They are 
greatly dependent upon warning and response readiness, Delay would 
cost us at the rate of forty aircraft per minute. There is also, however, the 

problem of Soviet coordination. If they had perfect coordination, they ; 
could destroy a large portion of our force; in other words, we offer the 
Soviets a great premium for good operational coordination. Another 
uncertainty is as to Soviet air defense—this may be highly effective 
against our aircraft. All of this emphasizes the importance of reliable 
warning and quick response time. At the same time we cannot be hasty, 
because of the consequences, and must reduce the need for extreme 

haste. | | 

For the protection of U.S. aircraft he proposed: to provide shelter for 
some of our aircraft; to provide better warning, perhaps including an air- 

_ borne infra-red system; to provide an automatic bomb alarm system, 
now planned but not funded; and to increase SAC’s ability to take off 

rapidly. Over the longer term we will be dependent upon protected 
forces of ICBMs in hardened and dispersed locations; in the present 
period we should protect our aircraft. | a 

The President commented that we are predicting Soviet missile pro- 
duction for five years. Sometimes he is impelled to look at our difficulties 
in such production. The Soviets may be having the same. While the pre- 
sentation gave a range of possible values, still we are assuming that we 
know what they are going to decide to do. He added that if we ever get to 
the place where these missiles will rain down out of the skies on the 
United States, much of what we are planning will be useless anyhow.
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He asked what the underground protection for missiles would be 
like. Mr. Quarles said that a protection to twenty-five pounds per square 
inch would be achieved by putting the missile on its side and raising it to 
fire. Protection to 100 pounds per square inch would be achieved in a 
silo-type hole in the ground. It would probably take the Soviets nine mis- 

_ siles to knock out one site protected to twenty-five pounds per square 
inch, and twenty-seven against one protected to 100 pounds per square 
inch. He said the Defense people question Soviet ability to make the fir- 
ing simultaneous. Mr. Quarles added that we expect to obtain fifteen- 
minute reaction time with the IRBMs, and even to reduce this in 

vertically hardened facilities. For solid missiles reaction could be almost 
instantaneous. Mr. Quarles would recognize, however, that if the Soviets 

maintain a missile force in this status they could thus have all of them 
arrive on a fixed schedule. The President next asked how the B-52 and 
B—58 facilities can be hardened, but there was no detailed discussion 

other than an indication that this could be done. The President com- 

mented that once we have proved out Polaris and know that it works, we 
ought to consider doubling the number of these because of its conceal- 
ment and mobility. Dr. Killian agreed that, for dispersal, mobility and 
concealment, it has great advantages. | 

Mr. Quarles said that the indications from the study are impressive 
evidence that something could be done. He thought hardening would be 
particularly significant. He added that Defense has been considering all 
of these measures intensively and trying to apply resources in what 
seems to be the best way. | 

The President commented that the United States, being on the 
defensive, must achieve stalemate in one mode of possible combat after 
another. The Soviets then can shift to other forms. The President com- 
mented during the discussion that if we really got into a war we should 
get off our striking power as quickly as possible. 

_Dr. Killian said that looking ahead there seemed to be grounds for 
re-examining the B—-70 program, the F-108 program and the nuclear- 
powered aircraft program in order to put resources where they would 
have better results. The President agreed, and commented that the pre- 
sentation stresses the need for hardening dispersal and mobility. General 
Twining, however, said the Chiefs think it is too late to harden our 

bomber facilities. Also, it seems to take three or four years to build a dis- 
persal base. They all agreed, however, that it is desirable to harden our 
missile facilities. Dr. Killian thought there would be great gain in harden- 
ing a few SAC bombers on each base. General Twining commented that it 
would take a long time to clean up and repair runways in case of attack. 
Dr. Killian replied that it takes a much better hit by the enemy to knock 
out a runway than an airplane.
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The President commented again that when we begin talking of 
weapons up to certain very great figures, the discussion loses all mean- 
ing since we would really be destroying civilization. — ae 

Dr. Killian next spoke in favor of a bomb alarm system and General 
Twining said it will be provided in the FY-60 budget. Dr. Killian said we 
should move as fast as we can on BMEWS and providea back-up system. 
The President agreed that we should do what is vitally necessary, but 
should give less effort to frills. Dr. Killian also asked that the importance 
of adding to our numbers of missiles not be overlooked. The President 
asked when Minuteman would be ready, and Mr. Quarles indicated the 
end of 1963 by our best estimate. The President said it would be unwise 
to standardize (i.e., procure in large numbers) earlier missile systems. 

General Twining stated strongly that missiles are no better than 
their launchers. He said that he would not buy additional Atlases, 
because we would simply buy them to put them in warehouses. He said 
that Congress, which calls for buying more missiles, fights the military to 
a standstill on sites for launchers. oe 

| _ Dr. Killian recalled that an additional ranway—perhaps a special 
“take off” runway, would help to get added aircraft in the air, and Gen- 

| eral Twining said this is being studied. 

Finally, the President asked that this information be gotten into the 
planning staffs for a review to see if priorities have been established so 
that first things come first. Admiral Sides commented that all of this anal- : 
ysis is extremely dependent upon the estimates provided by intelligence. 
If any answers could be gotten they could be extremely valuable. Dr. Kil- 
lian commented that data processing techniques may prove to be of help 
on intelligence indicators and these are now being examined. 

— | Brigadier General, USA
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52. Memorandum of Discussion at the 398th Meeting of the | 
National Security Council 

Washington, March 5, 1959. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. 
Security.” ] 

2. Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies 1958-1959 (NIE 
114-58) and Estimate of the World Situation (NIE 100-59)! and Present 
Trends in Communist China (NIE 13-2-59)2 

(Copies of the briefing note used by Mr. Gray are filed in the Minutes 
of the Meeting and attached to this Memorandum.) | 

(The President joined the meeting in the course of Mr. Allen Dulles’s 
briefing on this subject.) 

The Director of Central Intelligence reminded the National Security 
Council that it was customary in the intelligence community at the end of 
each calendar year to prepare or revise certain basic Intelligence Esti- | 
mates, particularly the three which he was summarizing this morning. 
Thereafter Mr. Dulles summarized and commented on the major conclu- 
sions reached in the three National Intelligence Estimates in order, as he 
said, to provide a basis for Council discussion this morning. 

In the course of his remarks on the three Estimates, Mr. Allen Dulles 

stressed the new assertiveness of the Communist Bloc despite the fact 
that in the last year Communism had met with certain reverses, particu- 
larly in Western Europe. He pointed out that the intelligence community 
felt that the Communist Bloc had suffered a certain loss of influence in 
the United Arab Republic, in Burma, and in Argentina. Likewise notable 
in the last year was the new note of confidence in the Soviet Union based 
on the country’s significant economic and industrial growth, a rate of 
growth twice as muchas that of the U.S. in terms of Gross National Prod- 
uct. In this connection Mr. Dulles also pointed out that the extent of the 
Soviet defense effort was roughly equal to the U.S. in terms of military 
hardware and in terms of men under arms. | 

Mr. Dulles also pointed out that the Soviets would obtain their initial 
capability with ICBM’s sometime in the course of the current year. They 
have already achieved sucha capability with respect to the IRBM. At the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | 

! Dated February 17. (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) See the Supplement. 
* Dated February 10. For text of the Conclusions section, see Foreign Relations, 

1958-1960, vol. XIX, pp. 520-523. 

3 See the Supplement.
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same time the intelligence community believed that the Soviets would be 
able to maintain and modernize massive conventional military forces. 

| Continuing, Mr. Dulles stated that the Estimates indicated in the 

Calendar Year 1958 that the Sino-Soviet Bloc had tripled the amount of its 
credits to nations outside the Bloc although the total aid to such nations 
was still far behind that provided to these nations by the U.S. Obviously 
the Soviets had a great advantage in their freedom to select the means to 
achieve their objectives in non-Bloc countries. = : ge 

The Estimates indicated that the achievement of Communist China 
in the course of the first year of the “Great Leap Forward” had been 
remarkable. The Chinese Communists confidently expected to maintain 
a high growth rate for their economy although the commune program 
was still a great question mark. | , : 

_ While the intelligence community continued to estimate that the 
Soviet Union would try to avoid the deliberate provocation of general 
war the community also noted some increased danger of wars in periph- 
eral areas. At this point Mr. Dulles actually quoted from Paragraph 16 of 
NIE 100-59 which involved a dissent from the majority of the intelli- 
gence community by the Joint Staff JCS) and the Air Force. Mr. Dulles 
briefly explained the nature of the disagreement but pointed out that by 
and large it was really not very great.4 So 

Noting that the strength of the Atlantic Community had increased 
in the past year and that the countries which composed it were still com- 
mitted to NATO, Mr.-Dulles did warn that there were certain counter- 

vailing tendencies in the Atlantic Community which could be serious. 
There was also some questioning in Western Europe of the current 
NATO strategic concept. There was also the problem of De Gaulle’s 
intransigence and his plan for withdrawing the French Mediterranean 
Fleet from NATO. The Fleet had not yet actually been withdrawn. Finally 
in this context there were many Europeans still strongly favoring some 
form of disengagement in Central Europe. Protagonists of this view were 
strongest in Germany and especially among the German Socialists 
although supporters of the view could also be found in the opposition 
ranks in other Western Governments. | oe oO | 

_ In the underdeveloped countries of the world Mr. Dulles said that 
the intelligence community, while noting improvements in certain 
underdeveloped countries, estimated that their overall situation had 

generally become worse. It seemed quite clear that parliamentary 

4 Paragraph 16 includes language stating that the “increase of Soviet nuclear capabil- 
ities has made the Soviet leaders feel freer to adopt an aggressive posture in peripheral 
areas, and probably somewhat freer to encourage or instigate armed conflict in these areas, 
although probably not initially with overt Soviet forces.” Footnotes indicate that the Joint 
Staff and the Air Force Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence wanted the sentence to end 
with the first use of the word “areas,” on the grounds that there was no evidence that Soviet 
leaders were as yet either more willing or more able than previously to risk limited war. | |
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democracy was not an exportable commodity to the underdeveloped 
nations. After citing specific illustrations Mr. Dulles indicated that this 
could be a very severe problem for the U.S. to which he himself saw no 
clear answer. He speculated, however, that the U.S. might well have to 

: reconcile itself to the growth of other systems of government such as 
Sukarno’s “Guided Democracy” in Indonesia. 

After touching briefly on the rapid acceleration of nationalist senti- 
ment in black Africa, Mr. Dulles undertook to summarize the situation in 

one sentence. He stated that the outlook over the next few years was fora 
heightened aggressiveness in the realm of foreign policy by the Bloc 
leaders which of course entailed a greater risk of war. 

When Mr. Dulles had finished his summary and comments Mr. 
Gray informed the Council that there had been some disagreement in the 
Planning Board with respect to the measurements used by the intelli- 
gence community in reaching their estimates as to the comparative size 
of the defense effort being made by the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. He 
described the meeting of the Planning Board with experts from the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency on this subject and asked the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget whether his questions about the accuracy of the 
intelligence community’s methodology had been satisfactorily 
answered by the CIA experts. Mr. Stans said that he still entertained 
some doubts about the arithmetic used by the Central Intelligence 
Agency in this area but he felt that rather than to discuss this complicated 
matter here he would address his further questions to the Director of 
Central Intelligence and members of Mr. Dulles’s own staff. 

Secretary McElroy pointed out that this particular issue was of very 
considerable importance in view of the estimated greater increase in 
defense expenditures by the U.S.S.R. by 1963. Pointing out that such 
expenditures were estimated to be nearly 50 per cent greater in 1963 than 
in 1958, Secretary McElroy said that the problem was obviously all the 
more serious if at the present time we agreed that the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. are spending approximately equal amounts on their national 
defense. 

After a certain exchange of views on this subject between Mr. Stans 
and Mr. Allen Dulles, the President intervened to suggest that the subject 
was not precisely suitable for argument at an NSC meeting and that the 
two protagonists should get together privately and try to resolve their 
differences. The President said, however, that he did agree with Secre- 

tary McElroy that the issue at stake was a highly important. 

: At this point Mr. Gordon Gray inquired whether there were any fur- 
ther questions which members of the Council wished to address to Mr. 
Allen Dulles, particularly with respect to the dissent in NIE 100-59 
entered by the Joint Staff and the Air Force with regard to the likelihood 
of increased peripheral wars. There were no further questions but the 
President said that he went along with the minority (the Joint Staff and
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the Air Force) with respect to this issue. Secretary McElroy said he could 
not believe that this dissent was a matter of very great importance. 

The National Security Council: | 
| Noted and discussed the subject National Intelligence Estimates, in 

_ the light of summaries thereof by the Director of Central Intelligence. 

3. NSC5904° (NSC 5410/1; NSC 5810/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1077, 1102 | 
and 2039; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated January 7 and March 3, 19597) 

_ (A copy of the briefing note used by Mr. Gordon Gray to describe 
NSC 5904 to the Council is included in the Minutes of the Meeting and 
another copy is attached to this Memorandum.)® 

In dealing with the paper Mr. Gray pointed out that there had been 
no disagreement on the first Objective in NSC 5904 with respect to gen- | 
eral war with the Sino-Soviet Bloc. This Objective read as follows: 

“1. To prevail, and survive as a nation capable of controlling its own 
destiny.” | | | | 

On the other hand he pointed out that the Objective in Paragraph 2 
of NSC 5904 was a subject of considerable disagreement. He read Para- 
graph 2 as follows: : 

, “2. To reduce, by military and other measures, the capabilities of: 

| “a. The USSR; 
“b. And Communist China [if involved in the hostilities]* | 
“c. And European Bloc countries [if involved in the hostilities ]* 
“d. And non-European Bloc countries [if involved in the 

hostilities ]* 

| to the point where they have lost their will or ability to wage war _ 
against the United States and its allies.” 

“*Defense, Treasury, and JCS propose deletion.” 

After explaining his understanding of the disagreement among the 
Planning Board members on the appropriate content of Paragraph 2, Mr. 
Gray invited the comment of the Acting Secretary of State. 

> The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 2055, approved by the Presi- 
dent on March 12. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) | 

© Entitled “U.S. Policy in the Event of War,” dated February 19. (Department of State, 
S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5904 Series) | 

7 Regarding the January 7 memorandum, see footnote 2, Document 47. The March 3 
memorandum encloses a memorandum from the JCS to the Secretary of Defense, dated : 

March 2, giving the Chiefs’ views on NSC 5904. (Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 
62 D 1) See the Supplement. 

_ 8 Dated March 4. For text, see the Supplement. oe 
? All brackets are in the source text. |
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_ Secretary Herter pointed out initially that the issue in disagreement 
appeared both in Paragraph 2 of the Objectives and in Paragraph 6 of the 
Policy Guidance of NSC 5904. He said that of course there could be no 
doubt that in the event of general war with the U.S.S.R. it would be our 
objective to reduce by the means mentioned above the capabilities of the 
U.S.S.R. The State Department, however, felt that an automaticdecision _ 

likewise to reduce by military and other measures the capabilities of 
Communist China and other Bloc countries would tie the hands of the 
U.S. in advance and would result in war on Communist China and the 
Bloc countries might actually take the opportunity of general war to 
rebel against the U.S. on the side of the Soviet Union. In fact some of these 
Bloc countries might actually take the opportunity of general war to 
rebel against Soviet domination in the event of a war in which they are 
not attacked by the U.S. The same reasoning, continued Secretary Herter, 
applied to the similar statement in Paragraph 6 of the Policy Guidance. 

The President immediately expressed disagreement with Secretary 
Herter and invited him once again to consider carefully what Paragraph 
2 actually said. Particularly insofar as Communist China is concerned, 
the President did not think that Secretary Herter’s case for including the 
bracketed language was at alla good case. If the U.S., said the President, 

got into a disastrous nuclear war with the Soviet Union and in the course 
of the war simply ignored Communist China, we would end upina “hell 
of a fix.” The President added that he was inclined to agree with Secre- 
tary Herter that we should not attack the European Bloc countries if they 

: were not involved in the hostilities but this proviso should certainly not | 
apply to Communist China. With respect to Secretary Herter’s point that 
Paragraph 2 without the bracketed language would involve automatic 
attack on Communist China, the President pointed out that the language 
in Paragraph 2 stated that we should reduce by military and other meas- 
ures. Accordingly, there was no directive in Paragraph 2 which com- 
pelled an automatic military attack on Communist China once the U.S. 

_ was involved in general war with the U.S.S.R. 

0 Paragraph 6 reads as follows: . 

_ “The United States should utilize all requisite force against selected targets in waging 
war against: 

“a. The USSR; 

“b. And Communist China [if involved in the hostilities]; 

“c. And as necessary European Bloc countries [if involved in the hostilities]; 

“d. And as necessary non-European Bloc countries [if involved in the hostilities]; | 

“to attain the above objectives.” 

Footnotes to the text state that the Departments of Defense and the Treasury and the 
JCS wanted the bracketed portions deleted.
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In the same connection Mr. Gray pointed out the significance of the 
phrase “all requisite forces” which occurred in Paragraph 6. According 
to Mr. Gray’s interpretation, he said, this language in Paragraph 6 indi- 
cated that U.S. attack on Communist China or other Sino-Soviet Bloc 

- countries would not be an indiscriminate attack. Mr. Gray also reminded 
the Council of views expressed on the general subject of U.S. Policy in the 
Event of General War at earlier Council discussions of the problem. At 
this earlier meeting a clear distinction had been made between the man- 
ner in which we would deal with Communist China in the event of gen- 
eral war and the manner in which we would deal with other European or 
non-European Bloc countries. | 

The President indicated that he recalled this distinction and still 
strongly agreed with it. He said he simply could not envisage the U.S. 
becoming involved in an all-out nuclear war with the Soviet Union while 
at the same time permitting Communist China to stay on the sidelines | 
and develop, after perhaps forty years, into another Soviet Union. 

Secretary Herter said he heartily agreed on this last point but that | 
the question which bothered him was whether we wanted the Joint _ 
Chiefs of Staff to plan now to strike Communist China automatically if 
the U.S. became involved in a general war with the U.S.5.R. 

The President said he saw the problem in this fashion. Our real 
enemy in the world is International Communism. Communist China 
was certainly a willing partner in this International Communist group- : 
ing thus occupying a different position from the European Bloc countries 
which had been compelled by the U.S.S.R. to join in the International 
Communist grouping. The President again repeated his view that evena 
U.S. attack on Communist China need not necessarily be indiscriminate. 

Secretary Herter said that it would be helpful if Defense or the Joint 
Chiefs could speak to this problem but it still seemed to him that if the 
bracketed language in Paragraphs 2 and 6 were deleted, the U.S.would 
automatically hit Communist China in the event that the U.S. became 
involved in general war with the U.S.S.R. The President still insisted that 
such a course of action was not automatic and that pressure on China 
could involve other than military measures. | 

In responding to Secretary Herter’s invitation, General Twining 
stated that targets in Communist China were certainly on our list for 
attack in the event of general war between the U.S. and the U.5.5.R. but 
the question whether we would actually attack these targets in Commu- 
nist China would depend on circumstances existing at the time. 
Obviously, however, the U.S. must be prepared to attack such targets in 
Communist China. The President commented that in the event of gen- 

| eral war the U.S. would obviously attack its worse enemy first; that is, it 
would put all the weight of its attack on the U.S.S.R. In illustrating his
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point he reminded the Council that in the Second World War Germany 
was the first priority enemy and Japan the second. | 

General Twining pointed out that one of the difficult aspects of this 
problem was our ignorance of what the Soviets would do with regard to 
Communist China in the event that the Soviets became involved in war 
against the U.S. We simply had to be prepared for all eventualities. Secre- 
tary Herter replied that so far as he could see the issue in question here 
was whether or not Communist China participated in the war between 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. Turning to General Twining he said that General 
Twining concluded that Chinese participation with the U.S.S.R. was a 
virtual certainty. To Secretary Herter, however, it was not absolutely cer- 
tain. , 

The President suggested that we assume that a general war has 
occurred and we have succeeded in defeating Soviet Russia. Throughout 
the war China has, let us assume, remained quiescent. In this [source text 

illegible—connection?] the President added that we would certainly 
take political measures to disarm and remove the threat of Communist 
China. We simply could not just ignore a Communist China which 
remained untouched and intact after a terrible war between the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. To do so would be unrealistic in the extreme. 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget suggested that the 
dilemma might be solved if the phrase “by military and other measures” 
were changed to read “by military or other measures.” However, Secre- 
tary McElroy stated that such a change would gravely weaken the state- 
ment of Objectives and that such a change had been considered in the 
Department of Defense and had been rejected. After the President had 
again repeated his argument with respect to the inclusion of Communist 
China, Secretary McElroy went on to say that in his view the U.S. must be 
prepared to make use of military measures against Communist China. 
The President commented that it was virtually certain that in general war 
between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. Communist China would be an ally of 
the U.S.S.R. The same could not be said for other Bloc countries but it cer- 
tainly could be said about Communist China. Agreeing with the Presi- 
dent, Secretary McElroy said that while he would greatly prefer to drop 
all the bracketed language in Paragraphs 2 and 6, he would be willing to 
settle for retaining the bracketed language as it applies to the Bloc coun- 
tries other than Communist China. 

| The President then enunciated clearly the distinction between objec- 
tives and tactics in the Council discussion and repeated his views on 
Communist China. He illustrated his point by reference to the role of | 
Italy in World War I, noting that after an interval, Italy joined with Ger- 
many’s enemies. He also reiterated the necessity that the policy state- 
ment now under consideration should see to it that both the U.S.S.R. and 
Communist China are incapable of further harming the U.S. after the end
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of hostilities. The Vice President agreed with the President and said that 
the U.S. should undertake to see to this by all necessary means. The Presi- 
dent continued by stating that the point he was making was the objective 
of the policy and that the objective was very clear. 

Turning to General Twining he indicated that our military plans 
ought not to indicate that we must hit China in the very first hours and 
days of the war with the Soviet Union. We should concentrate our initial 
attacks on the U.S.S.R. | - 

General Twining agreed with the President’s last point and said that 
presumably our intelligence information would tell us what the precise 
situation was between the U.5.S.R. and Communist China and whether 
the Soviets had deployed weapons for use against the U.S. in Communist 
China. He insisted that there was no military intention to strike Commu- : 
nist China at once and automatically in the event of general war between 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. | | | 

At this point Secretary Herter suggested that the problem of Com- 
munist China might be settled to everyone’s satisfaction if the phrase “as 
necessary” were inserted before the words “Communist China” in Para- 
graphs 2 and 6 and the bracketed language removed. The President said 
he could perceive no objection to this proposal as regards Paragraph 6 
and Secretary McElroy likewise found it acceptable."! 

The President then suggested that in his view the countries of the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc other than Communist China actually constituted a 
weakness for the U.S.S.R. They would like nothing better than to have | 
the opportunity to revolt against the U.S.S.R. ifan opportunity were pro- 
vided by the outbreak of general war between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 
Secretary McElroy expressed agreement with this point made by the 
President but warned of the likelihood that the U.S.S.R. would have 
created missile batteries and sites within the Bloc countries. Secretary 
Herter agreed with Secretary McElroy that we would have to destroy 
such targets in the Bloc countries. | 

The President referred to our experience in World War II with 
respect to bombing targets in France even though that country was an 
enemy of the Axis Powers. He would therefore suggest the inclusion of 
the term “military targets” in Paragraphs 2—c and 2-d. Obviously while 
we might have to attack military targets in Poland, the U.S. certainly did 
not want to fight the Poles asa nation. _ . : 7 

Mr. Gray then suggested appropriate language for changing Para- 
graph 6 to which the Council responded favorably. The President said 
that he would suggest the elimination of subparagraphs 2-c and 2-d 

u Subsequent to the meeting a difference of interpretation arose as to whether the 
President’s approval of the insertion of the phrase “as necessary” applied only to Para- 
graph 6 or to Paragraphs 2 and 6. The issue will be decided at a subsequent NSC meeting. 
[Footnote in the source text.] |
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inasmuch as guidance for the European Bloc and the non-European Bloc 
. countries was covered by Paragraph 6 and also because these countries 

_ were under the control of the Soviet Union. General Twining stated that 
he would just as soon see Paragraphs 2—c and 2-d eliminated because he 
thought the only real problem was presented by the involvement of 
Communist China. Both Secretary McElroy and the Vice President 
agreed in turn with the proposal to drop subparagraphs 2—c and 2-d. 

Mr. Gray then read Paragraph3asfollows; © | 

“3. To render ineffective the control structure by which the enemy 
regimes have been able to exert ideologica’ and disciplinary authority 
over their own peoples and over individual citizens or groups of citizens 
in other countries. 

He pointed out that the only change in this paragraph from the state- 
ment on the same subject in the previous policy paper consisted of the 
insertion of the phrase “over their own peoples.” 

Mr. Gray then read Paragraph 5 as follows: 

_ “5. So far as consistent with the above objectives, to avoid unneces- 
sary destruction and casualties in all countries not involved in the war.” 

The President asked at once why it had been thought desirable to 
_ include the term “unnecessary” in Paragraph 5. Obviously we would 

avoid unnecessary destruction in the countries not involved in the war. 
The Council agreed with the President that the word should be deleted. 
_' Mr.Gray then invited the Council’s attention to Paragraph 7 reading 

as follows: Oe oo 

| “7. Since ultimate victory in all-out nuclear war will go to the nation 
which retains the greater residual power and the greater capacity for 
quick recovery from nuclear assault, the United States should develop 
and maintain such a capacity. |** | 

Oo “4% State-OCDM proposal.” | 

He pointed out that there was no particular difference of view in the 
| Planning Board as to the actual substance of Paragraph 7. On the other 

: hand, most of the Planning Board had questioned whether such a para- 
graph belonged in a policy dealing with what the U.S. should do after 
general war broke out. It seemed to them that retaining residual power 

~ and capacity for quick recovery belonged in a policy paper, such as our 
_ Basic Policy, which concerned itself with what the U.S. should do prior to 

| the outbreak of war. 
_ The President said that wherever it belonged, he was sure that the 

substance of Paragraph 7 belonged somewhere in our policy. It seemed 
perfectly clear to him, he said, that the U.S. must have this kind of resid- 
ual power and capacity for quick recovery. Governor Hoegh then pro- 
posed new and simplified language for Paragraph 7 which he said might
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appeal to the Council. His language was “the U.S. should maintain a 
capacity for quick recovery from nuclear assault.” eas 

a Secretary Herter said that he and his colleagues were perfectly will- 
ing to have the substance of Paragraph 7 contained in our Basic National 
Security Policy paper. Mr. Gray also expressed the opinion that the Basic 
Policy was the best place for such a statement although he professed no 
objection to Governor Hoegh’s suggested new language. Mr. Stans said 
that the Bureau of the Budget believed likewise that the question ought 
to be debated ina different context froma paper such as this dealing with 
our policy in the event of war. The President again said he rather liked | 
Governor Hoegh’s suggestion and thought it made very good sense. Sec- 
retary Herter also approved the language suggested by the Director of 
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization but suggested that it be 
included in the section of the paper dealing with Objectives rather than 

| as now set forth, in a section dealing with Policy Guidance. Secretary 
| McElroy agreed with this suggestion of Secretary Herter. Mr. Gray then 

_ suggested that Governor Hoegh’s proposed new language be inserted as 
a new Paragraph 6 at the end of the present section entitled Objectives. 
The President gave his consent to this change and insisted that if the U.S. 
did not have sucha capacity for quick recovery from nuclear assault, the 

~U.S. would have lost the war. | | 

Mr. Gray then read Paragraph 8 as follows: _ / 

“8. If, in the course of the hostilities, an enemy country asks the 
| United States for peace terms, the United States should not accept any , 

terms unless they remove the threat to U.S. security posed by such coun- 

He noted that this paragraph was a new paragraph which had no 
counterpart in the earlier policy paper on “U.S. Objectives in General 
War.” It was put in, he said, to reflect discussion at the prior Council 

meeting on the subject of our-war objectives. The President expressed the 
view that the new Paragraph 8 was just about as useful as the fifth wheel 
on a wagon even though the statements it made were perfectly true. On | 

the other hand, he thought that the inclusion of Paragraph 8 would do no 
harm. To the President it simply meant, he said, if you get into a fight you 

_ try to shoot your enemy before he shoots you. At this point the President 
also repeated his dislike of the formula and concept of unconditional sur- 
render and Mr. Gray pointed out that Paragraph 8 had been included in 
part to avoid adherence by the U.S. toa concept of unconditional surren- 
der ina future war. | | | ne oe 

There being no difficulties about the paragraphs on Post-War Objec- 
tives,!2 Mr. Gray asked the Council to turn to Section B of NSC 5904 ~ 
which set forth Objectives and Policy Guidance for limited war as 

"? Paragraphs 9-12 are identical to paragraphs 9-12 of NSC 5904 /1, Document 55.
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opposed to general war. He pointed out that the first disagreement in this 
Section applied to the very title of Section B. The majority preferred the 
title: “U.S. Policy in the Event of War with a Sino-Soviet Bloc State (or 
States) other than the USSR””. The JCS preferred the following version 
on the right hand of the page: “U.S. Policy in the Event of a War in which 
the USSR does not Participate*.” (“*Present U.S. policy is based upon the 
assumption that any war with the USSR would be general war. The 
validity of the foregoing assumption is not an issue in this paper, but will 
be susceptible of re-examination in the course of the review of Basic 
Policy (NSC 5810/1).” | 

Mr. Gray pointed out in explanation that the Joint Chiefs felt that the 
title of Section B proposed by the majority was not wholly acceptable 
because it did not cover limited wars with states which were not in the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc as for example a war with Egypt. Mr. Gray said he 
would come back to the problem of the title later. 

With respect to Paragraph 13!3 Mr. Gray pointed out that the Joint 
Chiefs had agreed to its deletion and also pointed out that there was no 
problem with respect to the first three sentences of Paragraph 15 since the 
Joint Chiefs had likewise withdrawn their proposal for the inclusion of 
the bracketed language in Paragraph 15 which paragraph Mr. Gray pro- 
ceeded to read.!4 After explaining to the best of his ability the three differ- 
ent versions of the latter portion of Paragraph 15 as set forth on Page 5, 
Mr. Gray pointed out that we now had in hand a further alternative 
which had been agreed to between Defense and the Joint Chiefs and 
copies of which had just been handed to members of the Council.!5 Mr. 

This paragraph reads: “Armed force should be used only for the attainment of 
established national objectives.” 

'4 The first part of paragraph 15 with the bracketed language reads: “Any decision to 
commit U.S. forces to war [with any state other than the Soviet Union] should be taken only 
after full consideration of all factors, including probable Soviet reaction and the risk of gen- 
eral war. The United States should be prepared to utilize all requisite force to attain its 
objectives. Force will be applied in a manner and ona scale best calculated to avoid hostili- 
ties from broadening into general war.” 

'5 The first alternative version, “Majority Proposal,” reads: “However, the objectives 
may not be fully realizable without causing the USSR to initiate general war. Therefore, it 
may be in the U.S. interest to terminate hostilities before the objectives are fully achieved.” 
The “JCS Alternative” reads: “Once committed, the clear and immediate danger of general 
war with the USSR must not deter the United States from taking the actions necessary to 
achieve its objectives.” The “Defense Alternative” reads: “The original objectives, how- 

ever, may not be fully realized without causing the USSR to initiate general war. Therefore, 
if during the course of hostilities general war becomes a clear probability, the U.S. will have 
to decide in the light of the circumstances then existing whether it is in the U.S. interest to 
pursue its original objectives.”
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_Gray expressed the view that the new Defense-JCS alternative had much 
to recommend it in comparison with the others.1¢ - : 

The President said that he was frankly very confused by these differ- | 
ing versions. If we think, he said, of some course of action that is neces- _ 

sary to gain our war objectives and take such action, we would certainly 
in the course of so doing have considered the possibility that the Soviets | 
would come into the war. We have gone into this course of action with 
our eyes open and we would certainly have to take the consequences. | 
Citing South Korea as a further example, the President insisted that we 
could not retreat from our objectives in that area once our forces were 
actually committed. © © oe Se 

In response to the President General Twining defended the new 
Defense-JCS version of the latter portion of Paragraph 15 (a copy of the | 
Defense-JCS version is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum). General Twining suggested that if in the 
course of limited hostilities general war with the Soviet Union became 
clearly probable, we might have to decide to change our objectives in the 
light of the circumstances existing at the time. The President said that this 
was all right with him if our purpose was to change our objectives but he 

was strongly opposed to abandoning our objectives under Soviet pres- | 
sure, a thought which seemed to him to be suggested by the new 
Defense-JCS proposal for the latter portion of Paragraph 15. General 
Twining assured the President that such was not the intent of the new 
version. Secretary Herter on the other hand suggested the willingness of 
the State Department to buy the original version of the latter part of Para- 
graph 15 suggested by the Department of Defense and included on Page 
5 of NSC 5904. pe - oe 

Certain suggestions for language were next made by the President 
| who explained them by stating that he was afraid of a war in which we 

would be sticking our toe into the water and if we found the water cold 
would pull it out again. Secretary McElroy commented that all the diffi- : 
culties of trying to reach an agreed version of Paragraph 15 both in the 
Planning Board and at the Council meeting simply illustrated the diffi- 
culty of trying to write policy guidance for limited wars. He queried 
whether we really wanted or needed or indeed could write a reasonable 
policy paper on limited wars in view of all the possible combinations and 
permutations of possible limited wars in the future. In response to Secre- 

"6 This language reads: “Recognizing that the prompt and resolute application of the 
degree of force necessary to defeat local aggression is the best means to keep such hostilities 
from broadening into general war and that any decision to commit U.S. forces to war would 
be taken only after consideration of all factors, the United States should, with clear deter- 

, mination, utilize all requisite forces to obtain its objectives. If, however, during the course 
of hostilities general war becomes a clear probability, the U.S. will have to decide in the __ 
light of the circumstances then existing whether it is in the U.S. interest to alter its original 
objectives.”
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tary McElroy’s point, Mr. Gray stressed that certain members of the Plan- 
ning Board felt that it was not possible or right to confine ourselves in this 
paper to problem of general war alone. | | 

General Twining then stated that if the Joint Chiefs could have 
exactly what they wanted, what they really wished was their own origi- 

| nal alternative set forth in NSC 5904. At this point Secretary Herter sug- 
gested that perhaps the most sensible solution was to strike all of 
Paragraph 15 which was in dispute and which appeared on Page 5, con- 
tenting ourselves with that portion of Paragraph 15 which appeared on 
Page 4. Mr. Gray suggested that if the portions of Paragraph 15 on Page5 
were left out, the remainder of the paragraph on Page 4 seemed to him 
pretty well to cover the situation. Secretary McElroy expressed himself 
as being extremely happy with this proposal as did Secretary Anderson 
who said that the guidance in the earlier portion of Paragraph 15 was 
what was going to happen anyway. Secretary Herter, however, 
expressed some concern as to whether his suggestion would mean that 
we would pursue our objectives “come hell or high water.” Would there 
be a danger of tieing the President’s hands? The Vice President did not 
think so in view of the statement in the earlier part of Paragraph 15 as to 
the risk of general war. The President finally stated that he was willing to 
delete that portion of Paragraph 15 which was set forth on Page 5 of NSC 
5904. To Secretary Herter’s expression of concern about the view which 
historians might later take if this paper seemed to tie the President’s 
hands, the President said that he was not concerned and again suggested 
the deletion of the language on Page 5. | 

_ Mr. Gray then reverted to the problem of the title of Section B which 
he had stated earlier he would have to come back to. He again repeated 
the anxiety of the Joint Chiefs that the majority title was too restricted and 
deprived the military of policy guidance to be followed in the event of 
hostilities with countries which were not members of the Sino-Soviet 

Bloc. After a brief discussion Secretary Herter agreed with the version of 
the title to Section B which was proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. — 

The National Security Council:!” 

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject, contained 
in NSC 5904, prepared by the NSC Planning Board pursuant to NSC 
Action No. 2039-b and in the light of the discussion at the 394th NSC 
Meeting; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, transmitted 

by the reference memorandum of March 3, 1959. | | 

b. Tentatively adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5904, subject 
to certain amendments. | 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2056, approved by 
the President on March 12. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 

95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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Note: Subsequent to this Council meeting, the Departments of State 
and Defense proposed further revisions in the draft statement of policy 
in NSC 5904 of a substantive nature which had not been discussed at this 

“meeting. The President, after reviewing these proposals, authorized fur- 
ther consideration at the next Council meeting of NSC 5904 as tentatively 
adopted in b above, in the light of the State and Defense proposed revi- 
sions. on : re oe | 

_ [Here follows a brief note about a special meeting the President held 
with the NSC about Germany, immediately after this meeting. ] a 

| - oo S. Everett Gleason 

53. Editorial Note | i 

During a meeting on March 9, 1959, with Secretary McElroy, Under 
Secretary Murphy, General Twining, General LeMay, and other officials 
to discuss airborne alert exercises and additional means of securing the 
SAC from attack, the President commented on proposals for continuous 

alert: — a oe 

“The President now turned to a political question which is of some 
concern to him. In the light of the pressures from Congress to maintain an 
‘airborne alert,’ the President dislikes that name. He is concerned over 

the possibility that once this exercise is conducted, it will establish a | 
requirement for its continuance; and the implication will be that at the 
end of the test we will no longer be alert. The President pointed out his __ 
mentioning in press conference that a continuous airborne alert may 
become essential during certain phases of the missile age, but it is not 
essential now. He therefore desires that a training name be placed on this 
exercise, in order to alleviate the effect of possible leaks. A training name 
would emphasize that we are only preparing to do what we need to doin 
the future. Mr. McElroy pointed out that this will go under the code name 

| of Headstart IT; but this did not satisfy the President in itself. He desired 
that we havea name incase weare asked for a description of this exercise. 

_ Mr. McElroy voiced his agreement that there is no current military need 
for an airborne alert.” (Memorandum of Conference by Goodpaster; 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) The full text is 
in the Supplement. | a
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54. Memorandum of Discussion at the 399th Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

Washington, March 12, 1959. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. NSC5904 (NSC 5410/1; NSC 5810/1; NSC 5904; NSC Actions Nos. 
1077, 1102, 2039 and 2056; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary 

dated January 7 and March 3, 9 and 10, 1959!) 

| Mr. Gray explained that after discussion of the draft report on “U.S. 
Policy in the Event of War” (NSC 5904) at the Council meeting last week 
(March 5), the usual Draft Record of Action was circulated to the Plan- 
ning Board for checking with each of their principals. In commenting 
upon the Draft Record the State and Defense Departments proposed cer- 
tain revisions. Because of the importance of the subject, the President had 
authorized further consideration of these revisions by the Council as a 

| whole at this morning’s meeting. 

Using the enclosure to the Memorandum of March 9, 1959, a copy of 

' which is attached to this Memorandum, Mr. Gray pointed out that the : 
first proposal for a change in the prior text of NSC 5904 came from the 
Department of State which desired to omit the phrase “with the Sino- 
Soviet Bloc” so that the title of Section A would read simply: “U.S. Policy 
in the Event of General War.” Mr. Gray explained that the State position 
on the title, as he understood it, was that general war with the U.S.S.R. 

would not necessarily mean general war with Communist China and 
that the assumption should not be made in the title. On the other hand 
Mr. Gray pointed out that this involved one of the most fundamental 
issues in NSC 5904 and that it had been his view that the two previous 
Council meetings gave clear guidance to the effect that in a general war 
between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., Communist China would inevitably 
be involved. , 

The President commented that as he understood the previous 
Council guidance, the U.S. would attack Communist China in the event 

of general war between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., only as necessary. The 

President said he agreed that the U.S. would have to be prepared to 
attack Communist China in the event of general war with the U.S.S.R. 
but would not automatically attack Communist China if that country | 
could be isolated from the hostilities. As a historical precedent for this 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. 

! The March 9 memorandum enclosed a redraft of NSC 5904. A copy is attached but 
not printed. The March 10 memorandum has not been found.
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position, the President cited the fact of the long delay before the Soviet 
Union finally declared war and attacked Japan in World War IL. 

Mr. Gray pointed out his understanding that the language “as nec- 
essary” with respect to a U.S. attack on Communist China had been 
inserted at the Council’s direction in the text of Paragraph 72 which pro- 
vided the Policy Guidance. The words “as necessary” may perhaps also 

have been suggested for inclusion in Paragraph 23 of the Objectives 

although this was another point which was in dispute and where there 

| was a difference of recollection as to whether the Council had agreed on | 

the insertion in Paragraph 2. Indeed this was one of the splits which must 

be resolved. | 

The President said that it was his memory of the discussion of the 

problem of what the U.S. would do in the event of general war between _ 

the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. that the Council had decided to put the nations 

of the European Soviet Bloc ina special category. Selected targets in these 

European Bloc nations might have to be hit but we hoped to be able to 
avoid doing any more damage than necessary. eS 

Mr. Gray then stated that it was his understanding that the Depart- 
ment of Defense would go along with the proposal of the State Depart- 
ment to change the title of Section A of NSC 5904 but that the Defense 

Department could not agree to the insertion of the words “as necessary” 

in Paragraph 2 of the Objectives. Secretary McElroy confirmed Mr. 

Gray’s understanding and explained the position of the Defense Depart- 

ment that the objectives should be to reduce the capabilities of Commu- 

nist China to wage war against the U.S. and its allies but that a distinction 

should be made between the treatment accorded to Communist China 

and the treatment accorded to the U.S.S.R. in the event of general war. 

Secretary Herter said that the State Department was prepared to 

accept the elimination of the words “as necessary” from Paragraph 2 if it 

was made crystal clear elsewhere in the paper that in the event of general 
war between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., the U.S. would not automatically 

attack Communist China. | | 

The President commented that our overall objective with respect to 
Communist China in the event of such a general war was to assure our- 
selves that we would not be in a situation of being attacked afresh by 
Communist China after we had defeated the Soviet Union in a general 
war. With respect to targets the President said he assumed that the tar- 
gets we attacked would always be selected and not indiscriminate. _ 

2 Paragraph 7 is quoted in full in the text of this memorandum of discussion. | 
3 This paragraph reads: “To reduce, by military and other measures, the capabilities 

of the USSR and as necessary Communist China to the point where they have lost their will 
and ability to wage war against the United States and its allies.” A footnote identifies the 
italicized phrase as “State proposal.” | | oe
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Secretary Herter repeated again his concern that NSC 5904 should 
not seem to indicate that a U.S. attack on Communist China would be 
automatic. He said that he was willing to see the words “as necessary” 
dropped from Paragraph 2 if Paragraph 7, where it had been agreed that 
these two words should be inserted, also stated that it was to be the con- 

trolling Policy Guidance. Mr. Gray suggested the wording of a footnote 
which would make clear that Paragraph 7 was indeed the controlling 
Policy Guidance and Secretary McElroy suggested that this language be 
placed in a footnote to Paragraph 7. The President gave his approval to 
this solution. 

_ Mr. Gray then invited the attention of the Council to the additional 
change the State Department was now proposing to Paragraph 7 reading 
as follows: | 

.. “7, The United States should utilize all requisite force against 
selected targets in the USSR [;.]*4 and as necessary in Communist China 
[European Bloc and non-European Bloc countries;]* to attain the above 
objectives. Military targets in other Bloc countries will be attacked as neces- 
sary. It is assumed that the peoples of these countries are not responsible for the 
acts of their governments and accordingly so far as consistent with military 
objectives military action against these countries should avoid non-military 
destruction and casualties.” 

“*State proposals.” 

Mr. Gray pointed out that the State Department wished to add the 
underlined language to Paragraph 7 because it desired to make a distinc- 
tion between the application of “all requisite force” against targets in the 
U.S.S.R., Communist China, and other Bloc countries. 

With respect to the underlined language the President observed that 
it contained a view which he had himself stated and which he meant but 
he was not clear that the statement had to be included in the Policy Guid- 
ance. - 

Mr. Gray pointed out that there was another issue not so apparent to 
| the naked eye which was involved in the bracketed language in Para- 

graph 7 which the State Department proposed that we should delete. Mr. 
Gray explained that if the language in brackets was left in the paragraph 
as the Department of Defense desired, it would provide the basis for 
action to carry out Paragraph 3 of the Objectives® because it would per- 
mit the U.S. to destroy the puppet regimes in the Bloc countries by force if 
necessary. On the other hand, if the bracketed language was left out as 

* All brackets are in the source text. | 

_ ° This paragraph reads: “To render ineffective the control structure by which the 
enemy regimes have been able to exert ideological and disciplinary authority over their 
own peoples and over individual citizens or groups of citizens in other countries.”
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the State Department desired, no Policy Guidance would be provided as 
to the destruction of the puppet regimes in the Bloc states. oe 

Secretary Herter countered with the argument that the guidance © 
which Defense sought, in this context, was actually provided in the next 

sentence which if the underlined language were accepted would read: 
“Limited targets in other Bloc countries will be attacked as necessary.” 
The President said that he could not understand why if it was agreed to | 

put in this particular sentence the State Department would also wish to | 

delete the bracketed language. Secretary Herter then agreed to the inclu- 
sion of the language in brackets. It was then proposed to change the first _ 
of the underlined additional sentences to read as follows: “Military tar- 
gets in Bloc countries other than the U.S.S.R. and Communist China will 

| be attacked as necessary.” . oe | a 

Secretary McElroy thought that the inclusion of this statement was 
redundant if the bracketed language were included. The President how- | 
ever said that he thought this was not case although perhaps the addi- 
tional language proposed by the State Department to be added to 
Paragraph 7 was the result of some excess of caution. The President then 
suggested that perhaps this cautionary language could be inserted as a 
footnote or as a parenthetical note in the text. Secretary McElroy thought 
this to be a distinct improvement because after all what we were dealing _ 
with was an assumption and so described in the proposed text. The 
Council thereupon agreed to this solution. 

Mr. Gray then invited the Council’s attention to the last split view, 
namely, Paragraph 14 in Section B.® He recalled that there had been a con- 
siderable number of versions proposed for acceptance as the Policy 
Guidance in Paragraph 14.’ Secretary Herter indicated that he had yet 
another version of Paragraph 14 which he would like the Council to look 
at and which read as follows: | | 

“14. The United States should be prepared to utilize such force as is _ 
requisite to attain its objectives. If during the course of hostilities general 
war becomes a clear probability, the U.S. will have to decide in the light of 

| the circumstances then existing whether it is in the U.S. interest to alter its 
original objectives.” . 7 

After a short conference between Secretary Herter and Secretary 
McElroy, the latter stated that the language of this version proposed by 
the State Department appeared quite acceptable both to the Defense 

6 This paragraph reads: “The United States should be prepared to utilize all requisite 
force to attain its objectives. Any decision to commit U.S. forces to war should be taken only 
after full consideration of all factors, including probable Soviet reaction and the risk of gen- 
eral war. [Force will be applied in a manner and ona scale best calculated to avoid hostili- 
ties from broadening into general war.] A footnote states that the Department of Defense 
and JCS proposed deletion of the bracketed portion. | 

7 Reference is to paragraph 15 in the previous version of NSC 5904; see Document 52.
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Department and to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The President said that the _ 
proposed language was also acceptable to him but warned that we could 
not make too many detailed military plans in advance of a war. 

Mr. Gray then stated that he understood that the shorter version for 
the title of Section A had also been approved. There was no contrary 
view. , 

_- .Atthis point General Twining said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 
worried about the present title of Section B reading as follows: “U.S. 
Policy in the Event of War in which the U.S.S.R. does not Participate.” In | 
view of the kind of assistance and participation which the U.S.S.R. could 
actually offer without necessarily participating as a belligerent, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff would suggest the desirability of changing the title to read: 
“U.S. Policy in the Event of a War in which the U.S.S.R. does not Partici- 
pate as a Belligerent.” 

Secretary Herter stated that this proposal involved no difficulty for 
the State Department. The President also agreed to the change in a 

_ slightly modified form. | : | 

The National Security Council:8 

a. Discussed the statement of policy contained in NSC 5904, as 
revised in the last Council meeting; in the light of the suggestions pro- 
posed subsequently by the Departments of State and Defense as indi- 
cated in the enclosure to the reference memorandum of March 9, 1959. 

__ b. Adopted the draft statement of policy in the enclosure to the refer- 
ence memorandum of March 9, 1959, subject to the following amend- 

ments: . 

(1) Page 1, title of Section A: Delete the bracketed words and the foot- 
notes thereto. 

_ (2) Page 1, paragraph 2: Delete the underlined words “as necessary” 
and the footnote thereto. | 

(3) Page 2, paragraph 7: Revise to read as follows: | 
| “*7. The United States should utilize all requisite force against 

selected targets in the USSR—and as necessary in Communist China, 
| European Bloc and non-European Bloc countries—to attain the above 

objectives. Military targets in Bloc countries other than the USSR and 
Communist China will be attacked as necessary. (Note: It is assumed that 
the peoples of the Bloc countries other than the USSR and Communist 
China are not responsible for the acts of their governments and accord- 
ingly so far as consistent with military objectives military action against 
these countries should avoid non-military destruction and casualties.) 

_ “*Paragraph 7 contains the controlling policy guidance with 
respect to military action to attain the foregoing objectives.” 

® The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2057, approved by 
the President on March 12. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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(4) Page 4, title to Section B: Reword as follows: “U.S. Policy in the 
Event of a War in'Which the USSR Is Not a Belligerent*” | 

(5) Page 4, paragraph 14: Revise to read as follows: 

| “Policy Guidance. So | 

“14, The United States should be prepared to utilize such force as is 
requisite to attain its objectives. If during the course of hostilities general 
war becomes a clear probability, the United States will have to decide in 
the light of the circumstances then existing whether it is in the U.S. inter- 
est to alter its original objectives.” 

Note: The statement of policy, as adopted in b above, subsequently _ 
approved by the President; circulated as NSC 5904/1 asa planning guide 
for all appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment, subject to the understanding that it will be reviewed annually. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” and 4. “Problems Illustrated by Recent Devel- 
opments in the Near East and the Taiwan Strait.” ] 

| S. Everett Gleason 

55. National Security Council Report | 

| NSC 5904/1 Washington, March 17, 1959. 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL | 
SECURITY COUNCIL ON U.S. POLICY IN THE EVENT OF WAR 

REFERENCES | 

A. NSC 5410/1 : 
B. Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic Military 

Planning Concept to Govern Planning and Development of the Mobilization — 
Base”, dated March 1, 1957! | | 

C. NSC 5810/1 : 
_ D. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Review of NSC 5410/1”, 

dated January 7, 1959 

Source: Department of State, S/ P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5904 Series. Top Secret; 
Limited Distribution. A cover sheet is not printed. 

1 This memorandum enclosed a memorandum dated February 25, 1957, from Secre- 

tary of Defense Charles E. Wilson to Lay. For text, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, 

pp. 419-424. _
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E. NSC Action No. 2039 

F. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “NSC 5904”, dated March 3 
and 9, 1959 | 

G. NSC Action No. 2056 | 

H. NSC 5904 | 
I. NSC Action No. 2057 | 

| The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Acting Chairman, Atomic 

Energy Commission, at the 398th and 399th NSC Meetings on March 5 
and 12, 1959, adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5904, as amended 

by NSC Actions Nos. 2056-b and 2057-b. | 

_ The President has this date approved the statement of policy in NSC 
9904, as adopted. by the Council and enclosed herewith as NSC 5904/1; 

and directed its use as a planning guide by all appropriate Executive 
departments and agencies of the U.S. Government, subject to the under- 
standing that it will be reviewed annually. __ | 

The enclosed statement of policy, as adopted and approved, super- 
sedes NSC 5410/1. Oo Se | 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the handling 
of the enclosure, and that access to it be strictly limited on a need-to-know basis. 

_ | | | James S. Lay, Jr.2 

Enclosure 

STATEMENT OF U.S. POLICY IN THE EVENT OF WAR 

_ Section A: U.S. Policy in the Event of General War 

_ Special Note: This section of the policy statement addresses itself | 
| only to the contingency of general war; it does not apply to situations of 

local aggression or so-called “limited war’. 

Objectives | : 

1. To prevail, and survive as a nation capable of controlling its own 
destiny. | | 

_ 2.To reduce, by military and other measures, the capabilities of the 
USSR and Communist China to the point where they have lost their will 
and ability to wage war against the United States and its allies. 

2 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. |
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3. To render ineffective the control structure by which the enemy 

regimes have been able to exert ideological and disciplinary authority _ | 
over their own peoples and over individual citizens or groupsofcitizens = 
in other countries. _ ; a 

4. To preserve and retain as many of our allies as possible. | 
5. So far as consistent with the above objectives, to avoid destruction 

and casualties in all countries notinvolvedinwar, 

6. To retain in the United States a capacity for quick recovery from | 
nuclear assault. | ON EE | 

Policy Guidance a OO yes os, 

73 The United States should utilize all requisite force against 
selected targets in the USSR—and as necessary in Communist China, 
European Bloc and non-European Bloc countries—to attain the above 

- objectives. Military targets in Bloc countries other than the USSR and 
Communist China will be attacked as necessary. (Note: It is assumed that 

| the peoples of the Bloc countries other than the USSR and Communist 
China are not responsible for the acts of their governments and accord- 
ingly so far as consistent with military objectives military action against 
these countries should avoid non-military destruction and casualties.) | 

8. If, in the course of the hostilities, an enemy country asks the | 

United States for peace terms, the United States should not accept any 
terms unless they remove the threat to U.S. security posed by such coun- 

Post-War Objectives | re 

9. To prevent, so far as practicable, the formation or retention after 

_ the war of military power in potentially hostile states sufficient to 
threaten the security of the United States. nce 

- 10. To seek the eventual establishment in nations of the Sino-Soviet 

Bloc of friendly governments founded upon broad-based, popular sup- 

port. a ee ae 
- 11. To maintain after the cessation of hostilities sufficient U.S. and 7 
allied military strength to deter aggression and to accomplish other post- 
war objectives. Oo _ ris 

12. To establish effective international arrangements for the pres- 

ervation of peace. | — | Te 

3 Paragraph 7 contains the controlling policy guidance with respect to military action 
to attain the foregoing objectives. [Footnote in the source text.] _ 7 |
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| Section B: U.S. Policy in the Event of a War in Which the USSR 
is Nota Belligerent# 

Objectives | | 

13. To reduce, by military and other measures, the capabilities ofthe 
enemy to the point where it has lost its will or ability to wage war against 
the United States and its allies. | 

Policy Guidance a 

14. The United States should be prepared to utilize such force as is 
requisite to attain its objectives. If during the course of hostilities general 
war becomes a clear probability, the United States will have to decide in 
the light of the circumstances then existing whether it is in the U.S. inter- 
est to alter its original objectives. 

* Present USS. policy is based upon the assumption that any war with the USSR would 
be general war. The validity of the foregoing assumption is not an issue in this paper, but 
will be susceptible of re-examination in the course of review of basic policy (NSC 5810/1). 
[Footnote in the source text. This footnote was later deleted; see Document 95.] 

56. Memorandum of Discussion at the 406th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

| Washington, May 13, 1959. 

| [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “Western European Dependence on Middle East Petro- 
leum.” 

| source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. |
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2. Priorities for Ballistic Missiles and Space Programs (NSC Actions Nos. 
1846, 1941, 1956 and 2013;! Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, 

same subject, dated May 7, 1959?) | | 

Mr. Gray presented this subject to the Council. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum.) | | 

Secretary Dillon called attention to NSC Action 1956 which requires 
Presidential approval before the launching of any satellite capable of 
reconnaissance over the U.S.S.R., and asked whether Action 1956 would 

be affected by the proposed action on priorities for ballistic missiles and 
space programs. The President said NSC Action 1956 would not be 
affected; and Mr. Gray indicated that the Record of Action would make 
this point clear. - | | 

Secretary McElroy said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had recently rec- 
ommended that the Council consider adding other defense programs, 
notably Minuteman, to the priority list. He had heretofore resisted 
lengthening the priority list but was now about convinced that Minute- 
man should be included even though it was not a space program. 

The President pointed out that the action the Council was about to 
adopt included defense programs as well as space programs. He said 
that the purpose of the action was to determine programs which have 
equal claims on scarce resources. If a program is being conducted for 
psychological reasons only, we must look at it with a jaundiced eye. On 
the other hand, we cannot pretend that we are not going to press forward 
rapidly on certain programs which have primarily psychological pur- 

- -poses; e.g., “man in space.” 

_ Inresponse to a question from Mr. Gray, Secretary McElroy said he 
_ thought he would recommend that Minuteman should be an additional 

priority item, but he was not quite ready to bring the matter before the 
Council at this meeting. | : | . 

' Regarding NSC Action No. 1846, see footnote 2, Document 5. Regarding NSC 
Action No. 1941, see footnote 1, Document 32. In NSC Action No. 1956, taken July 31, 1958, 

and approved by the President on August 4, the NSC noted Presidential approval for plan- 
ning purposes of the advanced reconnaissance satellite program presented by the Depart- 

, ment of Defense. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) The text of NSC Action No. 1956 is 
included in the memorandum of discussion at the NSC meeting held July 31, 1958. (Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) For text, see the Supplement. Regarding NSC 
Action No. 2013, see footnote 6, Document 41. | | 

2 Not found. | | 
_ % This note states that in March 1959, the Department of Defense had recommended 

removal of Vanguard-Jupiter C programs from, and addition of the Sentry, Discoverer, and 
Mercury programs to, the priority list adopted in NSC Action No. 1846, and had also rec- 
ommended that henceforth changes in priorities for space programs be made by the Presi- 
dent on advice of the NASC. According to the note, the President had approved these 
changes on advice of the NASC on April 27, 1959. See the Supplement. |
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The President wondered if missile bases could not be simplified 
when Minuteman became operational. He had been told that Titan bases 
cost $80 million each and asked if this figure was correct. Dr. York‘ 
replied in the affirmative. The President said that if possible we should 
save money on the launching bases and put the money thus saved into 
the missile itself. We must cut the cost of our missile programs or go 
broke. He wondered whether Minuteman would simplify the base com- 
plexes very materially. Secretary McElroy said the hardened Titan 
launching sites require an incredibly complex construction, particularly 
for storage of the missile fuel. Minuteman on the other hand has the fuel 
in the missile at all times. It was the intention of the Defense Department 
to press forward on the development of Minuteman. He pointed out, 
however, that any development policy on ICBM’s was contingent on the 
possibility of a rapid development of the second generation missile. 

| The President felt that the development of storable liquid fuels 
would be a great advantage. The best scientific brains should be at work 
on how to handle liquid fuel without building such expensive bases, 
pending the development of solid fuels. 

The National Security Council:5 | 

a. Noted and discussed the memorandum on the subject by the Act- | 
ing Secretary, National Aeronautics and Space Council, transmitted by 

| the reference memorandum of May 7, 1959. 

b. Noted that the President has established the following programs 
as having the highest priority above all others for research and develop- 
ment and for achieving operational capability; scope of the operational | 
capability to be approved by the President: 

(Order of listing does not indicate priority of one program over 
another) 

(1) Atlas ICBM) Weapon System. 
| (2) Titan ICBM) recpon System. | 

(3) Thor—Jupiter (IRBM) Weapon Systems. 
(4) Polaris EBM) Weapon System. 
(5) Anti-missile missile defense weapon system, induding active 

defense and related early warning for defense of the United States 
roper. 

P 6 Space programs determined by the President on advice of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Council to have objectives having key 
political, scientific, psychological or military import. 

* Dr. Herbert F. York, Director of Defense Research and Engineering. 
> The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2081, approved by 

the President on May 18. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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c. Noted that the President has designated the following projects 
under the category specified in b-(6) above: 

Sentry (Satellite-borne visual and ferret reconnaissance system). 
Discoverer (satellite guidance and recovery). os 
Mercury (manned satellite). | | OO 

d. Noted that the actions inb and c above did not change the require- 
ment contained in NSC Action No. 1956-b for Presidential authorization 
with respect to the launching of development satellites capable of recon- 
naissance over the USSR and the subsequent scope of the operational 
capability of the advanced reconnaissance satellite program. _ 

e. Noted the statement by the President that all feasible efforts 
should be made to reduce the costs of the liquid fuel ICBM weapon sys- 
tems, especially the costs of bases. a | 

Note: The. above actions, as approved by the President to supersede 
NSC Action No. 1846, subsequently circulated for the information of the 

National Security Council, and referred to the Secretary of Defense and 
the Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administration for 

appropriate implementation. a 

[Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Korea,” and 5. “U.S. 
Policy Toward Taiwan and the Government of the Republic of China.”] 

| —_ | - Marion W. Boggs 

57. Editorial Note | | : 

During the National Security Council meeting on May 28, 1959, 
President Eisenhower raised the subjects of air defense and military 
organization: - — | | | | 

“The President before leaving the Council meeting to join with the | 

Foreign Ministers said that he had one important question he wished to 
put to the ‘Defense Department people.’ He said that he was increasingly 
upset by the vehemence of the fight between the advocates of the Nike 
missile and the advocates of the BOMARC. Why, asked the President,do 
we have to have two armed services of the U.S. shooting two different 

- ground-to-air missiles? This is not a question which has been neglected 
in the past. Former Secretary of Defense Wilson had said that we had
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gone so far down the road in procurement of these two kinds of missiles 
that we would have to leave the matter up to the Services. This did not 
mean to him, said the President, that each of two Services must have its 

own special ground-to-air missile. Moreover, if the two Services insist on 
using and firing two different kinds of ground-to-air missiles, itseemed __ 
to the President that we were violating all that this Administration had 
ever said about integrated control in the Armed Services. 

“The President added that in any case he would certainly like to see 
| a memorandum of the reasons why we must continue along the line that 

we seem wedded to. Secretary McElroy replied that he had given much 
thought to this problem since he had come back from Geneva. 

“The President said that he had one other thing which very greatly 
disturbed him. This, he said, was the obvious lessening of what he called 

the authority of the corporate conclusions of the Military Services. This 
tendency seemed to the President very destructive of the respect due to 
the opinions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Secretary McElroy replied that 
what we were faced with in this particular matter was how to manage 
Congressional hearings which played up differences. This problem had 
to be straightened out if the tendency which disturbed the President so 
greatly was to be avoided in the future. 

“The President replied that he doubted the possibility of getting the 
committees of Congress to change their ways if they could see a partisan 
advantage in continuing along the present line. To this Secretary McEI- 
roy answered that if the President were right, we could only have 
recourse to insisting that military people testifying before Congress keep 
their mouths shut when asked for an expression of their private opin- 
ions. We would of course take a heavy rap if we were to undertake to do 
this. | | 

“The President insisted that in his view every military man should 

support the final decision of those in positions of authority after he has 
had the opportunity to state his own personal views. Sucha procedure as 
this was the essential basis on which a military staff successfully oper- 
ated. Suppose, asked the President, we were actually ina state of war and 
all these differences of opinion and challenges to authority were being 
aired?” (Memorandum of discussion by Gleason; Eisenhower Library, 

7 Whitman File, NSC Records) 

The President’s statement about rejoining the Foreign Ministers re- 

fers to meetings he held following funeral services for former Secretary 
Dulles in Washington on May 27. The Geneva Conference of Foreign 
Ministers of the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, 
and France convened on May 11, but recessed for 2 days to permit the 
Ministers to attend the funeral.
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58. Editorial Note : 7 a 

During the National Security Council meeting onJune 4, 1959, Allen | 
Dulles reported on Soviet weapons developments: - _ 

“The Director of Central Intelligence said that he would comment 
first on certain developments relating to the Soviet guided missiles pro- 
gram. On May 30 the Soviets had launched another vehicle from Tyura 

| Tam. There were several unique features in this launching and it had 
been difficult to state the precise purpose of it. We think, however, that 
the launching was of another successful ICBM with a much longer 
range—perhaps somewhere between 4000 and 5500 nautical miles. If so, 
this would constitute the first test firing of a Soviet ICBM with a range 
beyond 3500 nautical miles. Such a development was of course not unan- 
ticipated. _ 

_ “Tn connection with the Soviet program for outer space exploration, 
Mr. Allen Dulles pointed out that the 8th of June would be the best date 
fora probe of the Planet Venus for the next two years. The Soviets may try 
a Venus probe on this date although we have no direct evidence of an 
intention to do so. 

| “Mr. Dulles then turned to the current estimate of the intelligence 
community with respect to Soviet aircraft production. He noted that in 
the first quarter of 1959 Soviet production of heavy bombers was marked 
by a very low level of activity. The majority opinion in the intelligence 
community thinks that the production of Bisons has fallen to about one a 
month although the Air Force believes that the production was two a 
month. In any event the total of heavy bombers of the Bison type would 
bein the range of about 100. It was extremely difficult to state the reasons 
why production was so low. | 

“Meanwhile, there was some evidence that certain of the Bison air- 

craft had lately been improved both as to altitude and range capabilities. | 
It was estimated that there were about twelve of such improved Bisons in 
operational units. With one refueling such improved Bisons would be 
able to make two-way flights from the Soviet Union to the U.S. and back. _ 

_ “With respect to the Bear turbo-prop heavy bomber production had 
ceased early in 1957. The total production of this bomber was estimated 
at between 50 and 60 aircraft. : 

“As for the Badger—the B-47 type—which was the backbone of the 
Soviet Air Force, such aircraft were capable only of one-way ‘suicide’ 
missions to the U.S. Production of the Badger had apparently virtually 
ceased and it was estimated that the total number of Badgers produced 
in the U.S.S.R. to date was between 1800 and 1900. | 

“The only large new bomber under development in the Soviet , 
Union was the so-called Bounder. This was a supersonic bomber. Mr.
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Dulles said that we had estimated that this program would be ready for 
flight test in January 1959. However, we had as yet no evidence of a test 
flight. | | 

“The President inquired whether the Bounder was an aircraft on the 
order of our B-58? Mr. Dulles replied in the affirmative and added that 

_ there was some disagreement in the intelligence community as to 
| whether this new aircraft would be nuclear-powered or powered by 

some new chemical. , | 

“In summary Mr. Dulles pointed out that we believed that for the 
next year or two Soviet-manned bomber capabilities against the U.S. 
would remain substantially unchanged. - 

“Turning to developments in the Soviet submarine program, Mr. 
Dulles reported that on May 29 the U.S. Navy submarines had made 
sonar contact with a Soviet submarine between Iceland and Scotland. 
The Soviet submarine [1 line of source text not declassified] when it had sur- 
faced had been photographed from U.S. aircraft. It had been identified as 
Z-Class Submarine #82. It was thought possible that it was equipped to 
fire guided missiles.” (Memorandum of discussion by Gleason; Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) The NSC also discussed 
“Effects of U.S. Import Trade Policy on National Security,” see the Sup- 
plement. 

Atthe NSC meeting on June 18, Dulles reported that the Soviets had 
launched another ICBM on June 9 and that they were placing more and 
more emphasis on new types of submarines, one of which was probably 
nuclear-powered and at least one of which might be equipped to fire mis- 
siles. (Memorandum of discussion by Gleason; ibid.) 

59. Memorandum of Conference 

Washington, June 9, 1959, 3 p.m. 

| 1. Present in addition to the President were: the Vice President, Act- 

ing Secretary Dillon, Secretary McElroy, Deputy Secretary Gates, Budget 
Director Stans, General Lemnitzer, Admiral Burke, General White, Mr. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up. Secret. 
Drafted by Goodpaster. The meeting was held in the President's office. A more extensive 
record of this meeting, prepared by Goodpaster on June 10, and Goodpaster’s June 9 record 
of Killian’s briefing of Gray and the President on air defense on June 8, are ibid., Staff Secre- 
tary Records. Both are in the Supplement.
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Holaday, General Persons, Dr. Killian, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Good- 
 paster. ae a 

2. The following summarizes actions taken, and policy positions 

indicated by the President: _ - 

a. The President indicated broad approval of the following pro- 
_ grams and planning proposals: | | 

1. Nike—Continue on a buy-out basis; deploy at sites presently pro- 
grammed prus certain additional SAC bases. | 

2. BOMARC—Continue BOMARC A on a buy-out basis; continue 
BOMARC B ona minimum basis for deployment on the eastern, north- 
ern and western segments of the U.S. periphery. | 

3. SAGE—Strengthen to “high grade” SAGE on the above peripher 
(cost estimated roughly at $250 Dillion). Cut back to minimum capabil- 
ity SAGE in interior areas. 

4. Nike-Zeus—Acceleration through an additional $150 million 
under consideration. | | 

b. The above changes are being made because, beyond the point 
these programs will reach, additions would not be very useful; the threat | 
from Soviet bombers has changed with the reduced estimates of num- 
bers of bombers, and because Soviet long-range missiles are becoming 
the dominant threat. | | | 

c. While adoption of these changes logically tends to imply a firmer | 
commitment to these programs beyond FY-60, it is to be understood that 
these programs are not frozen. Beyond FY-60, the programs should not 
be expressed as specific amounts for specific years, but rather as trends. 
Decisions. on future budgetary authorizations are to be left open, and it is 
to be pointed out that the Administration will continue to watch devel- 
opments and adjust accordingly. 

d. Present action on these proposals is not to prejudice the full study 
of air defense now under way at the President’s request pursuant to 
action by Gordon Gray. Hardening, concealment, and future role of 

interceptors are to be included. There is question concerning the F—108; 
the decision is open at the present time. | | | 

e. Continental U.S. air defense forces are to be under a single, strong 
operational command; this unified command is to have full command 
authority. | ) 

_f. The Canadians are to be asked (through an approach by Mr. McEI- 
roy to the Canadian Defense Minister)—without being pressured— 
whether they would wish to have the deployment of the northern tier of 
BOMARC bases moved several hundred miles north, i.e., up into Can-
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ada, so as to give them increased air defense protection against aircraft 
attacks from the north. 

A. J. Goodpaster! | 
Brigadier General, USA 

! Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

60. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| Washington, June 24, 1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 

Secretary McElroy, General Loper, Dr. George E. Pugh, Vice Admiral John H. 
Sides, Dr. Charles A. Boyd, Col. Charles Stewart, Chairman McCone, General 

Starbird, Dr. Dunning, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster 

_ Mr. Gray said the group had come together to give the President an 
oral report in response to a question the President had asked some weeks 
ago—what would be the effects if the United States and the Soviets were 
to expend their atomic stockpiles on each other. Dr. Pugh! began, with a 
presentation based upon reciprocal attacks aggregating some 10,000 
megatons. The immediate effects in the two target countries would be 
tremendous, generally in accord with the findings of previous presenta- 

| tions on this subject. Losses would be cut in half by making use of the best 
available shelter existing today, as against being caught wholly unpre- 
pared. There would be subsequent effects lasting for varying periods of 
time up to thirty or forty years in some locations, the total magnitude of 
which would be of some small fraction (1/10 to 1/4) of the initial losses. 
In allied territories also attacked the pattern would be similar. In “fringe 
areas” the initial effects would vary, depending on wind conditions and 
upon special measures of restraint as to size and number of weapons det- 

| onated in target areas nearby; by observance of measures of restraint, 

Source: Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Executive Secretary’s Subject File. 
Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster. . 

7 ! Of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group, Department of Defense.
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losses of an initial character in these areas could be kept almost negligible 
in relation to the losses in the target areas. As to long-term effects, world- 
wide, these would be extremely small in relation to initial losses in the 

_ target areas, and in fact would be only a small fraction of natural radi- 
ation effects on the human race now being experienced.? 

Dr. Dunning of the AEC followed up with a briefing oriented more 
specifically to the medical aspects. The gist of his presentation was also 
that effects outside the target areas, even for attacks of these magnitudes, 

would be extremely small in relation to the losses within the target areas. 
He pointed out that the long-term effects would be felt to a very large 
extent within the band of the Northern hemisphere between 30-60° 

~ north latitude. oo - : | | 

_ There was brief discussion after the presentation. The President 
recalled that his request in response to which this study had been made 
was as a result of last October’s tests, which resulted in localized fall-out 
in the Minnesota area which doubled the expected strontium dose. This 
raised the question in his mind of what might be the possible conse- 
quences of the world-wide fall-out in the case of a full-scale atomic 
attack. | | : | 

Dr. Dunning said that no wheat or milk in the area affected had to be 
| destroyed. The localized concentrations occurred when fall-out clouds 

ran into rain storms which deposited the material. He repeated that, in 
case of all-out warfare, the world-wide effects of fall-out would be infini- 

tesimal in relation to the losses occasioned in the target areas. 

A. J. Goodpaster® 
- Brigadier General, USA 

* A text of Dr. Pugh’s briefing, entitled “The Effects of Radioactive Fallout in Nuclear : 
War,” dated June 24, is in the Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Executive Secretary's 
Subject File. | 

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. :
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61. Memorandum of Discussion at the 411th Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

| | Washington, June 25, 1959. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity,” and 2. “U.S. Policy Toward Korea.” ] 

3. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NIE 11-4-58; NIE 100-59; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Overseas Inter- 
nal Security Program”, dated April 10, 1959;! NSC Action No. 2079; 

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Status of Military 
Mobilization Base Program”, dated April 21, 1959;3 NSC 5906;4 

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic National 
Security Policy”, dated June 19, 19595) | 

As the Council turned to consideration of the proposed new state- 
ment of Basic National Security Policy, Secretary Mueller from the 
Department of Commerce joined the meeting. Mr. Gray then briefed the 
Council on the general background of the Planning Board’s work on 
revising the Basic Policy and indicated that on this occasion any discus- 
sion in the Council of the military paragraphs (Paragraphs 10 through 
28) would be omitted. These paragraphs would be taken up at a subse- 
quent Council meeting on the subject of Basic Policy. (A copy of Mr. 
Gray’s briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum.)¢® 7 

Mr. Gray first invited the Council’s attention to the Preamble on 
Page 1 of NSC 5906.” He pointed out that some of the consultants who 
had given their views to the Planning Board felt that there should be a 
reference to Justice or to the Rule of Law in the Preamble. The President 

said that he supposed that all speeches made by the State Department 
officials or high officials of our Government invariably spoke of the U.S. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | | 

1 Drafted by Charles A. Haskins of the NSC Staff. (Ibid.) | | 
2 NSC Action No. 2079 was approved by the President on May 18. (Department of 

State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the NationalSecu- 
rity Council) The text is in the memorandum of discussion of the overseas internal security 
program for the NSC meeting on May 7. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) 
See the Supplement. 

3 A copy is in Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5810 Series. See 
: the Supplement. | 

4 Entitled “Basic National Security Policy,” dated June 8, 1959. (Department of State, 
S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series) 

> A copy is ibid. See the Supplement. 
© For text, see the Supplement. | 
7 It is identical to paragraph 1 of NSC 5810/1, Document 24.
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objective of a just peace or peace with justice. He had no objection, how- 
| ever, to adding such a thought to the Preamble. © oe ae 

Mr. Gray then invited the Council’s attention to Paragraph 3 a state- 
ment of the basic threat to U.S. security, on Pages 3 to 6 of NSC 5906, not- | | 
ing that there was a split with the JCS Adviser proposing one text for _ 

| Paragraph 3 whereas the Majority favored a different text. The two texts 
read as follows: > a = a clk 

“JCS Proposal [Par.3 of NSC Majority Proposal [Par. 3 of NSC 
5810/1, amended.] | | 5810/1, revised.} 

“3. The basic threattoU.S. = “3. The basic threat to U.S. 
| security is the determination and security is the determination and 

ability of the hostile Soviet and _ ability of the hostile Soviet and 
Chinese Communist regimes Chinese Communist regimes to | 

| effectively to direct their political direct their political and ideologi- 
and ideological influence and cal influence and their rapidly 

_ their rapidly growing military growing military and economic 
and economic strengthtoward __ strength toward shifting the | 
the objective of world domina- —_ power balance away fromthe _ 
tion at a time when: West and, ultimately, toward | 

| oo - achieving world domination. _ 
_ (a) there are sufficient quan- “The chief elements of this | 

tities of nuclear weapons capable _ threat lie in (a) the Soviets’ pos- 
of causing immediate and incal- _ session of rapidly growing | 
culable devastation; (b) uncer- nuclear capabilities (which have 
tainty exists and is | growing as to made the Soviet leaders feel freer | 

whether U.S. massive nuclear _—‘ to adopt an aggressive posture in 
capabilities would be used to | peripheral areas) as well as large 

defend Free World interests; (c) | conventional forces; (b) the _ 
weakness or instability in many Soviet regime's ability and will- a 

| areas exerts strong pressures for  ingness to identify itself with _ | 
economic or political change and Various forms of political and _ | 
creates vulnerabilities to expand- 0cial discontent and popular 
ing Sino-Soviet subversion, polit- ©PPOsition to the status quo; to — 

‘ical action and economic penetra- SUPPport subversive elements, — 
tion; and (d) the American including legal political parties, 

people have not been brought to within free societies, to apply _ 
appreciate the extent and long- substantial resources for the pur- 

term nature of the crisis facing  POP® of fostering and exploiting | 
the United States, or adequately + ctabili kinds * weakness and 
to support certain elements of Wort 1. ity de au P an t © Free : 
the U.S. strategy.” onic; and particularly in the 

| me a neutralist and less developed _ 

8 All brackets are in the source text. , |
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“JCS Proposal [Par. 3 of NSC Majority Proposal [Par. 3 of NSC 
5810/1, amended.] 5810/1, revised.] 

: societies, to take advantage of 
pressures for economic and 
social change; (c) the extent to 

which the totalitarian Commu- 
nist leadership is able to act ruth- 
lessly and rapidly and to repudi- 
ate agreements without being 
subject to moral restraints. 

The danger to U.S. security 
from the Communist threat lies 
not only in general war or local 
ageression but in the possibility 
of a future shift in the East-West 
balance of power. Such a shift 
could be caused by a gradual 
erosion of Western positions via 
means short of force, and over 

time by a continued growth of 
overall Communist strength at a 
rate significantly greater than 

| that of the West. The U5. ability 
to deal with the Communist 
threat is complicated by: (a) lack 
of sufficient Free World aware- 
ness of the nature, dimensions, 

and probable long-term duration 
of the crisis; (b) the possibility of 
serious differences in outlook 
and policy among Free World 
nations, including questions con- 
cerning the use of nuclear weap- 
ons.” 

After himself explaining the difference in the two versions, Mr. Gray 
noted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff themselves had not been able to reach 

unanimity in support of either of these two versions.’ Admiral Burke 
said essentially what the Joint Chiefs probably wanted was a combina- 
tion of elements from both the proposed texts. | 

” The differing views of the JCS on this paragraph are set forth ina memorandum con- 
cerning NSC 5906 from Admiral Burke to McElroy, dated June 20. (Department of State, 

S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series)



‘National Security Policy 223 | 

_ After again trying to illustrate the nature of the difference, Mr. Gray 
called on Secretary Herter. . | | | 

_ Secretary Herter commented that he did not really see much basic 
essential difference between the two statements on the nature of the basic 
threat to U.S. security. He did feel, however, that the new proposal by the 
Majority represented better drafting and a more comprehensive state- 
ment of the nature of the threat. a os 

The President said that it appeared to him that the text on the left- 
hand side, proposed by the JCS Adviser to the Planning Board, 
addressed itself particularly to the possibility of sudden and. cata- 
strophic destruction. The text on the right-hand side addressed itself toa 
destruction of the U.S. which could come about more gradually through 
a process of erosion. The President said he liked the new language which 
clearly recognized the danger of a possible shift of the power balance in 
favor of the Soviet Union. | | a | 

Admiral Burke asked the President’s permission for General White 
to speak to this problem since General White’s views differed from those 
of the other Chiefs. | a Oe | 

_ General White said that what he first objected to was the statement 
in the Majority proposal which stated that the Soviets’ possession of rap- 
idly growing nuclear capability had made the Soviet leaders feel freer to 
follow aggressive policies in peripheral areas. General White said. he 
simply. could see no basis for this assertion. The President replied that 
this seemed odd to him. Khrushchev had made precisely this threat in his 
conversation with Averell Harriman to which the President had just 
alluded.1° Of course, said the President, what Khrushchev may have 
said to Harriman does not constitute evidence of what Khrushchev 
really thinks or means to do but it was something that could not be 
ignored. = : | rrr 
. - General White then went on to say that his other objection to the lan- 
guage in the Majority Proposal arose from the fact that it seemed to him 
to equate the danger of general war with the danger of local aggression. 
To General White it seemed obvious that the greatest threat posed by the 
Soviet Union was the threat of general nuclear war against the U.S. On 
the other hand, General White thought that the Majority Proposal was | 
quite correct in warning about the danger of a gradual shift of the power 
balance in favor of the Soviet Union. — | | ne 

_ In response to these remarks of-General White, the President 
expressed himself as worried that we in the U.S. were not as well pre- 
pared to meet the threat of economic and political competition from the 

 10possible reference to Khrushchev’s conversation with W. Averell Harriman on June 
23. Harriman, former Ambassador to the Soviet Union, was then traveling in the Soviet 
Union as a private citizen. Co :



224 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

Russians as we were to meet the military threat. It was harder to get the 
people of the U.S. to realize the danger which was inherent in the Soviet 
use of political and economic resources against us. To the President the 
greater danger lay where the greater risk was—whether you think the 
Soviets are going to resort to general war or to content themselves with a 
gradual erosion of our position through economic and political pres- 
sures. 

After General White had again briefly reviewed his suggested 
changes in the language of the Majority Proposal, the President com- 
mented that obviously the greatest catastrophe which could befall the 

. U.S. would be the sudden initiation of general nuclear war by the Soviet 
Union. The other grave risk would be posed if we actually witnessed a 
shift of the balance of power in favor of the Soviet Union. This of course 
would be a longer-term development if it occurred. At any rate, said the 
President, he would hate to say that the greatest danger was the danger 
of general nuclear war. 

Secretary McElroy commented that failure to maintain our nuclear 
deterrent power was the most sure way to invite the shift of the power 
balance which had been emphasized in the Majority Proposal. The Presi- 
dent then suggested language to meet Secretary McElroy’s point and the 
Council all agreed on its insertion in Paragraph 3. 

After further changes in Paragraph 3 had been agreed upon, Mr. 
Gray proceeded to comment on Paragraph 5 reading as follows:* 

“TPar. 4 of NSC 5810/1, revised.] The basic task for the United States 
is to minimize the basic threat by mobilizing and effectively employing, 
[while preserving fundamental American values and institutions.]* U.S. 
and Free World spiritual and material resources over a long period and at 
an adequate and sustained level, in order to:” etc., etc.!! 

Mr. Gray called first on Mr. Stans inasmuch as the parenthetical 
phraseology had been proposed by the Treasury and the Budget. Mr. 
Stans said that he did not think the matter was earth-shaking in impor- 
tance but he felt that the bracketed language proposed by Treasury and 
Budget belonged at the beginning of the statement of Basic Policy even 
though it was repeated in greater detail in the later sections. Secretary 
ocribner also commented that if it was repetitious to include the brack- 
eted language in Paragraph 5, the thought in the language was a very 
good one to repeat. 

| " The remainder of this paragraph reads: “(a) maintain adequate military strength to 
deter or successfully wage war and survive as a nation capable of controlling its own des- 
tiny, and civilian preparedness which will contribute thereto; (b) encourage sound and vig- 
orous domestic economic growth and progress; (c) strengthen the integrity and unity of the 
Free World; and (d) succeed in the over-all contest with the USSR for world leadership.” A 
footnote identifies the bracketed language as a “Treasury—Budget proposal.”
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_ The President said that perhaps this was good language to repeat 
but he felt that we might well have to preserve some of our fundamental 
American values and institutions by putting them in cold storage in the 

| event of certain dire contingencies and threats to our nation’s actual 

security. . Ce 

Secretary McElroy said that the Defense Department saw no reason | 
for including the bracketed language in Paragraph 5 because Defense felt 
that this was a clear assumption in any case and if the phraseology were 
included here, it might make for some hesitation or doubt as to the limits 
to which the U.S. should go in order to meet the basic threat to its. security 
posed by the enemy. Secretary Herter expressed agreement with Secre- | 
tary McElroy and said that of course it was obvious that our basic task is 
to protect our country. After further brief discussion, the bracketed lan- 
guage, slightly amended, was included in the agreed version of Para- 
graph 5. | 7 eens 

At this point Mr. Gray turned to Paragraph 6 on Page 7 of NSC 5906 
reading in part as follows: _ | | errs 

“Par. 6 of NSC 5810/1, revised.] U.S. policies, for which the full sup- 
port of the American people should be enlisted, and U.S. and other Free 

orld resources effectively used to carry out the task described in Para- 
graph 5 above, must be designed: = re 

“a. To take the initiative in promoting sound economic growth and 
acceptable political development in the Free World, not only to meet the 
Communist threat but also to create an international environment in 
which the values and institutions of freedom can be sustained.” | 

Mr. Gray noted that certain of the consultants had disagreed with 
, the idea that the U.S. should take the initiative in promoting sound eco- 

nomic growth as suggested by the phraseology in Paragraph 6-a above. 
They believed that it would be very costly indeed if the U.S. were to take 
such initiative everywhere in the world. The Planning Board had not 

agreed with the views of the consultants and the phraseology about tak- | 
ing the initiative was therefore contained in Paragraph 6-a. The Presi- 
dent inquired whether it really means that we take the initiative 
everywhere in the world, including perhaps even Saudi Arabia? 

Secretary Dillon then stood up behind Secretary Herter and 
explained that the proposal to take the initiative was very basic to our 
policy of promoting sound economic growth. This phraseology was not 
meant to apply universally and everywhere. Nevertheless, there were 
often countries which we needed to help which themselves had no 

_ means of taking the initiative. | So - 

The President suggested that perhaps it would be better to say “sup- 
port the promotion of” and added that we ought not to try toimpose U.S. 
plans on other countries in order to persuade their peoples to take the ini- 
tiative. Let us avoid, said the President the accusation of being economic
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imperialists. Secretary Dillon said that the language did not contemplate 
a U.S. policy of forcing initiatives on unwilling people. The President 
then suggested substitute language along the lines of “support the 
desires and efforts of the Free World in promoting sound economic 
growth”, etc. The President’s proposal was adopted. 

After further discussion certain changes were agreed to in Para- 
graph 29 and in Paragraph 33. When the Council came to Paragraph 35 
on Page 27 dealing with the problem of the U.S. attitude toward neutrals 
as opposed to allies, Mr. Gray noted that some of the consultants had 
expressed distaste for any U.S. policy of assisting countries which insisted 
on maintaining a policy of neutralism. These consultants thought that we 
should only aid countries who were willing to stand up and be counted on 
the Free World team. As Paragraph 35 made clear, the Planning Board did 
not agree with these consultants and had stated in Paragraph 35 that the 
U.S. should recognize that the independence of such nations from Com- 
munist control meets a minimum U.S. objective even if not the maximum 
objective of having them as friends or allies. 

The President said that he disagreed with the views of the consult- 
ants for the same reasons that the Planning Board had disagreed. He cited 
the serious problems, economic and financial that Nehru was facing in 
India and pointed out that in view of these problems Nehru had no choice 
but to follow a policy of neutralism as between the Soviet Bloc and the Free 
World. 

Apropos of this discussion of neutralism with particular respect to 
the underdeveloped countries, Mr. Gray pointed out the view of the con- 
sultants. 

Not specifically reflected in any portion of NSC 5906, was the view 
that unless we solve the problem of exploding populations all of our 
efforts to achieve our objectives in the underdeveloped countries were | 
likely to prove vain in the long run. It was the view of certain of the consul- 
tants that the problem of birth control was so crucial that our statement of 
basic policy should contain some reference to means of controlling the 
very rapid population growth in certain areas of the world. Mr. Gray 
thought that perhaps if the Council thought it wise, the Planning Board 
could submit at next week’s meeting language which could be inserted in 
NSC 5906. 

The President immediately replied that he would strongly oppose 
having a statement of policy by the U.S. Government on the subject of 
birth control. The objectives, as everyone knew, were of crucial impor- 

) tance but we must depend on education and on the services of founda- 
tions and private citizens to try to provide an answer to the truly vital 
question of exploding populations. However, if we put a statement with 

: ~ respect to birth control in a Government policy statement, we would be 
accused of all kinds of terrible things. |
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_ The National Security Council:!2 | Ee | 

| a. Discussed the Preamble, Section A, and Paragraphs 29 through 35 
of NSC 5906; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and of the 
Consultants, as reported at the meeting. | 

(1) Page 1, paragraph 1, 5th sentence: Revise “for peace and security” to 
read “for peace, security and justice”. | | 

_ b. Tentatively adopted the above-mentioned sections of NSC 5906, 
subject to the following amendments:!3 7 

(2) Pages 3-6, paragraph 3: Include the “Majority Proposal” in the 
right-hand column, subject to: a 

(a) The insertion of the following Preceding the first sentence in the 
subparagraph beginning at the top of Page 5: “The first danger to U.S. 
security lies in any neglect on our part to retain adequate deterrent 
power. However,”. | 

(b) The insertion, in the last line on Page 5, of a new (b) to read as fol- 
lows (relettering present (b) to (c)): | 

| “(b) existing and growing uncertainty as to whether U.S. mas- 
sive nuclear capabilities would be used to. defend Free World inter- 
ests; and” | 7 

(3) Page 6, paragraph 5: Include the bracketed phrase amended to 
read as follows: “, while seeking to preserve fundamental American val- 
ues and institutions,”. | | 

(4) Page 7, paragraph 5: Delete the word “and” before “(d)”, and add 
_ at the end of the sentence the following: | 

“,and (e) engage in continuous diplomatic efforts to remove the 
causes of world tension through negotiation.” 

(5) Page 7, paragraph 6-a: Revise to read as follows: | 

_ “a. To support the desires and efforts of Free World nations to pro- 
mote sound economic growth and acceptable political development in 
the Free World, as a means of taking the initiative not only to meet the 
Communist threat but also to create an international environment in 
which the values and institutions of freedom can be sustained.” ) 

(6) Page 23 , paragraph 29, 5th line: Insert, after the word “means”, the 
following: “(including the provision of military assistance)”. cS 

(7) Page 26, footnote to paragraph 33: Insert, in the second line after the 
words “assistance to”, the word “Euratom”. | 

c. Agreed to continue consideration of NSC 5906 at the next Council 
meeting. / 

| S. Everett Gleason | 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2103. (Department | 
of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95 Records of Action by the National Se- 
curity Council) | | a | 

'S All the language adopted here is reflected in NSC 5906/1, Document 70. .
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62. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| | Washington, July 2, 1959, 9 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT 7 

Secretaries Herter, McElroy, Gates; Assistant Secretary Gerard Smith, Admiral 

Radford, Mr. Gordon Gray, General Goodpaster 

_ Mr. Gray said the group had come in to discuss the issues involved 
in certain military paragraphs of our basic security policy paper. He had 
prepared a statement of these issues, four in number.! A prior question is 
whether there should be any change in the language of the policy at all. 

_ Mr. Herter spoke to the first two issues—what constitutes general 
war, and our limited war capabilities. He recalled that Secretary Dulles 
had agreed to continue the language with respect to limited war capabili- 

_ ties and the use of nuclear weapons for one year during which time State 
and Defense would try to agree on new language. As for general war, Mr. 
Herter was concerned that the import of the present language was that 
any hostilities involving US and USSR forces would automatically be a 
situation of general war. He also felt that commanders should not be 
automatically bound to use nuclear weapons in limited situations but 
that their use should be initiated only when our national objectives were 

| advanced. 

The President said that, as he has stated before, he questions the idea 
of such generalized definitions. He recalled that he had talked with 
Admiral Radford and General Taylor about this matter three yearsago. _ 
He adverted to the wide range of possible hostile situations that might 
occur, citing in particular the undeclared Russo-Japanese war in Man- 
churia, about which the outside world knew practically nothing, but _ 
which involved units of more than division size. In such circumstances 
today involving nuclear powers he had no doubt that these weapons 
would be used. At thesame time, he said he could imaginea situation, for 

example intervention in Iran, in which we would not use these weapons. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster on July 6. Another memorandum of this conversation by Gerard Smith is in 

_ Department of State, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy 1958-1959. See the 
Supplement. 

! A copy is enclosed with a covering memorandum from Gray to Haydn Williams, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for NSC Affairs and Plans, International Security 
Affairs, dated July 8. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up) See 
the Supplement. 

_ 2 The other two issues were whether it should be assumed that limited war would 
occur in developed as well as underdeveloped areas, and whether in cases of local or lim- 
ited aggression the United States should apply all force necessary to defeat such aggres- 
sion, or limit operations to the amount of force necessary to limit hostilities and restore the 
status quo ante.
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He really thought that a major war is one where the Russians have shown 
that they are “going after us” with all-out effort. In his judgment the real 
question is how far to give junior commanders the authority to initiate 
the use of these weapons. | 

Mr. Herter said there is indication that weapons of very largesize are 
becoming tactical in concept—weapons of over one megaton. He did not 
think our forces should be free to use these, but should be prepared to act 

| wherever necessary around the world, on a conventional basis if this 

seemed desirable. The President said we cannot deploy our ground 
troops all around the world. We are obliged to put our main reliance on 
air, naval and other supporting type forces. Mr. Herter said that the use of 
these weapons at sea or in the air did not seem to cause so much trouble. | 

_ The difficult question is their use on the ground. It seemed likely that this 
would project all-out nuclear war and this is what frightens our allies. 

_ The President recalled the decision in the case of [less than 1 line of 
source text not declassified] not to use these weapons unless we were 
attacked so heavily as to endanger our forces. Mr. Herter recalled that 
our ground forces began to move their supporting weapons, including 

| the atomic-equipped Honest John into [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified], but that these weapons were then pulled back. In his judg- 
ment the question is whether we are saying that our main reliance is to be 
on nuclear weapons. He did not question this for strategic operations. 
However, for limited operations he thought we should not go this far, 

: since such a commitment creates psychological problems for our allies, 
who are fearful of our initiating the use of nuclear weapons. 

The President recalled that Harriman had reported a comment by 
Khrushchev that he has rockets (meaning nuclear weapons) ready to 
destroy Taiwan. He had said that if the Chinese Communists decide to 
attack Taiwan, he would support them with these weapons. The Presi- 
dent said he would find it very difficult to state just when we would 
refrain from using such weapons as the Honest John, Corporal, Sergeant, 
etc. It was clear to him that if sizable forces were to come in on us, we 
would have to defend ourselves. Mr. Herter said he had no disagreement 
on this. His quarrel was with the assumption that we would use nuclear 
‘weapons under any circumstances involving the combat of our armed 
forces. 7 . | CO | | | | 

Mr. McElroy said the real question from the Defense point of view is 
whether we are to develop our forces and weapons on the basis that 
nuclear weapons would be used in a limited war. If we do not, then we 
simply will not have forces of such strength as to permit us to “sit in on | 
sizable limited warfare.” Specifically, if we have to go after enemy air 
bases, we must use nuclear weapons for that purpose in order to be effec- 
tive; the amount of conventional bombs we could carry would not be | 
enough. | - |
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_ The President said the basic point in his mind is that we have got to 
have nuclear weapons available wherever we have sizable American 
forces. | | 

Mr. McElroy commented that within the Defense Department, the 
Army, the Navy, and the Marines feel that there should be more reliance 

on conventional forces for the conduct of limited war. He commented 
that we are continuing to develop nuclear weapons on the assumption 
that we will use them, on the President’s decision, whenever the national 
interest requires the commitment of our forces. The President said he 
sees a difference between operations that amount merely to harassment 
and those that amount to limited war. The question in his mind is what 
are the levels of hostility at which we should be ready with nuclear 
forces. He repeated that if we have sizable American forces in an area, we 
must have nuclear weapons there too. Then we have the question, in 
what circumstances would we use them. Mr. McElroy said that if we 
were attacked in Korea it is quite clear to him that we should use nuclear 
weapons. [3 lines of source text not declassified) = 

Admiral Radford said he understood State to want Defense to be 
able to fight without using atomic weapons until a decision is taken here 
in Washington to permit their use. Defense takes the stand that when itis 
to our military advantage or necessity we will use the weapons. He 
thought we could back up our foreign policy if we have that kind of 
arrangement; otherwise we cannot provide the forces to do it. Specifi- 
cally, we cannot make this matter dependent upon the decision of the 
State Department. He pointed out that we are prepared to put small units 
very quickly into any of a large number of possible areas. We would not , 
dare to do this and expose these forces except that we have atomic sup- 
port readily available. He recalled that we built our forces on this basis 
beginning in 1953. The Chiefs said very clearly thatthey couldhandlethe _ 
military task with smaller forces if, and only if, they could depend on 
using atomic weapons should hostilities occur. | - 

The President commented that if small units, for example conduct- 

ing an intervention in Cuba, should be attacked by conventional air 
forces, it might not be necessary to use atomic weapons against the 

attackers. The key point to him is that we are fearful of someone doing | 
something foolish far down the chain of command and getting us into 
major hostilities. 7 So 

Admiral Radford pointed out that in the last three years we have | 
. concentrated on smaller and smaller weapons. What the State Depart- _ 

ment seems to be concerned about is that the use of atomic weapons 
would result in the killing of a great number of civilians. The new weap- 
ons being developed make this much less likely. He added that he had 
been surprised to hear General Lemnitzer and Admiral Burke say that 
they saw no difference between the State and Defense language, but pre-
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ferred the State Department version. He thought this might have come 
about through a blurring of the old language which was very forthright 
that we would use these weapons when it was to our military advantage 
to do so; this now reads that we would use these weapons in accordance 
with our national objectives. The President said that if we had to inter- 
vene in Cuba, the last thing we would want to do would be to use atomic 
weapons. Therefore he said we must realize that there is a whole range of 
possible situations. He was afraid that we are trying to find generaliza- 

| tions that cover too many possibilities. At the same time he realized that 

we must have directives which give guidance to our staff officers on how : 
to build up the military programs. He thought that we could be clear as to 
where we provide atomic support—i.e., wherever we have sizable 
forces—but that we cannot define generally just when to use it. Mr. 
Herter said he had no quarrel with having these weapons available. The | 
whole question relates to using them. Admiral Radford said that if there 
is the possibility that we would have to go to war without using these 
weapons, our forces would be very different from what they are now. 

Mr. McElroy said that the thing that is valuable to our foreign policy 
in the cold war is to be able to have a show of force wherever we need it. 
He said we can have a show of force, and do this with security and with- 
out exposing ourselves to disaster, if we have the nuclear weapons, but 
not otherwise. Admiral Radford commented that many people do not 

_ realize what a great decision it was to adopt the “new look”, i.e., to pat- 
tern our forces on the use of atomic weapons. We cannot do the job with 
conventional weapons alone. We cannot maintain forces of the size that 
would be required to meet the Soviet threat around the world if these are 
to be limited to conventional operations. | 

Mr. Herter said he is not asking this for our armed forces as a whole. 
Referring to the Cuban example, he said his point is perfectly brought © 
out in that it is clear that we would not want to be in the position of hav- 

_ ing to use atomic weapons there. The President said that for that kind of 
| pacification we would not need nuclear weapons. 

Admiral Radford said that our military men must consider what are 
the possibilities that could be brought against them. We do not need to 

-_ use the nuclear weapons in Central America, but we do need to be ready 
_ to use them instantly in case we commit forces along the Sino-Soviet | 

periphery where we could otherwise be overwhelmed. Mr. McElroy 
commented that [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] we had these 
weapons available immediately on carriers, but not on land. The Presi- 
dent, commenting on the operations [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified], said that he would of course keep closely informed of the 
developing situation, and could authorize use on very short notice. 

Mr. McElroy next turned to the reason Defense wants to keep the 
language unchanged. He said it is very difficult to change language
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without this action being interpreted asasubstantialchangein policy.He 
was afraid we would thereby open the gate to all sorts of changes in our 
program. He added that our allies would then doubt whether we would 
meet the situations that might arise resolutely or whether we would be 
uncertain in our responses. He said Turkey, for example, is wondering 
whether we would in fact use these weapons. 

Mr. Gates said it should be clearly understood that a change of 
policy is in fact being recommended by some people. They feel that the 
increase of nuclear capability on the part of both the Soviets and the 
United States makes conflicts limited to the use of conventional forces 
more likely, and hence increases the need for conventional forces. 

The President said the problem always is how far you can delegate 
| authority—what will be the consequences of the delegation. He said we 

' have come a long way since 1952. At first, none of our atomic weapons 
were deployed. Finally, this deployment was achieved. Next we took up 
the question when could we use them. First we said they could be used 
when our forces are attacked for purposes of defending themselves. 
However, when we intervene deliberately, for example along the border 
of Burma, use on our own initiative is a very different thing. — 

Mr. Gates said that the suggestion that we be able to conduct our 
military operations with or without the use of atomic weapons implies a 
duplicate capability. The President came back to his point that if we had 
to put organized U.S. units into an area, he would insist that we have 
atomic support available. The question then is when to use them; for 
example, when is their existence threatened. He cited as a possible exam- 

| ple sending our forces into Iran. Admiral Radford added Iraq and 
Kuwait. The President said that definitely whenever we send in orga- 
nized units they have to have the capability to defend their own exist- 

_ence. Mr. Herter said he did not quarrel with the idea of this capacity. The 
so question is whether the commander on the spot is to have the authority 

to use them. This of course also ties into the question of these units being 
given a non-atomic capability. The President said he would like to find a 
formula for this and he would suggest that when formed units are in 
areas exposed to the power of Sino-Soviet forces, they will always be 
supported by appropriate nuclear defenses. Heis thinking ofa defensive 

| capability primarily. Mr. McElroy said that to defend our forces we have 
| to be ready to take out air fields which may be 300-500 miles distant. Mr. 

Gates said that stated the other way around we cannot expect tobeable _ 
to take them out without atomic weapons. Admiral Radfordsaidthatwe 
must have offensive atomic power nearby also if the units are to be able to 
accomplish their objectives. | 

Mr. Gray said that as he understood it, State is in fact suggesting that 
the United States should develop the capability, which it does not now 
have, to engage in limited operations without the use of atomic weapons.
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The President said he does not agree that we do not have that capability 
now. He said our present division has a power greater than the division 
had in World War II. Mr. McElroy said this is true regarding the first 2,000 
yards or so of the combat zone. The thing that will be lacking is a capacity 
tobe effective at ten to twenty miles. The President asked if we are throw- 
ing our artillery away and Mr. McElroy said that we are on the way to 
doing so. Mr. Gates added that the modern airplane is decreasing in its 
capability to be effective using conventional weapons only. The Presi- 
dent said he is not thinking so much of the use of aircraft in jungle coun- 

tries. He said he could take one of our present day divisions into the field 
and defeat anything that could be put against it in such terrain. He recog- 
nized that we are at a transitional stage. He thought that if we get atomic 
weapons down to twenty tons equivalent explosive strength, then they 
will in fact have become conventional. At that time we can drop conven- 
tional artillery. Untilthen weareintransition, = 

__ Mr. Gray said the issue is whether we should have larger conven- 
tional forces than we have now. The President said he thought we should 
develop our organization basically on the theory that advanced weap- | 
ons as he had just described are bound to come. We can take such-units | 
and give them training in conventional operations and give them plenty 
of fire power, some of which would extend more than 1000-2000 yards, 
and employ them against small places such as Cuba. Mr. McElroy said 
that while we are carrying out research and development and moderniz- 
ing the conventional weapons in the hands of our forces, we are not 

developing conventional forces for the long-range future. The President 
said that we cannot base our organization on the distant future. It must __ 
be based on the weapons we now have and will have in the three or four | 

years ahead. We should train our forces to use all weapons available. He 
added that in areas susceptible of overrunning by Sino-Soviet forces we 

- mustputatomiccapacity. sss | 
Mr. Herter then read from a State Department paper containing a 

summary statement of foreign policy requirements bearing upon U.S. 
strategy.3 He thought that for deterrent purposes we should not explic- 

| itly deny ourselves the use of nuclear weapons. However, we should not 
tie ourselves necessarily to their use, since in general they are not desir- 

| able for use in limited warfare, and should be used only as a last resort. 
The President thought this expressed too many cautions, and would be 
too restrictive upon our military preparations. Mr. Herter said he had 
thought that a change in the policy paper could be avoided through a 

| ° Apparently a paper dated April 24, a copy of which is enclosed with an April 25.let- 
ter from Herter to McElroy. Another paper containing Department of State views, entitled 
“A Concept of US Military Strategy for the 1960s,” dated January 5, is enclosed with a Janu- 
ary 24 letter from Dulles to McElroy. (All in Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62D 1, 
NSC 5906 Series) All are in the Supplement. |
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supplementary statement of this kind. The President said he does not 
mind changing the language in the policy paper if it can be improved. He 
does not put too much weight on the point earlier raised by Mr. McElroy. 

Mr. McElroy said that there is some opinion that it would be possible 
for the United States to be engaged in a limited war involving the USSR 
in Europe and China. The President said it would have to be awfully lim- 
ited if it were not to become all-out conflict. Mr. Herter commented that 
Under Secretary Murphy thinks that we could have limited hostilities, 
which could be kept limited, over Berlin. He was doubtful of this, how- 
ever. | 

| Mr. Gates added that some people believe that, in a situation of level 
expenditures, the high and increasing costs of the big weapons such as 
ICBMs will squeeze out conventional forces and preclude the moderniz- 
ing of our armed forces. The President said that, as a matter of fact, he 
thought that we do have a tougher problem coming up because of this. 
We never know when we might have to intervene with force anywhere 
around the world. So far as the situations in NATO and Korea are con- 
cerned, however, if a major attack should come our only recourse can be 
to reply with atomic weapons. 

Mr. Herter said the question is how much our forces capable of inter- 
vening in limited operations are in fact tied down. He cited the need to 
replace forces in Europe before they could be used in Lebanon or on the 
route to Berlin. The question is, are we so short of forces, and are those we 

| have so committed, that we cannot intervene with Army or Marine 
forces elsewhere in the world in case of necessity. | ) 

The President said he thought there was a good measure of agree- 
ment on the facts of the matter. The problem is to state the situation in 
such a way as to give our people a basis for planning and preparation of 
programs. Governor Herter said he had no desire to get into the specifics 
of military planning. His thought is as to what, in round terms, is 
required to put us in the position where we can meet our foreign policy 
objectives. The President recognized that the world is “scared to death” 
of atomic bombs, and that we could lose all our allies in one ill-advised 

act. He thought we should keep ourselves ready to intervene where 
needed without sprawling our forces all over the world. Admiral Rad- 
ford stated that while public opinion is terrified by atomic weapons, mil- 
itary and governmental people around the world realize that we do not 
have enough manpower to meet the Soviet threat without resort to these 

: weapons. He said that Admiral Felt indicated that the military people in 
Asia are more concerned that we would not use these weapons in case of 
necessity than that we will. | 

The President said that we must not, however, use excessive means 

to meet our tasks. Just as aman cannot use a pistol against another who is 
simply trying to give him a bloody nose, there is need for judgment and
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care in selecting the weapons with which we would respond. Hethought 
_we should go carefully and wisely toward the weapons of 1965 in our 
organization and our military concepts. He thought that State is being a 
little overcautious in their approach. Our military people should con- 
tinue the incorporation of atomic weapons into our military structure, 
but at the same time should make sure that we can use the forces we have 

in a maximum conventional role and thus avoid unnecessarily causing 
all-out war to occur. Mr. Herter stressed again that the world is fearful of 
the use of nuclear power. The President said that people are wrong, and 
that perhaps the opinion must be changed. He commented as an aside 
that he does not think that a nuclear weapon of twenty tons power would 

be worth its cost—he would doubt whether we should go below about 
100 tons effect. Mr. Smith said that our planning has been based on the | 
assumption that we would use atomic weapons but that our adversary 
would not use them since if he did we would no longer have a limited 
war. There was a considerable exchange over this, with Admiral Radford 
indicating that we had taken the possibility of their use against us into 
account in our planning. It turned out that Mr. Smith was referring to a 
specific set of plans on limited war in which this assumption was 
included. Admiral Radford did not consider the assumption to be a 
sound one, nor apparently did the others there. | oe 

The President said that we have crossed this bridge. If we were : 

attacked in Korea, for example, we are going to use atomic weapons. 

_ If our opponents came back with atomic weapons, perhaps this 
would cause all-out war. In any case, we would put all our forces on the 
most stringent alert possible. He stressed again that we are talking about 
units committed to areas susceptible to heavy attack from the central 
Eurasian mass; we are not talking about units committed in the Carib- 
bean, in Africa or in other areas remote from Soviet power. He agreed 

that if we use these weapons and our adversary has them, we must 
expect that he would use them against us. Mr. McElroy recalled that he is 
having a basic restudy of the limited war question made in response to a 
request from Mr. Gray. 

_ _Inconcluding, the President said that he had a great deal of question 
in his mind as to the validity of definitions of the type attempted in this 
paper. | | | 

| | G 
Brigadier General, USA
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63. Memorandum of Meeting Between President Eisenhower and 
His Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (Gray) 

Washington, July 6, 1959, 11:10 a.m. 

| 1. lindicated to the President that I felt that we needed further to dis- 
cuss certain military paragraphs in the Basic Policy paper following the 
‘meeting in his office on July 2d. 

First of all, reported to him that following the meeting in his office, 
the same group met fora while in the Conference Room, less Mr. Herter. I 

reported that Mr. McElroy still insisted that the first question is whether 
the President wants the policy changed. However, I also reported that 
Mr. McElroy acknowledged that the President had said that a change in 
language is not necessarily a change in policy. I also reported that Mr. 

Gerard Smith had frankly stated that the State Department does indeed 
want the policy changed. 

Ithen said the question is: How do we now proceed? My first recom- 
mendation was with respect to paragraph 10.! I recommended that he 

| consider accepting the language as written in the old paper and that the 
concerns by the State Department be taken care of by the President's 
approval of the change in language in the strategic concept which the 
President had approved while Charles E. Wilson was Secretary of 
Defense. I indicated to the President that Secretary McElroy agrees that 
sucha change of language is appropriate so that it makes clear that gen- 
eral war exists only when sizable or substantial U.S. and USSR forces are 
engaged and not when just any such forces are engaged. The President 
seemed to think well of this suggestion although he said that he felt that 
general war would exist when the Soviets were obviously engaged in an 
all-out effort against us. : 

Paragraph 12 a. I presented to the President a draft of paragraph 12 
a, attached. I told the President that I proposed to have this draft in his 
hands at the time of the Council meeting and he could either use it there, 
or if he decided in the Council not to make final decisions, this could be 

the basis for the language he would later adopt. We discussed it in con- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up. Top Secret. 
Drafted by Gray on July 9. 

1 Paragraph 10 of NSC 5906 was based on paragraph 8 of NSC 5810/1, unchanged 
except for a suggested AEC-—Department of State amendment to the first sentence (in 
brackets): “A central aim of U.S. policy must be to deter the Communists from use of their 
military power, remaining prepared to fight general war, [a war in which thesurvival of the 
United States is at stake,] should one be forced upon the United States.”
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siderable detail and as a result of the discussion, I have now redrafted the 
paragraph as in the attached. woe Bea | | | 

Paragraph 16.31 presented a suggested draft of paragraph 16, which 
is attached. After some discussion in which I pointed out that two of the 
four issues discussed in the July 2d meeting were involved in this para- | 
graph, the President made suggestions which are incorporated in a 
redraft of paragraph 16, 2d paragraph, Page 13, which is also attached. 

I pointed out to the President that this paragraph really set the stage 
for planning in Defense and State Departments and should not be 
construed to define a situation such as would be involved in hostilities in 
connection with Berlin. I also had pointed out to him that it seemed 
impossible to me for a military commander to do other than to seek to 
defeat local aggression once he became engaged in hostilities. 

I then pointed out to the President that there were other split para- 
graphs in the military section. The first was paragraph 13° relating to CW 
and BW. I indicated that the Budget Bureau effort was to get us off dead 
center as a result of a feeling that we were spending too little or too much 
on these weapons. The President understood the issue. = : 

also pointed out the split in paragraph 175 relating to the use of the 
term “cold war” and expressed the view to the President that we could 
not abandon the use of this phrase any more than people would agree to 
refer to the White House as the Executive Mansion. © | 

I also referred to paragraph 23¢ but indicated that as a result of dis- 
cussion with the consultants, the Planning Board had had some second 
thoughts and that we hoped to have some new language from the State 

_ Department. | | | oe 
[Here follows brief discussion of administrative matters. ] ) 

| a | - Gordon Gray 

? This redraft is quoted in full in Document 64. The modifications mentioned were 
made in the first sentence of Gray’s original draft, which reads: “It is the policy of the 
United States to place main, but not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear 
weapons with other weapons in the arsenal of the United States; and to use them when 
required to.achieve (military) objectives.” a oe 

> Paragraph 16 of NSC 5906 is identical to paragraph 14 of NSC 5810/1. The annex to 
NSC 5906 is a suggested Department of State redraft of paragraph 16, partially quoted in — 
Document 64. | 

_ 4 Not printed. This redraft contains minor revisions of Gray’s draft. | 
| > This paragraph is quoted in full in Document 64. | 

6 A revised version of this paragraph was discussed and quoted at the NSC meeting 
on July 16; see Document 67. | | . | | |
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64. Memorandum of Discussion at the 412th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, July 9, 1959. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting (34) 
and Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. 
Security.” ] 

2. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NIE 11-4-58; NIE 100-59; 

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Overseas Inter- 
nal Security Program”, dated April 10, 1959; NSC Action No. 2079; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Status of Military 
Mobilization Base Program”, dated April 21, 1959; NSC 5906; 
Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic National 
Security Policy” dated June 19 and July 6! and 7,2 1959; NSC Action 
No. 2103) 

Mr. Gray introduced the subject. (A copy of Briefing Note, only por- 
tions of which were actually used at the Meeting by Mr. Gray are filed in 
the Minutes of the Meeting and attached to this Memorandum. )3 

Mr. Gray began by presenting the views of General Twining on the 
military paragraphs of NSC 5906 which views had been sent in a memo- 
randum to Mr. Gray from General Twining.‘ The general gist of these 
views was strong opposition by General Twining to any change in our 
present policy with respect to the use of nuclear and conventional arma- 
ments. For obvious reasons, therefore, General Twining also expressed 
himself as strongly opposed to any change in the present wording of the 
military paragraphs in our current Basic National Security Policy (NSC 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. 

' This memorandum enclosed a July 2memorandum from Franklyn W. Phillips, Act- 
ing Secretary of the NASC, giving NASC views on paragraph 62 of NSC 5906. (Department 
of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series) See the Supplement. Paragraph 62 
was discussed at NSC meetings on July 23 and July 30; see Documents 68 and 69. 

2 Not further identified. 
3 For text, see the Supplement. 
* Twining’s views are enclosed with a July 8 memorandum from his Special Assist- 

ant, Brigadier General James F. Wisenand, to Gray. A note indicates that the views had been 
provided.to McElroy on May 8. Twining wrote that in limited war situations the changes in 
policy then “being advanced” could result in decisions to use nuclear weapons coming too 
late; cause unacceptably heavy attrition of limited U.S. forces in conditions which, from a 
military standpoint, called for early use of nuclear weapons; and, when they became pub- 
lic, weaken U.S. posture for deterrence of Soviet-inspired local aggression. Strategically, 
assuming no increase in defense budget ceilings, the policy changes would result in reduc- 

_ tion of the effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent relative to the Soviet Union in order to 
pay for a conventional force buildup that would still be inadequate to counter Soviet bloc 
forces. (Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File) See the Supplement.
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5810/1). Mr. Gray added that he understood that this last view of Gen- | 
eral Twining’s was essentially the view of the Secretary of Defense which | 
fact Secretary McElroy then confirmed. | | 

_ The President commented that General Twining appeared to per- 
ceive the possibility of amuch more radical change in our military policy, 
as suggested by various proposals for rewording the military para- 
graphs, than the President judged to be the case. The President added 
that he had read very carefully the suggested changes in the wording of 
the most important military paragraphs. | | 

secretary McElroy said that he himself could not subscribe to every 
| word in General Twining’s memorandum as read by Mr. Gray. Secretary 

McElroy thought that General Twining was more apprehensive about 
the dangers of changes in the policy than he was; but Secretary McElroy 
said he did feel that our basic military policy should not be changed and 
accordingly the wording of the key paragraphs should likewise remain 
as written. Basically, he continued, both he and General White were con- 

__vinced that our capability to deter war derived not only from our great 
capability for nuclear retaliation but also from our policy of using tactical 
nuclear weapons whenever the use of such weapons was required to 
achieve our national objectives. Secretary McElroy felt that any change in 
our present military policy would constitute an invitation for the out- | 
break of war. Moreover, the budgetary implications of a change in our 
military policy were both implicit and clear. He strongly doubted the 
wisdom of a policy which would tend to reduce our strategic delivery 

_ capability in order to provide additional funds for building up our con- 
ventional military capabilities. At any rate, complete unanimity existed 

| among the Chiefs of Staff on the vital necessity of maintaining our 
| nuclear deterrent to general war. Secretary McElroy said that it was his 

own feeling, in talking over these matters with officials of different 
views, was that the difference was less in some cases than in others. One 

detected evidence of extremes in some cases and of moderation in others. 
He felt that the real issue to be discussed was not the wording in the para- 
graphs describing our military policy but rather the question whether to 

_ change our military policy at this time or not. | 

The President observed that more and more he was receiving rec- 
ommendations from the Department of Defense that we deploy nuclear 
weapons of every type and that we increasingly disperse such weapons 
and that we-also provide for [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 

| use nuclear weapons. The President could understand therefore why the 
Department of State was worried by these developments. The President 
added that he had no intention at all of closing down production of those | 
weapons on which we depended to deter war. This however did not 
appear to the President to bea policy issue. We certainly did not intend to
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change our fundamental military policy and program which we had 
been pursuing for the last six years. 

Contrary to the President’s view, Secretary Herter expressed the 
opinion that there was indeed a high policy matter involved in the mili- 

| tary portions of our Basic National Security Policy. Indeed State and 
Defense had been considering these policy problems for a considerable 
period of time. The State Department had one basic fear about our exist- 
ing policy with respect to the use of nuclear weapons. This fear was that 
we might find ourselves in a situation where even in waging small lim- 
ited wars, we would have no choice but to resort to the use of nuclear 

weapons because we would have no other weapons available to use in 
such wars. | | | 

Secretary Herter then went on to state that he agreed one hundred 
per cent with the necessity of maintaining intact our nuclear deterrent 
capability. He likewise agreed that all U.S. Forces should possess nuclear 
capabilities. However, he emphasized that he did not wish to see the 

nuclear capability as the inevitable concomitant of every kind of military 
engagement. There was widespread in the world a genuine fear that the 
use of nuclear weapons would lead to general war. For certain types of 
limited military operations the State Department did not think that 
nuclear weapons need to be used at once or necessarily at all. We may 
well have to engage in limited wars in the future. If it were necessary in 
such wars to use nuclear weapons, Secretary Herter said that of course he 
agreed that we should do so but he insisted that we should also have an 
alternative to the use of nuclear weapons under certain conditions. . 

The President reverted to the illustration used last week in the dis- 
cussion of these problems in his office, namely, Cuba. The President 

stated that if we were asked by the Organization of American States to 
7 intervene in Cuba, it was perfectly obvious to him that we would not 

have recourse to the use of nuclear weapons in such an intervention. 

Secretary McElroy pointed out that in the future we were not going 
to have long-range non-nuclear artillery, say of a range of fifteen miles. 
We would, however, continue to have short-range, non-nuclear artillery 

with a range of say two or three miles. As far as he was concerned, Secre- 
tary McElroy argued, a twenty-ton nuclear weapon produced about the 
same bang as a twenty-ton conventional weapon. In short, we were ina 

position to carry out police actions with only conventional weapons, but 
with respect to those of our military missions which were more effec- 
tively performed with nuclear weapons, we were proposing to cut out 
the use of conventional weapons. If for no other than budgetary reasons, 
we could not afford to have both capabilities for such military missions. 

The President inquired of Secretary McElroy whether we had as yet 
adopted a policy in the Defense Department that our fighter-bombers 
would not be provided with a conventional capability. Secretary McEl-
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roy replied in the negative. The President then went on to say that when 
you are talking about carrying out operations against all a nation’s air- 
fields and military depots, of course you would use nuclear weapons. 
What was concerning State, however, was the use of these weapons in 

much more limited actions and the President indicated that this seemed 
to him justly a matter of concern. oe 

Turning to Secretary McElroy, Secretary Anderson said that it 
seemed to him that the crux of the issue we were talking about was the 
economics of warfare. If the State Department could be convinced that 
we had all the weapons we needed to fight every kind of a war that might 

. confront us, State of course would be very happy. Did it not, however, get 
down to this, if we were going to have all the military capabilities that 
Secretary Herter was talking about, we would simply have to spend 
more money? Can we have both what the State Department says it wants - 

| and what General Twining and the Chiefs say we need for the same num- 
ber of dollars? Or are we going to be obliged to rearrange our dollars or 
add to them? | 

The President was disinclined to believe that Secretary Anderson’s 
point was indeed the crux of the issue. He pointed out that as far back as 
1953 we had publicly stated that if the Korean War continued the U.S. 
would make use of nuclear weapons. This was the kind of a war in which 
we would obviously use nuclear weapons. Nevertheless the President 
expressed sympathy with the State Department position that the U.S. 
must have the reputation of being able to stabilize small situations with- 
out being obliged to have recourse to nuclear weapons. The President 
added that we must try to keep up with all the latest techniques of weap- 

| onty. | 

Mr. Gray stated that he was prepared to suggest possible language 
to meet this issue posed in Paragraph 12-a but said that perhaps before 
doing so the Council ought to hear from Admiral Burke as spokesman 
for the Chiefs of the Army, Navy and Marine Corps. | 

Admiral Burke explained that the basic area of disagreement among 
the Chiefs was the use of nuclear weapons in general war and in local 
wars. He felt that the wording in the crucial paragraphs of our Basic 
Policy (Paragraphs 10, 13, and 14 of NSC 5810/1 or Paragraphs 12, 15, 16 
of NSC 5906) had come to mean something rather different from the 
thought conveyed originally by these paragraphs. This change was 
marked by some overemphasis in our reliance on nuclear weapons. | 
What he and his Army and Marine Corps colleagues feared was that the 
U.S. was getting into a position where it could not use anything but 
nuclear weapons or else face the serious political liability involved in los- 
ing the fight with the enemy. He and his colleagues of course insisted on 
the absolute necessity of maintaining our nuclear deterrent capability. 
However, they did not feel that we needed to have more large nuclear
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- weapons than were necessary to knock out Soviet Russia in the event of 
war. We should have the kind of nuclear capability we needed to accom- 
plish this mission but not more than this. The resources thus saved by not 

| having more than we needed could be devoted to the development of 
other capabilities which we needed in view of the possibilities of limited 
wars. | 

Admiral Burke also said that there appeared to be a good deal of evi- 
dence that Khrushchev was now feeling that it was much safer for the 
Soviet Union to risk indulging in limited wars than had been the case ear- 
lier. To illustrate his argument Admiral Burke asked permission to read 
from a message from General Norstad> with respect to the size and type 
of forces which we would have to use in Berlin if we were genuinely to 
test the intentions of the Soviet Union to bar Allied access to Berlin. Gen- | 
eral Norstad felt that an effective test of Soviet intentions would require 
sizable Allied forces and not mere token forces. Inasmuch as these forces 
did not have nuclear armament, Admiral Burke believed that the situa- 

tion that might confront us in Berlin illustrated military situations which 
might well confront us elsewhere all around the world. It was his view 
and that of the Army and Marine Corps Chiefs of Staff that if we continue 
to put more and more of our resources into the development of our 
nuclear capabilities, we will have less and less such resources for main- 

taining our conventional capabilities. What we really needed were bal- 
anced military forces and capabilities. 

The President commented that at some future time when our weap- 
ons become much more effective, the character of our retaliatory capabil- _ 
ity would obviously change but this time is not yet. Accordingly, we have 
no alternative but to calculate what was necessary for our retaliatory 
forces at the present time on a very generous scale. Later on perhaps we 
might be able to reduce the size of this retaliatory force. | 

Mr. Gray then directed the Council’s attention to the split wording 
of Paragraph 12-a in NSC 5906 reading as follows*® 

> Not further identified. 
6 All brackets are in the source text.
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“Majority Proposal [Par. 10-a of “State-OCDM Proposal [Par. 10-a 

| NSC 5810/1, unchanged] of NSC 5810/1,amended] 
| 12. a. It is the policy of the 12. a. It is the policy of the 
United States to place main, but _ United States to integrate nuclear 

| not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons with other weapons in 
weapons; to integrate nuclear the arsenal of the United States; 

weapons with other weaponsin andtoplacemainrelianceon _ 
the arsenal of the United States; | nuclear weapons in general war, 
to consider them as conventional remaining prepared to fight lim- 
weapons from a military point of ited war with or without such 
view; and to use them when weapons. Nuclear weapons will 
required to achieve national be used when required to | 
objectives. Advance authoriza- —_— achieve national objectives. 
tion for their use is as deter- Advance authorization for their 
mined by the President.” use in either general or limited — 

war is as determined by the Pres- 
ident.” | 

Mr. Gray next suggested that he had languageavailableasa possible 
substitute for the above versions of Paragraph 12—a which might con- 
ceivably be satisfactory to all concerned. He gave copies of his text to the | 
President, the Secretaries of State and Defense and to Admiral Burke. He 
then read his proposed revision of Paragraph 12-a as follows: 

“12. a. Itis the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other _ 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them when 
required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should contem- 
plate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear weapons 
would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor appropriate to the 
accomplishment of national objectives, particularly in those areas where 
main Communist power will not be brought to bear. All deployed orga” 
nized units will be prepared to use nuclear weapons when require in , 
defense of the command. Advance authorization for the use of nuclear 
weapons is as determined by the President.” 

When Mr. Gray had finished his proposed redraft of Paragraph 
12-a, the President commented that it was what he understood we were 

really trying to do. Mr. Gray added the comment that he did not think 
| this text represented a major change in our military policy with respect to | 

nuclear and conventional weapons but of course he would have to let the 
military people pass judgment on this point. | 

Secretary Herter said that the proposed new text certainly went a 
considerable way toward meeting the objections which the State Depart- 
ment perceived in the old Paragraph 10—a of NSC 5810/1 or the Majority 
Proposal for Paragraph 12-a in NSC 5906. Nevertheless, Secretary 
Herter believed that the new text of the paragraph ought not to be con- 
sidered in isolation but only in relation to the other relevant military



244 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III | 

paragraphs; for example, the paragraph containing the definition of gen- 
eral war,’ before the Council made any decision as to the final text of the 
paragraph. 

_ With respect to Secretary Herter’s point about the definition of gen- 
eral war, Mr. Gray briefly discussed prior definitions of general war and 
called attention to the need now to refine these earlier definitions. The 
President inquired whether one could not say that when there had beena 
national decision to go into general mobilization, we could then state 
that we were going into general war, that is, we would define general war 
as a war which would compel national decision to proceed to general 
mobilization. Mr. Gray pointed out to the President that in future general 
war there might not be time to go into general mobilization. He sug- 
gested that the definition of general war which had been accepted in the 
past, namely, that a general war wasa war in which U.S. and Soviet forces 

| were overtly engaged would be more realistic if it were changed to read 
“where sizable U.S. and Soviet forces are overtly engaged.” The Presi- 
dent commented that this still left us in the dilemma of trying to deter- 
mine what was meant by “sizable” forces and returned to his point about 
general war and general mobilization. He added that he felt that Mr. 

_ Gray was in his suggested language actually trying to describe a situa- 
tion between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. which would require a general 
mobilization. oe | 

| Secretary Anderson wondered whether we were not all talking 

about something that, regardless of the words we used, the President 
himself would have to decide. The President agreed that this was a deci- 
sion which the President would have to take. Nevertheless, the military 
staff planners would require guidance with respect to the definition of 
general war and that is why we needed these words. While the President 
must make the decision, staff planners must in the meantime make 

plans. In that case, said Secretary Anderson, should not the words say 

that for planning purposes a sizable engagement between the U.S. and 
Soviet forces meant general war. | , 

At this point the President referred back to Admiral Burke’s earlier 
statement on behalf of himself and the Army and Marine Corps Chiefs. 
He said he felt obliged to disagree with Admiral Burke’s estimate that we 

_ may in the future be confronted with a lot of little wars all around the 
| globe. On the contrary, the President felt that the real danger derived 

from Soviet political and economic aggression against us and the Free 
World. | 

7 Apparent reference to paragraph 10 of NSC 5906; see footnote 1, Document 63. 

| 8 See paragraph la of Appendix A to the memorandum from Secretary of Defense 
Wilson to Lay, February 25, 1957, in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, p. 421.
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_ Attorney General Rogers wondered whether, if the Council were to 

agree to remove from the Majority text of Paragraph 12-a the clause “to 
consider them as conventional weapons from a military point of view”, 
we would not have gonea long way tosolve our problem and resolve the 
issue. Secretary McElroy said he did not object to the recommended : 
removal of this clause but the real issue seemed tohimtobewhetherwe 

| proposed to fight a vigorous limited military engagement with Soviet 
Russia or Communist China without having recourse to the use of 
nuclear weapons... a 

In replying to Secretary McElroy’s point, the President said that if 
the Chinese Communists simply went after the little Off-Shore Islands, 
such a military engagement would not involve a nuclear war. On the 
other hand, if the Chinese Communists launched a major attack on For- 
mosa, the result would be general war. With considerable warmth the 
President insisted that it was nonsense to imagine that we could invade | 
the vast land mass of China, with a population of 600 million people, | 

_ without making use of nuclear weapons. If anyone thought differently | 
on this subject, then he, the President, would recommend that such an 

: individual cease to act as one of the President’s advisers. It seemed incon- 

ceivable to the President that we could engage Communist China in full- 
scale war without depending on nuclear weapons. BC 

Mr. Gray next suggested that Dr. Killian probably wished to be 
heard on these issues. Dr. Killian referred'to Secretary Herter’s earlier 

| comments and misgivings about undue dependence on nuclear weap- 
ons. He added that our scientists were likewise troubled by the apparent 
falling off of interest in the improvement and perfecting of our conven- 
tional weapons. He believed that there was in the present wording of the 

| military paragraphs language which seemed to militate against vigor- | 
ous research and development in the field of our conventional weapons. 

- Hebelieved that much could be done to make our conventional weapons | 
more effective without necessarily involving an increase in our conven- 
tional forces. _ Oo ee 

_ The President inquired of Secretary McElroy whether Dr. Killian’s 
fears were justified. Secretary McElroy replied that he knew of no policy 
to reduce conventional weapons. The relation of conventional to nuclear 
weapons was a budgetary problem-rather thana policy problem. __ 

_ The President went on to say that at least it seemed to him that the 
language in our policy papers actually does influence planning in the 
Department of Defense. Obvious fear had been manifest in the discus- 
sion that we are putting all our eggs, or nearly all of them, in one basket. 
We are currently going through a phase, said the President, in the course 
of which we were not yet ready to put all our eggs in the nuclear basket, 
that is, a phase where we still needed balanced military forces. He 
expressed the conviction that what we were doing at the present time
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with respect to our military capabilities was “pretty good” but we should 
certainly clarify our language as to what we were actually doing in this 
regard. 

| Secretary McElroy commented that it was for this reason that he was 
quite prepared to omit the phrase “to consider them as conventional 
weapons from a military point of view.” | 

| The President then asked if Admiral Radford would provide the 
Council with his views on these questions. Admiral Radford replied that 
he thought he understood the thinking that lay behind General Twin- 
ing’s statement which had been read earlier by Mr. Gray. What General 
Twining feared was a definite change in our current military policy. 
Admiral Radford added that it was his feeling that this country had not 
yet reached the point when we could not handle certain military situa- 
tions without recourse to using nuclear weapons. On the other hand, 
Admiral Radford believed that whenever the U.S. forces came into con- 
tact with the main elements of Communist military power, we would 
have to use nuclear weapons. 

The President at this point expressed the view that the proposed 
redraft of Paragraph 12—a as read by Mr. Gray and on which he himself 
had worked, was designed to do what was needed to resolve the issue 
the Council had been discussing. Admiral Radford added the comment 
that if the conventional capabilities of the U.S. were not now being main- 
tained, then we were not living up to the military policy which was set 
forth in our Basic National Security Policy. 

The President inquired whether, if agreement could be reached on 

the wording of Paragraph 12-a, all the other disputed points in the mili- 
tary paragraphs would, so to speak, automatically fall into line. Mr. Gray 
replied in the negative and pointed out that even if agreement could be 
reached on Paragraph 12-a, there were two other difficult issues posed in 
Paragraph 16? as wellas the point earlier raised by Secretary Herter with 
respect to the appropriate definition of general war. Mr. Gray pointed 
out the two issues raised in Paragraph 16, reading the latter half of the 
paragraph as follows: 

“Local aggression as used in this paragrapn refers only to conflicts 
occurring in less developed areas of the world, in which limited U.S. 
forces participate because U.S. interests are involved. The prompt and 
resolute application of the degree of force necessary to defeat such local 
aggression is considered the best means to keep hostilities from broaden- 
ing into general war. Therefore, military planning for U.S. forces to 
oppose local aggression will be based on the development of a flexible 
and selective capability, including nuclear capability for use as author- 
ized by the President. When the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose 

? See footnote 3, Document 63. |
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locala ggression, force will be applied ina manner and onascale best cal- | | 
culated to avoid hostilities from broadening into general war.” 

Mr. Gray explained that the first issue was posed by the belief of 
many people that local aggression might occur in other parts of the 
world than in less developed areas, whereas local aggression in Para- 
graph 16 was defined as referring only to conflicts occurring in less 
developed areas ofthe world. oe oe , 

The President wondered whether this issue could not be met by 
inserting language to the effect that apart from exceptional circum- | 
stances, local aggression referred only to conflicts occurring in less 
developed areas of the world. | | ce | 

_ Mr. Gray then went on to explain that the second major issue raised 
in this portion of Paragraph 16 related to the manner in which local 
aggression was to be met by the U.S. Was it to be our policy that, to quote 
Paragraph 16, “the prompt and resolute application of the degree of force 
necessary to defeat such local aggression is considered the best means to : 
keep hostilities from broadening into general war” or, on the contrary, _ 

| would we be confronted by certain situations where it would be in the 
best U.S. interest to apply “only that degree of force necessary to achieve 
the objectives of limiting the area and scope of the hostilities and restor- 
ing the status quo ante...” (See Department of State proposal for 
revision of Paragraph 16.in Annex to NSC 5906.) pe 

The President commented that he thought the idea of trying to say 
exactly what was going to happen in such circumstances, when no one 
really knew, was foolish. oo 7 
_ Secretary McElroy expressed the view that whether it should be our 
policy in a given circumstance to defeat local aggression or alternatively 
simply to limit the area and scope of hostilities and restore the status quo 
ante, would be a decision which would have to be made by the President 
with the Secretaries of State and Defense. On the other hand, to plan to 

organize our military forces other than to win a war seemed wrong to | 
secretary McElroy, even though we might modify our plans when these 

| plans were put into practice. —— | . : 

_ The President once again asked if there were any objections in the 
Council to the redraft of Paragraph 12-a which Mr. Gray had read. Could 
the Council accept this version? The Chiefs of Staff seemed to be agree- 
able to it. If so, could we not use this new version of Paragraph 12-a asa 
guide for the solution of other issues posed in the military paragraphs? 
Secretary McElroy said that at least he had felt we had achieved'a clear 
understanding that there could be no such thing as a limited war in the 
NATO area or in Communist China. The President said that Secretary 
McElroy was right unless the President and his chief advisers made a dif- 
ferent decision. He repeated his view that the period or phase in which - 
we now found ourselves was still one which required balanced military
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forces and capabilities. The President confessed that he did not know 
when our new missiles would really prove themselves to be reliable and 
we could thus place much greater reliance on them. 

Secretary Herter returned to a point implied earlier by Secretary 
McElroy that some of the lower echelons of the State Department had 
ideas at variance with the ideas at the top level of the State Department. 
Secretary Herter insisted that there was no division on these matters in 
the State Department although he admitted that sometimes we over- 
stated the State Department case. Turning his attention to Paragraph 16, 
secretary Herter said he very much liked the sentence with respect to 
military planning for U.S. forces to oppose local aggression which was to 
be based on development of a flexible and selective capability, including 
nuclear capability, for use as authorized by the President. On the other 
hand, Secretary Herter felt that he detected a contradiction between the 
sentence in Paragraph 16 which stated “that the prompt and resolute 
application of the degree of force necessary to defeat such local aggres- 
sion is considered the best means to keep hostilities from broadening into 
general war, and the last sentence of the paragraph which stated that 
“When the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose local aggression, force 
will be applied in a manner and onascale best calculated to avoid hostili- 
ties from broadening into general war.” | 

The President replied that any military commander is naturally 
inclined to think that the best way to defeat any aggression was the _ 
prompt and resolute application of the necessary degree of force. He 
again wondered whether the objections of Secretary Herter could be met 
by the insertion in this sentence of phraseology along the lines of “except 
in unusual circumstances.” 

Mr. Gray expressed the view that the other disputed paragraphs 
would manage to fall into place if the Council could agree on the redraft 
text of Paragraph 12-a. However, Secretary McElroy asked that the 
Defense Department be allowed more time to look at the new language 
of Paragraph 12—a even though he thought, off the cuff, that it was O.K. 

The Council agreed to Secretary McElroy’s request and Mr. Gray 
suggested that the Council move on to consider other paragraphs in the 
military section of the paper. 

However, the President interposed to explain that many of the 
people in this room at this time who had been working with him over the 
years realized that he was occasionally given to the use of strong lan- 

‘guage and the expression of strong sentiments. The fact that he did so, 
the President emphasized, was not intended in the slightest to prevent 
anyone from standing up and making his views known and understood. 

(The President’s remark seemed to be directed to his rather strongly 
expressed views about the folly of contemplating a limited war in Com- 
munist China.)
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_ Mr. Gray directed the Council’s attention to Paragraph 15 of NSC | 
5906 which was unchanged from Paragraph 13 of NSC 5810/1 and | 
which had not been at issue in the Planning Board. On the other hand, 
Mr. Gray said that he had been informed that the Chiefs of Staff had a | 
proposal for certain changes in Paragraph 15. He then called on Admiral 
Burke who said he felt that the issue which had concerned the Chiefs 

with respect to Paragraph 15 had been adequately covered by the earlier 
discussion this morning of the varieties of retaliatory capabilities and 
power. _ | | 

Mr. Gray then directed the Council’s attention to Paragraph 13 read- 
ing as follows: | | | 

“13, [Par. 11 of NSC 5810/1, amended.] The United States will be 
prepared to use chemical and biological weapons to the extent that such 
use will enhance the military effectiveness of the armed forces. The deci- 
sion as to their [stock piling and]* use will be made by the President. 

“*Budget—Treasury proposal” | a 

_ Mr. Gray explained that he understood that the reason the Budget 
and Treasury wished to have the decision as to the stockpiling of chemi- 
cal and biological weapons made by the President as well as the decision 
as to their use, was that these two departments felt that either too much 
money was being spent on the development of chemical and biological 
weapons if we did not actually plan to use them in war, or that too little | 
money was being spent on these weapons if we did plan to use them in 
war. Mr. Gray then called on Director Stans for further elucidation. 

Mr. Stans expressed the view that the whole U.S. policy with respect 
to chemical and biological weapons should be reconsidered. He 
repeated that we have spent too much money on these weapons if we do 
not intend to use them and too little money if we do plan to use them. He 
thought that there should be in the near future a full-scale presentation 
by the Department of Defense on chemical and biological weapons. _ 

_ The President observed that what this government had always done 
with respect to these weapons was first of all to make sure that we had a 
good defense against their employment by the enemy and, second, that 

| we had sufficient chemical and biological weapons to retaliate if the | 
enemy used them on us. This was the policy, said the President, that he 
had lived with ever since 1918. However, he added, he would certainly 
like to see a study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the subject. 

| _ Dr. Killian asked to be heard on this issue and stated that this was 
another example where it would be prudent to give more research and 
development attention to a problem if we could obtain a clear policy 
directive to do so. There were great possibilities in developing disabling 
chemical agents which showed great promise of being able temporarily 
to incapacitate the enemy without actually having lethal effects. For this
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reason Dr. Killian expressed opposition to the inclusion of the phrase 
proposed by the Budget and Treasury because inclusion of the phrase 
would tend to put a damper on further efforts in research and develop- 
ment on chemical and biological agents. Mr. Stans denied that the 
phraseology he was proposing was designed to put a damper on further 
research and development on chemical weapons. What he wanted, said 
Mr. Stans, was no further procurement of chemical and biological weap- 
ons until U.S. policy on their use had been clarified. Dr. Killian answered 
that he had no objection to the inclusion of the phraseology proposed by 
Budget and ‘Treasury if this was all the words were intended to convey, 
but he repeated that he did not wish to retard research and development 
work on these weapons and would object to the inclusion of the phrase if 
this was its intention. 

Secretary McElroy observed that the problem of chemical and bio- 
logical weapons had been reviewed with him at a high level in the 
Department of Defense and he would be glad to present the results to the 
National Security Council if this were desired. On the other hand, he 
opposed including the phraseology proposed by the Treasury and Budg- 
et because it would add one more burden to the many burdens that the 

_ President was already carrying. The President in turn commented that 
_ he supposed that the decision on stockpiling these weapons would 

depend largely on the results of research and development in this field. 

Mr. Gray suggested that Paragraph 13 be included without the 
Budget and Treasury proposal at least until such time as the Defense 
Department made its presentation to the Council on chemical and 
biological weapons. Thereafter, he directed the Council’s attention to 
Paragraph 17 reading as follows: 

“17. [Par. 15 of NSC 5810/1, amended.] [In order to maximize the 
cold war contribution of U.S. military power,]* to the extent consistent 
with primary missions, the capabilities of U.S. military forces should be 
utilized in appropriate ways to reinforce and support overt and covert 
political, economic, psychological, technological, and cultural measures 
in order to achieve national objectives.” 

He pointed out that the U.S. Information Agency proposed the dele- 
tion of the bracketed language at the beginning of the paragraph and 
called on the Director, U.S.I.A., to explain his objection to this language. 

Mr. Allen stated that his desire to remove the bracketed language 
was not intended in any way to minimize the type of activity called for in 
the paragraph as a whole, quite the contrary. He would be glad to see 
such activities increased but... . The President interrupted to suggest 
dropping the two words “cold war” and leaving the rest of the para- 
graph as it was. Mr. Allen went on to explain his objections to the brack- 
eted phrase because it seemed to lump all the humanitarian activities of 
our military forces under the heading of cold war activities. |
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_ Secretary McElroy said that he did not care about the particular 
words cold war but that the Defense Department did wish the language 
in Paragraph 17 to emphasize the kind of activity which the paragraph 

described. | 

| After further discussion agreement followed on wording to take the | 
place of the bracketed language to which Mr. Allen had objected. This 
read: > | | 

“In order to maximize the contribution of U.S. military power to the 
| achievement of over-all national objectives,” 

Mr. Gray invited the Council’s attention to Paragraph 18 dealing 
largely with U.S. military bases overseas but also including language 
with respect to the positioning of IRBMs around the Sino-Soviet periph- 
ery. Mr. Gray said that he felt that the U.S. base system was something _ 
separate and distinct from the problem of stationing of IRBMs in the ter- 
ritory of our Allies and that he was therefore proposing that the IRBM 
problem be made the subject of a separate paragraph and handed out 
copies of a text of a proposed new paragraph dealing with IRBMs and 
reading as follows: 

“Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBMs) will be positioned 
only in those NATO and other Free World nations which demonstrate a 

. desire to have them, and pressure will not be exerted by the U.S. to per- 
suade reluctant nations to accept them. Proposals for the positions of 
MS outside the NATO area will be subject to approval by the Presi- 

ent. 

_ When Mr. Gray had finished reading his proposed new paragraph, 
the President said that it seemed to him rudimentary common sense not © 
to pressure other nations to accept these weapons. . 

Secretary McElroy said he would be glad to accept Mr. Gray’s pro- 
posed. new paragraph provided the phrase “and pressure will not be 
exerted by the U.S. to persuade reluctant nations to accept them” was 
deleted. He explained that while he too disapproved of exerting pressure 
on reluctant nations to accept these weapons, there was going to be a 
problem as to what precisely was meant by pressure. He went on further 
to say that once a nation had willingly accepted these IRBMs, the negoti- 
ations for their installation involved lots of problems and difficulties 
which could conceivably be misinterpreted as pressure by the U.S. 
although not intended to be such. He cited the negotiations with Italy on 
the positioning of IRBMs in that country as an example. Thus he said he 
was fully in accord with the first clause of the first sentence of Mr. Gray’s 
proposed paragraph but not with the second. | 

After further discussion the President suggested the deletion of the 
clause to which Secretary McElroy objected and the substitution therefor 
of the phrase “and officially request them.” :
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It being after eleven o’clock Mr. Gray suggested that the President 
adjourn the meeting. The President agreed and stated that this had been 
the most interesting meeting of the National Security Council for some 
considerable time. 

The National Security Council:10 

a. Discussed paragraphs 10 through 18 of NSC 5906 in the light of 
the written views of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
views of the Chiefs of Staff as presented orally at the meeting, and of the 
State Department “Summary Statement of Foreign Policy Requirements 
Bearing Upon U.S. Strategy” enclosed with the reference memorandum 
of July 7, 1959. 

b. Considered possible redrafts of paragraph 12—a of NSC 5906, and 
deferred action thereon pending further study by the Department of 
Defense. 

c. Referred paragraphs 10, 12-a, 15 and 16 to the NSC Planning | 
Board for further study and recommendation in the light of the discus- 
sion at this meeting of the results of the study by the Department of 
Defense referred to in b above, and of further study by other interested 
departments and agencies. 

d. Agreed that paragraph 13 should remain as stated in existing 
policy (paragraph 11 of NSC 5810/1) pending a presentation to the 
Council at an early date by the Department of Defense, in collaboration 
with the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, on 
the subject of chemical and biological weapons." 

e. Tentatively adopted the following amendments to NSC 5906: 

(1) Paragraph 17, page 14: Substitute for the bracketed phrase and the 
footnote thereto the following words: “In order to maximize the con- 
tribution of U.S. military power to the achievement of over-all national 
objectives.” . 

(2) Paragraph 18, page 14: Delete the last sentence thereto and insert.a 
new numbered paragraph immediately thereafter, reading as follows: 

| “Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBM’s) will be positioned 
only in those NATO and other Free World nations which demonstrate a 
desire to have them and officially request them. Ftoposals for the posi- 
tioning of IRBM’s outside the NATO areas will be subject to approval by 
the President.” 

f. Agreed to continue consideration of NSC 5906 at the next Council 
meeting. | 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2105, approved by 
the President on July 13. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council) : 

'| The presentation was made to the Council by Dr. York and General Lemnitzer on 
February 18, 1960. See Document 92. |
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Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate study. | 

- The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Special Assistant to the — 
President for Science and Technology, for appropriate implementation. 

S. Everett Gleason 

65. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| | Washington, July 14, 1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 

Admiral Radford _ | 
General Goodpaster 

Admiral Radford said he would report to the President some 
impressions he had gained from his period of temporary duty. He 
expects General Twining to return to duty next week, probably Monday. 

Two principal things bothered him during his period in the Penta- 
gon just ended. The first is continental defense. This is taking a large 
amount of money and is scheduled to take more. He feels that a sizable 
reduction should be made in the amount of money being given to this. If 
the present programs are continued, then we should add a fall-out shel- | 
ter program to them, and this would be very expensive. He really 
thought we should re-allocate funds from this purpose to other pur- 

_ poses. . - 

_ Hesaid he had asked both General Lemnitzer and General White to 
consider trading some responsibilities—for example, giving the whole 
air defense mission to Air Force units, and tactical air operations to Army 

- units. Air defense is now split, and the Army is in fact initiating many 
activities with missiles to do a job formerly done only by tactical air. He 
said both had expressed interest in this, and would talk to each other. He 
said they are West Point classmates who get along well with each other. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on July 15. |



254 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

The Nike—Zeus is another element of air defense which causes him 
concern. The missile will be extremely advanced, complicated and 
expensive and will require wide dispersion. He thought that the money 
should be used in other places, for example in modernizing certain 
equipment of the Army and the Navy. The President said that Dr. Killian 
had suggested putting some of the air defense money into hardening and 
fall-out shelters. On this point Admiral Radford recalled that he had in 
times past questioned putting so many of our big missile bases in the 
United States, thus making the United States too attractive a target. He 
thought they might be put on islands in the Pacific, the Atlanticand inthe 
Aleutians area as wellas in Alaska. The President said we are getting into 
insoluble problems in connection with our bases abroad. They are terri- 
bly expensive, and are so valuable that, once installed, give foreign coun- 
tries leverage for blackmail on us. Admiral Radford said his notion was 
to put them on US. soil. He said that the Air Force had stressed the prob- 
lems of manning and morale. Many of them could be handled just as we 
handle the DEW line. He spoke of the great advantage of the Polaris, in 
giving dispersion, mobility and concealment to our missile forces. 

Admiral Radford then went on to say that the second problem, and 
by far the greater one, is the idea generated in the State Department that it 
is possible to have a conventional force of large size, and to fight a sizable 
war with it without using atomic weapons. He recalled that the reason 
we can intervene in many areas quickly with force is that we do this with 
small forces which, armed with atomic weapons, are not in danger of 

being wiped out. Assistant Secretary of State Gerard Smith, he said, is 
attempting to get a change of policy, even though Mr. Herter says that he 
is seeking nothing so sweeping. The President asked me to put this down 
for him to talk to Mr. Herter about. He recalled his own view that any 
formed unit will have to have the capacity to use these weapons; whether 
they are in fact used or not is a command decision to be made in light of — 
the circumstances. _ | | 

Admiral Radford said that he believes all this whipped-up concern 
: over use of atomic weapons is unfounded; there is more real concern lest 

we fail to use them when their use is really needed. He thought that State 
Department people below top level are generating opposition to the 
redraft of the national security policy paragraph discussed by the Presi- 
dent at the last NSC meeting.! The President asked me to call Douglas 
Dillon and tell him that there had been long talks on this paragraph, that 
its meaning is now very close to what he intends, that he understood it to 
be generally in line with Mr. Herter’s thinking, and he does not want a 
great campaign started to generate opposition to it. 

" Reference is to paragraph 12-a. of NSC 5906.
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Admiral Radford said he is going to see Admiral Burke and General 
Lemnitzer further on this matter. He said that he is counting greatly on 
General Lemnitzer to pull things together in the Army in a better way 
than we have seen in many years. He said the real question at the 
moment is that the Army and the Navy want some of the money that is 
going to the Air Force. He personally felt that some redistribution would 
make sense, although he pointed out that many of the expensive projects 
in the Air Force budget such as the DEW line are simply there for conve- 
nience and could have been carried under the Department of Defense. _ 

Admiral Radford said that in his opinion the Army and the Navy, if they 
_ take a long range view, have less grounds for concern over their combat 

roles than does the Air Force. This is why the Air Force in his opinion is 
making such efforts to get into missiles, outer space, etc. The President 

stressed strongly that he agreed with a point made by Dr. Killian that | 

there must be improved coordination between NASA and ARPA and 
that ARPA should take control of space research throughout the Depart- 
ment of Defense. There was then discussion of the problems of top level 
direction in the Department of Defense. The President said he cannot fig- © 
ure out what is causing the trouble in the Joint Chiefs of Staft. The orga- 
nization seems to be failing to do its job. Admiral Radford suggested, 
and the President agreed, that it would be most helpful for the President 

to meet with the Chiefs shortly. 

| . | G. 
| Brigadier General, USA 

66. Letter From Howard Furnas of the Policy Planning Staff to the 
Assistant Secretary of State for Policy Planning (Smith) 

, Washington, July 15, 1959. 

DEAR Gerry: The Planning Board did take up the military para- 
graphs yesterday, but the discussion was confusing and in many ways 
discouraging. © | 

Gray introduced the subject by saying that the President does not 
believe the change in language represents any change in policy, and that 

Source: Department of State, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy 
1958-1959. Top Secret. Smith was in Geneva, where he was a member of the U.S. Delegation 
to the Foreign Ministers Conference.
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it will not allow additional strength for the Army nora “doubling or trip- 
_ ling” of the Defense budget for additions to the limited war capability. If 

the Secretary of State believes that a change in policy is involved, or that 
an increase in our limited war capability will result, says Gray, he is 
wrong. Gray said there still may be a difference of opinion which is not 
clearly brought out, namely, on whether the US now has an adequate 
limited war capability. = | 

_ [said I didn’t think the Secretary of State cares whether the change is 
regarded as a change in policy or as a clarification of language to make it 

: possible to implement present policy, so long as what comes out of the 
pipeline is an adequate limited war capability made up of balanced 

| nuclear and non-nuclear forces. In response to Gray’s direct question, I 
said we believe the US does not now have an adequate non-nuclear lim- 
ited war capability and that we feel we are in good company with the 
Army, Navy, and. Marine Corps who would actually have to fight such 
actions. | 

When asked to give examples of where the US might have to 
respond to local aggression with forces which are not now adequate, I 

. said that we might be called upon to fight in non-nuclear actions, at least 
initially, in the Off-Shore Islands, Lebanon, Iraq, Berlin, and Yugoslavia. 
Other Planning Board members added Korea, South Vietnam, and Iran. 

_ Defense proposed to add the word “militarily” before “appropri- 
ate” in the second sentence of Gray’s redraft paragraph 12-a (attached). I 
said State could not accept this,and Gray said this was not what the Pres- 

ident had in mind in agreeing to the language. Lay suggested the second 
sentence read simply: “Planning should contemplate situations short of 
general war where nuclear weapons would not be used, particularly in 
those areas where main Communist power will not be brought to bear.” 
Gray did not seem enthusiastic about this (although think we can accept 
it). Triebel did not like it, and Williams said Defense would be glad to 
study it. In the next sentence Triebel wanted to change “deployed orga- 
nized units” to “designated commanders.” Gray objected to this. 

My guess is that para 12~a represents the President’s thinking and 
was perhaps drafted by Gray under instructions; thus he is very reluc- 
tant to see changes in it and thus he can be so positive about what it 
means to the President. It seems clear that Defense now realizes the 
implications of the new language and McElroy wants to back away from 
his tentative agreement to it. Williams’ tactics yesterday were deliber- 
ately stalling. 7 

| Later, yesterday afternoon, during the briefing of Dillon for the NSC 
meeting, he received a call from Goodpaster. Goodpaster told him that 
Admiral Radford had seen the President and had discussed with him
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paragraph 12.! Radford apparently told the President that even though 
the latter might have understood from Secretary Herter and Mr. Dillon © 
that the new language generally met the view of State and that they did | 
not envisage any major change of policy this is not true with respect to 

some subordinates in State including Policy Planning people. The Presi- | 

| dent asked Goodpaster to call Dillon to say that there had been long talks 
on paragraph 12, that it was essentially what the President intended, and 
that he would not want a big campaign of opposition built up against it. | 
Dillon said he had understood and was satisfied that the paragraph was 
accepted as the basis for change in the language, and that while the Penta- 
gon may be going back on its agreement to the paragraph, there is no ques- 
tion of a change of mind so far as State is concerned. Goodpaster told 
Dillon that Radford said there is a view within the Planning Staff of State 
that we should have a force of major size and be able to fight sizable opera- 
tions. Goodpaster said this is what the President is addressing himself to. 
Dillon said that unless some change takes place we will wind up three or 
four years from now with no limited war capability at all. There was some 
exchange about the memorandum on the talk with Ambassador Caccia.? 
Goodpaster said Gray feels that the point of difference between State and 

- Defense is on whether the proposed change concerns the need to maintain 
our present capability through future years or whether there is a need for | 
additional forces at present. He said the President would like to know that 
the view he understood the Secretary and Dillon to hold would be gener- 

ally held in State. Dillon promised to check this out and let the President 
know before the Council meeting on Thursday. ~ __ as | 

This conversation reveals what must have been in Gray’s mind 

before the Planning Board yesterday. He feels that even though the lan- 
| guage may be agreed to, it represents different things to the two oppos- 

ing sides. Williams has told me that his principals feel that the view of | 
_ State and the majority of the Chiefs was never clearly put forward and 

that the President doesn’t understand that a change in policy is being 
proposed. The problem is fuzzed further by the apparent agreement _ 

_ between the two sides on the President's language. In searching for the 
issue here Gray has come up with his idea that the real difference is on the 
question of whether (a) our present capability is adequate and we are 
merely seeking to ensure that it doesn’t deteriorate, or (b) we need an 
additional capability at present and for the future. ns 

— Inany case, this will go back to the President now. After Dillon sees 
him tomorrow the President may want a further session. I think Dillon 

understands our view, which I put forward as clearly as I could last eve- | 

: * See Document 65. _ 7 
2 Not further identified. ae ee 
3 Furnas’ handwritten postscript states that Dillon and Eisenhower did not discuss 

this subject at their meeting on July 16. According to the President’s Appointment Book, the 
meeting lasted only 9 minutes. (Eisenhower Library, President’s Daily Appointments)
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ning, assisted by Graham Martin/ but I can’t be sure what position he 

will take. He seems inclined to feel that State can’t judge as to the ade- 
quacy of our present capability and must accept the assurance of the 
people responsible for these matters. Without going into the question of 
what the responsibility of the Secretary of State is in this matter, both 
Martin and I pointed out that the views of the Army, Navy, and Marine 
Corps are on record, and that those officers in the Department who were 
intimately involved in the Off-Shore and Lebanon operations had been 
able to arrive at some judgments. 

I'll let you know of any further developments.5 

sincerely, 

| | Howard 

Attachment® 

Washington, July 9, 1959. 

REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 12-a 

It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, | 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them when 
required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should contem- 
plate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear weapons 

* Dillon’s Special Assistant. 

: ° In a conversation with Eisenhower on July 15, Gray stated that the Department of 
State view was that conventional war capability was inadequate and should be enlarged. 

. Eisenhower was displeased that “clear and decisive” language could not be found to 
“communicate to everyone concerned his clear intention.” Gray replied that it was 
unlikely the language would be revised again so it should be clear and commonly under- 
stood. (Memorandum of conversation, July 17; Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Project Clean Up) See the Supplement. 

In Tocah 162 to Herter at Geneva, June 21, Dillon reported that he had agreed toa 
Defense proposal to accept “Gray’s paragraph 12-a” if there was a proviso stating that it 
was a clarification, not a change, in basic policy. Calling it a clarification was satisfactory if 
there was an understanding that the new language would be controlling. In Cahto 159 from 
Geneva, July 21, Herter approved, but asked Dillon at his discretion to state to the NSC an 
assumption that the new language would permit an ability to engage “to some significant 
extent in limited hostilities” without use of nuclear weapons. (Both in Department of State, 
S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military and Naval Policy 1958-1959) Both are in the Supplement. 

© Top Secret.
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would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor appropriate to the 
~ accomplishment of national objectives, particularly in those areas where 

main Communist power will not be brought to bear. All deployed orga- 
nized units will be prepared to use nuclear weapons when required in 
defense of the command. Advance authorization for the use of nuclear 
weapons is as determined by the President. _ 

67. Memorandum of Discussion at the 413th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

a | Washington, July 16, 1959. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity,” and 2. “Berlin.” ] 

3. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NIE 11-4-58; NIE 100-59; | 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Overseas Inter- 
nal Security Program”, dated April 10, 1959; NSC Action No. 2079; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Status of Military 

_ Mobilization Base Program”, dated April 21, 1959; NSC 5906; 

Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic National 
Security Policy”, dated June 19 and July 6 and 7, 1959; NSC Actions 
Nos. 2103 and 2105) 

_ Mr. Gray indicated that the Council would now proceed to resume 

consideration of NSC 5906 and called attention to the fact that a four- | 

page Change Sheet had been given to each member of the Council this 
morning. He also noted that a number of other changes had been agreed 
upon in the Planning Board as well as in conferences between Secretary 
Dillon and Secretary Anderson of the Treasury Department. (Copies of 
Mr. Gray’s briefing note and of the Change Sheet are filed in the Minutes 
of the Meeting and attached to this Memorandum.)! a 

Mr. Gray passed over Paragraphs 19 and 20? with a brief comment. 
When he came to Paragraph 23 he noted that there was a split between | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Gleason. | 

1 For text, see the Supplement. Oo | 
2 These paragraphs are identical to paragraphs 20 and 21 of NSC 5906/1.
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the Majority Proposal on the one hand and a proposal by the Department 
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the other. He also pointed out 
that the Majority Proposal for Paragraph 23 had been revised in the 
Change Sheet which had been distributed to the members. The revised 
Majority Proposal read as follows: 

“a. The United States should seek: 

“(1) To prevent or retard the development by additional nations of 
national nuclear weapons capabilities. 

“(2) To prevent or retard the acquisition of national control over 
nuclear weapons components by nations which do not now possess 
them. 

“b. If, however, it becomes clear that efforts to achieve agreed 
international controls affecting nuclear weapons development will not 
succeed, or if there is substantial evidence that the Soviet Union is per- 
mitting or contributing to the development of nuclear weapons capabili- 
ties by Bloc countries, the United States should enhance the nuclear 
weapons capability of selected allies by the exchange with them or provi- 
sion to them of appropriate information, materials, or nuclear weapons, 
under arrangements for control of weapons to be determined. 

“c. In anticipation of the possible acquisition of a nuclear weapons 
capability by such allies, the United States should now urgently consider 
within the Executive Branch plans for the development of multi-national 
(e.g., NATO) arrangements for determining requirements for, holding 
custody of, and controlling the use of nuclear weapons. 

“d. Legislation should be sought when and as necessary for b and c 
above.” | 

The Defense-JCS Proposal which was much shorter read as follows: 

“23. [Fourth sentence of par. 18 of NSC 5810/1, amended.]3 It should 
be US. policy to exchange with, or provide to, additional selected allies 
scientific and technical information in order to assist the research and 

| development of nuclear weapons capability among our most reliable 
allies and to enhance our own knowledge. Seek legislation as necessary 
to authorize such exchange or provision of information.” 

Mr. Gray also pointed out that Paragraph 24 was very closely 
involved with Paragraph 23 and indeed in the Majority Proposal was 
incorporated in Paragraph 23 as sub-paragraph c.4 After explaining the 
nature of the difference between the two versions of Paragraph 23 Mr. ° 
Gray asked Secretary Dillon to speak to the Majority Proposal. 

Secretary Dillon said that it was the basic view of the State Depart- 
ment that the policy that we have hitherto followed, that is, of trying to 

° Brackets in the source text. 

* The original Defense-JCS proposal has not been found.
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prevent any additional nations from achieving a nuclear capability, was 
a good policy and should not be abandoned until it has proved to be inef- | 

fective. It was quite possible that that time would come. Secretary Dillon 

also suggested an amendment in the Majority version of Paragraph 

23—a(1). He felt that the word “prevent” should be deleted as being so 

strong that it suggested that we might try to prevent the acquisition of a 

nuclear capability by other nations through the use of actual force. To 

Secretary Dillon the word “discourage” seemed a more appropriate 

word than the word “prevent.” re OC 

Secretary Dillon went on to say that ifthe U.S. should in time come to 

feel that we would have to go further in. passing on to other nations 

nuclear information or even nuclear weapons, we should try to do so 

within some multi-national framework rather than through bilateral 

agreements. He added that of course the State Department recognized 

the danger that the Soviets might pass such information or weapons to 

their allies and satellites but he was inclined to doubt that the Soviets 

would do so in the near future. _ a an 

Secretary McElroy stated that he was obliged to disassociate himself 

from support of the Defense-JCS version of Paragraph 23. He explained 

that the proposal that the U.S. exchange with our reliable allies or pro- | 

vide such information to them would raise a lot of problems. Perhaps 

this was intended to be confined to the French but it could be interpreted | 

to apply to the Germans, the Italians or others. He added that he liked 

Secretary Dillon’s suggestion of dropping the word “prevent”. If that 

term were dropped, the resulting phraseology would go a long way to 

meet the concerns of the Department of Defense. Secretary McElroy also 

expressed approval of the Majority version of Paragraph 23-b. With 

regard to the difference between the content of sub-paragraph 23-c and 

Paragraph 24, Secretary McElroy did not think it very significant. 
Accordingly, it would be his suggestion, he said, to refer these para- 

eraphs back to the Planning Board for further consideration in view of 

the likelihood that an agreed version could easily be reached. - 

The President said that he certainly hoped that agreement on Para-_ 
graph 23 could be reached because he was personally very confused 
about the issue raised in the paragraph. Perhaps.we were sticking our 
heads in the sand when we talked about continuing to keep our nuclear 
secrets from falling into the hands of other parties. Certainly the hope of | 
keeping these secrets continually recedes. At some future time a great 
many nations will have learned how to manufacture nuclear weapons. 
Accordingly, said the President, it was his own feeling that we are sitting 
on the beach waiting for the rising tide to stop. : 

Mr. Gray suggested that the Council might like to hear from Admi- 
ral Burke on Paragraph 23. Admiral Burke explained that the JCS felt that 
in due course the French would eventually by their own efforts, and at
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very great expense, succeed in manufacturing nuclear weapons. If this 
turns out to be the case and the French do succeed independently in 
achieving this objective, they are bound to be angry at the U.S. for not 

| assisting them in the process. On the other hand, if we now proceed to 
assist them in achieving a nuclear capability, Franco-American relations 
would improve. 

Turning to sub-paragraph c of the revised Majority Proposal, Admi- 
ral Burke indicated that the JCS had a quarrel with the wording. It was 
the belief of the Chiefs that the development of multi-national arrange- 
ments, called for in the paragraph, should begin with NATO. The present 
wording of the paragraph suggested that NATO was merely one exam- 
ple of the kind of multi-national arrangements we should consider and 
plan for. Secretary Dillon indicated that he would have no objection to 
changing the language of sub-paragraph c to meet the point raised by 
Admiral Burke. 

With respect to the development of nuclear weapons, Mr. McCone 
pointed out that our recent exchange of information with the U.K. has 
revealed that the British had much more information on this [4 lines of 
source text not declassified]. | | 

Mr. McCone went on to say that he was somewhat troubled by the 
two conditions in sub-paragraph 23-b which would govern a U.S. deci- 
sion to enhance the nuclear weapons capability of selected allies. 
According to the sub-paragraph, as now written, the U.S. would enhance 
the nuclear weapons capability of selected allies if it became apparent 
that efforts to achieve agreed international controls would not succeed or 
if it became known that the Soviet Union was contributing to the devel- 
opment of nuclear weapons capabilities by Bloc countries. These condi- 
tions seemed wrong to Mr. McCone. He thought that the criterion which 
should determine U.S. action should be the criterion of whether the secu- 
rity of the U.S. was enhanced. 

Mr. Gray said that it seemed to him that there were no basic differ- 
ences of view on Paragraph 23 and he believed that the Planning Board 

| could come back with agreed language. He added that this paragraph 
was one notable instance where our use of outside consultants in prepar- 
ing our revised Basic National Security Policy had contributed greatly. — 

With respect to Paragraphs 25, 265 and 28 Mr. Gray commented 
briefly but there was no discussion. When Mr. Gray reached Paragraph 
28 dealing with dynamic research and development for military applica- 
tion, he read the last two sentences, which were new, as follows: 

“During any nuclear weapons test moratorium, research and devel- 
opment should go forward as rapidly and as far as possible on nuclear 

: ; Paragraphs 25 and 26 of NSC 5906 are identical to paragraphs 25 and 26 of NSC 
5906/1.
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__ weapons even though nuclear testing is not permitted. Effort should be 
directed also to permit early test resumption should the moratorium be : 
terminated.’”6 

Mr. McCone immediately questioned whether the last of these two 
sentences really added anything to the paragraph although the first of 
the two new sentences seemed to him to cover the matter and was quite 
satisfactory. , 

Mr. Gray thought that the last sentence might well be omitted. Secre- 
tary McElroy pointed out that if we were literally to follow the directive 
given by the last sentence in Paragraph 28-a, very large sums of money 
would be involved. Preparing and organizing for extensive tests, he 
explained, was a long-term and extremely expensive operation. Mr. 
Gray said he judged that Mr. McElroy agreed with Mr. McCone in wish- 
ing to delete the last sentence of Paragraph 28—a which view Secretary 
McElroy confirmed. 

The President warned that responsible officials ought to keep this 
problem in mind daily. If there is any possibility of any kind of hopeful 
political change, it did not seem sensible to the President to have our 
readiness to start test resumption so far advanced that we could resume 
tests the very next day after the moratorium was terminated. He added | 
that he thought his Science Advisory Group might well take a look at 
what is involved in this problem. Perhaps we might be able to put our test 

| resumption capabilities on a lower stand-by basis. 

Secretary McElroy said that he would welcome sucha move and the 
President added that he hated to keep putting millions into our test 
resumption capabilities each month when it was possible that we might 
never resume testing. Secretary Dillon added that even if the morato- 
rium were to be terminated next October, there was no certainty that - 
some kind of negotiations would not continue after this. The issue cer- 
tainly had foreign policy implications. The President observed that we 
certainly have to recognize the fact that we are here speculating about 
actions that somebody else will take and that the best we could do was to 
make an educated guess. | 

Thereupon Mr. Gray ran briefly through Paragraphs 36, where he 
suggested a minor amendment, Paragraph 37, and Paragraph 38. He 
pointed out that the original split in Paragraph 38’ had now ceased to 
exist inasmuchas the State Department had later expressed a willingness 

° These are the last two sentences of paragraph 28~a. The remainder of the paragraph 
is identical in NSC 5906 and 5906/1. | 

7 In NSC 5906, the second sentence of the “State Proposal” reads: “To the extent feasi- 
ble the United States should encourage Western European nations to influence and sup- 
port their respective dependent or recently dependent areas so long as such encourage- : 
ment is consistent with U.S. security interests.” The matching sentence of the “Majority 

| Proposal” reads: “The United States should encourage and, to the extent feasible, relyon _ 
Western European nations to influence and support their respective dependent or recently 
dependent areas so long as such encouragement and reliance are consistent with U.S. secu- 
rity interests.”
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to accept the Majority Proposal. Secretary Dillon explained why the State 
Department had agreed to accept the Majority language since the State 
Department no longer feared that the Majority language would prevent 
the U.S. from assisting more recently independent areas if assistance of 
their metropoles was not forthcoming. 

Mr. Gray also pointed out that the Defense Department proposed 
adding the bracketed language at the end of Paragraph 38 reading as fol- 
lows: | | | 

“[recognizing, however, that the United States should not allow the 
attitudes and emotions of the mother country unduly to influence 
actions essential to attaining or preserving U.S. objectives in emerging or 
newly independent countries. ]*8 | oo 

_ “Defense proposal” | oe | | 

Mr. Gray explained that originally this bracketed language had had 
the support of both the Defense and JCS representatives but that in their 
formal views the Joint Chiefs had withdrawn support for the proposal so 
that it was now presumably being proposed by Defense alone. He called 
on Secretary McElroy to defend the Defense position on this phraseol- 

OBy: | Se 
Secretary McElroy pointed out that the advantage in this language, 

as seen by Defense, was that it would place the U.S. ina position of being 
more forthright and direct in moving into certain situations, as was not 

done in the case of Guinea where we had delayed appointing a U.S. 
Ambassador lest we offend the French. ; | 

The President said that he believed that acts taken by the U.S. in this 
context would have to be taken ona case-by-case basis. It did not seem to 

him practicable to set down this guidance in a policy paper. The Presi- 
dent also expressed concern over the possible repercussions in NATO if 
we were to follow too literally the guidance suggested in the bracketed 
language. Mr. McElroy said that inasmuch as earlier phraseology in NSC 
5906 seemed to cover the problem adequately, he would not insist on the 

retention of the bracketed language. Mr. Allen Dulles expressed the hope 
that dropping this language would not mean that the U.S. would take 
second place to the metropoles in these countries because many of these 
new countries will look to us for help and guidance rather than to their 
metropoles. | | | - 

_- In Paragraph 39, dealing with U.S. action with respect to nations _ 
vulnerable to Communist subversion, Mr. Gray read subparagraph 
39-a(4) as follows: —_ 

“(4) In the event of an imminent or actual Communist seizure of con- 
trol from within, take all feasible measures to thwart it, [including mili- 

 ® Brackets in the source text. | | a |
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tary action if required and appropriate to cope with the situation. ]* [not | 
excluding the possibility of taking military action as a last resort to pre- 
vent Communist domination of a vital area.]** __ a | 

| “State-Defense-JCS proposal | : 
“Treasury proposal , 

After explaining as best he could the nature of the splitin this sub- __ 
paragraph, Mr. Gray called on Under Secretary of the Treasury Scribner 
to explain the matter more fully. | | 

_ Secretary Scribner said that it was certainly not the intention of the 
Treasury proposal to change our policy. Rather it was a desire to provide 
more explicit policy guidance to our military planners inasmuch as this 
was essentially a planning problem. Moreover, in the Planning Board 
discussions of this problem he had detected no indications that the U.S. 
would ever move in with military forces except as a last resortand thenin 
only vital areas. Accordingly, it seemed to Secretary Scribner that the 
Treasury language provided better guidance than the language pro- 
posed by State—Defense, and JCS. 

Secretary McElroy replied that adoption of the Treasury proposal 
might well seem to indicate an undue reluctance on the part of the U.S. to 
use military action if required. The matter hardly got into planning at all 
although obviously we would not resort to military action if we could 

_ achieve our objectives by any other measures. | 

Secretary Scribner replied by expressing fear that if we adopted the 
State-Defense-JCS language, our military intervention might come too 

| soon. Secretary Dillon said he failed to perceive any very significant dif- 
ference between the two conflicting versions. The President expressed 
agreement with Secretary Dillon. The Attorney General suggested that 
the whole matter might be solved by placing a period after “thwart it” 
and deleting all the rest of the language. The President, however, felt that 
it would be necessary to say something more than this. For example, if 
Cuba went Communist, nobody doubted that the U.S. would intervene. 
After further discussion and various suggestions, it was agreed to accept 
the President’s proposal to accept the State, Defense, JCS proposal pro- 
viding the term “finally” were inserted between “if” and “required”. 

_ Mr. Gray noted that the next split occurred in Paragraph 42 dealing 
with the foreign economic policy of the U.S. In sub-paragraph b of Para- 
graph 42 Budget and Treasury wished to add a final sentence reading: 

“Any increases in economic development assistance should to the 
extent politically and militarily feasible, be offset by decreases in other 
economic or in military assistance programs.” | | 

” Brackets in the source text.
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After explaining the various views about the proposed language, Mr. 
Gray called on Director Stans. Mr. Stans said he thought that the State 
Department had agreed to include the language proposed by Budget 
and Treasury. Mr. Gray replied that this was the case but that the views of 

_ other departments had yet to be provided on the wisdom of including or 
deleting this language. Secretary Dillon said that it was true that the State 
Department had said it could continue to live with this language 
although it would prefer to delete it inasmuch as it was pretty meaning- 
less and there were no instances where increases in economic develop- 
ment assistance had been offset by decreases elsewhere in our assistance 
programs. Mr. Stans admitted that this might well be true but thought 
that if this language which occurred in our present Basic National Secu- 
rity Policy statement (NSC 5810/1) were deleted in the proposed new 
policy statement (NSC 5906), the deletion might be thought to have 
greater significance than was actually the case. 

The President thought that we were at present doing something like 
this now. He often increased our assistance in one area and decreased it 
in another. Furthermore, he asked whether the inclusion of the language 
had in the past done us any harm. Mr. Gray replied in the negative and 
the Council agreed to include the language proposed by Budget and 
Treasury. 

_ Mr. Gray pointed out that the split which had formerly existed in 
Paragraph 43-d had been resolved.!9 Apropos of the general subject of 
U.S. assistance to less-developed areas, covered in Paragraphs 43 and 44, 
the President said he had a question to put to the Council. Were we stu- 
dying the feasibility of developing some kind of multinational agree- 
ment to see whether it might not be possible to secure a greater degree of 

| coordination of our own efforts and the efforts of other Free World 

nations and in order to try to develop among other Free World nations a 
| greater sense of responsibility for assisting the less-developed areas of 

the world? It seemed to the President that the U.S. had taken too much of 

this burden on its own shoulders. We ought to ask other Free World 
nations to share this burden with us. A serious study should be made 

with respect to this possibility. | : a 

_ Secretary Dillon replied that he and his associates had thought a 
great deal about this problem and had talked it over with the British, with 
the West Germans, and later with the Italians. All were agreed on the 
general principle but the problem remained of working out a mechanism 
by which such multi-national aid to the less-developed areas could be 

| made effective. It was essential to avoid any suggestion that the Western 
Nations were levying demands on the less-developed nations in the 

0 This original split has not been found.
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course of providing assistance to them. Secretary Dillon indicated that he 
had also been talking with officials in the Treasury Department with a 
view to increasing the role of the World Bank. However, he certainly 
agreed that more must be done to secure a greater coordination of Free 
World efforts to help the underdeveloped nations. a 

The President said he thought we ought to get thoroughly into the 
business with the representatives of the appropriate Western European 
countries. After all, he said, these countries have as much to gain or lose 

in the underdeveloped areas as the U.S. It is for this reason that we have 
been groping with plans for trying to expand NATO’s hitherto largely 
military mission. = re ee 
__ Discussion of this item concluded with Mr. Gray reading the newly 
agreed wording for Paragraph 43-f which had originally contained two 
splits.1! He also noted that the split in Paragraph 44-b had been resolved 
when the State Department had agreed to the inclusion of the bracketed 
language. Mr. Gray also read the last sentence of Paragraph 44 as fol- 
lows: | . Oo 

“In its actions the U.S. should seek to avoid giving the impression 
that the U.S. is guaranteeing or underwriting the achievement of specific 

_ rates of economic growth or the fulfillment of overall economic targets in 
less-developed countries.” | | - 

Mr. Gray said he read this language in because while there was no 
controversy at present, the sentence had occasioned much discussion in 
the Planning Board. The President commented that really the phraseol- 
ogy seemed to him simply a caution for the eager beavers. 

Mr. Gray also read Paragraph 48 as follows: _ 

“Interference in the trade between the Free World and the Sino- 
Soviet Bloc should take place only where a clear advantage to the Free 
World would accrue from such interference.” | 

Mr. Gray pointed out that while this paragraph was new in our 
statement of Basic Policy, it had long been part of ourstatement of policy _ 
on Economic Defense. Essentially, therefore, it was not new U.S. policy. 
The President commented that he was very glad to see this statement in 
Basic Policy because it comprised his whole theory about trade between 
the Free World and the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Mr. Clarence Randall also said 

- |The previous version of this subparagraph reads: “Make [appropriately increased] 
U.S. public capital available in substantial amounts on a long-term basis for the purpose of 
supplementing the capital available from other sources for sound economic development 
in less developed areas. [The development Loan Fund should be assured of continuity and 
resources adequate to promote accelerated rates of development in less developed 
nations.|” The bracketed portions were a “State-Defense proposal.” The version Gray read 
was incorporated in NSC 5906/1. | 

'2 The bracketed language, included in NSC 5906/1, is “the basic initiative as well as”.
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that he felt it was very important to have this guidance clearly expressed 
in our Basic National Security Policy. While it was contained in our Eco- 
nomic Defense Policy paper, the guidance it contained had not been fully 
implemented in the past. 

With respect to Paragraph 51 dealing with negotiations with the 
U.S.S.R., Mr. Gray read the last sentence as follows: 

“Agreements attecting strength and deployment of military forces 
should include provisions for effective safeguards against violations and 
evasions. | 

While not exactly new Mr. Gray thought that this idea deserved to 
be stressed. The President commented with respect to the sentence that 
weshould probably never get 100 per cent safeguards and we should not 
imagine that the term “effective safeguards” would ever be 100 per cent 
effective. Dr. Kistiakowsky agreed with the President’s remark. 

Mr. Gray passed lightly over Paragraphs 52 and 54 but dwelt at 
greater length on a proposed new paragraph to follow Paragraph 54 
dealing with U.S. personnel overseas which paragraph he read. (This 

_ paragraph change was subsequently adopted by the Council and is set 
forth in the Council action following this item.) 

The President said he thought the new paragraph was fine. He 
reminded the Council that back in 1953 and 1954 we had experienced a 
lot of trouble with our overseas U.S. personnel because so many of them 
appeared to operate independently of the Chief of Mission. We had 
insisted at that time that the Chief of Mission should have the ultimate 
control so that American operations in any given foreign country would 
be unified. The President said he was not suggesting that the new para- 
graph be revised to include this thought although he wished that the 
OCB and the responsible agencies should not lose sight of this significant 
point. | 

_ Mr. Gray explained to the Council that we had now reached the 
point in NSC 5906 which we had agreed to cover at this meeting and that 
he would go on with the remaining paragraphs of NSC 5906 at next 
week’s Council meeting. 

The National Security Council: 

a. Tentatively adopted Paragraphs 19 through 28 and 36 through 54 
of NSC 5906, subject to the following: _ 

(1) Paragraphs 23-24, pages 16-18: Referred these paragraphs to the 
NSC Planning Board for revision in the light of a revised Majority Pro- 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2108, approved by 
the President on July 20. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)



Sea an a eo 

a a National Security Policy 269 

| posal circulated at the meeting and of the subsequent Council discus- 
sion. | | | 7 | 

(2) Paragraph 28-a, page 21: Delete the last sentence. 

(3) Paragraph 36, page 28: Insert, in the 3rd line after the word “also”, 
the words “through appropriate channels”. | 7 

(4) Paragraph 38, pages 29-30: Include the “Majority Proposal” and _ 
_ delete the “State Proposal”. Also delete the bracketed phrase attheend _ 

of the paragraph and the footnote thereto. ° Sn 

_.(5) Paragraph 39-a-(4), page 31: Delete the bracketed phrases and the 
_ footnotes thereto, and substitute the following: “including military 

action if finally required and appropriate to cope with the situation.” 

(6) Paragraph 42-0, pages 33-34: In the 3rd line, substitute “such 
assistance” for “public capital”. Include the bracketed last sentence. 

(7) Paragraph 43-d, page 35: Revise the first sentence to read as fol- | 
lows, and delete the bracketed sentence which follows it: 

_ “d. Utilize and support the efforts of Free World international finan- 
cial institutions to the maximum extent possible to promote economic 
development and to bring about economic reforms in less developed 
nations” | ee BC | 

_ (8) Paragraph 43-f, page 36: In the first sentence, delete the bracketed . 
phrase “appropriately increased” and the footnote; and in the second 
line substitute the word “adequate” for the word “substantial”. Delete 
the bracketed second sentence and substitute the following: “U.S. lend- _ 
ing agencies should be assured of continuity in order to contribute to this 
purpose.” | pe 

(9) Paragraph 44-0, page 37: Include the bracketed words. ee 

(10) Page 47: Insert anew numbered paragraph following Paragraph 
54, as follows: VS, — a ee | 

“The acceptance by the people and governments of foreign coun- 
tries of the presence on their soil of official U.S. personnel* direct y affects 
our capability to achieve our national security objectives. To this end, 

_ programs should be developed and improved to encourage and | 
strengthen the natural inclination of the individual American to be a 
good representative of his country and to promote conduct and attitudes 
conducive to good will and mutual understanding. Each department _ 
and agency and senior representatives overseas should seek (a) to ensure 
that U.S. official personnel understand the importance to the United 
States of their role as personal ambassadors (b) to develop programs that 
promote good personal relations between foreign nationals and U.S. per- 
sonnel, and (c) to ensure that the total number of U.S. official personnel in 
each country is held to a strict minimum consistent with sound imple- 
mentation of essential programs. | an | 

| As of March31 , 1959 there were 1,072,200 military and citizen 
_ employees of the United States and their dependents in foreign 

| countries and possessions.” Be
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b. Noted the President’s request that: 

_ (1) The President’s Science Advisory Committee study and report 
on the appropriate extent and timing of efforts to permit early resump- 
tion of nuclear weapons tests should the moratorium of such tests be ter- 
minated. 

(2) The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, in consultation with the Department of State, keep the plans and 
preparation for such test resumption under continuing study, taking into 
account the study in (1) above, reporting to the President whenever nec- 
essary. | 

c. Noted, in connection with the new numbered paragraph in,a—(10) 
above, the President’s reference to his previous instructions regarding 
relations between Chiefs of Diplomatic Missions and representatives of 
all United States agencies conducting operations in foreign countries, 
concurred in by the Council and approved by the President in NSC 
Action No. 1587. The President reiterated his views concerning the 
importance of the role of Chiefs of Mission in exercising control over all 
official U.S. personnel abroad and in coordinating their activities so that 
a unified U.S. effort is ensured; and his request that the Operations Coor- 
dinating Board transmit to the field the substance of the new paragraph 
in a—(10) and the President’s views related thereto. 

d. Agreed to continue consideration of NSC 5906 at the next Council 
meeting. | 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- | 
| quently transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chair- 

man, AEC, and the President’s Science Advisory Committee, for 

appropriate implementation. | 

_ The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Operations Coordinating Board for appropriate 
implementation. | 

[Here follows Agenda Item 4. “Merchant Marine Policy.” ] 

S. Everett Gleason
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68. Memorandum of Discussion at the 414th Meeting of the | 
National Security Council | : 

| | | | Washington, July 23, 1959. 

_ [Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting.] 

1. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NIE 11-4—58; NIE 100-59; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Overseas Inter- 

_ nal Security Program”, dated April 10, 1959; NSC Action No. 2079; 

Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Status of Military 
Mobilization Base Program”, dated April 21, 1959; NSC -5906; 

- Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic National 
_ Security Policy”, dated June 19 and July 6 and 7, 1959; NSC Actions 

Nos. 2103, 2105 and 2108) - a 

Mr. Gray explained that Paragraph 55 which had originally had in it 
: two splits was now an agreed paragraph. He proceeded to read the | 

agreed wording of Paragraph 55-b as set forth in the attached “Change 
Sheet”, Paragraphs 55—c—(3) as set forth in NSC 5906 and Paragraph 55—d 
as set forth in the attached “Change Sheet.”! He felt that it was no longer 
necessary to discuss the-differences which had now been resolved in 
Paragraph 55 but invited comments on the paragraph as a whole from 
members of the Council. (Copies of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note are filed in 
the Minutes of the Meeting and attached to this Memorandum.)? 

- Secretary Dillon said he believed that the new agreed version of 
_ Paragraph 55 represented a great improvement, particularly because for 

the first time in a statement of Basic National Security Policy there was 
stated that the goal of our domestic economic policy was vigorous, 
orderly, and sustained economic growth and progress in an appropriate 
safeguarded context. — | | | | 

~ Secretary Anderson said that he had no comments to make on Para- 
graph 55. However, Dr. Saulnier, Chairman of the Council of Economic 

Advisers, expressed an opinion similar to that of Secretary Dillon that 
the new agreed version was a distinct improvement. He referred to Para- | 
graph 55-b-(1) which in the newly agreed version read as follows: _. 

_ “Avoid inflation which could prevent achievement of long-term 
economic growth, create serious inequities and distortions within the 
economy and damage our ability to compete in world markets.” — 

3 _ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
oggs. - 
ee For text, see the Supplement... - Se 

2 Dated July 22, not printed. | I
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Dr. Saulnier expressed the view that the substitution of the term “could” 
for “would” in the first line was unwise. He felt that the word “would” 
expressed more clearly his own view. If we used the term “could” in 
place of “would”, the change would suggest the possibility that we 
might be able to have simultaneously both substantial growth and infla- 
tion. Dr. Saulnier thought that this was not possible. | 

Acting Secretary of Commerce Mueller suggested that Dr. Saul- 
nier’s point might be met if the word “impeded” were substituted for the 
word “prevent” in the first line. The President added by and large he pre- 
ferred the term “would” but he was not greatly concerned with either of 
the two words. The Council agreed to the use of the term “would”. 

Mr. Gray then called attention to Paragraph 56 on Internal Security. 
He noted that the paragraph was unchanged from the version which | 
appeared in NSC 5810/13 but he understood that the Director of the 
Budget might wish to make some comments on the paragraph. Mr. Stans 
said that he had no comment to make on this paragraph. Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover and Mr. J. Walter Yeagley also said they had no comments to 
make. | 

Mr. Gray then turned to Paragraph 57 and said that he would ask 
Mr. Stans to speak to the deletion proposed by the Bureau of the Budget 
in Paragraph 57-a reading as follows: 

“a. An essential ingredient of our domestic strength is [animproved 
and strengthened ]* civil defense program which seeks, by both preven- 
tive and ameliorative measures, to minimize damage from nuclear 
attack. An effective civil defense program requires an increasing degree 
of Federal responsibility, support, and influence on the civil defense 
activities of the states.” } | 

“*Budget proposes deletion.” 

Mr. Stans said that the proposal by the Budget to delete the brack- 
eted language in Paragraph 57-a was in no sense intended to change our 
existing policy on civil defense. The reason that Budget wished to delete 
the bracketed language was to call the matter to the President's attention 
inasmuch as we generally objected to the inclusion of programmatic 
words in a policy statement. Mr. Stans thought that the bracketed lan- 
guage was unnecessary in view of the remaining content of the 
paragraph. Words defining degree, he concluded, were generally unde- 
sirable. 

The President commented that while this was so, we did not seem to 

object to using programmatic words or words describing degree when 
we discussed domestic economic policy in our basic policy statement. | 

° Reference is to paragraph 44 of NSC 5810/1. 

4 All brackets are in the source text.
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Nevertheless he thought we were talking about a distinction without a 
difference. | es | 

_. Asked for his opinion, Governor Hoegh first pointed out that the 
_ phrase that the Budget wished to delete had been included in the previous 

statement of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1). We had been 
making some modest progress in our civil defense program and if this 
phrase were now to be deleted, it would suggest that no further progress | 
was to be considered desirable. Governor Hoegh emphasized that we do 
not wish to hinder further progress in our civil defense program and he 
therefore believed that it was very important to retain the bracketed lan- 

; guage. Mr Stans replied that having now made his point, he was very glad 
to withdraw his proposal for a year. | 7 _ 

With respect to Paragraph 58° dealing with the Mobilization Base, Mr. 
Gray pointed out that the Planning Board had not given formal consider- 
ation to this paragraph because it was understood that the Department of 
Defense was in the process of reviewing the statement of policy on the 
Mobilization Base and would presently bring in a new version which 
could be considered by the National Security Council. Secretary Gates 
confirmed Mr. Gray’s statement and added that the Secretary of Defense 

has already sent to the Joint Chiefs of Staff a new draft statement of policy 
on the Mobilization Base which the Joint Chiefs were now considering. 

Mr. Gray likewise pointed out that the Planning Board had not given 
consideration to Paragraph 59 on Strategic Stockpiling because the Board 
understood that this matter was now receiving consideration in the Cabi- 
net. Governor Hoegh confirmed this statement and said that the results of 
Cabinet consideration of our stockpiling policy should be ready in a mat- 
ter of two or three weeks. | - a 

With respect to Paragraph 61 on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, 
Mr. Gray pointed out that the last two sentences were new.” Mr. McCone 
said he approved the wording of the new sentences as did Secretary Dil- 
lon. - BO 

With respect to Paragraph 62,8 a new policy statement on Outer 
Space, Mr. Gray first pointed out that our more detailed policy on Outer 
Space (NSC 5814/1)? was now undergoing review under the auspices of 
the Space Council.!° He understood that at an informal meeting of the 
Space Council a proposal for modifying Paragraph 62 had been proposed 

> Identical to paragraph 47 of NSC 5810/1. SO | 
6 Identical to paragraph 48 of NSC 5810/1. | 
7 Amended version of paragraph 33 of NSC 5810/1. As discussed at this meeting, 

identical to paragraph 62 of NSC 5906/1. | So 

8 As eventually adopted, paragraph 63 of NSC 5906/1. 
_ ? See footnote 1, Document 32. | —_ 

10 NSC 5814/1 was superseded by a Report by the National Aeronautics and Space 
Council, January 26,1960. For text, see vol. II, pp. 920-936. _
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and discussed but not agreed upon." (The proposed modification of 
Paragraph 62 is set forth in the “Change Sheet” attached to this Memo- 
randum.) 

Dr. T. Keith Glennan, Administrator of the National Aeronautics 

and Space Administration, said that Mr. Gray had stated the case very 
well. If, as in the case of the exploitation of outer space, there were only 
two horses in the race, the U.S. could not be a leader and run second. He 

believed that it should be our policy to establish supremacy for the U.S. 
in outer space activities. The language in Paragraph 62 of NSC 5906 was 
acceptable provided it was correctly interpreted. 

Mr. Stans pointed out to the Council that Dr. Glennan had called for 
an interpretation of Paragraph 62 which would direct the U.S. to seek 
supremacy in outer space activities. If Dr. Glennan meant this, it would 
involve an actual change in U.S. outer space policy which had hitherto 
directed that the U.S. was to be “a recognized leader in this field” but did 
not call for U.S. supremacy. In any event, Mr. Stans suggested that inas- 
much as the Space Council was engaged in developing a more general 
U.S. policy statement on outer space, he would suggest that the Council 
not now adopt Paragraph 62 and instead wait until the new policy state- 
ment from the Space Council had been sent to the NSC for consideration. 

Dr. Glennan stated that he had no objection to Mr. Stans’ proposal. 
The President said that he personally believed that the U.S. must achieve 
a position of supremacy in outer space activities with some qualifica- 

| tions. As demonstrated earlier (presumably in the case of the Sputnik) 
the people of the U.S. tended to get rather hysterical when they thought 
their country was lagging behind the Soviet Union with respect to scien- 
tific progress. 

Mr. Stans then said that he would plead surprise over the new pro- 
posal with respect to supremacy and would like to consider the matter at 
greater length before he expressed a final view. Certainly the matter had 
obvious budgetary implications. 

The President agreed to delay Council consideration of the para- 
graph on outer space activity until the Space Council should send to the 
National Security Council its new detailed policy statement of U.S. outer 
space activities. Mr. Gray asked Mr. Stans whether he could be ready to 

" The first sentence of paragraph 62 in NSC 5906 reads: “The United States should 
continue actively to develop and exploit outer space as needed to achieve scientific, mili- 
tary and political purposes and to insure that the United States is a leader in this field.” The 
modification, as quoted in Gray’s briefing note, reads: “The U.S. should continue actively 
and with a sense of urgency to pursue programs to develop and exploit outer space capa- 
bilities as needed to insure the attainment of national objectives in scientific, military and 
political areas. These programs should be designed to secure and maintain for the U.S. a 
position of supremacy in outer space activities without requiring that the U.S. be the leader 
in every phase of space exploration.”
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express his views at the Council meeting next week. Mr. Stans thought he | 
would. The President stressed the psychological importance of the U.S. 
achieving supremacy in outer space activities. This was, he thought, per- 
haps the most important aspect of the attempt by the U.S. to achieve 
supremacy in this field. 

Dr. Glennan said he did not believe that this issue would raise budg- 
etary problems as Mr. Stans had feared. The budget for outer space activ- 
ities which would be submitted would not be based on a proposal that 
the U.S. should achieve supremacy in outer space activities. 

Mr. Gray concluded the discussion by calling attention briefly to the 
remaining paragraphs of NSC 5906. None of these occasioned any dis- 
cussion. 

At the conclusion of the discussion the President said that quite 
apart from NSC 5906 as such, he had a question to put to the Chiefs of 
Staff on the general problem of our Mobilization Base Requirements. He 
said that he would like very much to have, although not as a matter of 
urgency, a study made by military officers of middle rank which would 
sketch a picture of the kind of war the U.S. would face after a real nuclear 
exchange between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. This was a problem, contin- 
ued the President, that had bothered him terribly in the past. He insisted 
that we all still tended to talk about a possible future war in World War II 
terms. Perhaps, speculated the President, the term “Mobilization Base” 
is an erroneous term. After a tremendous nuclear exchange between the 
U.S. and the U.S.S.R., we will be faced with very severe problems even if 
there is not more actual fighting in the classical sense. The problems that 
we will face in this country in such an event will be problems that no one 
can solve except on a disciplined and controlled basis. In short, the Presi- 
dent said, he would like to see what the picture is going to look like at that 
time insofar as we can imagine it. One would have to assume that both 
countries would be almost stabilized from the military point of view 
after the nuclear exchange between ourselves and the Soviets. 

Admiral Burke stated that some of the information the President 
was looking for would come out of the current study of our Mobilization 
Base Requirements but he warned that that study would have to consist 
of a number of alternative possibilities. The President said he under- 
stood this but urged that we ought to have a clearer common view of 
what we are all talking about in the National Security Council when we 
use the term “Mobilization Base.” It seemed to the President that this 
term no longer applies very cogently to the beginning of a war but only 
after the nuclear exchange which we must anticipate. Admiral Burke 
said he agreed with the President’s thought.
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_ The National Security Council:'2 

a. Tentatively adopted Paragraphs 55 through 66 of NSC 5906, sub- 
ject to the following: | 

(1) Page 48, paragraph 55-b: 

_ (a) Delete the first sentence of the paragraph (including the split lan- 
guage) and substitute therefor the following: 

“The goal of our economic policy is the achievement, within a 
framework of free competitive enterprise and reasonable price stability, 
of vigorous, orderly and sustainable economic growth and progress, 
including the efficient employment of resources at high levels.” 

(b) In the first line of subparagraph b-—(1), substitute “impede” for 
“prevent”. | 

(2) Page 49, paragraph 55-c-(2): Delete the first clause and the foot- 
notes relating thereto, and substitute the following: “Strive for a vigor- 
ous, orderly and sustainable economic growth,” 

(3) Page 50, paragraph 55—d, line 6: Insert “reasonable” before “price”, | 
and “competitive” after “free”. 

_.. (4) Page 50, paragraph 57-1: Include the bracketed words and delete 
the footnote thereto. 

(5) Pages 51-53, paragraphs 58 and 59: Agreed that these paragraphs 
would be revised in the light of the results of the review thereof now 
being conducted by the interested departments and agencies and to be 
reported to the Council at the earliest feasible date. 

(6) Pages 54-55, paragraph 62: Deferred action on this paragraph until 
the next Council meeting, to permit further study of the proposals put 
forward at an informal meeting of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Council (circulated in the enclosure to the reference memorandum of 
July 6, 1959) and the discussion at this meeting. 

b. Agreed to continue at the next Council meeting further consider- 
ation of Paragraphs 10, 12-a, 15, 16, 23, 24 and 62 of NSC 5906. 

c. Noted the President’s request that an informal study be made by 
military staff officers of the Department of Defense, with appropriate 
staff participation from the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, 
analyzing the nature of the wartime situation which would probably 
exist following an exchange between the United States and the USSR of 
their nuclear stockpiles. | | 

_ Note: The action in c above, as approved by the President together 
with his further instructions regarding the study, subsequently trans- 
mitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Director, OCDM, by the Spe- 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2110, approved by 
the President on July 27. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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cial Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs for 
appropriate implementation. | 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Significant World Developments 
| Affecting U.S. Security,” 3. “Definition of ‘Defectors’,” and 4. “U.S. Policy 

Toward Finland.” ] | | 

oe Marion W. Boggs 

| Boggs signed over Gleason’s typed signature. | | | | 

69. Memorandum of Discussion at the 415th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

| Washington, July 30, 1959. 

| [Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5810/1; NIE 11-458; NIE 100-59; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Overseas Inter- 
nal Security Program”, dated April 10, 1959; NSC Action No. 2079; 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Status of Military 
Mobilization Base Program”, dated April 21, 1959; NSC 5906; 

Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Basic National _ 
Security Policy”, dated June 19 and July 6, 7 and 28,! 1959; NSC 
Actions Nos. 2103, 2105, 2108 and 2110) | | 

Mr. Gray said the Council was resuming consideration of Basic 
National Security Policy by taking up first the paragraph on outer space 
and then the six unresolved paragraphs in the military section. Agree- 
ment as to these paragraphs would complete Council consideration of 
the subject except for the paragraphs on the mobilization base (para- 
graph 58) and on strategic stockpiling (paragraph 59), the proposed revi- 
sions of which he would like to have it understood would be coming 
forward from the responsible agencies during August. (A copy of Mr. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. . a 

' This July 28 memorandum transmitted new texts of several military and outer 
space paragraphs for NSC 5906, some of which had been drafted by the Planning Board in 
response to NSC Actions No. 2105-c and 2110-a—(6). (Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: 

Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series) See the Supplement.
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Gray’s briefing note is attached to this Memorandum and another is filed 
in the Minutes of the Meeting.) oo 

Mr. Gray then turned to Paragraph 62 (enclosure to the reference 
Memorandum of July 28). He said this paragraph contained new general 
guidance on outer space which was initially discussed at last week’s 
Council meeting. Action on the paragraph had been deferred to permit 
further study, in the light of the Council discussion, of the suggestions 
put forward at an informal Space Council meeting. The Planning Board 
was unable to reconcile the differences and the paragraph contained four 
splits. Mr. Gray then read the first sentence of Paragraph 62 in which 
Treasury and Budget proposed deletion of “and with a sense of 
urgency”? and the second sentence in which the majority proposed that 
the U.S. should obtain a position of supremacy in outer space activities, 
with Treasury and Budget proposing that the U.S. bea recognized leader 
in this field. He then called on Dr. Dryden‘ to explain the majority posi- 
tion. ce —_ pe 

Dr. Dryden said the differences in this paragraph were substantive 
rather than merely a question of language. Two countries, the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R., were in the forefront of space developments. He thought it 
was necessary to decide whether it was the policy of the U.S. to be ahead 
of the U.S.S.R. or merely equal to the U.S.S.R. in outer space activities. 
Once this question of policy was decided, the drafting of appropriate 
language would present no difficulty. The split occurred because the 
“civilian” members of the Space Council had objected to the phrase “rec- 
ognized leader” on the ground that they were unable to determine 
whether it meant we should be first or second. So 

_ Mr. Gray asked whether Dr. Dryden was addressing himself to the 
“sense of urgency” phrase or only to “supremacy” vs. “a recognized 
leader.” Dr. Dryden indicated he was interested primarily in the suprem- 
acy split and thought the question was whether the U.S. should be ahead 
of the Soviet Union, equal to the Soviet Union, or in second place behind 

the Soviet Union. a | | 

The President said that if we stopped everything else, including our 
missiles program, and put every dollar and every scientist to work on 
outer space activities, we could forge ahead of the U.S.S.R. Dr. Dryden 
remarked that in his opinion the U.S. should go ahead of the U.S.S.R. in 
space programs. The President wondered whether we were ina 100-yard 
dash or a mile run. He thought we probably should not couch our own 

2 Not printed. . 

3 This sentence reads: “The United States should pursue actively [and with a sense of 
urgency] to pursue programs to develop and exploit outer space as needed to achieve 
scientific, military and political purposes.” | 

4 Hugh Dryden, Acting Administrator of NASA.
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policy in terms of what the U.S.S.R. was doing when we did not know 
exactly what the U.S.S.R. was doing in outer space. | 

Dr. Dryden agreed that it was not necessary for our policy to be 
stated in terms of what other countries were doing. The President said 

_ that the majority proposal did just that. | 

Mr. Stans noted that Paragraph 62 had important budgetary 
implications. He said the proposal that the U.S. should bea “recognized 
leader” came from the language of the present policy and the language of 
the Space Act. He then listed five reasons for his objection to the majority 
proposal for “supremacy”: 

_ (1) It would be impossible for the U.S. to meet every shift in commu- 
nist tactics or to compete with the U.S.S.R. in every field. For example, the 
U.S.S.R. had built a nuclear ice-breaker, but a bill for a similar ice-breaker 

for the U.S. had been vetoed. 

(2) It was impossible to measure the point at which we became the 
leader or attained supremacy, which according to the dictionary meant 
superiority. The U.S. could not attain superiority over the U.S.S.R. when 

| it did not know what the U.S.5.R. was trying to achieve in outer space. 
The current space policy paper (NSC 5814/1) contained a timetable of 
Soviet capabilities. Each capability was stated as an individual estimate, 
and the paper specifically said that the sum of the individual capabilities 
was not the aggregate Soviet capability in outer space. If the U.S. 
attempted to compete with the U.S.S.R. in every phase of outer space 
activity, it would mean writing a blank check, especially if the phrase “a 
sense of urgency” remained in the paragraph. 

(3) We were already spending $800 million on outer space activities 
and expected to spend a billion dollars in FY 1960. Future funding to 
carry out our present policy might require $1.4 billion in 1961 and two 
billion in 1963. If we increased our goals, even greater sums would be 
required in the future. 

(4) Outer space activities should be related to other activities, since 
we had insufficient resources to engage in all activities that might be 
desirable. If we devoted too many resources to outer space, we would be 
compelled to cut down in equally important broad scientific areas. | 

_ (5) The type of competition which might be characterized as “astern 
chase of the Soviets” was inconsistent with the policy of using outer 
space for peaceful purposes. | 

| Accordingly, for all these reasons Mr. Stans urged that the existing 
: policy language be incorporated in Basic Policy unless the Space Council 

presents an approved change in policy. 

The President felt that the space programs proposed by Dr. Glennan 
and later approved represented a fine effort by the U.S. in outer space. It 
appeared to him that we were now trying to state in general language 
and in terms of the activity of another country the specific space pro-
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grams that had already been approved. He was more interested in the 
programs themselves and in any changes that might be contemplated in 
those programs than he was in such general language: He felt that if it 
were considered necessary to have an outer space section in Basic 
National Security Policy, it might consist of policies approved by the 
Space Council. However, he felt it would be unwise to spend too much 
time discussing this split. | 

Mr. Gray suggested that perhaps it was sufficient to say, as the first 
sentence stated, that we would pursue programs to develop and exploit 
outer space as needed to achieve our purposes. | 

: The President asked whether the space program had come before 
the National Security Council. Mr. Gray said the Council had adopted a 
policy on outer space (NSC 5814/1) and that this policy was now under 
review by the Space Council. The President said the space program had 
been before the Space Council and had been adopted. He recalled that 

_ the cost of that program was somewhat less than the cost mentioned by 
Mr. Stans. Dr. Dryden said that Mr. Stans’ figures had included expendi- 
tures by the Department of Defense as well as by the National Aeronau- 
tics and Space Administration. | | 

Secretary McElroy thought it was time to effect a clear separation 
between military space projects and other space projects. We were 
approaching the point of operational capability for such military pro- 
grams as surveillance satellites, communications satellites, etc. If a sur- 
veillance satellite should be considered superior to other means of 
military reconnaissance, he could see no reason why it should not be 
used even though there was a total ceiling on expenditures for space 
activities. The President agreed, adding that in the case mentioned by 
Secretary McElroy, the Defense Department could stop buying recon- 
naissance planes and buy reconnaissance satellites instead. Secretary 
McElroy said he had thought that any restrictions on expenditures for 
outer space applied only to non-military space activities. He repeated 
that it was time to consider the military and the non-military space pro- 
grams separately. The President said that basic research was one type of 
space activity and the use of outer space for military purposes was 

another type of activity. We were trying to avoid basic research on outer 
space being done in N.A.S.A. and in the military departments. He 
believed that any purely research activity should be conducted by the | 
Space Agency while applied research looking toward a military capabil- 
ity should be conducted by the military. 

The Attorney General felt that the effort to find general words to 
describe specific programs amounted to approaching the problem back- 
wards. 

, Secretary Dillon said that the present space programs were satisfac- 
tory to the Department of State, which was chiefly interested in the psy-
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chological impact of these programs throughout the world. The way 
other countries looked on our space activities was an important element 
in national security. Accordingly, he dissented from one of Mr. Stans’ 
arguments which contained the implication that the U.S. might have to 
take a secondary position in outer space activities. Ifitbecameourpolicy _ 
to allow ourselves to take a secondary position, and if the world believed 

| we were in second place, the repercussions throughout the world would 
be most unfortunate. — | ae | 

Mr. Stans suggested that the words “and witha sense of urgency” be 
deleted from Paragraph 62, that the first sentence without these words be 
adopted, and that the rest of the discussion be referred to the Space 

Council. Mr. Gray said that, the suggestion of leaving out both the 
“supremacy” language and the “recognized leader” language would 
have the virtue of not impairing a review of the space policy paper by the 
Space Council. If the Space Council recommended enlarged space pro- 
grams, the matter could properly come back to the National Security 
Council. | Oo | | 

| _ The President asked whether Paragraph 62 covered both ARPA 
_ (Advanced Research Projects Agency) and NASA and Mr. Gray said that 

itdid. | | | BS 
. Inreply to a question from Mr. Gray, Mr. Stans said he was suggest- 

ing that Paragraph 62 consist of the first sentence only. The President said 
the first sentence of Paragraph 62 seemed satisfactory to him, but asked 
whether the material beginning with “Objectives should include”, 
should not remain in the paragraph. Mr. Gray said he believed the major- 
ity might wish to retain this material, although he understood Mr. Stans 
was suggesting itsdeletion, = | 

Secretary McElroy, referring to sub-paragraph (2) under “Objec- 
tives’5 suggested that the bracketed language proposed by Budget and 
Treasury could well be omitted. He felt the high officials of the Depart- 
ment of Defense should be relieved of duty if they do not understand that 
the military space program is restricted to fields showing promise of 
offering advantages over other means for achieving required military | 
capabilities. Mr. Gray pointed out that the Budget and Treasury proposal 
in sub-paragraph (2) would require that every military space program be 
justified as the best way of accomplishing the purposes in view. The Pres- 
ident pointed out that the Secretary of Defense had said that the necessity 

> This paragraph begins: “Objectives should include: (1) a broad-based scientific and 
technological program in space flight and planetary-interplanetary exploration which will 
extend human knowledge and understanding; (2) a military space program designed to 
extend U.S. military capabilities through application of advancing space technology, [only 
in fields where such applications show promise of offering advantages over other possible 
means for achieving required capabilities];”. The bracketed language was proposed by 
Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget.



282 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

for such justification was inherent and therefore need not be specifically 
stated. Mr. Stans said he was urging the inclusion of the Budget—Treas- 
ury proposal in sub-paragraph (2) in order to recognize the point the Sec- 
retary of Defense had just made. He felt it was necessary to match the 
advantages of spending money on outer space against the advantages of 
spending money for other activities. He believed it was desirable to 

| make clear that the activities of the Defense Department in outer space 
were limited to the military field and that Defense would not engage in 
research in areas allocated to NASA. Secretary Anderson thought the 
Budget—Treasury language was appropriate because two agencies were 
dealing with space. NASA and the Department of Defense should not 
both engage in the same type of activity. Secretary McElroy said he felt 
the bracketed language was totally unnecessary and thoroughly unde- 
sirable; it implied that Defense might be engaging in non-military space 
activities and he did not like this implication. | 

The President noted that one of the purposes of the Space Council 
was to determine in specific terms where outer space resources were to 
go. He agreed with the Secretary of Defense that something would be 
wrong if the Department of Defense were going beyond the military 
applications of outer space. 

Mr. Stans thought the Budget—Treasury proposal was a desirable 
qualification because documents based on an understanding by the 
Council might not be clear when read “down the line” in the various 

departments and agencies. Secretary McElroy observed that he was also 
concerned with the lower echelons in the various agencies. He feared 
that if the Budget-Treasury proposal were included in the paragraph, 
some of the lower echelons in the Bureau of the Budget perhaps would 
require that every space program proposed by the Defense Department 
be discussed over and over again. He believed that general responsibility 
must be placed on someone and that person’s general performance be 
the basis for his retention or dismissal. | 

Dr. Dryden felt that the lower echelons would benefit by good guid- 
ance. NASA and Defense were working closely together on future plan- 
ning. He believed the language of the Space Act was not very useful here 
and that the language suggested by the majority would provide desir- 
able guidance. Secretary McElroy agreed with Dr. Dryden that coopera- 
tion between NASA and the Department of Defense was close and 
effective. Dr. Dryden said that few problems of cooperation existed at the 

: top level; problems arose in the lower echelons, which would accord- 
ingly benefit from adequate guidance. | 

The President said the problem was one of finding language to show 
the difference between Objective (1) and Objective (2). We were trying to 
eliminate the chance that the scientific program would invade the mili- 
tary field and vice versa. The desire to eliminate duplication was one rea-
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son for the Space Council. Each side has to bring its programs before the 
Space Council or the National Security Council. ee 

_ Mr. Gray felt that the programs and details should come before the 
Space Council and that the Basic Policy paper should state a broad gen- 
eral policy. The Space Council was perhaps the proper forum for raising 
the questions implicit in the Budget—Treasury proposal for Objective (2). 
Mr. Gray also pointed out that the Budget—Treasury proposal was not : 
included in existing policy. Oo | | 

. ThePresident said that in place of the Budget—Treasury proposal, he 
believed the following language should be added to Objective (2): “with- 
out invading the responsibilities of NASA.” Mr. Stans wondered | 
whether we could say at the end of Objective (2) “without competing 
with Objective (1)”. The President said he preferred the language he had 
justsuggested. = —_ ca! 

__ Mr. Gray then read the two alternative versions of the last sentence 
of Paragraph 62 dealing with the psychological aspect of space pro- 
grams. He felt this was a substantive question which should be decided 
by the Council: Secretary Dillon was ata loss to understand why this split 
was regarded as deeply substantive. He felt the majority proposal for the 
last sentence of Paragraph-62 was so general that it contained little guid- 
ance and accordingly he wanted to say specifically what the language in 
the right-hand column said. The President asked whether the word 
“comparable” in the right-hand column meant “equal”. Mr. Gray said | 
the word “comparable” had been used because the drafters of the right- 
hand column felt that it would be impossible to say that any two projects 
were ever of equal scientific and technical value. The President asked 
who would determine which of two projects had the greater psychologi- 
cal value? For example, he wondered whether flying to the moon or visit- 
ing Venus had the greater psychological value. He believed the 
discussion was turning toward hypothetical situations when an effort 
should be made to be practical. | | | Oy 

The Attorney General felt it was unnecessary to incorporate in Para- 
graph 62 either version of the last sentence because responsible officials | 
in this field should be giving consideration to psychological values now. 

_ The President wondered whether the language on psychological 
values did not pertain only to NASA, whose whole program was based 

- onpsychological values. Dr. Dryden could not agree that NASA’s whole 
program was based on psychological values; on the contrary, he believed 
NASA rendered very important support to the military. The President 
said that nevertheless the furor produced by Sputnik was really the rea- 
son for the creation of NASA. Mr. Abbott Washburné remarked that cer- . 

| _ 6 Deputy Director, U.S. Information Agency.
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| tain outer space projects carried more “world opinion freight” than 
others. For instance, a soft moon landing had captured people’s imagina- 
tion. When the Soviets out-distanced us, as they had in putting up the 
Sputnik, there were important effects on world opinion. The President 
asked whether anyone could tell him what difference there was in psy- 
chological impact between a soft moon landing and a trip to Venus. 

Dr. Dryden thought that the question in connection with the last sen- 
tence of Paragraph 62 was whether psychological considerations should 
be made the primary element in determining the value of space pro- 
grams. The psychological value of a project really depended on whether 
or not it was successful. What is done must be successful or it will have no 
psychological or scientific value. The President said in the case of the last 
sentence of Paragraph 62, he found himself against both the majority and 
the minority positions and suggested that both versions of the sentence 
be deleted. | 

Mr. Gray then briefed the Council on Paragraph 12-a’ (enclosure to 
the reference Memorandum of July 28) which deals with the use or non- 

_ use of nuclear weapons. He said that so far as he knew, the only unre- 
solved point concerned the footnote. The Secretary of Defense would 
like to make it clear by means of a footnote that the revised paragraph is 
not to be interpreted as a change in policy but rather a clarification of 
existing policy. He then called on Secretary Dillon to express his view. 

secretary Dillon said he fully agreed with the language of Para- 
graph 12-a as it was written (in the enclosure to the July 28 Memoran- 
dum). He felt that the paragraph should stand as written and that it was 
not of vital importance whether the language was called a clarification of 
policy or a change in policy. He assumed the footnote was not intended 
to bring in the superseded language of the old paragraph (paragraph 
10-a of NSC 5810/1) by the backdoor. Referring to the State proposal that 
the footnote be included in the Record of Action, he said it was a matter of 

indifference to him whether the footnote appeared as a footnote or in the 
Record of Action. 

Secretary McElroy noted that he had found the interpretation of the 
language in Paragraph 12-a differing according to who was reading it. 
Accordingly, he would like to have included in the paper a footnote stat- 
ing that the language was a clarification rather than a change in policy. 
The President thought the language of Paragraph 12—a was a clarifica- 
tion rather than a change in existing policy, and that a footnote was pref- 

: erable to a paragraph in the Record of Action. 

7 Paragraph 12-a and its footnote as discussed here are identical to the language 
adopted in NSC 5906/1. Eisenhower and Twining discussed the revised military para- 
graphs of NSC 5906 in a conversation on July 27. (Memorandum by Goodpaster; Eisen- 
hower Library, Eisenhower Papers, NSC Records) See the Supplement.
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General Twining personally thought that Paragraph 10-a of NSC 
5810/1 was preferable to Paragraph 12-a of NSC 5906, but he could agree 
with Paragraph 12-a as long as it was a clarification and not a change in 
policy. General Lemnitzer believed the language in Paragraph 12-a was 
clear, but that it would be clouded by the footnote. He feared that as long 
as the footnote said the policy was not changed, some of the planners __ 7 
would want to continue developing programs which had been started 
on the basis of the old language.’ The President said the revision of the 
paragraph on the use of nuclear weapons was necessary because there 
had been a lack of understanding of what was meant by the correspond- 

| ing paragraph in last year’s Basic Policy. He felt that the footnote did not 

do any harm. ae | : Bo 

_ Mr. Gray then suggested that the Council turn to Paragraph 16 
(enclosure to the Memorandum of July 28) withthe thoughtthatthereso- 
lution of the issues there presented might help dispose of any remaining 
issues in Paragraph 10. Mr. Gray briefed the Council on Paragraph 16.? 

Secretary McElroy was prepared to accept Mr. Gray’s proposal to 
make the last part of the first sentence read “for use in cases authorized 

| by the President.” The President felt this change was desirable because 
the word “as” might mean that he had already given his authorization. 
Mr. Gray pointed out that in the first sentence the Department of State 
wanted to insert the word “balanced”. The President said we had spent 

Sina conversation with the President on July 27, Gray stated in part that agreement 
had. been reached between the Secretaries of State and Defense on paragraph 12-a, but 
“there was still some disagreement within the military establishment.” (Memorandum of: 
conversation, July 29; Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up) See 
the Supplement. | - | . Be 

_ 9 Paragraph 16 reads as follows: “Military planning for U.S. forces to oppose local 
aggression will be based on a [balanced], flexible and selective capability, including 
nuclear capability for use [as] [in cases] authorized by the President. Within the total U.S. 
military forces there must be included ready forces which, in conjunction with indigenous 
forces and with such help as may be realistically expected from allied forces, are adequate 

(a) to present a deterrent to any resort to local aggression, and (b) to defeat such aggression, 
or to hold it pending the application of such additional U.S. and allied power as may be 
required to defeat it quickly. Such ready forces must be highly mobile and suitably 
deployed, recognizing that some degree of maldeployment from the viewpoint of general 
war must be accepted. When the use of U.S. forces is required to oppose local aggression, 
force should be promptly and resolutely applied in a degree necessary to defeat such local 
aggression. Force should be applied in a manner and on a scale best calculated to prevent 
hostilities broadening into general war. Local aggression as the term is used in this para- 
graph refers to conflicts occurring outside the NATO area in which limited U.S. forces par- 
ticipate because U.S. interests are involved. The possibility of local aggression in the NATO 
area involving sizable forces of the United States and the USSR is ruled out; incidents such 
as incursions, infiltrations and hostile local actions, involving the United States and the 

: USSR, are covered by the NATO political directive and strategic concept.” The Department 
of State proposed the first bracketed phrase, Gray the second. The Department of Defense 
proposed the following footnote: “Paragraph 16 of NSC 5906 was approved by the Presi- 
dent with the understanding that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy but rather 
as a clarification of existing policy.” | | |
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lots of money developing forces in every country touching on the com- 
munist part of Eurasia. Probably none of these forces were balanced. Bal- 
anced forces might lead to an unbalanced expedition. He felt that the 

_ word “balanced” did not belong in this sentence. The Air Force and the 
Navy comprise the bulk of our mobile forces; but in some expeditions the 
Army would furnish the largest component. Secretary Dillon agreed 
with the President’s remarks and wished to withdraw the word “bal- 
anced”. He believed his Planning Board Member in suggesting the word 
had been thinking of the overall balance in the total U.S. armed forces. 

In presenting the next to the last sentence of Paragraph 16 Mr. Gray 
suggested that the word “limited” might be inserted before “U.S. 
forces”. The President concurred in this suggestion, but added that in 
some respects using the word “limited” was like asking how long is a 
piece of string. However, he felt the use of the word “limited” did indi- 
cate that all our forces could not be involved in local aggression. Mr. Gray 
said that of course it was impossible to write a policy which would cover 
every contingency and indicate exactly what the President would do 

| when a crisis arrived. The President agreed. 

Secretary McElroy remarked that an aggression could be “local” 
only if it involved a small engagement. The question arose whether we 
could have an engagement with Russian armed forces anywhere in the 
world without having general war. Secretary Dillon said he could con- 
ceive of a situation in the Middle East where Russian “volunteers” might 
be engaged with U.S. forces. Such an engagement would remain local 
aggression. The President noted that “limited” was a relative term. Did it 
mean a regiment, a battalion, a division, or what? However, he felt the 

term was useful, since it injected a note of caution. General White 
believed the next to the last sentence should say that local aggression 
refers to conflicts not involving the U.S.S.R. Otherwise we would be 
implying that we could have a conflict with the U.S.S.R. anywhere but in 
the NATO area without going to general war. In his view, we could not 
have a limited war anywhere in which U.S. and Soviet forces were 
directly and overtly engaged against each other. General White also 

| thought the question of conflict with Communist China should be con- 
sidered. 

The President said suppose we were defending Formosa and the 
Russians sent a detachment of volunteers against Formosa. We would 
not necessarily be sure that the Russians were actually fighting against 
us. For example, we were not sure the Russians were fighting in the 
Korean War. General White regarded Russian participation in the 
Korean War as an “incursion”. 

Mr. Gray said the last sentences of Paragraph 16 meant that a sub- 
stantial conflict in the NATO area would be general war, but if the 
engagement was not substantial, NATO planning would govern the sit-
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uation. He thought the language should be changed if it could be inter- 

preted to permit a large engagement with Communist China—an 

engagement absorbing a substantial part of our military establishment— 

to be characterized as local aggression. Secretary Dillon agreed that if 

substantial U.S. forces were required, the fighting would not be local 

ageression. The President felt that it might be difficult to improve on the 

language of the paragraph, but said that if the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any 

individual Chief of Staff found in his planning that he was having diffi- 

culty because of this language, he should refer the matter back to the 

Council for further consideration. Admiral Burke said the whole ques- 

tion was one of judgment. If U.S. forces were fighting two Russian 

squads, this would not be general war; on the other hand, if U.S. forces 

were engaged with large Russian forces, then we would be in general | 

war. The President said it was impossible to cross every “t” and dot every 

“7”. He recalled that Russia and Japan for six years before World War II 

had fought battles which absorbed up to a division on each side, but had 

not declared war. 

Mr. Gray suggested in the last sentence of Paragraph 16 the words 

“in the NATO area” to be deleted after “aggression” and inserted after 

“incident”. Secretary Dillon agreed with this suggestion because it left it 

up to the President to decide what forces were sizable. 

Mr. Gray then noted that Defense proposed a footnote to Paragraph 

| 16 indicating that the revised paragraph is a clarification of existing _ 

policy rather than a change in policy. Secretary McElroy said that the 

revisions just made in the paragraph made the footnote less necessary. 

He was willing to delete the footnote to Paragraph 16. However, he felt 

that he should point out to the Council that he had been concerned about 

the sentence in Paragraph 16 which reads: “Force should be applied in a 

| manner and on a scale best calculated to prevent hostilities broadening 

into general war.” When he read this sentence he thought about the 

Korean War and the fact that our military commanders were told they | 

could not do this and could not do that in Korea—in fact that they could 

not win—because whatever they did might lead to general war. The 

forthright statement of policy in the preceding sentence, that is, that 

“Force should be promptly and resolutely applied in a degree necessary 

to defeat local aggression,” was weakened by saying that we had to 

apply force ina manner and ona scale calculated to prevent general war. 

The President recalled a previous and lively discussion of this statement. 

He felt, however, that the sentence was merely a caution, an admonition 

not to make the fight any bigger than necessary in the case of local 
aggression.
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When Mr. Gray turned to Paragraph 10 Secretary Dillon and Mr. 
McCone withdrew the State-AEC proposal.! 

Mr. Gray brought up Paragraph 15, dealing with maintaining an 
effective nuclear retaliatory power, and said that while it was unchanged 
from existing policy, he did not wish to preclude discussion if anyone 
wished to raise a question. There was no discussion. 

Mr. Gray then explained Paragraphs 23 and 24 of NSC 5906,"! deal- 
ing with the problem of the acquisition of nuclear weapons by additional 
nations. He added that late last night he had received the views of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff who preferred the version of these paragraphs which 
the JCS Adviser had supported in the Planning Board. He read extracts 
from the Memorandum of the JCS to the Secretary of Defense!” on the 
subject of these paragraphs. Secretary Dillon believed the policy of limit- 
ing to the extent feasible the spread of nuclear capabilities was still a 
good policy. If we adopted a definite policy of giving nuclear capabilities 
to other countries, it would be difficult to know where to stop. The effect 
on general world opinion would be unfortunate, it would be more diffi- 
cult to achieve a disarmament agreement, and the U.S.S.R. would be 
presented with a great propaganda advantage in being able to say that 
the U.S. was trying to spread its war implements around the world. We 
must of course recognize that we may not be able to retard the develop- 
ment of nuclear capabilities in additional countries forever, but we 
should try to prevent the spread of such capabilities as long as possible. 

The President said he found himself in a difficult position. In 1945 he 
had advocated making our nuclear knowledge available to the U.K. 
because he did not see how two close allies could continue their coopera- 

_ tion unless they had similar forces in the nuclear field. He felt there was a 
great difference between NATO countries and other countries. He could 
conceive of nothing worse than permitting Israel and Egypt to have a 
nuclear capability, as they might easily set out to destroy one another. He 
could go along with the views of the Secretary of State until NATO coun- 
tries came into the picture, at which point he found himself agreeing with 
the JCS. Secretary Dillon said he would be afraid to give nuclear weap- 

'° This was the language defining general war as “a war in which the survival of the 
United States is at stake.” | 

. 11 Jnhis briefing note, Gray stated that the Planning Board had consolidated the two in 
a new paragraph 23, identical to paragraph 23 of NSC 5906/1 except that subparagraph b 
read: “If, however, it is in the U.S. security interests to do so (for example, if it becomes clear 

that efforts to achieve agreed international controls affecting nuclear weapons develop- 
ment will not succeed, or if there is substantial evidence that the Soviet Union is permitting 
or contributing to the development of nuclear weapons capabilities by bloc countries), the 
United States should enhance the nuclear weapons capability of selected allies by the 
exchange with them or provision to them of appropriate information, materials, or nuclear 
weapons, under arrangements for control of weapons to be determined.” 

12 Not found.
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ons to [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] capable of violent emo- 
tional reactions. The President said our policy might be to give nuclear 
information to allies who can afford to make nuclear weapons, but not 
give such information to allies who cannot afford to make such weapons. 

Mr. Gray felt he should point out that the Joint Chiefs did not pro- 
pose giving weapons to our allies, but only information. The President 

_ agreed with Secretary Dillon that it would probably not be wise to give 
nuclear information to [less that 1 line of source text not declassified]. Secre- 
tary McElroy said the Joint Chiefs were proposing that we make nuclear 

| information available to those countries which had an industrial capabil- 
_ity to make effective use of such knowledge. The President said thatifwe 
were better protected by making nuclear weapons available to our allies, 
we should consider making them available. Secretary McElroy said his 
own views were very close to those of Secretary Dillon. It was difficult to 
see how once we started ona policy of making nuclear information avail- 
able, we could stop short of giving information to all allied countries 
with a capacity to produce weapons. We would probably have to make 

| the information available to Germany, Italy, Japan, and Canada. 

The President said we would not necessarily have to make public 
the policy of giving nuclear information to our allies. We might consider 
giving Germany nuclear information thus enabling the Germans to 
develop nuclear capabilities for themselves. Secretary McElroy said that 
during the 1900’s Germany had been rather an unstable member of the 
international community. The President observed Germany had been his 
enemy in the past, but on the principle of having only one main enemy at 
a time, only the U.S.S.R. was now his enemy. The President added that 
the JCS proposal referred to “selected allies.” He was not happy about 
that phrase and felt it should be more restrictive. Secretary Dillon said 
that the phrase “in the U.S. security interest” in Paragraph 23 of NSC 
5906 was similar to the President's idea. Secretary Anderson said it was | 
inconceivable that language could be written which would determine 
what countries should receive technical information. He felt the matter 
was covered by the words “when the President decides that it is in our 
national security interest.” | 

Mr. Gray suggested that Paragraph 23—a might be left unchanged 
and that Paragraph 23-b might be revised to read as follows: “Whenever 
the President determines it is in the U.S. security interest to doso, the U.S. 

should enhance the nuclear weapons capability of selected allies by the 
exchange with them...” The President suggested that Mr. Gray might go 
over the specific language with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the State 
Department. | ne | : 

Mr. Gray said the Council had now completed all of the paragraphs 
on Basic Policy except Paragraphs 58 and 59. He suggested the Record of |



290 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

Action show that the responsible agencies would report on these para- 
graphs by August 31. The President agreed. | 

Mr. Gray concluded the discussion of Basic National Security Policy 
by expressing his appreciation for the President’s patience. 

The National Security Council:' 

a. Discussed Paragraphs 62, 10, 12-a, 15, 16, 23 and 24 of NSC 5906; 

in the light of the further recommendations thereon by the NSC Planning 
Board (circulated by the reference memorandum of July 28, 1959, and the 

revised pages 16, 17 and 18 circulated July 22, 1959), and of the views of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff presented orally at the meeting. 

b. Adopted NSC 5906 subject to the amendments made at previous 
Council meetings in NSC Actions Nos. 2103, 2105, 2108.and 2110, and the 

following amendments made at this meeting: 

(1) Page 10, paragraph 10: Delete the bracketed clause and the foot- 
note thereto. | 

[Here follow the texts of Paragraphs 12-a, 16, 23, and 62 as they 
appear in NSC 5906/1.] | : 

' _c. Noted that the Department of Defense and the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization would submit a report on the review of Paragraph 
58 of NSC 5906 (Mobilization Base) by August 31, 1959. 

d. Noted that the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, in con- 

sultation with the Bureau of the Budget, would submit a proposed revi- 
sion of Paragraph 59 of NSC 5906 (Strategic Stockpiling) by August 31, 
1959. | : 

Note: NSC 5906, as amended and adopted and approved by the 
President, subsequently circulated as NSC 5906/1 for implementation 
by all appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment, with the understanding that final determination on budget 
requests based thereon will be made by the President after normal budg- 
etary review. NSC 5906/1 supersedes NSC 5810/1, and is the basic guide 
in the implementation of all other national security policies, superseding 
any provisions in such other policies as may be in conflict with it. Prog- 
ress reports to the National Security Council on other policies should 
include specific reference to policies which have been modified by NSC 
5906/1. | 

The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Director, OCDM, for 
appropriate implementation. | 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2114, approved by 
the President on August 5. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) In a conversation with the Presi- 
dent on August 3, Gray noted a few additional revisions to NSC 5906, included in NSC 
Action No. 2114 and NSC 5906/1, which had not been discussed at the July 30 meeting. 
(Memorandum of conversation, August 5; Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 
Project Clean Up) See the Supplement. 7



a EO——————E——E—E—E—ECOCOA~—OEOCE—AES—EEEIEE—EOE——e——E_ EE 

National Security Policy 291 

The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Director, OCDM, and the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget for appropriate implementation. | , 

2. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security 7 

Mr. Allen Dulles said that Khrushchev had recently made a speech 
at Dnepropetroosk which had not been immediately publicly reported. 
The text had only been received this morning and there was evidence it 
had been carefully revised. The speech was so long that there had not 
been time to analyze it thoroughly. However, it contained important 
announcements concerning the Geneva Conference and contained a 
note of optimism about the possibility of some agreement on Germany. 
Mr. Dulles felt that Khrushchev was trying to go far enough at Geneva to 
ensure that a Summit Meeting would be agreed to. 

Secretary Dillon said the news from Geneva was somewhat more 
optimistic. Secretary Herter had reported that there was an outside 
chance that some agreement could be concluded before Wednesday. . 

Mr. Allen Dulles said the Soviets had conducted another ICBM test | 
on the Kamchatka Peninsula range. This was the 13th successful Soviet 
ICBM test. The count-down had apparently been reduced from the nor- 
mal eight hours to four hours, possibly because part of the count-down 
had already been completed in the July 25 and 27 tests, during which it 
was possible the missile did not get off the pad. = 

Mr. Dulles then noted that the Russians were devoting great effort to 
the northern reaches of the U.S.S.R., an area which extended from 60 

degrees north to the North Pole and which included two per cent of the 
population of the Soviet Union (excluding Leningrad), forty per cent of 
the land mass, and four per cent of the production, principally gold, tim- 
ber and furs. The Soviets hoped to ship a million tons of equipment into 
this area during the summer. In some years the area begins to freeze up 
about this time, but this year it appears the area will be open longer. The 
Soviets are buying ice-breakers abroad and of course are building a 
nuclear ice-breaker. The area is well covered by 75 radar stations and 
eight large Air Force bases, including jet bomber training bases. Mr. 

_ Dulles said he was calling attention to this area because of its significance 
from the point of view of possible attack against the U.S. The distances 
from various points in the northern reaches of the U.S.S.R. to targets in 
the U.S. are well within the range of Soviet ICBMs. Admiral Burke said 
this area had great advantages for the Soviet Union because any retalia- 
tory effort by the U.S. against Soviet installations within this area would 
hit a region of little industrial or economic value to the U.S.S.R. (with the 

exception of the Murmansk Peninsula). C, | 

_ [Here follows the remainder of Dulles’ briefing on events in Vienna, 
Laos, and Tibet. ] 

| Marion W. Boggs
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70. National Security Council Report 

NSC 5906/1 Washington, August 5, 1959. 

[Here follow a note from Lay to the National Security Council and a 
table of contents.] | 

: BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

Preamble — 

1. The spiritual, moral, and material posture of the United States 

rests upon established principles which have been asserted and 
defended throughout the history of the Republic. The genius, strength, 
and promise of America are founded in the dedication of its people and 
government to the dignity, equality, and freedom of the human being 
under God. These concepts and our institutions which nourish and 
maintain them with justice are the bulwark of our free society and the 
basis of the respect and leadership which have been accorded our nation | 
by the peoples of the world. | 

| _ Our constant aim at home is to preserve the liberties, expand the 
individual opportunities and enrich the lives of our people. Our goal 
abroad must be to strive unceasingly, in concert with other nations, for 
peace, security and justice and to establish our nation firmly as the pio- 
neer in breaking through new levels of human achievement and well-be- 

| ing. | | 

These principles and fundamental values must continue to inspire 
and guide our policies and actions at home and abroad. When they are 
challenged, our response must be resolute and worthy of our heritage. 
From this premise must derive our national will and the policies which 
express it. The continuing full exercise of our individual and collective 
responsibilities is required to realize the basic objective of our national 
security policy. | | | 

| | Section A | 

| Outline of U.S. National Strategy 

- 2. The basic objective of U.S. national security policy is to preserve and 
enhance the security of the United States and its fundamental values and 
institutions. | 

_. 3. The basic threat to U.S. security is the determination and ability of 
the hostile Soviet and Chinese Communist regimes to direct their politi- 

| Source: Department of State, S/ P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5906 Series. Top Secret.
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cal and ideological influence and their rapidly growing military and eco- 
nomic strength toward shifting the power balance away from the West 
and, ultimately, toward achieving world domination. __ | 

The chief elements of this threat lie in (a) the Soviets’ possession of 
rapidly growing nuclear capabilities (which have made the Soviet lead- 

_ers feel freer to adopt an aggressive posture in peripheral areas) as well as 
large conventional forces; (b) the Soviet regime’s ability and willingness 

to identify itself with various forms of political and social discontent and 
popular opposition to the status quo; to support subversive elements, 
including legal political parties, within free societies, to apply substan- 
tial resources for the purpose of fostering and exploiting various kinds of 
weakness and instability in all parts of the Free World; and, particularly 
in the neutralist and less developed societies, to take advantage of pres- _ 
sures for economic and social change; (¢) the extent to which the total- 
itarian Communist leadership is able to act ruthlessly and rapidly and to 
repudiate agreements without being subject to moral restraints. 

The first danger to U.S. security lies in any neglect on our part to 
retain adequate deterrent power. However, the danger to U.S. security 
from the Communist threat lies not only in general war or local aggres- 
sion but in the possibility of a future shift in the East-West balance of 
power. Such a shift could be caused by a gradual erosion of Western posi- 
tions via means short of force, and over time by a continued growth of 

_ over-all Communist strength at a rate significantly greater than that-of 
the West. The U.S. ability to deal with the Communist threat is compli- 
cated by: (a) lack of sufficient Free World awareness of the nature, dimen- 

sions, and probable long-term duration of the crisis; (b) existing and 
growing uncertainty as to whether U.S. massive nuclear capabilities 
would be used to defend Free World interests; and (c) the possibility of 
serious differences in outlook and policy among Free World nations, 
including questions concerning the use of nuclear weapons. 

4. The initiation by the United States of preventive war to reduce 
Soviet or Chinese Communist military power is not an acceptable course 
either to the United States or its major allies. Therefore, U.S. policy must 
be designed: (a) to reduce the threat of Soviet or Chinese Communist mil- 

_ itary power by other means (such as a safe-guarded arms control agree- 
ment with the USSR); and (b) in a time of relative nuclear parity and 

increased Sino-Soviet political and economic aggressiveness, to place 
greater emphasis on non-military measures.  —S_ rn 

5. The basic task for the United States is to minimize the basic threat 
by mobilizing and effectively employing, while seeking to preserve fun- 
damental American values and institutions, U.S. and Free World spiri- 

tual and material resources over a long period and at an adequate and 
sustained level, in order to: (a) maintain adequate military strength to 
deter or successfully wage war and survive as a nation capable of con-
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trolling its own destiny, and civilian preparedness which will contribute 
thereto; (b) encourage sound and vigorous domestic economic growth 
and progress; (c) strengthen the integrity and unity of the Free World; (d) 
succeed in the over-all contest with the USSR for world leadership; and 
(e) engage in continuous diplomatic efforts to remove the causes of 
world tension through negotiation. 

6. U.S. policies, for which the full support of the American people 
should be enlisted, and U.S. and other Free World resources effectively 
used to carry out the task described in paragraph 5 above, must be 
designed: 

a. To support the desires and efforts of Free World nations to pro- 
mote sound economic growth and acceptable political development in 
the Free World, as a means of taking the initiative not only to meet the 
Communist threat but also to create an international environment in 
which the values and institutions of freedom can be sustained. 

b. To accelerate acceptable changes in the character and policies of 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc regimes. 

c. To prevent the occurrence of general war without sacrificing vital 
U.S. security interests; or if general war occurs to prevail and survive asa 
nation capable of controlling its own destiny. 

d. To deter Communist limited military aggression or, if necessary, 
to defeat such aggression in a manner and on a scale best calculated to 
keep hostilities from broadening into general war. 

e. To prevent Communism from gaining political control of inde- | 
pendent nations by subversion or other means short of war. 

f. To destroy or neutralize the international Communist apparatus 
in the Free World. | 

g. To seek safeguarded arms control agreements as a means of 
reducing the threat of Sino-Soviet military power. 

h. To preserve, for the people of the United States, the basic human 
concepts, values and institutions which have been nourished and 
defended throughout our history. oe 

7. The United States should seek to foster understanding of the prin- 
ciples underlying American institutions and the life and culture of the 
people of the United States; to prevent distortions; and to correct them 
when they occur. | 

8. The United States must take fully into account the fact that the 
psychological impact abroad of our policies—domestic as well as for- 
eign—plays a crucial part in the over-all advancement of U.5. objectives. 
It is essential, therefore, that along with the pertinent military, political 
and economic considerations, the psychological factor be given due 
weight during the policy-forming process. After specific policies have 
been determined, implementing actions and statements supporting 
these policies should be coordinated and presented publicly ina manner 
that will best advance U.S. objectives. 

9. The national strategy outlined above requires a flexible and coor- 
dinated, overt and covert, combination of military, political, and eco-
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nomic actions, consistent with the national posture described in 
paragraph 1 above. This strategy is designed to achieve the basic objec- 
tive of U.S. national security policy by deterring or being prepared suc- 
cessfully to wage general or limited war, and by effectively conducting | 
the cold war with the Sino-Soviet Bloc for whatever period of time the | 
basic threat to U.S. security may continue. The succeeding sections of this 
_document amplify policy guidance as to the elements of this national 
strategy which are applicable to the various national security efforts. The 
following elements of national strategy should be applied to each 
national security effort ina manner which will on balance make the max- 
imum contribution to the achievement of the objectives outlined above. 
Carried out with imagination, initiative and resolution, and with a 

proper and sufficient use of resources, this general strategy can enable 

the United States, as the leader of an interdependent Free World, to 
achieve its basic objective. Co oe 

: - - SectionB 

| -_. Elements of U.S. National Strategy oO 

I. Military Elements of National Strategy | | 7 

10. A central aim of U.S. policy must be to deter the Communists 
from use of their military power, remaining prepared to fight general 

_war, should one be forced upon the United States. This stress on deter- 
rence is dictated by the disastrous character of general nuclear war, a 
danger of local conflicts developing into general war, and the serious 
effect of further Communist aggression. Hence the Communist rulers 
must be convinced that aggression will not serve their interests: that it 
will not pay. a rel oo 

11. If this purpose is to be achieved, the United States and its allies in 

the aggregate will have to have, for an indefinite period, military forces 
with sufficient strength, flexibility and mobility to enable them to deal 
swiftly and severely with Communist overt aggression in its various 
forms and to prevail in general war should one develop. In addition, the 
deterrent is much more likely to be effective if the United States and its 
major allies show that they are united in their determination to use mili- 
tary force against such aggression. re So 

12. a. It is the policy of the United States to place main, but not sole, 
reliance on nuclear weapons; to integrate nuclear weapons with other 
weapons in the Armed Forces of the United States; and to use them when 

required to meet the nation’s war objectives. Planning should contem- 
plate situations short of general war where the use of nuclear weapons 
would manifestly not be militarily necessary nor appropriate to the 
accomplishment of national objectives, particularly in those areas where | 
main Communist power will not be brought to bear. Designated com-
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manders will be prepared to use nuclear weapons when required in 
defense of the command. Advance authorization for the use of nuclear 

, weapons is as determined by the President.! 

b. The U.S. nuclear stockpile should include, in varying sizes and 
yields, standard weapons, and clean? weapons as feasible, to provide 
flexible and selective capabilities for general or limited war, as may be 
required to achieve national objectives. 

13. The United States will be prepared to use chemical and biological 
weapons to the extent that such use will enhance the military effective- 
ness of the armed forces. The decision as to their use will be made by the 
President. 

14. If time permits and an attack on the United States or U.S. forces is 
not involved, the United States should consult appropriate allies before 
any decision to use nuclear, chemical and biological weapons is made by 
the President. 

15. In carrying out the central aim of deterring general war, the 
United States must develop and maintain as part of its military forces its 
effective nuclear retaliatory power, and must keep that power secure 
from neutralization or from a Soviet knockout blow, even by surprise. 
The United States must also develop and maintain adequate military 
and non-military programs for continental defense. So long as the Soviet 
leaders are uncertain of their ability to neutralize the U.S. nuclear retalia- 
tory power, there is little reason to expect them deliberately to initiate 
general war or actions which they believe would carry appreciable risk 
of general war, and thereby endanger the regime and the security of the 
USSR. 

16. Military planning for U.S. forces to oppose local aggression will 
be based on a flexible and selective capability, including nuclear capabil- 
ity for use in cases authorized by the President. Within the total U.S. mili- 
tary forces there must be included ready forces which, in conjunction 
with indigenous forces and with such help as may realistically be 
expected from allied forces, are adequate (a) to present a deterrent to any 
resort to local aggression, and (b) to defeat such aggression, or to hold it 
pending the application of such additional U.S. and allied power as may 
be required to defeat.it quickly. Such ready forces must be highly mobile 
and suitably deployed, recognizing that some degree of maldeployment 
from the viewpoint of general war must be accepted. When the use of 
U.S. forces is required to oppose local aggression, force should be 

' Paragraph 12—a of NSC 5906 was approved by the President with the understand- 
ing that it is not to be interpreted as a change in policy but rather as a clarification of existing 
policy with respect to the use of nuclear weapons and the requirement for maintaining bal- 
anced forces. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

2 Nuclear weapons capable of being exploded with greatly reduced radioactive 
debris. [Footnote in the source text.] 

\ ;
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- promptly and resolutely applied in a degree necessary to defeat such 
local aggression. Force should be applied ina manner and ona scale best 
calculated to prevent hostilities broadening into general war. Local 
aggression as the term [is] used in this paragraph refers to conflicts 
occurring outside the NATO area in which limited U.S. forces participate 
because U.S. interests are involved. Conflicts occurring in the NATO area 
or elsewhere involving sizable forces of the United States and the USSR 
should not be construed as local aggression. Incidents in the NATO area 
such as incursions, infiltrations and hostile local actions, involving the 

United States and the USSR, are covered by the NATO political directive 

and strategic concept. a : 

17. In order to maximize the contribution of U.S. military power to 
the achievement of over-all national objectives, to the extent consistent 
with primary missions, the capabilities of U.S. military forces should be 
utilized in appropriate ways to reinforce and support overt and covert 

_ political, economic, psychological, technological, and cultural measures 

_ inorder to achieve national objectives. 

_ 18.U.S. security is predicated upon the support and cooperation of 
appropriate major allies and certain other Free World nations, in provid- 
ing and using their share of military forces in the common defense and in 
furnishing bases for U.S. military power. The entire overseas base system 
should continue to be reviewed periodically in order to assure that base 
requirements are adequately met and are related realistically to develop- 
ments in weapons technology and other factors. | 

| 19. Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBM’s) will be posi- 
tioned only in those NATO and other Free World nations which demon- 
strate a desire to have them and officially request them. Proposals for the 
positioning of IRBM’s outside the NATO areas will be subject to 
approval by the President. 

| 20. The United States should, as practicable, strengthen the collec- 
tive defense system and induce Western European and other allies with 
well-developed economies to increase their share in collective defense. 
The United States should take the necessary steps to convince its NATO 
and other allies that U.S. strategy and policy serve their security as well 
as its own, and that, while their full contribution and participation must 
be forthcoming, the United States is committed to carry out its obliga- 
tions for their defense and possesses the capability to fulfill its commit- 
ments. In particular, to counter existing uncertainty, the United States 
should reaffirm that its nuclear weapons will be used, as necessary, to 

defend Free World interests. | | 7 

_. 21. The United States should continue efforts to educate the Free 
World as to the importance of nuclear weapons as an integral part of the 
arsenal of the Free World and the need for their prompt and selective use 

| when required. |
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22. Taking into account the protection of classified data, the essential 
requirements of U.S. forces and production capabilities, the United 
States should continue to provide to selected allies, capable of using 

: them effectively, advanced weapons systems (including nuclear weap- 
ons systems with the elements required by law to be under U.S. control, 

readily available). 

23. Special attention should be directed to assisting selected allies 
rapidly to develop and produce in concert, through NATO, their own 
advanced weapons systems (less nuclear elements), and to facilitating 
and increasing the exchange and utilization of Free World scientific and 
technological resources. 

24. a. The United States should discourage: 

(1) The development by additional nations of national nuclear 
weapons production capabilities. 

(2) The acquisition of national control over nuclear weapons compo- 
nents by nations which do not now possess them. 

b. Whenever the President determines it is in the U.S. security inter- 
ests to do so, however, the United States should enhance the nuclear 
weapons capability of selected allies by the exchange with them or provi- 
sion to them as appropriate of (1) information; (2) materials; or (3) 
nuclear weapons, under arrangements for control of weapons to be 
determined. 

c. In anticipation of the possible acquisition of a nuclear weapons 
capability by such allies, the United States should now urgently consider 
within the Executive Branch plans for the development of NATO 
arrangements for determining requirements for, holding custody of, and 
controlling the use of nuclear weapons. _ 

d. Legislation should be sought when and as necessary for b and c 
above. 

25. a. The United States should continue to provide military and 
support assistance to nations whose increased ability to defend them- 
selves and to make their appropriate contributions to collective military 
power is important to the security of the United States. To the extent pos- 
sible without sacrifice of U.S. security, the United States should seek to 
reduce requirements for military assistance by encouraging recipient 
nations to maintain only those indigenous forces which are of a size and 

- composition commensurate with the external threat and in so far as prac- 
ticable with their economic ability, taking due account of U.S. capabilities 
and collective security arrangements. In each instance where an external 
threat exists, it should be determined whether one or both of the follow- 

ing objectives are appropriate for the armed forces receiving assistance: 
(1) to enable the recipient to contribute to its own self-defense; (2) to 
enable the recipient to contribute to collective security efforts. While 
forces maintained for the foregoing purposes will also help meet internal
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security needs, these needs should normally be met by encouraging the | 
maintenance of police and constabulary-type forces. 

__b. The United States should also be prepared to provide limited mili- 
tary assistance to other selected nations which are demonstrating a will- 
ingness to defend and strengthen their independence, in order (1) to 
influence such nations toward a Free World alignment, or (2) to seek to 
prevent them from falling within the Communist sphere of influence. 

c. Consistent with U.S. security, support of police and constabulary- 
type forces should be used as a means: (1) of satisfying future requests for 
military assistance by countries having no existing military establish- 
ments or agreed military missions, and (2) of reducing, in other cases, 

_ requests for the support of additional military forces, where these 
requests cannot otherwise be discouraged. 

26. In furthering U.S. objectives, the United States should, in 

appropriate cases, encourage and support the participation of indige- 
nous military and para-military forces in less developed nations in eco- 
nomic, social and psychological programs provided that such 
participation will not significantly detract from the capability of the 
forces so engaged to perform military missions which the United States 
considers essential. | 

27. The United States and its allies must reject the concept of preven- 
tive war or acts intended to provoke war. Hence, the United States 
should attempt to make clear, by word and conduct, that it is not our 

intention to provoke war. At the same time the United States and its 
major allies must remain determined to oppose aggression despite risk 
of general war and must make this determination clear. The United — 
States must also make clear its determination to prevail if general war 
occurs. To strengthen the deterrent to limited aggression and to reduce 
the danger of limited aggression expanding into general war, the United 
States should, in appropriate cases, make timely communication of its 
intentions. 

: 28. a. Dynamic research and development for military application 
are a necessity for the continued maintenance of effective armed forces 
and an adequate U.S. military posture. The military technology of the 
United States and its allies required to support these objectives should be 
superior to the military technology of the Soviet Bloc. During any 
nuclear weapons test moratorium, research and development should go © 
forward as rapidly and as far as possible on nuclear weapons even 
though nuclear testing is not permitted. | 

_b. The United States must tap the basic and most advanced research 
of the nation, both private and governmental, so that it can rapidly take 
advantage of new discoveries, including those related to outer space, 
which may profoundly influence military technology. Moreover, the 
United States must speed up by all practicable steps the translation of
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research and development into an appropriate flow of new weapons and 
equipment to the armed forces. | | 

c. Measures should be undertaken to increase mutual support 
between the United States and its allies in selective research and devel- 
opment for military application. | 

II. International Political and Economic Strategy | | 

29. So long as the United States and its allies maintain an adequate 
deterrent posture, the Sino-Soviet Bloc, although not abandoning its use 
of force, can be expected to place chief reliance on political, economic and 
subversive means (including the provision of military assistance) to fur- 
ther its objectives, taking advantage of its rapidly growing economic 
strength and its considerable maneuverability in directing the use of its 
economic resources. The United States must therefore devote increased 

attention to the non-military aspects of the world-wide contest with the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

A. Strengthening the Free World. 

30. Political and economic progress in the Free World is vitally 
important: (a) to maintain the effectiveness of the military deterrent by 
preserving the cohesion of our alliances and the political basis for allied 
facilities and capabilities; (b) as an end in itself, in strengthening the vital- 
ity and well-being of the free nations; and (c) to create the conditions 
which over time will be conducive to acceptable change in the Sino- 
soviet Bloc. The ability of the Free World to deal successfully with the 
competition of the Sino-Soviet Bloc will depend in large measure on 
demonstrated progress in meeting the political, economic and ideologi- 
cal aspirations of Free World peoples. In the long run, it is in the interest 
of the United States and of the Free World that this progress be accompa- 
nied by the spread of individual freedoms and the growth of democratic 
institutions and practices. In helping to remedy conditions throughout 
the Free World which are readily susceptible to Communist exploitation, 
the United States should take timely action designed to avoid further 
deterioration which might require more costly and less certain measures 
(including military action), to reverse. : 

31. The United States should continue to provide leadership for the 
Free World, directing both U.S. political and economic policies to this 
end and implementing them with vigor, initiative and imagination. 
Accordingly, the United States should act: 

a. To increase in all Free World nations: (1) mutuality of interest and 
common purpose; (2) confidence in the United States through better 
understanding of its national purposes and as a result of its actions; and 
(3) the will, strength, and stability necessary to maintain their independ- 
ence. | , 

b. To convince Free World nations that the political, economic and 
ideological aspirations of their peoples can be better realized within the
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_ Free World than under the Communist system; and to assist them in their 

efforts to realize such aspirations. 

c. To neutralize the Communist apparatus in the Free World. 

d. To prevent the political and economic efforts of the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc from subverting or gaining political control of independent nations 
or undermining Free World economic institutions. 

e. To obtain a substantial increase in the over-all contribution from 
the industrialized nations of Western Europe to the security and prog- 
ress of the Free World, including intensified support and encouragement 
of sound economic progress in the less developed nations. 

32. The United States should continue its full support of, and active 
leadership in, the United Nations and the related intergovernmental 
organizations, and do what it can appropriately to strengthen these orga- 
nizations and to foster responsible and constructive attitudes to meet 
changing circumstances. It should seek to make effective use of the 
United Nations to settle international disputes; to promote collective 
security, through measures to avert or limit local conflicts; to advance 
dependent peoples and less developed nations through such measures 
as technical assistance and trusteeships (without, however, the UN’s 

becoming an instrumentality for development financing); and to achieve 
international cooperation in solving international problems of an eco- 
nomic, social, cultural or humanitarian character. The United Nations 

can serve and should be used to the extent possible to mobilize Free 
World opinion in support of U.S. policies, to expose inimical Communist 
aims and actions, and to counter Communist propaganda. The United 
States should continue to utilize the UN mechanism for diplomatic and 
other contracts, particularly in the realm of quiet diplomacy and for 
intelligence. In implementing the basic policies stated above, the United 
States should continue to take into account the implication for the attain- 
ment of U.S. objectives of the changing composition of the United 
Nations, particularly as it may affect the voting situationintheGeneral __ 
Assembly and other United Nations bodies. = 

33. The United States should encourage and support movements 
toward European unity, especially those leading to supra-national insti- 
tutions, bearing in mind that the basic initiative must come from the 
Europeans themselves. The United States should work, as appropriate, 
with organizations which reflect progress toward such integration or 
increased cooperation among European nations.? | 

34. While reserving its right of independent action, the United States 
must adapt its policies to preserve the alignment of allied and certain 

° Deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 26 of NSC 5810/1 does not indicate . 
that assistance to Euratom, the European Productivity Agency, the NATO Science Pro- 
gram, or the OEEC Scientific and Technical Personnel Program should be discontinued. 

[Footnote in the source text.]
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other friendly nations with the United States in world affairs and to pro- 
vide clear evidence of the dependability and value of the friendship of 
the United States. In this connection the United States should make effec- 

tive and appropriate use, consistent with bilateral and international 
cooperation, of regional collective security systems, such as NATO, OAS 

and SEATO, and other regional arrangements. Maintaining the vitality 
of the NATO Alliance is essential to carrying out effectively our national 
strategy to meet the threat of the Communist Bloc. 

35. With respect to less developed nations electing a neutral foreign 
policy, the United States should recognize that the independence of such 
nations from Communist control meets the minimum U.S. objective. 
While avoiding in so far as possible courses of action which appear to 
reflect more consideration by the United States for neutrals than for 
friendly nations, the United States should support such neutral less 
developed nations if they are demonstrating a willingness to defend and 
strengthen their independence. The United States, while providing 
incentives where feasible for the eventual incorporation of less devel- 
oped nations in effective regional collective defense systems, should 
avoid exerting pressures to make active allies of nations not so inclined. 
At the same time, the United States should constantly seek means of 
encouraging a maximum identification of interests and attitudes 
between these neutral nations and the United States and its allies, and 

should promote practical forms of cooperation in non-military fields of 
activity. | | | 

36. While maintaining correct diplomatic and other relations with 
recognized governments, the United States should also through 
appropriate channels maintain contact with selected elements of the 
non-Communist opposition to recognized governments in a manner 
which: (a) will not seriously impede the achievement of the U.S. objec- 
tives through the recognized government; or (b) will not associate the 
United States with efforts to overthrow recognized governments. 

| 37. The United States should continue its traditional support for ulti- 
mate self-determination for dependent territories in Asia, Africa and 
Latin America. It should seek (a) to work with, rather than against, 

constructive nationalist and reform movements in these territories when 
convinced of their present or potential power or influence; and (b) to pre- | 
vent the capture of such movements by Communism. It should give 
timely and appropriate political support to newly emergent states, 
including support for UN membership if qualified. In areas of recent or 
emerging independence, the United States should, whenever it appears 
desirable, encourage federation or other appropriate larger political 
groupings, both among the newly independent states themselves and 
between them and other Free. World states, including the European 

metropoles, so as to minimize the number of politically weak and eco-
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nomically non-viable nations created. Where disputes or tensions 
involve the relations of a major U.S. ally with a dependent area, the 

_ United States should, when in the Free World interest, use its influence in | 

behalf of an orderly evolution of political arrangements toward self-de- 
termination, and should seek to strengthen forces of moderation in both 
the dependent and metropolitan areas. 

38. In addition to its own actions outlined above, the United States 

should, in both dependent and newly independent areas, encourage 
Western European nations to recognize and work with responsible 
nationalist forces and to accept such changes in political relationships as 
may best preserve over the long term a pro-Western, or at least a neutral- | 
ist, orientation as well as strong economic and cultural ties to the West. 

The United States should encourage and, to the extent feasible, rely on 
Western European nations to influence and support their respective 
dependent or recently dependent areas so long as such encouragement 
and reliance are consistent with U.S. security interests. If and when such 
encouragement and reliance are not in the U.S. interest, the United States 

should determine its own independent course of action in each case by 
taking into account: (a) the need for establishing friendly working rela- 
tionships with the newly emerging states; (b) the need to incline these 
states toward the Free World rather than toward the Communist world; | 

(c) the effect of our policies on Free World states having a colonial heri- 
tage; and (d) the need for maintaining Free World harmony, including 
friendly relationships and consultations as appropriate with the metro- 
politan powers. > | 

39. a. In nations vulnerable to Communist subversion, the United 

States should, as one of its objectives, assist in the development of ade- 
quate local internal security forces, recognizing that direct action against 
the Communist apparatus must rest largely with the local government 
concerned. The United States should: | — 

(1) Seek to alert vulnerable nations to the methods and dangers of | 
Communist subversion. | 

(2) Conduct civil police and other overt and covert programs and 
activities to combat Communist subversive forces and techniques. 

_ (3) Encourage and assist friendly nations to develop covert opera- 
tions coordinated with our own activities. | | 

(4) In the event of an imminent or actual Communist seizure of con- 
trol from within, take all feasible measures to thwart it, including mili- 
tary action if finally required and appropriate to cope with the situation. | 

_b. The United States should be prepared, if required to protect U.S. 
interests, to take similar actions against subversion or armed rebellion by 
non-Communist elements hostile to U.S. interests. 

40. Wherever feasible without creating antagonism in Free World 
nations toward the United States, the United States should encourage ee 
those nations which are particularly vulnerable to Communist subver-
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sion to minimize their political and cultural contacts with the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc, to avoid extensive use of Sino-Soviet Bloc technicians, and to limit 

other Sino-Soviet Bloc economic contacts to those required for the con- 
duct of such trade and economic aid programs as they consider it advis- 
able to accept. : : , | 

41. Recognizing foreign labor’s importance to the fulfillment of U.S. 
national security objectives, the United States should utilize appropriate 
means for encouraging democratic labor elements to support and 
advance U.S. interests and to defeat Communist efforts to infiltrate and 
control foreign trade union organizations. Whenever desirable, from the 
standpoint of U.S. national security interests, the U.S. Government 
should seek coordinated efforts in this field with those of U.S. trade 
unions and other organizations. _- : 

~ 42. The foreign economic policy of the United States should be 
directed to the promotion of strong, healthy, and expanding Free World 
economies. To this end, the United States should: 

a. Foster a high level of international trade and investment within 
the Free World by: (1) continuing to press strongly for a general reduc- 
tion of trade barriers within the Free World; (2) maintaining a liberal 

import policy, and seeking to reduce further its own tariffs and trade 
restrictions over the next few years on a reciprocal basis in accordance 
with established trade agreement principles having due regard for for- 
eign policy objectives, national security and total national advantage; (3) 
taking into account the impact on our foreign policy objectives (espe- 
cially the collective security effort) of any proposed actions which would 
adversely affect imports from friendly countries; (4) encouraging the 
further extension of convertibility of currencies and the elimination of 
discriminatory trade and currency restrictions; (5) encouraging the 
expansion of private enterprise and investment for Free World develop- 
ment, especially in less developed nations; and (6) promoting both gov- 
ernmental and private international economic cooperation. 

_ b. Provide economic assistance at a total level consistent with the 
| objectives we seek to achieve in the world, being prepared to provide 

such assistance (on a grant or loan basis as appropriate in the particular 
| circumstances) to Free World nations when other means of attaining 

| over-all U.S. objectives are insufficient and when these objectives can be 
advanced significantly thereby. Any increases in economic development 
assistance should, to the extent politically and militarily feasible, be off- 
set by decreases in other economic or in military assistance programs. 

c. Conduct the disposal of U.S. surplus agricultural products abroad 
so as to be consistent with and to give support to our foreign policy objec- 
tives and to avoid material injury to the trade of friendly nations. 

43. Dangers to Free World security arising from economic weak- 
nesses are particularly acute in the less developed areas where they arise
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out of the disparity between low levels of economicachievement and the 
aspirations of peoples for more rapid improvement in living standards, 
rapid population increases, bitter national and colonial disputes, inter- 
nal political instability, and increasingly vigorous Communist efforts 
toward economic penetration. The United States should vigorously sup- | 
port and encourage sound economic growth and development in these 
areas. To this end, recognizing that major changes in traditional habits | 
and attitudes, greater technical and administrative skills, and more capi- 

tal will be required, the United Statesshould: = =. | 

a. Encourage less developed nations to undertake desirable politi- 
cal, economic and social reforms. . __ an | | 

b. Encourage governments of individual less developed nations to _ 
follow policies and develop institutional arrangements which would 
facilitate mobilization of local capital for domestic economic develop- 
ment and would promote both domestic and foreign private investment. 

c. Press Free World industrialized countries to facilitate movements 
of private capital abroad and to supply public capital to less developed 
nations and, where appropriate, to join with the United States in com- 

bined efforts to build economic strength in the less developed nations. 

d. Utilize and support the efforts of Free World international finan- 
cial institutions to the maximum extent possible to promote economic 
development and to bring about economic reforms in less developed 
nations. on Oo a ae . nee 

e. Facilitate the movement of U.S. private investment abroad, espe- | 
cially by tax and other incentives applicable to less developed nations. 

f. Make U.S. public capital available in adequate amounts ona long- 
term basis for the purpose of supplementing the capital available from | 

| other sources for sound economic development in less developed areas. 
US. lending agencies should be assured of continuity in order to contrib-_ 
ute to this purpose. he eee 

g. Continue to emphasize its own technical assistance programs and 
devote more effort, and encourage similar action by other Free World 

nations, to the development of local leaders, administrators, and skilled 

personnel, by strengthening educational institutions, by greatly expand- | 
ing training in administrative and technical skills and by providing com- 
petentadvisers. | yo | re 

h. Increase its contact and exchange opportunities for citizens of less 
developed nations. , | 

i. Encourage greater use of scientific and technological develop- 
ments to overcome obstacles to economic progress. OE 

j. Encourage less developed nations to expand educational facilities 
and opportunities, especially in administrative and technical fields, and 
to share their knowledge and techniques with each other. on
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k. Emphasize the broader objectives of economic development 
which include the enhancement of the dignity of the individual and the 
preservation of human freedoms as wellas the defeat of poverty, disease, 

and undernourishment. 

|. Continue to the fullest extent practicable, and taking into account 
all relevant economic and political considerations, to utilize U.S. assist- 

ance so as to promote and encourage private enterprise in the less devel- 
oped countries. | | 

_ 44. a. In implementing the policies in paragraph 43 above, the 
United States should not encourage aspirations for economic develop- 
ment in excess of economic capabilities, or unrealistic expectations of 
external economic assistance, and should accordingly seek to support 
economic actions which are within the limits of practical realization. 

b. Without minimizing the need for appropriate initiative on the 
part of the United States in encouraging sound economic progress in the 
less developed areas, it should be recognized that the basic initiative as 
well as the primary responsibility for economic growth, and for provid- 
ing the bulk of the resources required for development, must remain 
with the less developed nations themselves. In its actions the United 
States should seek to avoid giving the impression that the United States 
is guaranteeing or underwriting the achievement of specific rates of eco- 
nomic growth or the fulfillment of over-all economic targets in less 
developed countries. | 

45. In order to meet the challenge posed by the Sino-Soviet Bloc eco- 
| nomic offensive, the United States should: 

a. Vigorously press forward its own positive programs to promote 
economic development in less developed areas. 

b. Make the less developed nations fully aware of the opportunities 
open to them to achieve economic progress through expanding trade 
with the United States and the rest of the Free World, through private 
capital and through the effective utilization of the economic and techni- 
cal assistance offered by the United States and other Free World nations. 

c. Alert less developed nations to the probability that the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc will attempt to utilize trade and assistance programs as a technique 
for political subversion. 

d. Nonetheless maintain a flexible posture which seeks to minimize 
damage to U.S. prestige in the event of acceptance by less developed 
nations of economic relations with the Sino-Soviet Bloc, recognizing that 
in general less developed nations can be expected to trade with and 
accept economic assistance from the Bloc whenever it appears to be eco- 
nomically or politically advantageous to them. 

e. In general, avoid attempts to counter each and every move in the 
sino-Soviet Bloc offensive. However, such measures as may be feasible 
in particular circumstances (including in very exceptional cases only,
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direct actions in aid or trade taken specifically for this purpose) may be 
taken to discourage less developed nations from: (1) accepting Sino- 
Soviet Bloc aid in certain particularly sensitive fields of a kind or on 
terms which would be damaging to their security; and (2) engaging in 
trade with the Sino-Soviet Bloc at levels sufficient to create undue eco- 
nomic dependence on the Bloc, or on terms or under conditions seriously 
prejudicial to U.S. interests. | | 

B. Influencing the Communist Bloc. | 

46. a. In addition to political, military, and economic programs and 
actions to prevent further expansion of Communist influence and 
steadily to improve the relative position of the Free World, the United 
States, where appropriate in cooperation with other Free World nations, 
should seek to influence the Communist Bloc by: , 

(1) Giving to the peoples of Communist nations, as well as those of 
the rest of the world, a clear conception of the true U.S. and Free World 
purposes, including uncompromising U.5. determination to resist Sino- 
oviet Bloc aggressive moves and uphold freedom; and otherwise to cor- 

rect the distorted Communist view of the world. | | | 
(2) Making clear to the peoples of Communist nations, as well as __ 

those of the rest of the world, that the Free World opposes the Sino-Soviet 
Bloc because of Communist imperialism, continued use of violence and 
subversion, and its denial of human liberty and dignity to peoples who 
have come under its domination. 

(3) Convincing the Communist leaders and their peoples that there 
are alternatives to their regimes’ present policies which would beaccept- 
able to the United States and which they should come to consider com- _ 
patible with their own security interests. : : 

(4) Encouraging the Communist regimes to take measures which 
make more difficult the reversal of policies more acceptable to us. 

b. Advantage should be taken of every suitable opportunity to 
accomplish paragraph a above by such measures as expansion of Free 
World-Soviet Bloc exchanges and contacts, appropriate liberalization of 
restrictions of peaceful trade, exploitation of Sino-Soviet Bloc vulnerabi- 

lities, and the negotiating process, appropriate use of information media, 
and peaceful cooperation with the USSR in fields not inimical to U.S. 

| security. The United States and the Free World should carry out these 
measures so as not to affect adversely the Free World’s will to resist Com- 

- munism, taking the initiative whenever possibleand withaviewtomak- | 
ing a favorable impact upon the Free World, including uncommitted 
peoples. | oo | 

| 47. a. The United States should encourage expansion of U.S.-Soviet 
Bloc exchanges and selective expansion of Free World-Soviet Bloc 

exchanges, and continue to sponsor specific proposals, which are chosen 
particularly with the view to: a a 

(1) Sustaining current ferment in the thinking, and fostering evolu- 
tionary trends within the Bloc. |
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(2) Maintaining Free World initiative and leadership for advanta- 
geous reductions of barriers to free communications and peaceful trade. 

(3) Increasing the acquisition of useful intelligence concerning the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc and scientific information. 

(4) Avoiding a net disadvantage to the Free World from such con- 
tacts. 

If such proposals are rejected by the Bloc, we should utilize these rejec- | 
tions to expose the reality behind the Soviet facade. 

b. Inconsidering proposals for U.S.-Soviet Bloc contacts, the United 
States should: (1) weigh the potential advantages against the adverse 
effect of the U.S. example upon other Free World nations more vulner- 
able to Communist penetration; and (2) discreetly inform Free World 
nations that expansion of U.S.-Bloc contacts does not signify acceptance 
of Soviet Bloc attitudes, but rather is a means of influencing such atti- 

tudes toward more acceptable conduct. | : 

48. Interference in the trade between the Free World and the Sino- 

Soviet Bloc should take place only where a clear advantage to the Free 
World would accrue from such interference. 

49. a. The United States should continue to participate in the multi- 
lateral security controls on trade with the Sino-Soviet Bloc. These con- 
trols should apply against the Bloc such economic defense measures by 
the United States and by the Free World as will retard the growth of the 
war potential of the Bloc and reduce its unity. The United States should 
use its influence to the greatest degree feasible to maximize the effective- 
ness of such trade controls. | 

b. The United States should conform its unilateral controls on trade 
with the European Soviet Bloc to those agreed multilaterally except as to 
those unilateral controls which will achieve an adverse impact on the 
war potential of the European Soviet Bloc or which will clearly advance 
U.S. policy objectives. 

c. The United States should continue to apply its financial control 
against, and its embargo on trade with, Communist China and North 
Korea, and its embargo on exports to North Vietnam. 

50. a. In the exploitation of Sino-Soviet Bloc vulnerabilities, the 

: United States should design its policies and programs to: (1) accelerate 
evolutionary changes in Sino-Soviet policies and conduct which will 
advance U.S. and Free World security and policy objectives; (2) weaken 
the ties which link the USSR and Communist China and the controls by 
which these nations dominate other nations; (3) exploit divisive forces 
within the Bloc; (4) encourage popular pressures on the Bloc leaders for 
greater emphasis on the legitimate needs and national aspirations of 
their peoples, such as greater liberties and improved standards of living; 
(5) undermine the faith of the Communist ruling classes in their own sys- 
tem and ideology; and (6) develop closer contacts with the peoples of the
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Eastern European nations in ways calculated to build on traditional feel- 
ings of friendship and respect for the United States. | | 

b. In order to foster the development of internal freedom and 
national independence among the Soviet-dominated nations of Eastern 
Europe and Poland when judged to be to the net strategic advantage of 
the Free World, appropriate legislation should be sought, and necessary 

. administrative changes should be made, relaxing present restrictions on | 
the provision of economic aid. ~ an OB 

51. The United States should continue to conduct negotiations with 
the USSR, on any issue and through any appropriate channel, whenever 
it appears that over-all U\S. interests will be served by such negotiations. 
Negotiations with the USSR should be designed to help maintain Free 
World initiative and cohesion, to probe the intentions and expose the 
meaning of Soviet policies, and to resolve specific differences on terms 
advantageous to the United States. All such negotiations should also be 
directed, ultimately, toward the peaceful resolution of the basic Commu- 

nist threat; but the United States should recognize that there is little pros- 

pect that the process of negotiation will eliminate this threat during the 
foreseeable future, and also that useful agreements on specific issues 
may be possible even in the absence of a general settlement. The United — 
States and its major allies should be prepared to sponsor mutual conces- 
sions between the Free World and the Sino-Soviet Bloc which will afford 

net advantages to the United States and which will leave unimpaired the 
over-all security position of the Free World. The United States should 
not, however, make concessions in advance of similar action by the 
Soviets in the hope of inspiring Soviet concessions. Agreements actually 
reached with the USSR should be dependent upon a balance of advan- 
tages and not upon implied good will or trust in written agreements. 
Agreements affecting strength and deployment of military forces should 
include provisions for effective safeguards against violations and eva- 
sions. | | a | | 

52. Efforts to develop safeguarded arms control measures should be 
continued with particular urgency, and agreement thereon sought, in an 

_ effort to reduce the risk of war attendant on the increased possibility of 
achieving surprise and on the growth and proliferation of nuclear and 
strategic missile delivery capabilities. It should therefore be a major 
objective of the United States, in its own interest and as interrelated parts 
of its national policy, actively to seek a comprehensive, phased and safe- 
guarded international system for inspection against surprise attack and 
for the regulation and reduction of conventional and nuclear armed 
forces and armaments; to make intensive efforts to resolve other major 
international issues because a comprehensive arms control agreement 
will depend upon the resolution of some of these issues; and meanwhile, 
to continue the steady development of strength in the United States and
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in the Free World coalition required for U.S. security. As an initial step in 
: developing this international arms system, the United States should give 

priority to early agreement on the implementation of measures designed 
to reduce the risk of general war. The acceptability and character of any 
international system for the regulation and reduction of armed forces 
and armaments depend primarily on the scope and effectiveness of the 
safeguards against violations and evasions, and especially the inspec- 
tion system. Because in the future U.S. security will depend increasingly 
upon information and intelligence of Soviet military capabilities and 
intentions, the development of such an inspection system within the 
Soviet Union assumes, in and of itself, significance to U.S. security. 

53. In applying the strategy in paragraphs 46-52 inclusive to Com- 
munist China, the United States must take account of non-recognition of 
the regime, the special hostility of the regime, its aggressive aims, and the 
undesirability of enhancing the power and influence of Communist 
China relative to free Asian nations. Moreover, the United States should 

not overlook any possibility, however remote, of fostering among the 
Chinese people demands for an alternative to the Communist regime. 
However, the United States should continue its willingness to partici- 
pate in talks with, or including, Communist China, on specific subjects 
on an ad hoc basis where the general objectives of its political strategy 
against the Communist Bloc would be served thereby. 

C. Informational, Educational, Cultural and Psychological. 

34. Foreign informational, cultural, educational and other psycho- 
logical programs are vital elements in the implementation of U.S. poli- 
cies and should be selectively strengthened. In these programs increased 
efforts should be made to influence civilian and military leaders, espe- 
cially those visiting or being trained in the United States, toward a better 
understanding and appreciation of the values, the motives, and the poli- 
cies of the United States. In addition, the United States should, wherever 

not counter-productive, coordinate its programs with those of our allies 
in this field in order to attain maximum impact. 

55. The acceptance by the people and governments of foreign coun- 
tries of the presence on their soil of official U.S. personnel‘ directly affects 
our capability to achieve our national security objectives. To this end, 
programs should be developed and improved to encourage and 
strengthen the natural inclination of the individual American to be a 
good representative of his country and to promote conduct and attitudes 
conducive to good will and mutual understanding. Each department 
and agency and senior representatives overseas should seek (a) to ensure 
that U.S. official personnel understand the importance to the United 

* As of March 32, 1959 there were 1,072,498 military and citizen employees of the 
United States and their dependents in foreign countries and possessions. [Footnote in the 
source text.]
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States of their role as personal ambassadors, (b) to develop programs 
that promote good personal relations between foreign nationals and U.S. 
personnel, and (c) to ensure that the total number of U.S. official person- 
nel in each country is held to a strict minimum consistent with sound 

- implementation of essential programs. 

If. Other Elements of National Strategy 

56. Domestic Economic Strength. 

a. A sound and vigorous domestic economy is essential to assure 
our national security, including the security and stability of the rest of the 
Free World. 

_ b. The goal of our economic policy is the achievement, within a 
framework of free competitive enterprise and reasonable price stability, 
of vigorous, orderly and sustainable economic growth and progress, 
including the efficient employment of resources at high levels. The 
United States should promote the continuing expansion of production, 
employment opportunities and incomes—consistent with the necessity 
to: 

- (1) Avoid inflation; which would impede achievement of long-term 
economic growth, create serious inequities and distortions within the 
economy, and damage our ability to compete in world markets. 

~ (2) Minimize direct government controls and regulations. 

c. Toward the above goal, the Federal Government should: 

(1) Seek to maintain confidence both internally and abroad that the 
value of the dollar will be maintained in the years ahead. 

_ (2) Strive fora vigorous, orderly and sustainable economic growth; 
promote a climate of confidence in which economic growth will take 
place by giving the fullest play practicable to private initiative and com- 
petition, and maximum free rein to incentives to work, to produce, to 
save, and to invest; promote efficiency and seek to eliminate impedi- 

| ments to growth whether found in restrictive practices of business or 
organized labor, in government subsidy programs, in trade barriers or 
elsewhere in the economy; promote the development of a vigorous and 
expanding international trade and investment between the United 
States and other Free World countries. | 

_ (3) Make a determined effort to hold Federal expenditures to levels 
which over time will permit reductions in the public debt and tax 
changes which will encourage private initiative and long-range eco- 
nomic growth, remaining prepared to increase taxes if necessary to avoid 
extended budgetary deficits. 

| d. Nevertheless, expenditure levels must be adequate to provide for 
all programs essential to U.S. security; in determining the essentiality of 
expenditure programs the long-range security and social objectives of 

_ maintaining orderly economic progress within a framework of reason- 
able price stability and free competitive enterprise must be taken fully 
into account. |
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| 97. Internal Security. Internal security measures should be made ade- 
quate, by strengthening them as necessary, to meet the threat to U.S. 
security of covert attack by the Soviet Bloc on the United States by means 
of sabotage, subversion, espionage and, particularly, the clandestine 
introduction and detonation of nuclear weapons. — 

58. Civil Defense. 

a. An essential ingredient of our domestic strength is an improved 
and strengthened civil defense program which seeks, by both preventive 
and ameliorative measures, to minimize damage from nuclear attack. 

An effective civil defense program requires an increasing degree of Fed- 
eral responsibility, support, and influence on the civil defense activities 
of the states. | 

b. Such a civil defense program should include certain measures, as 
approved by the President, to carry out the concept of fallout shelter for 
protection of the population against radiation hazards. oo 

99.° Mobilization Base. The mobilization base consists of the military 
logistics base and the civilian readiness base and should emphasize 
those elements that will increase U.S. D-Day readiness and capability. 

a. Military Logistics Base.’ The military logistics base should be 
designed to provide for the forces and the logistic requirements of: (a) 
cold war, (b) opposition to local aggression, and (c) general war. The gen- 
eral objective of the military logistics base isto achieve a degree of war 
readiness which will provide for meeting foreseeable military contin- 
gencies. The highest priority will be placed upon achieving and main- 
taining optimum readiness for the active forces. To achieve this objective, 
implementation of the military logistics base planning, in addition to 
providing for a continuing deterrent (including force and equipment 
modernization), should be sufficiently flexible to meet the requirements 
of the following: | a , | 

> The text of paragraph 59 printed here reflects revisions made on October 14, 1959; 
see Document 74. 

6 “For planning purposes, the mobilization base is defined as the total of all resources 
available, or which can be made available, to meet foreseeable wartime needs. 

“Such resources include the manpower and material resources and services required 
for the support of essential military, civilian, and survival activities as well as the elements 
affecting their state of readiness, such as (but not limited to) the following: manning levels; 
state of training; modernization of equipment; mobilization matériel reserves and facili- 
ties; continuity of government; civil defense plans and preparedness measures; psycholog- 
ical preparedness of the people; international agreements; planning with industry; disper- 

| sion; and stand-by legislation and controls.” po 

(This is the definition of the term “Mobilization Base” adopted by NSC Action No. 
1756, subsequently approved by the President.) [Footnote in the source text.] 

” The military logistics base is defined as the total of all resources available, or which 
can be made available, to the military effort in order to meet foreseeable wartime needs. 
[Footnote in the source text.]



a National Security Policy 313 

(1) Cold war including periods of heightened tension. 
(2) Opposition to local aggression, in accordance with paragraphs 

12-a and 16 above, by: | - oO oe 

- (a) U.S. active forces, supplemented as necessary, without 
degrading the general war posture to a militarily unacceptable 
degree. - an 

(b) Allied forces, to the extent it is essential they be provided 
support for combat operations from U.S. resources. 7 

Planning for cold war and opposition to local aggression will 
include arrangements for the timely provision of personnel and combat 
essential matériel to ensure the continued maintenance of an acceptable 
general war posture. | : 

_ (3) General War: | . | | 

| (a) The active forces as of D-Day. ) 
(b) The selected reserve forces having an initial general war 

mission. - | 
_ (c) Additional forces necessary for continued support and | 

reconstitution of forces required to achieve national objectives. | 

Planning for general war will include appropriate consideration of 
nuclear damage. | 

b. Civilian Readiness Base. The general objective of the civilian readi- 
ness base is to provide for the mobilization and management, for war 
and survival purposes, of all resources and productive capacity not 
under military control which can be made available to meet essential 
military and civilian requirements in any international emergency 
affecting U.S. national security interests. In developing this base, empha- 
sis will be placed upon meeting the following goals: 

(1) oupport of the military logistics base, as set forth in a above. 
(2) Implementation of the national policies set forth in paragraphs 

58 (Civil Defense), 60 (Strategic Stockpi ng) and 64—g (Manpower). 
(3) Maximum feasible support from U.S. trade and other economic 

policies for both the cold war efforts of the United States and the wartime 
readiness posture of U.S. industry and that of our allies. | 

(4) Development and maintenance in a high state of readiness of 
measures essential to survival as a nation, including minimum civilian 
needs and continuity of government. | 

(5) Development of plans essential to national recovery in the event 
of general war. | | | 

60.8 Strategic Stockpiling. A stockpile of strategic and critical materi- 
als as authorized under P.L. 520, 79th Congress, should be maintained. 

Objectives for the strategic stockpile should be determined on the basis 
of the time required for supplies of materials in a national emergency to 
match essential needs of the emergency. Pending a determination of the 

8 The text of paragraph 60 printed here reflects revisions made on December 3, 1959; 
see Document 80. -
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essential needs of the nation after a nuclear attack (including recon- 
struction), the planning period should be limited to a maximum of 
three years, provided that until such determination is made the “maxi- 
mum objective” should not be less than six months’ usage by the U.S. 
industry in periods of active demand. 

61. Intelligence. The United States should develop and maintain an 
intelligence system capable of collecting the requisite data on and accu- 
rately evaluating: | —_ 

| a. Indications of hostile intentions that would give maximum prior 
warning of possible aggression or subversion in any area of the world. 

b. The capabilities of foreign nations, friendly and neutral as well 
as enemy, to undertake military, political, economic and subversive 
courses of action affecting U.S. security. 

c. Potential foreign developments having a bearing on U.S. 
national security. 

62. Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. The United States should actively 
pursue programs for the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Objectives 
should include advancement of knowledge in this field, strengthening 
of the U.S. national economy, and furtherance of cooperative efforts 
with other nations, both through bilateral arrangements and through 
multilateral agencies such as IAEA and EURATOM. Continue strong 
U.S. leadership and support of the IAEA and give special attention to 
exploiting through the IAEA practical peaceful applications of nuclear 
energy in less developed countries. Attention should also be given to 
formulation of an IAEA control system of internationally acceptable 
safeguards against diversion of nuclear materials to non-civilian use. 

63. Outer Space. The United States should continue actively to pur- 
sue programs to develop and exploit outer space as needed to achieve 
scientific, military and political? purposes, Objective should include: 
(a) a broad-based scientific and technological program in space flight 
and planetary-interplanetary exploration which will extend human 
knowledge and understanding; (b) a military space program designed 
to extend U.S. military capabilities through application of advancing 
space technology, without invading the responsibilities of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration; (c) a civil space program 
designed to promote the peaceful uses of outer space; and (d) as consis- 
tent with U.S. security, achievement of international cooperation in the 

” The term “political” includes consideration of psychological factors. [Footnote in 
the source text.] |



| . National Security Policy 315 

uses of and activities related to outer space—for peaceful purposes, 
and with selected allies for military purposes.!0 By 

| 64. Manpower. The United States should develop and maintain man- 
power programs designed to: a i 

a. Channela larger share of our resources to achieving higher stand- 
ards of education and training for the rapidly increasing numbers of 
young men and women, with special emphasis on meeting the needs of 
science, technology, education and government service. 

b. Develop incentives and public attitudes which will cause a suffi- 
ciently larger share of our manpower to enter research and other pur- 
suits required to accomplish national security objectives. 

-_c. Expand the training of U.S. technical, scientific, and management 
personnel to further U.S. objectives inless developed nations. 

_ d. Provide an effective military training system which recognizes 
the need for full utilization of skills, both civilian and military, and is, so 

far as possible, equitable. eS | | 

_e. Maintain the necessary active military forces with an adequate 
number of career leaders, specialists, and the highly-trained manpower 
required for modern war. | | re 

_ £. Develop and maintain suitably screened, organized and trained 
reserve forces of the size necessary to support the military logistics base 
(paragraph 59-a)."! OO | - | 

| _ g. Provide effective manpower mobilization plans: (1) to meet mili- 
tary requirements; and (2) to channel manpower into priority tasks 
under emergency conditions, including the immediate post-attack 
requirements of civil defense. | 7 

65. Research and Development. The United States must achieve and 
maintain a rate of technological advance adequate to serve its over-all 

| national security objectives. To this end there are required: : | 

a. Increased awareness throughout the nation of the importance to 
national security of science, of technological advance, and of the need for 
greater motivations for qualified youth to pursue scientific careers and 

- engineering careers. , | | | 

b. Strong continuing support by the U.S. Government for basic and 
applied research, in proper balance. - | 

__c. Improved methods for the evaluation, collation and dissemina- 
tion of U.S. and foreign scientific information. 

This paragraph will be subject to reconsideration following the current review of 
“Preliminary U.S. Policy on Outer Space” (NSC 5814/1) by the National Aeronautics and 
Space Council. [Footnote in the source text.] | | | 

1 The text of paragraph 64-f printed here reflects revisions made on October 14, 1959; 
see Document 74. | .
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d. The fostering of foreign, or cooperative U.S.-foreign, scientific 
endeavor in friendly nations. | 

e. Facilitation of wider application by industry, within the bounds of 
security, of the results of governmental research and development, 
including that performed for military purposes. _ 

As research and development results are translated into an operational 
capability with new weapons, there should be an attendant continuing 
review of the level and composition of forces and of the industrial base 
required for adequate defense and for successful prosecution of war. 

66. Scientific Cooperation. In view of scientific, political, psychologi- 
cal and intelligence interests, the U.S. Government should encourage 

and support U.S. participation in selected, unclassified international 
scientific programs where cooperative international planning and 
execution are required for optimum scientific progress. 

| Section C 

Essential Support of U.S. National Strategy by U.S. Citizens 

67. a. The support of the American people is essential to the success 
of a national strategy to meet the threat to our national security. Informa- 
tion, simply and fully presented, offers the best means of enlisting this 
support. To this end every reasonable effort should be made to declassify 
information bearing on the national security so that it can be given wide 
public dissemination in clear form. » 

b. Our nation, our institutions, the principles we hold dear, and our 

very lives are now in great danger. This great danger to the United States _ 
and to all free nations, may persist for a long time. While this threat is tak- 
ing on new dimensions, the determination of U.S. citizens to face the 
risks and sacrifices, and their -willingness to support the demands on 
their spiritual and material resources, necessary to carry out this national 
strategy will be crucial. - | 

c. Continuing efforts should be made to develop a comprehension 
among the American people of these needs and of the fact that our 
national strategy provides the best hope that war can be averted and our 
national security objectives achieved. Steadfastness, wisdom, courage, 
and readiness to sacrifice, rather than the complacent pursuit of peace- 
time living, are required to assure their survival during a period of crisis 
which may continue for many years. 

d. Eternal vigilance to prevent intimidation of free criticism is also 
necessary in carrying out the national strategy.
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71. Memorandum by Director of Central Intelligence Dulles | 

| a _ Washington, August 18, 1959. 

| Military Power Gains of the USSR 7 oo | 

1. Itis not the function of Intelligence alone to make net military esti- | 
mates, but based on the findings of competent American military 
authority and on intelligence regarding Soviet military development we 
‘conclude that the military position of the USSR relative to that of the USis 
improving. Given the continuation of present programs by both the US __ 
and the USSR, the latter will make further gains in relative military 
power during the next few years. ee 

_ 2. The ability of the US to damage the USSR has been, and for the 
next year or so probably will be, greater than that of the USSR to damage 
the US. The US today has a distinct military advantage in this respect. 
The acquisition by the USSR of intercontinental and medium-range bal- 
listic missiles, however, is changing the situation. Within a few years— 
say by 1961 or 1962—the relation between the military strengths of the 
US and the USSR will probably have reached such a point that military 
advantage would lie with the side which seized the initiative. Even then 
the USSR would be unlikely to calculate that it could attack the US with- 
out receiving, in return, damage ona scale which would threaten the sur- 
vival of its society. Nevertheless, the increase in the relative power of the 
USSR will be of gréat significance both politically and militarily. 

3. During the past few months we have had the following principal 
evidences of progress in Soviet military programs: __ | 

_ (a) Additional ICBM test shots have brought to 14 the total number 
of successful tests to a range of 3500 nautical miles or more. In conjunc- 
tion with this, and as an indication of Soviet reliance on ballistic missiles, 
we have noted that production of present operational types of Soviet jet 
medium bombers has virtually stopped, and production of jet heavy 
bombers continues only on a small scale. a Oo 

-- (b) Analysis of Soviet ICBM and space vehicle shots indicates an 
ICBM payload capacity which may equate to as much as 8 megatons. 

_ (c) A conventional-powered Soviet submarine has. been sighted 
with a greatly modified conning tower, possibly indicating adaptation 
for launching ballistic missiles. New Soviet submarine construction pro- 
grams areunder way. | | | | a a | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. The President’s 
handwritten initials on the source text indicate that he saw this memorandum. _ .
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(d) There is hard evidence of the widespread preparation of surface- 
to-air missile sites which when completed will greatly bolster Soviet air 
defense capabilities against bombers. 

4. In conversations with Vice President Nixon and Governor Harri- 
man,! Khrushchev said that he has embarked on a program for produc- 
ing and deploying ICBM’s and other ballistic missiles which he claims 
will be sufficient to paralyze the vital centers of both the US and Europe. 
He cited the example of an ICBM shot to a distance of 7000 kilometers 
(about 3800 nautical miles) which deviated only 1.4 kilometers to the 
right of the target, and was in error by only 1.7 kilometers in distance. 
This statement may or may not be true. If true, it very likely represents 
the most accurate shot of the series. However, we do have evidence of 

good Soviet missile accuracy at medium ranges, and we have informa- 
tion that Soviet ICBM’s in test shots are reaching the general target area. 
While there is presently some difference of opinion concerning the date 
at which the Soviets are likely to achieve a first operational capability 
with 10 ICBM’s, the consensus is that this will be achieved either in 1959 

or 1960.2 

5. These conversations with Khrushchev showed that while he rec- 

ognizes the concept of “mutual deterrence”, he is fully cognizant of the 
increase which is taking place in Soviet military power, and of its signifi- 
cance. He probably thinks that this gives him greater freedom of action, 
and that this freedom will increase as current Soviet military programs 
come to fruition. He will probably expect that the level of provocation at 
which the West would risk general war will be higher in years to come 
than it is at present. | 

6. Itis clear to us, however, and is probably also clear to Khrushchev, 

that he initiated the Berlin crisis while the military power of the USSR, 
relative to that of the US, was considerably below what it would become 
in a comparatively few years. This may be the reason why Khrushchev 
now appears willing to moderate the immediate tension over Berlin and 
postpone the full realization of his aims. He did not find the West to be as 
alarmed by his demands as he probably expected it to be. However, he 
probably thinks that time is on his side. 

" See footnote 10, Document 61. 
—  20n September 12, Dulles forwarded to Eisenhower the “Report of the DCI Ad Hoc 

Panel on Status of the Soviet ICBM Program,” dated August 25. Among its conclusions, the 
Panel stated that a Soviet operational capability with about 10 missiles was “at least immi- 
nent,” but that a capability sufficient “to assure the application of effective force in the 
international field (100 missiles)” would not be available until late 1960 or later. The Panel 
noted that “the evidence is now firm that the Soviets are not engaged ina ‘crash’ program.” 
(Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records) See the Supple- 
ment. An expanded version of these conclusions is in NIE 11-5-59, Document 75.
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7. Considering all the factors involved, we believe that Khrushchev | 

now desires to avoid major international crises while the USSR proceeds 
with military programs calculated greatly to improve its bargaining 
position. | 7 

oe | | A.W.D. 

72. Memorandum of Discussion at the 417th Meeting of the - 
National Security Council a 

| Washington, August 18, 1959. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

| 1. Priorities for Ballistic Missile and Space Programs (NSC Actions Nos. 
1846, 1941 and 1956; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, : 

_ same subject, dated May 7 and 18, 1959;! NSC Actions Nos. 2013 and 

- 2081; Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, same subject, 
- dated August 11,19597) ee 

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the recommendations of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. (A copy of the briefing note is filed in the minutes of the 

_ meeting; another copy is filed with this memorandum.)> 

_ Secretary McElroy pointed out that the Thor-Jupiter (ICBM) pro- 
grams would be deleted from the highest priority list now that these mis- 
siles are in production. The President inquired whether it was still 
planned to have five Thor and three Jupiter squadrons. Secretary McEI- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Robert H. Johnson, Director of the Planning Board Secretariat,on August 26. 

! This May 18 memorandum transmitted to the Council the substance of NSC Action 
No. 2081, approved by the President that day. (Department of State, S/S-OCB Files: Lot 61 
D 385; Ballistic Missiles) Regarding NSC Action No. 2081, see footnote 5, Document 56. 

_ 2 This memorandum transmitted to the Council a memorandum from McElroy to 
Gray dated August 10 in which McElroy recommended that Thor and Jupiter missiles be 
deleted from the missile priority list; that the “antimissile-missile” defense weapon system 
be deleted from the list and its two component systems substituted for it, namely Nike— | 
Zeus.and BMEWS, Phase I, including Project Dew Drop; and that the Minuteman system 
be added to the list. (Department of State, S/S-OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, Ballistic Missiles) 
See the Supplement. _ | - Sn a 

3 Not printed. — | ,
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roy confirmed this understanding and indicated that, when these Squad- 

rons were equipped, only enough missiles to continue to supply these 
squadrons would continue to be produced. The Minuteman was a 
second-generation ICBM. It was being developed with the highest 
urgency, and it was hoped that this missile would “stand up” for a 
decade. Secretary McElroy noted certain of the advantages of the Min- 
uteman—that, for example, it was always loaded and ready to go, and 
that many missiles can be fired froma single base complex. The chief dis- 
advantage so far had been the problem of thrust from solid fuels. Defense 
believed, however, that this problem would be overcome. The Defense 

Department was putting everything back of the Minuteman that it could 
make any sense of. 

The President said that these proposals raised a related question in 
his mind. He believed that we hadn’t yet organized the Department of 
Defense in the best manner possible for the production of missiles and 
for the determination of priorities, because we haven't yet established a 

unified missile command. The theory on which the existing air, naval 
and ground organization was based was as incompatible with intercon- , 
tinental missiles as was the bow and arrow with modern warfare. He 
knew that we hadn’t got away from a great feeling of Service interest in 
individual missiles like Titan, Atlas, or Polaris. There was too much orga- 

nization to do this one job, and too much competitive thinking. It was 
true that you would have a difficult problem, if you were going to make 
use of Polaris, in establishing a unified missile command, because you 
can’t make the Polaris missile independently of the submarines that 
carry them. This problem could, hesuggested, be overcome, however, by 
bringing a team of naval designers into the unified missile command 
organization. 

The Council, the President suggested, was a group with great expe- 
rience in this field. The development of a decent organization to handle 
the missiles program could be a final service of this group to the Govern- 
ment. The President said that we have been defeated too often because 
each Service has its separate interests. 

The President asked why the Russians had taken such an early inter- 
est in ballistic missiles while the United States had not. The excuse that 
was generally given was that we lacked a thermonuclear bomb which 
would make such missiles practical. Yet, though we got the bomb, it was 
not until 1955 that the scientists decided that we had to make interconti- 
nental missiles. The Council ought to look at the costs, what we are 
doing, how weare doing it, and leave a legacy of thought, if not organiza- 
tion, on this subject. This problem, the President felt, deserved the tough- 
est kind of thinking. His Science Advisory Committee ought to go to 
work on it. |
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- Secretary McElroy indicated his general agreement with the kind of 
thing that the President was saying. He thought the best way for the pres- 
ent to get integrated work on missiles was through the new office of 
Development and Engineering in Defense, which had now been for- 
mally authorized by Congress. We should take the basic defense mis- 
sions—the strategic mission, continental defense, anti-submarine 
warfare, and maintenance of sea lanes—and back them up with inte- 
grated planning. There should be integrated planning of aircraft deliv- 
ery systems, Polaris, and other delivery systems including, when andifit 
was developed, a satellite-based launching system. The new office pro- 
vided centralization of authority at one point, though command author- 
ity was still in the Services. There was, however, some thinking within 

the Department of Defense that there should also be a single command 
authority over all strategic delivery systems. The Secretary did not 
believe that such a unified command made sense until Polaris was in 
being. But it would not surprise him if, after, say, six Polaris submarines 
were ready for deployment, SAC, missiles, Polaris submarines, and 

other strategic delivery systems were brought under a single command. 

| The President pointed out that a related study was now under way 
on targets—a study of the total number of targets, of what we have to put 
on them, and of who will do it. What worried him was the responsibility 
for the design, development and production functions. The time had 
come to say that these were not simply Air Force, Navy, or Army busi- 
ness. - _ 

Secretary McElroy suggested that all these considerations were 
driving us toward a single service, but that even such a single service 
would not solve all our problems. Eventually we should set up a single 
strategic command with a single integrated research backup, and we 
should do the same on continental air defense. Such action would take 
much of the fever and blood out of service competition. — 

| The President said he was interested in saving money. Some people 
say that the country can afford anything. But he had been interested this 
morning in comparing the cost of U.S. steel with the cost of steel pro- 
duced by Britain, Germany, and other countries. Generally speaking, our 
costs were going up, while theirs were going down. He believed that our 
whole economy was as important as continental defense. The question 
was, how do you do the job best but cheapest? We have so concentrated 
upon getting missiles into the air that we haven't given enough thought 
to organization. Mr. York, the President’s Science Advisory Committee, 

| and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should get together and tell 
him what to doand he in turn would try to get Congress to swallow their ) 
proposals. a So 

Secretary McElroy said that the President's position on the military 
budget had been very helpful in the fight in Congress. If it hadn’t been for
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the President’s strong position we would have had first-generation mis- 
siles all over the country. 

The President returned to the subject of targeting, stating that the 
people running the strategic air force in Omaha should not have the job 
of launching an attack against specific targets. 

Secretary McElroy responded by stating that he had recently looked 
into this matter, and believed that coordinated targeting based in Omaha 
made good sense. One problem with a continuing air alert was that you 
had to have an adjustable targeting system if key targets are to be cov- 
ered. This was a job for a computer, and he was thankful we had one for 
it. The planning of targeting was an extremely technical problem, and 
has to be in the hands of a single authority. SAC seemed the best choice. 
The President agreed. Secretary McElroy suggested that the President 
should keep pressing the Defense Department on the organization ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Stans stated that he had recently had a two and a half hour brief- 
ing on Polaris, in which he had been informed that the eventual objective 

of the Polaris program was 45 submarines, with [less than 1 line of source 
text not declassified] deployed at all times. With such a force, he was 
informed, we could destroy [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 
targets, which was sufficient to destroy all of Russia. The total cost of 
such a program would be 7 to 8 billion dollars, and annual operating 
costs would be $350 million. An obvious question was suggested by this 
briefing—if Polaris could do this job, why did we need other IRBMs or 
ICBMs, SAC aircraft, and overseas bases? The answer he had received 

when he asked this question was that that was someone else’s problem. 

Secretary McElroy responded by suggesting that Mr. Stans should 
not get the wrong impression from such briefings. This kind of thinking 
goes on throughout the whole Defense Department. That was why there , 
was a Department of Defense and a single Defense Budget. 

_ The National Security Council:4 

a. Noted and discussed the memorandum on the subject by the Sec- 
retary of Defense, transmitted by the reference memorandum of August 
11, 1959. 

b. Noted that the President has established the following programs 
as having the highest priority above all others for research and develop- 
ment and for achieving operational capability; scope of the operational 
capability to be approved by the President: [NSC Action No. 2081]5 

* The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2118, as approved by 
the President on August 21. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) Concerning later revision of this 
action, see Document 94. 

> All brackets designating NSC Action No. 2081 are in the source text.
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(Order of listing does not indicate priority of one program over 
. another.) [NSC Action No. 2081] | 

(1) Atlas (ICBM) Weapon System. [NSC Action No. 2081] | 
~ (2) Titan (ICBM) Weapon system. [NSC Action No. 2081] 

(3) Polaris (FBM) Weapon System. [NSC Action No. 2081] 
(4) Minuteman (ICBM) Weapon System.® | 
(5) Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) Phase I, includ- 

ing Project Dew Drop. | | 
(6) Nike-Zeus Weapon System (research and development ony 
(7) Space programs determined by the President on advice of the 

National Aeronautics and Space Council to have objectives having key 
Pet scientific, psychological or military import. [NSC Action No. _ 

c. Noted that the President has designated the following projects 
under the category specified in b—(7) above: © I 

Sentry (satellite-borne visual and ferret reconnaissance system). 
[NSC Action No. 2081] | | 

Discoverer (satellite guidance and recovery). [NSC Action No. 2081] 
Mercury (manned satellite). [NSC Action No. 2081] : 

d. Noted that the actions in b and cabove did not change the require- 
ment contained in NSC Action No. 1956-b for Presidential authorization 
with respect to the launching of development satellites capable of recon- 
naissance over the USSR and the subsequent scope of the operational 
capability of the advanced reconnaissance satellite program. [NSC 
Action No. 2081] | 

e. Noted the statement by the President that all feasible efforts 
should be made to reduce the costs of the liquid fuel ICBM weapon sys- 
tems, especially the costs of bases. [NSC Action No. 2081] | 

Note: The above actions, as approved by the President to supersede 
NSC Action No. 2081, subsequently circulated for the information of the 
NSC, and referred to the Secretary of Defense and the Administrator, 
NASA, for appropriate implementation. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 3. “U.S. Policy on France,” 4. “U.S. Military 
Assistance,” 5. “Tunisia, Morocco, and Algeria,” and 6. “U.S. Policy 

Toward South Asia.” ] | | 

| Robert H. Johnson 

ae _ Director 
Planning Board Secretariat 

° Inhis August 23 memorandum of a meeting with the President on August 21, Gray 
noted that Eisenhower approved full priority for Minuteman as desired by the Department 
of Defense and Kistiakowsky, against the Bureau of the Budget recommendation that the 
priority be restricted to research and development only. (Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Project Clean Up, Meetings with the President) 7
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73. Editorial Note | 

_ During a conference on September 16, 1959, the President and McEI- 
roy discussed Minuteman as follows: 

~ “The President asked how Mr. McElroy now feels about the Minute- 
man project. Mr. McElroy said that Defense feels very good about it, 
expecting to have operational missiles delivered in FY-63. He com- 
mented that our scientists are now expecting that both we and the Rus- 
sians will achieve increased accuracy. As a result, we must give more 
consideration to dispersion and mobility, perhaps putting the Minute- 
man on railroad firing platforms. The President thought there would be 
great savings if we can get out of the hardening of missile sites. Mr. McE]- 
roy said Defense is going some distance in that direction already, cutting 
down its hardening to twenty-five pounds to the square inch over-pres- 
sure rather than one-hundred pounds. The President added that the 

Titan may be becoming unnecessary. Mr. McElroy said it provides a bet- 
ter booster for missiles of very long range. If our scientists do notseea © 
way of attaining extremely large thrust with solid fuels, there will remain 
a need for high-grade liquid rockets—undoubtedly using storable pro- 
pellants.” (Memorandum by Goodpaster, September 18; Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) 

‘The subjects of missile sites, hardening, and reliability also came up 
at Kistiakowsky’s briefing of the President on August 4. (Memorandum 
by Goodpaster and briefing paper by Kistiakowsky; both ibid.) All these 
documents are in the Supplement. 

74. Editorial Note 

On October 14, 1959, President Eisenhower approved NSC Action 
No. 2131, which provided for a new policy on the U.S. mobilization base. 
(Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) This policy is 
reflected in paragraphs 59 and 64-f of NSC 5906/1 (Document 70). Ina 
September 29 memorandum to Secretary Herter, Bromley Smith recom- 
mended approval of Planning Board draft paragraphs circulated to the 
NSC with a September 21 covering note by Lay. (Both in Department of 
State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, Basic National Security Policy) Smith
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stated that the revision, undertaken in accordance with the President’s 

instructions of December 1958, made three basic changes: the abandon- 
ment of a mobilization timetable extending 6 months from startup and 
its replacement by a flexible, shorter time period; the adoption, in plan- 
ning for general war, of estimates of damage from nuclear attack both on 
the United States and on U.S. forces abroad; and the adoption ofa distinc- 

tion between mobilization requirements for general war and those for 
limited war. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, ina September 28 memorandum to 
the Secretary of Defense, which was circulated to the Council by Lay 
under a September 29 covering note, gave general approval to the revi- 
sions but asked that “cold war” as well as limited war be taken into 
account. (Ibid.) | 

The revision was discussed at the NSC meeting on October 1, and 
~ the Council recommended adoption with the modification suggested by 

the JCS and another having to do with planning for a postwar recovery. 
| (Memorandum of discussion by Boggs, October 2, which incorporates 

NSC Action No. 2131; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) 

All these documents are in the Supplement. Se : 

Concerning the President's instructions of December 1958, see Doc- 
ument 43. | | | 

75. National Intelligence Estimate | 

| NIE 11-5-—59 Washington, November 3, 1959. 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES IN GUIDED MISSILES | 
AND SPACE VEHCILES | | | 

The Problem | | 

To estimate Soviet capabilities and probable programs for the devel- 
opment of guided missiles, and the major performance characteristics 
and dates of operational availability of such missiles. Further, to estimate 

the technical capabilities of the Soviets in space including the earliest 
possible dates of achievement of important space ventures. _ 

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Top Secret. A dissemination notice, table 

of contents, and list of tables are not printed. A note on the cover sheet indicates the esti- 
mate was submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence. The Central Intelligence 
Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State, the Army, the Navy, 
and the Air Force; the Joint Staff; AEC; and NSA participated in its preparation. The U.S. 
Intelligence Board concurred on November 3. The Assistant Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation abstained because the subject was outside his jurisdiction. -
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Foreword | | 

This estimate supersedes NIE 11-5-58, “Soviet Capabilities in 

Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles,” dated 19 August 1958,! “Memo- 
randum to Holders of NIE 11-5-58,” dated 25 November 1958, and the 

“Advance Portion of NIE 11-5-59,” dated 8 September 1959.2 It is made 

on the basis of our belief that the USSR does not now intend to initiate 
general war deliberately and is not now preparing for general war as of 
any particular date. It assumes that there will be no international agree- 
ment on the control of armaments or outer space. oe 

In view of the paucity of positive intelligence on Soviet missile and | 
space programs, we have given considerable weight to estimated Soviet 
military requirements, estimated Soviet capabilities in related fields, and 
US guided missile experience. | | 

For guided missiles, except where noted otherwise, the initial 
operational capability dates given are the years during which we esti- 
mate one or more series produced missiles could probably have been 
placed in the hands of trained personnel in one operational unit, thus | 
constituting a limited capability for operational employment. For space 
flight activities the dates given are the earliest possible time periods by 
which we believe each specific objective could be achieved, although we 
believe it unlikely that all these objectives will be achieved within the 
specified time periods. | : 

Forthcoming estimates will consider to what extent the USSR has 
the resources and industrial capacity to produce the missile systems 
described herein, together with the ancillary equipment necessary to 
their deployment. 

Summary and Conclusions 

1. Soviet programs in the development of guided missiles and in 
space flight have been carried forward ona wide front over the past year. 
As these Soviet programs and our own intelligence collection and analy- 
sis have advanced, we have acquired considerable new information on 
both specific developments and the extensive scientific and technical 
capability underlying them. In general, this information has confirmed 
progress along the lines indicated in previous estimates. Of the 19 Soviet 
missile systems estimated as probably available for operational use now 
or within the next two years, we have evidence on the existence of 13. The 
others are inferred from Soviet requirements and technical capabilities. 
Evidence on some systems is extensive, but for most there are serious 

' See Document 33. : 
* Neither printed. (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) See footnote 7, Document 82.
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deficiencies, not only in the quantity and quality of information but also 
in its timeliness. _ | 

_ Surface-to-Surface Ballistic Missiles 

_ 2. Missiles in this category which we know the USSR has developed 
or has under development include those with maximum ranges of about 
75 nautical miles (n.m.), 200 n.m., 350 n.m., 700 n.m., 1,100 n.m., and an 

intercontinental ballistic missile ICBM). These missiles probably meet 
high standards in reliability, accuracy, and other performance character- 
istics. We believe that in the development of longer range systems, maxi- 
mum use has been made of proven components. 

3. Mobility appears to be a basic design consideration. Systems with 
ranges of 700 n.m. and less are probably road mobile. The 1,100 n.m. sys- 
tem is probably road and/or rail mobile. The available evidence sug- 
gests that the Soviet ICBM could be rail mobile, but we do not know 
whether the ICBM system as a whole will consist of rail mobile units, 
fixed installations, or a combination of the two. In any case, the system 
will be heavily dependent on the Soviet rail network. 

4. ICBM. During 1959 the Soviet ICBM test firing program resumed 
after a period of virtual inactivity in the second half of 1958. Recent firing 
schedules indicate that the program as a whole is proceeding in an | 
orderly fashion rather than ona “crash” basis. We do not know that series 
production of ICBMs has actually begun, nor do we have evidence of 
operational launching facilities. However, there has been ample time for 
the USSR to begin turning out series produced ICBMs, as implied by 
Soviet claims. Evidence derived from Soviet ICBM flight tests is consid- 
ered adequate to gauge the general progress of the program. We cannot 
state with certainty the precise timing of the initial operational capability 
(IOC) of a few—say, 10—series produced ICBMs. In light of all the evi- 
dence, we believe that for planning purposes it should be considered that 

| the IOC will have occurred by 1 January 1960. 

' 5. On the basis of correlated data from ICBM and space vehicle 
launchings, we believe the Soviet ICBM to bea one and one-half or paral- 

— lelstaged vehicle, employing liquid oxygen/kerosene propulsion, capa- 
ble of delivering a 6,000 pound nuclear warhead toa range of 5,500 n.m. if 
employed with a heat-sink nosecone. A reduction in warhead weight 
would permit an increase in range; use of an ablative nosecone would 
permit a heavier warhead or extended range. | | 

6. We estimate Soviet ICBM guidance at IOC date as a combination 
radar track/radio command/inertial system, although an all-inertial 
system is possible. Soviet capabilities in related components point to a 
theoretical accuracy (CEP) of about 3 n.m. The amount of degradation 
which would be introduced by operational factors is unknown, but we 

| estimate that CEP under operational conditions would be no greater
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| than 5 n.m. at IOC date and may be better, say between 3 and 5 n.m. In 
any event, we estimate that under operational conditions a CEP of 3n.m. 
in 1963 and 2 n.m. in 1966 will be feasible. a | 

7. Other Surface-to-Surface Ballistic Missiles. By late 1958 or early 1959, 
research and development work on an 1,100 n.m. missile had advanced | 
to the point where this system was probably ready for operational use. 
Test firings on this and shorter range ballistic missiles have continued 
during 1959; [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. Althoughno units or 
installations have yet been identified with these missiles, all systems 
from 75 n.m. to 1,100 n.m. are probably now in operational use. From 
launching sites within the USSR, 700 and 1,100 n.m. missiles could 
deliver 3,000 pound nuclear warheads against a large majority of critical 
targets in Eurasia and periphery, with CEPs of 1-2 n.m. and about 2 n.m., 
respectively. All-inertial guidance could probably be available now or by 
the end of 1960. | 

Air Defense Missiles | 

_ 8.Inthe surface-to-air missile category, a new system is being added 
to the defenses of Soviet industrial and population centers. It probably 
became operational in 1957, and has been deployed extensively during 
at least the past year, including some units in East Germany. In contrast to 
the massive, immobile system which has been employed at Moscow for 
the past several years, the new system is flexible and employs small fire 
units. It can, at relatively low cost, be deployed widely for defense of 
large areas, smaller fixed points, and forces in the field. Both the old and 
new systems can effectively deliver high explosive (HE) or nuclear war- 
heads against present Western bomber types, except at very low altitude. 

9. In the absence of evidence, but considering Soviet technical capa- 
bilities and probable needs, we estimate that within the next year or two 

the USSR will probably have available two additional surface-to-air mis- 
sile systems, one designed primarily to engage very low altitude targets, 
the other for long-range (on the order of 100 n.m.) engagement of targets 
at altitudes up to 90,000 feet. These systems will have increased kill capa-_ 
bilities against aircraft and cruise-type missiles. We also believe that in 
1963-1966 the Soviets will have available an antiballistic missile system 
with undetermined capability against ICBMs, IRBMs, submarine- 
launched, and air-launched ballistic missiles. . 

10. We continue to estimate that the USSR has several types of short- 
. range (up to 6 n.m.) air-to-air missiles with HE warheads, for employ- 

ment with day and all-weather interceptors. Additional types, with 
longer ranges and capable of carrying nuclear warheads, will probably 
become available in 1960 and after.
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Air-to-Surface Missiles | oo : Soa be 

11. A subsonic air-launched antiship missile, capable of delivering 
nuclear or HE warheads from a maximum range of 55 n.m., is now 
assigned to jet medium bomber units in widely separated coastal areas of 
the USSR. The Soviets will probably have available in about 1961 a super- 
sonic missile which will provide medium and heavy bombers with a 
standoff capability of at least 350 n.m., and will be adaptable for use 
against land targets or ships at sea. They may now have in operation an 
air-launched decoy to simulate medium or heavy bombers. 

Naval-Launched Missiles. ee 

12. We estimate that at least one and perhaps two types of subma- 
rine-launched missiles with nuclear warheads are operational in small 
numbers of modified, long-range, conventionally-powered submarines. 
One is a subsonic cruise-type system with a maximum range of 150-200 
n.m., low altitude cruise capability, and CEP of 2-4 n.m. In addition, 
some submarines may have been modified to launch ballistic missiles of 
similar range and accuracy. Both these systems would require the sub- 
marine to surface before launching a missile. Based. chiefly on Soviet 
requirements and capabilities, we estimate that in 1961-1963 the USSR 
will probably achieve a system capable of delivering ballistic missiles 
with nuclear warheads to a maximum range of 500-1,000 n.m. from a 
submerged submarine. Ss | = Ses 
_. 13. The Soviet Navy’s modernization program includes the arming 

of surface ships with missiles. Some destroyers are being modified and 
others constructed to launch subsonic cruise-type missiles, probably of 
30-40 n.m. range, in lieu of main battery guns and torpedoes. It is logical 

_ tosuppose that such missiles will be installed on any modified or newly- 
constructed Soviet cruisers. Ground-launched surface-to-air missiles | 

. will probably be adapted for use by surface ships. The USSR will prob- 
ably also develop missile systems for antisubmarine warfare: surface 
ship-launched and submarine-launched versions could probably enter 
service between 1962 and 1966. Be ee 

Space Program Be ae | 

14. The probable main objectives of the Soviet space program are: to 
conduct scientific research, to develop military applications, to attain 
manned space travel, and to support Soviet propaganda and policy. The 

| actual launching program has, like the ICBM test firing program, pro- _ 
ceeded at a fairly deliberate pace. Its recent emphasis has been on scien- 
tific and propaganda objectives. In addition to high altitude research 
vehicles, the program since mid-1958 has included three space vehicles 
which reached the vicinity of the moon. All three lunar probes were 

major feats of theory and technology. — |
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15. Supported by high thrust propulsion systems and a wealth of 
scientific and technical know-how, the Soviet space effort will achieve 
large and increasingly refined satellites and space vehicles with scientific 
and perhaps military utility. Judging by the USSR’s known and esti- 
mated capabilities, and in light of the obvious Soviet desire to achieve 
worldwide propaganda and psychological impact, we believe that dur- 
ing the next 12 months or so the Soviet space program will include one or 
more of the following: 

a. vertical or downrange flight and recovery of a manned capsule; 
b. unmanned lunar satellite or soft landing on the moon; 
c. probe to the vicinity of Mars or Venus; 7 
d. orbiting and recovery of capsules containing instruments, an ani- 

mal, and thereafter perhaps a man. 

[Here follow the Discussion section and a series of tables, compris- 
ing 36 pages.] 

76. Editorial Note : 

At the National Security Council meeting on November 5, 1959, 

AEC Chairman McCone briefed the Council on atomic energy programs. 
After describing materials procurement, McCone turned to certain 
weapons programs and space vehicles: | 

“Mr. McCone next turned to naval nuclear propulsion. He indicated 
that by December 31, 1959 we would have one Polaris and eight other 
nuclear submarines; by December 31, 1960 we would have five Polaris 

and thirteen other nuclear submarines. The George Washington, the first 
Polaris submarine, will be undergoing sea trials in the near future. The 
nuclear-powered cruiser Long Beach should be operating by the end of 
1960, after launching this spring and sea trials in July. The nuclear-pow- 
ered aircraft carrier Enterprise and the nuclear-powered destroyer Bain- 
bridge should be operating by the latter part of 1961. The naval nuclear 
propulsion program was summarized as consisting of six land-based 
prototype reactors, 37 submarines, and 3 surface vessels. Mr. McCone 
concluded his remarks on maritime nuclear propulsion by indicating 

| that minor modifications in design were being made in theN.S. (Nuclear 
Ship) Savannah. | 

“In passing, Mr. McCone remarked that we have eight or nine mili- 
tary package power plants in various sizes and types and indicated that 
they were particularly important in view of their significant contribution 
to technology.
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_. “Mr. McCone then briefly described the Pluto, Rover and Snap 
devices and the air nuclear propulsion program. He recalled to the Presi- 
dent the thermo-couple principle which was embodied in one of the 
Snap devices shown to the President, and indicated we were developing 
more of this type. All of the Snap devices are being utilized for auxiliary 
power in space vehicles. A careful review is being made of the Snap pro- 
gram, which will run to $300-$400 million from the point of view of cost 
and effectiveness as compared to other power sources such as solar heat. 

_ Pluto involved the development of a ram jet to propel low-level 
unmanned supersonic missiles. Three to four years would be required 
for the development of this ram jet, but the program offers good pros- 
pects. Rover is a nuclear propulsion system for a space vehicle; again — 
three to four years of development will be required before its full possibi- 
lities are known. Mr. McCone recalled to the President a recent review of 
the aircraft nuclear propulsion program and indicated that the develop- 
mentrather than the hardwarestage of the program is being emphasized 
as a result of such review. He said we had developed a reactor which 
would fly a plane, but the reactor would not fly the plane very well. By 
postponing the hardware stage two or three years, we could probably | 
developa better reactor for aircraft propulsion. Mr. McCone thought that 
the Russians were probably coming to a similar conclusion. He noted 
that the Russians were somewhat evasive in this area, but believed they | 
had been unable to solve the ceramics problem and did not consider it 
likely they would surprise us with a technical break-through in aircraft | 
nuclear propulsion.” _ | | : 

- The remainder of the briefing concerned Soviet atomic energy pro- 
grams and peaceful uses of atomic energy. (Memorandum of discussion 
by Boggs; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Sup- 
plement. © = | | 

77. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

) , | | Washington, November 5, 1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | 

Secretary McElroy, General Goodpaster 

The President called Mr. McElroy in following the NSC meeting and 
told him he is disturbed by some of the implications of cuts that may be 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster on November 6.
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forced by the budget. He commented that he has been fighting hard to 
get our forces in Europe down to perhaps two divisions. But for us, with- 
out warning, to cut our forces for budgetary reasons would be very bad 
in its impact on forthcoming negotiations. Mr. McElroy agreed. The Pres- 
ident said this must therefore be very skillfully done, and that we may 
have to exceed somewhat the figures he and Mr. McElroy have had in 
mind. His real aim is to get our programs trimmed down to what we can 
carry forward, with no more than a slight rise in the future. He com- 

mented how very costly these programs are, mentioning particularly the 
$2-3/4 billion estimate for AEC, which he strongly questions. 

The President said he thought we have gone too far in an atomic 
powered surface fleet. We are already committed to two cruisers and one 

| aircraft carrier according to Mr. McElroy. The President doubted 
whether we should go any further. 

He said he thought it now requires some very close and searching 
study, to cut expenses everywhere else in government, in order to pro- 
vide fora little “bulge” in Defense if it has to come. At this time he felt we 
could not weaken the Western position when we are going into negoti- 
ations. He observed the Chiefs appear to appreciate the need for a sound 
economy, from reports he is getting. : 

The President said that some decisions may be needed in early 
December after he has gone on his trip, and cannot preside over meet- 
ings. He thought he would ask the Vice President to preside over Cabi- 
net, NSC and such meetings and would make the Secretary of the 
Treasury the head of a Committee to screen the budget. There is need for 
a carefully worked out position which all can support before the Con- 
gress. 

The President said what he really wanted to tell Mr. McElroy is that 
there must be some flexibility regarding the budget but it must be exer- 
cised by the very top men in Defense. Budget officers operate by guide- 
lines and take a completely rigid stand, such as “no new starts.” 

Mr. McElroy expressed his appreciation to the President for what 
the President had told him. He said he would keep this “in his own vest 
pocket.” He assured the President he would not put up a program which 
he thought to be unwise. 

G 
Brigadier General, USA
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78. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

ce Augusta, Georgia, November 16, 1959, 8:30 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | po | 

Sec. McElroy | SO 7 
Mr. Gates — : 

Gen. Twining | 7 - | 
Mr. Sprague | | 
Gen. Randall | 
Gen. Persons | mo oo 
Mr. Gordon Gray | 7 : | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky | 
Gen. Goodpaster | oo a 

Mr. McElroy said that Dr. York was ill and unable to make the flight 
and that Dr. Kistiakowsky had agreed to represent his views. He then 
reviewed for the President summary figures covering the military budg- 
et for FY 61. He said there is a “classified item” (CIA) which has gone up 
$75 million and has not been reviewed. The President asked who 
reviewed the CIA item. Mr. Stans said that the Bureau of the Budget had 
gone through it thoroughly. After further discussion, Mr. Gray agreed to 
look into the mechanism for review and make sure it is adequate. 

Mr. McElroy then said that an additional item of $53 million in the 
budget is the result of the new health legislation for civilian employees of 
the Defense Department. In addition, military retirement pay has 
increased $73 million over the past year. The Defense Department 
strength is going down 35,000 people. At the same time, there is an 

| — increase of $145 million in personnel pay, since the average age of the 
force is increased, the average grade is going up and number of depend- 
ents is increasing. a | | . : 

[Here follows a section on NATO printed in volume VIL, Part 1, 
pages 516-517.] | 

~ Mr. McElroy next brought up the question of Army Reserves and 
National Guard. The question is whether to budget them at 700,000 total 
or decrease to 630,000—the figure we have used the last two years. Gen. 

Twining said the Army has just completed a reorganization on the basis 
of 700,000 strength, and an attempt to go below this figure would wreck 
the whole national training plan and structure. Mr. McElroy said he has 
asked the Joint Chiefs to consider all our Reserve forces and report as to 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by Goodpaster on December 2. The President was on a working vacation in Augusta, 
November 12-23. A detailed account of this meeting is in Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the 
White House, pp. 157-163. |
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what they think the function of the Reserves should be, as well as the 
total strength. He recognized that the Reserves and the National Guard 
reorganization has just been completed and said Gen. Lemnitzer feels 
the right course of action would be to go for a year without further 
changes. Another reason to doubt going back witha proposal for 630,000 
is that we have been beaten twice on this. Militarily, he thought the figure 
could be as low as 500,000. The President said he would support such a 
figure. Gen. Persons commented that if the President thinks 630,000 is 
the right figure, it would be well to take on the Congress even though the 
Administration is defeated. The President said this is all part of a trend, 
with both Regular and Reserve forces strengths coming down. He was 
sure we should not go above 630,000. In fact, he believed the figure ought 
to be lower. Mr. Gates said Gen. Lemnitzer agreed with these observa- 
tions concerning the mission of the Reserves, as well as the cuts, but felt it 

would not be possible to carry this through this year. 

Mr. McElroy next raised the question of the Navy. Their program 
was considerably in excess of their funding, and a considerable sum of 
money has been put into the budget merely to make them honest. Even 
so, cuts are required. They will take out either ship or aircraft elements on 
the DEW-line. He has told them they should keep whichever is opera- 
tionally the more important element. The President referred to new 
developments such as the BMEWS, initially estimated to cost $100 mil- 
lion, and now funded at $300 million with no end in sight. In addition, 
ICBMs and submarine launched missiles are coming into the military 
force. All in all, technology is going so fast as to reduce the reasons for 
such things as the DEW-line. Mr. McElroy concurred, stating that within 
a couple of years he felt sure we would abandon at least one of the warn- 
ing lines. The President commented that there were probably a few 
things Khrushchev told him in which he was speaking honestly. One of 
these was that long range aircraft are no longer of much significance in 
war, nor are surface ships. The importance of submarines, missiles and 
conventional ground forces is rising. Our problem is that we are not con- 
centrating simply on the things he says he is stressing, but are trying to 
defend ourselves against every conceivable type of weapon. He said it 
will be hard to sell cutbacks in air defense since this is so much a psycho- 
logical question. Mr. McElroy agreed, noting particularly that we must 
discuss the matter carefully with the Canadians. The President added 
that it should be discussed also with Sen. Russell and Congressmen Vin- 

| son, Mahon and Ford. 

Mr. McElroy then said he wanted to take up certain individual 
items. He stated that Defense has cancelled the F-108 fighter, and that 
this action has been well accepted. The budget includes a minimum fig- 
ure for preparation for a B-52 air alert in case the JCS later say such is 
needed. We are not increasing the number of crews, but will procure long
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leadtime items of maintenance, such that we could later keep up to a | 
maximum of 25% of our B-52s in the air at all times should we so decide. 
In addition, some extra POL will be needed to carry out the training. Mr. 
Stans asked if these are strictly preparatory expenses. Mr. McElroy said 
that they are and that he would welcome the Bureau of the Budget going 

_ over these figures. | | 

The President said it looks again as though we are trying to protect 
ourselves in several ways at once. He thought if we are going to do this 
kind of thing then we should abandon the BMEWs project. Mr. McElroy 
said we cannot be certain that we will do it. It is important however to 
take preparatory steps, and to let it be known that we are prepared for an 
air alert should it be required. Until we get the Polaris and the Minute- 
man, we are relying upon and extending the capabilities of our bomber 
force. 

Mr. Stans asked for a chance to look at the Defense budget, along 
with other budgets on an over-all basis and to seek alternatives and ways 
of cutting items out. The President said this is a laudable purpose but that 
the Secretary of Defense had already done this, checking one program 
against another. He thought Mr. McElroy was as competent as anyone 
else regarding the over-all budget picture. The President said that he 
himself did not have the time or the skill or the knowledge to set up arbi- 
trary decisions. We would however hammer on the budget if Defense | 

_ seemed careless in preparing it. Mr. Stans urged again that the Defense 
budget be dealt with in terms of over-all resources looking to see what 
items are in competition. Mr. McElroy commented that the Defense 
people have representatives of the Bureau of the Budget working with 
them all year. The air alert proposal, for example, started out as a $1 bil- 
lion program. It is now being cut to a very hard-core, conservative pro- 
gram. | 

Mr. McElroy next brought up the matter of ICBM squadrons. The 
NSC has approved 9 Atlas squadrons and 11 Titan squadrons. He recom- 
mended increasing the Atlas to 13 and the Titan to 14 squadrons. There is 
need to harden more Atlas sites. In addition, the need for liquid missiles 
extends into the indefinite future. He thought we should accept the delay 
in readiness dates of Titan in order to shift this to storable propellants. 
The President said he understood that Titan was not doing at all well. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky said that the Titan has good design and engineering—a 
long step in advance of the Atlas—but that it isa management mess. Mr. , 
McElroy said Defense is making a great effort to strengthen the Martin 
Company’s management of Titan. The President said he would approve 
the additional Atlas missiles, but that he thought we should simply puta 

certain amount of money into the development of storable fuels. If this 
__ process proves out, we would then add the 3 Titan squadrons, leaving 

the total approved at 11 for the moment. He thought we should say we
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have come to the conclusion that the ICBM is doing well, and ask for a 
general authorization for additional squadrons, not specified as to par- 
ticular weapon. Mr. McElroy agreed to try, to work the matter out that 
Way. re 

Mr. McElroy next asked if the President would see the Chiefs of 
Staff. The President said he would and that they could come down to see 
him at Augusta. Gen. Persons asked whether the Service Secretaries 
should come down at the same time. Mr. McElroy said he felt it would 

make it a different kind of meeting. Co, 

Mr. McElroy next raised the question of the B-58 program. He said 
we have already spent $2 billion on this and would obtain 49 aircraft if 
we cut it off now. He said the proposal of the Air Force is for a 3-wing 
force of 30 aircraft to a wing. To obtain this would cost us about $1 billion 
more. The Air Force says the B-58 has great operational advantages. It 
can come in fast and low, flying at Mach 0.9 at low altitudes and Mach 2.0 
at high altitudes. It cannot carry missiles, being designed to carry a 
“pod”. The Air Force states that the bomber will remain the principal 

~ weapon of SAC for 5 more years. Mr. McElroy commented that the 
Department of Defense favors cancellation of the B-58. They recognize 
that there would be a heavy impact on the production area. He asked 
Gen. Twining to state his views, since he knew Gen. Twining supported 
the B-58 project. Gen. Twining confirmed that he supports the project, 
for reasons generally as indicated above. The President said he is not so 
concerned about the B-58 as the B-70. He thought if we expended effort 
on the B-70 we would simply be saying that we had lost all faith in mis- 
siles. Mr. McElroy said the Air Force believes there will continue to be a 
requirement for an aircraft, and a requirement for a pilot, for armed 
reconnaissance if for nothing else. The President was very skeptical. He 
said if we place ourselves in 1965, then in those 6 years we should know 
whether missiles are as effective as we now believe. If they are effective, 

there will be no need for these bombers. He thought the Air Force must 

make up their minds. He said he was beginning to think that they were 

not concerned over true economy in defense. Mr. McElroy said he could 

go for the B-70 only on one basis—that we are programming for a very 

advanced aircraft, for reconnaissance, weapons system, civilian trans- 

port and military transport. The President said sharply that he cannot see 

us putting military money into a project to develop a civilian transport. | 

He is “allergic” to such an idea. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that Dr. York 

stresses the importance of research and development on a large super- 

sonic aircraft. Mr. Gates said this would involve $385 million next year 

for research and development on engine and air frame. The President 

said he cannot see this proposal. Dr. Kistiakowsky brought out the tech- 

_ nical point that this aircraft will have a very large radar cross-section and 

will be extremely vulnerable to antiaircraft fire. The President said it is



National Security Policy 337 

foolish to put effort into things that are going to be obsolete before they 
are available. Gen. Twining said the Air Force plans to send these aircraft 
in Over an enemy country to search out and knock out mobile ICBMs on 
railroads. The President said that, if they think this, he thinks they are 

crazy! | | 

Mr. McElroy said that if this project is cancelled then the develop- | 
ment of any advanced aircraft in this country comes to a halt. The Presi- 
dent said he had no quarrel with research on advanced metals, but to 
spend $385 million ona vehicle which would never be useful militarily is 
foolish in his opinion. We are not going to be searching out mobile bases 
for ICBMs, we are going to be hitting the big industrial and control com- 
plexes. Mr. McElroy acknowledged that the B-70 is not needed for a 
deterrent. In addition, he doubted if it were needed as a military trans- 

port. The President said he just doesn’t see this kind of a project. He felt 
the B-58 could be left in the program since it is in production. Gen. Twin- 
ing repeated that this decision would stop development of anything 
beyond subsonic transport aircraft. | 

} Mr. McElroy said that military construction expenditures are 
expected to decrease from $1.7 billion this year to $1.5 billion next year, 
with NOA below $1 billion. As to the Nike—Zeus, he said he has obtained 
agreement to keep it in a research and development status. Dr. Kistia- 
kowsky referred to the technical difficulty involved, which is to discrimi- 
nate between a missile and a decoy coming in. The President said he 
would be agreeable to continuation as a research and development proj- 
ect. Dr. Kistiakowsky added that it might be possible to reprogram the 
proposal for the Kwajalein Proving Range. | 

_ Mr. McElroy said agreement has been reached on the Polaris pro- 
gram, involving 3 additional submarines, and advanced elements for 3 — 

more, in the FY ’61 program. He referred to the study now going on con- 
cerning the optimum “mix”. The President said he would like to see the 
Navy give priority in its operations to the destruction of targets that bear 
on the accomplishment of its traditional mission. He said that he under- 
stands the U.S. can block out Soviet submarines, and the Soviets can 
probably frustrate our submarines. Mr. McElroy said the best current 
judgmentis that neither of us can do this, and that this is a soft spot in our 
defense. The President commented that he is waiting for the day some- | 
one can come and tell him that the Polaris is a successful system. We have | 
a tremendous investment in something not yet proven. | | 

Mr. McElroy next discussed the Navy’s proposal to fund the balance 
of the new aircraft carrier, advanced components of which were 

| included in last year’s appropriation. They called for a nuclear carrier, as 
contrasted with the conventional carrier recommended by the Adminis- 
tration, which we would still prefer. The basic reason is that except for the 
Forrestal class and the Enterprise, we cannot fly with safety the
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advanced aircraft now available. The program envisions 11 carriers, of 

which 4 will be kept on station constantly. For limited war purposes, he 
felt we need 1 carrier in the military budget each 2 years. Mr. Stans said he 
had hoped we could defer going forward with the carrier. The President 
said he is coming to the opinion that we are keeping too many carriers 
deployed. We are striving for too high a state of readiness. What we 
really need in forward areas is ready landing teams, with small ships 
equipped with missiles. He thought the carrier is coming to the point 
where it is much like a battleship. Mr. Gates said there would be no 
chance of getting a conventional carrier from the Congress. Gen. Persons 
commented that the Congress would not push for a carrier if the Presi- 
dent did not recommend it. The President said that if the Congress 
would not give him a conventional carrier, and the nuclear carrier is 
blocked, he would shed no tears. He is losing faith in the carrier as in the 
battleship. Mr. McElroy said he would talk to Congressmen Ford and 
Mahon about this. The President said that if Defense wants to go back toa 
conventional carrier, he will approve the carrier proposal. He is really 
more interested in smaller ships. 

The President suggested that Mr. McElroy send the JCS down to 
Augusta within the next day or two.! He said he wanted a stop to the 
speaking of many voices, each thinking he knows all the answers in the 
fields of defense, science and economy. An Army man writes a book, the 

| Marines try to cause trouble, etc. | 

Mr. Stans said the governmental budget is now at $82.4 billion. 
Postal rate increases of $500 million would bring this down to $81.6 bil- 
lion, with revenues somewhere between $81 and $82. He said that FY ’60 

is already in the red, and that he had hoped for a level defense budget on 
the order of $40—40.5 billion. He has other items to question running from 
10-100 million each. The SAGE supercombat centers are questionable. 
We had better get what we can earlier. The Dyna-soar makes no sense at 
all. The budget that has been proposed will force increases in FY ’62. He 
hoped that Defense would reconsider items. If they are going to reduce 
the DEW-line in two years, they should do it now. The President said he 
thought we should consider knocking out one of the DEW-lines in Can- 
ada right now. We must always take security risks, and this adds little. 

' The JCS met with the President on November 18. During a discussion of various 
weapons systems, the President reiterated the necessity for a “reasonable” defense budget 
and spoke against the B—70, although he said he would reconsider it. At a similar discus- 

sion on November 21 among the President, Gates, Douglas, Brucker, and Defense officials, 

the B-70 program was discussed on a stretchout basis, with prototypes to be available in 
1962. The President stated that he had not resolved the issue and at a later point remarked 
that “if we are thinking of something that is not operational for eight years this is not a tran- 
sitional item but is simply a supplement to the missile force.” (Memoranda of conference 
with the President by Goodpaster, January 20 and January 2, 1960, respectively; Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) Both are in the Supplement.
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‘Mr. McElroy said he had worked very closely with Dr. Kistiakowsky on 
this budget, and Dr. Kistiakowsky confirmed this. He said he would take 
another crack at the questions raised by Mr. Stans. He said he had cut the | 
Dyna-soar submission from $150 million to $25 million. 

The President said that within 5 years we must be balancing our 
budgets, or we will be running our defense by swings of the pendulum 
upsetting military programs. If our country gets sick of its tax burdens, 
defense will suffer. He asked Mr. McElroy to go over the budget again 
minutely to make it a little leaner and tougher. | : 

| / G. 

| Brigadier General, USA 

| | 

79. Memorandum of Discussion at the 425th Meeting of the 
National Security Council © 

| Oo Washington, November 25, 1959. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Status of National Security Programs as of June 30, 1959: The Military ! 
Program (NSC 5912)! | | 
Mr. Gray introduced the subject to the Council (a copy of Mr. Gray’s 

briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached to this Memorandum).? After reading the first page of his brief- 
ing note, Mr. Gray called on General Twining. 

General Twining said the presentation which the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
had been asked to make on this subject would be a review of our military 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. | | | | os | 

| Complete copies of NSC 5912 are ibid., White House Office Files, Office of the Spe- 
cial Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, NSC Series, and in the National 
Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, 
Policy Papers Series. A copy without the sections on “The Military Program” and “The 
Atomic Energy Program” is in Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5912 
Series. The section on “The Military Program” is also ibid., S/S Files: Lot 71 D171, NSC 
5912. Part of that section, attached to an October 30 covering memorandum from Lay to the 
Council, is in the Supplement. On October 29, the Council had considered the section on 
“The USIA Program.” (Memorandum of discussion by R. H. Johnson, October 29; Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. _ woe 

2 Not printed. | |
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capabilities to support the objectives of national policy. He cautioned 
| that the presentation would indicate where we have been, not where we 

are going, and would therefore not be a part of the second item on the 
agenda, “U.S. Military Programs for FY 1961.” General Twining then 
called on Colonel Goodwin who displayed a chart entitled “Basic Objec- 
tives of Military Programs” and read a briefing memorandum, a copy of 
which is attached to this Memorandum. 

At the conclusion of Colonel Goodwin’s briefing, the President 
referred to Objective Number Three on the chart which read as follows: 
“Highly Mobile and Suitably Deployed Ready Forces with a Capability 
of Responding Selectively and Flexibly to Local Aggression Using All 
Weapons (Including Nuclear Weapons) as Required to Achieve National 
Objectives and to Carry Out General War Tasks.” Referring to the words 
“and to Carry Out General War Tasks”, the President asked whether the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff envisaged the use of our nuclear stockpile in the 
event of general war. General Twining replied in the affirmative. The 
President inquired what, then, would be the other general war tasks of 

the ready forces? As he saw it, general war had become restricted almost 
entirely to a nuclear battle. General Twining said it was necessary for our 
military forces to be ready for local aggression or for general war. The 
President said the important capability of our military forces in general 

| war was their nuclear retaliatory power. He wondered what mobile _ 

ready forces would be required to do in general war. Some six years ago 
the U.S. was committed to reinforce NATO forces in the event of general 
war to the extent of about twelve divisions; and a great deal of effort had 

been required to terminate this commitment. He did not wish to discuss 

, the matter further in the Council, but requested that the Department of 

Defense submit a listing of the missions of the “highly mobile and suit- 
ably deployed ready forces” in carrying out general war tasks. 

__ Mr Gray then read the remainder of his briefing note. In connection 

with the point made in the Military Status Report that modernization of 

non-nuclear fire support has not kept pace with the improvement in the 

overall nuclear posture of the services, Mr. Gray asked whether this eval- 

uation had been made in the light of the statement contained in Para- 

graph 12-a of the new Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5906/1). 

General Twining answered in the affirmative, and added that at first it 

was necessary to concentrate on acquiring a nuclear capability through- 

out the armed forces, with the result that conventional capabilities had 

lagged behind nuclear capabilities. However, the non-nuclear capabili- 

ties would now “pick up”. | 

Secretary McElroy said this point could be developed further in con- 

nection with the discussion of the second item on the agenda. In the FY 

3 Not found attached. A copy is in the National Archives and Records Administra- 

tion, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File.
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1959 and FY 1960 budgets provision had been made for fitting the 
ground forces with nuclear weapons, so that a. certain imbalance 
between nuclear and non-nuclear. capabilities had occurred. =~ 

__ Secretary Herter said it had been his intention also to raise the point 
mentioned by Mr. Gray. In addition, he wished to call attention to the 
conclusion in the Military Status Report and in the presentation that 
those who take the initiative in general war would have a decisive 
advantage. The President said this proposition had been almost self-evi- 
dent from the beginning of warfare, but was tending to assume more and 
more importance in modern times. Secretary Herter observed that it 
would become increasingly difficult to employ U.S. forces to resist local 
aggression if the side which takes the initiative thereby secures a decisive 
advantage. In the event of an aggression in Southeast Asia, for example, 
the U.S. would be faced with the judgment as to whether or not the 
employment of nuclear weapons to resist local aggression would 
unleash a completely nuclear war. Accordingly, the matters which Gen- 
eral Twining said were under study, namely, a relative increase in our 

_ non-nuclear capabilities, were very important Os 

Secretary McElroy said the matters mentioned by General Twining 
were not only under study, but were being acted upon. The Army, after 
its release from responsibilities for space and for IRBMs, would put its 
research and development capabilities to work on the problem of local 
war. Dr. York has a group working with the Army. The Army, as well as 
the Marine Corps, realizes that improvement of local war weaponry is 
necessary. a ee | 
_. Secretary Herter referred to Objective Number Five on the chart | 
which read as follows: “A Cold War Contribution of U.S. Military Power 
to Reinforce and Support in Appropriate Ways Overt and Covert Politi- 

| cal, Economic, Psychological, Technological, and Cultural Measures.” 
He did not understand this Objective when read in conjunction with the 
following statement on Page 14 of the Military Status Report: “U.S. Mili- 

____ tary Forces overseas represent the largest single group of U.S. personnel 
located in foreign countries and in daily contact with the citizens of those 
countries. This group by reason of its background and training, and the 
variety of skills represented, is particularly well fitted to pursue the 
objectives of the President’s People-to-People Program and otherwise 
contribute to the cold war effort.” Secretary Herter was not clear about 

4 In memoranda to Herter, dated October 29 and November 1 8 Smith set forth his 
opinion that furtherance of U.S. foreign policy objectives required the United States to 
move far more vigorously in augmentation of conventional forces. (N ovember 18 
memorandum attached to memorandum dated December 11 from Max V. Krebs, Spécial 
Assistant to Herter, to Smith; all in Department of State, S/P Files: Lot 67 D 548, Military — , 
and Naval Planning 1958-1959) See the Supplement. :
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the relation of the People-to-People Program and Objective Number 
Five. | 

The President remarked that the Air Force had been handling cer- 
tain problems which had arisen in connection with Moroccan bases and 
the local population with extraordinary beneficial results. He was 
pleased to see that the armed forces were thinking of their presence 
abroad as a cold war capability. He believed this was a capability of 
which notice should be taken. Secretary Herter agreed, but added that 

the man in uniform on foreign soil is under definite disadvantages, since 
the local population will be automatically inclined to dislike him. He 
wondered whether the military services had initiated any programs 
designed to offset this feeling of antipathy on the part of local popula- 
tions in countries where U.S. forces are stationed. Secretary McElroy said 
that every service had a program of the type referred to by Mr. Herter. 

Secretary Herter said he hoped the statement on Page 14 of the Mili- 
tary Status Report was not intended as an argument for deploying addi- 
tional U.S. forces overseas. Secretary McElroy said no arguments were 
being made in favor of deploying additional U.S. forces overseas. He 
hoped he had made his position on this matter clear during the NATO 
discussion at the Council meeting of November 11. | 

The National Security Council: © | 

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation of the status of the mili- 
tary programas of June 30, 1959, by the Department of Defense, based on 
Part 1 of NSC 5912. | | 

b. Noted the President’s request that the Department of Defense 
submit a description or listing of the missions of the “highly mobile and 
suitably deployed ready forces” in carrying out general war tasks, as 
referred to in the above-mentioned presentation.® 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple- 
mentation. - 

2. US. Military Programs for FY 1961 (NSC Actions Nos. 1994, 2000 and 
2013) 7 | | 
Mr. Gray called on Secretary McElroy to make the presentation on 

this subject. 

> The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2150, approved by 
the President on November 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

6 See footnote 6, Document 106. 
7 Regarding NSC Actions No. 1994 and 2000, see footnotes 2 and 6, Document 36. 

Regarding NSC Action No. 2013, see footnote 6, Document 41.
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_ Secretary McElroy said that all items in the Defense Budget for FY 61 
had been discussed thoroughly, but some items had been considered 
more intensively than others. He wished to make a few remarks about 
the significant items which had been discussed intensively. Following 
his remarks, General Twining and Mr. Sprague, Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Comptroller), would continue the presentation. _ 

_ Secretary McElroy noted that the Defense Budget for FY 61 was 
based on the assumption that the threat to U.S. security had not appreci- 
ably changed since preparation of the FY 60 budget. Some softening was 
evident in Soviet public attitudes, but Soviet positions on matters in dis- 
pute with the U.S. were as firm as ever. Moreover, the Chinese Commu- 

_ nists were at least as aggressive as they were when the FY 60 budget was 
prepared. - a oe 

Secretary McElroy then gave the following tabular comparison 
between the FY 60 and FY 61 budget, in millions of dollars: | 

| oo 7 FY1960 FY 1961 | 
en a (Estimated) .. 

Expenditures ..... 0.6 ..c ccc eeeeeeees = $41,075 $41,187 

New Obligational Authority .......... $40,622 = $40,747 

Secretary McElroy said we were ina period of level military expenditure, 
this being the third year in a row that the military budget had been stabi- 
lized at about $41 billion. It was necessary to point out, however, that $41 

- billion would not buy as much defense in FY 61 as it had bought in FY 60, 

for a number of reasons. In 1959 Congress had enacted new health bene- 
fits for the armed services which would cost $53 million a year. Retire- 
ment consumes an increasing amount of money each year and ina few 
years would require the expenditure of a billion dollars a year. The 
Department of Defense now had to spend $73 million plus $22 million 
for special additional retirement benefits for general officers who had 
not previously been given proportionate treatment relative to other _ 
ranks in the new pay bill. Even though the number of persons covered by 
the Defense Budget was reduced by 31,000, the cost of personnel was 
increased by $227 million. This increase was due to the Cordiner Report? 
and to the fact people were staying in the services longer, acquiring more 
dependents, receiving higher pay as their skills increased and receiving 
other benefits incidental to the longer term of service. Secretary McElroy 
felt that some of these factors would lead to improved capabilities, 
although the cost per capita was increasing, . | 

Sin January 1957, the Defense-Advisory Committee on Professional and Technical 
Compensation, chaired by Ralph J. Cordiner, offered a plan to base enlisted men’s pay on 
skill rather than length of service. A later version of the report was made public after the 
Bureau of the Budget in late April 1957 adopted some, but rejected most, of the Commit- 
tee’s recommendations. |
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Secretary McElroy noted that the combined personnel, operating 
and maintenance cost in the Defense Budget was 55 per cent of the total, 
leaving 45 per cent for capital improvement, research and development 
(which was costing $5 billion a year) and military construction. At the 
present level of expenditure, the upper limit on retaining personnel in 
the services had probably been reached. In the future, Defense would 
have to face a reduction in personnel or an increase in its budget est- 
mates. Turning to personnel levels, Secretary McElroy reported that 
Army personnel was remaining level at 870,000 and he was hopeful of 
reducing overseas deployments. The Navy was reducing personnel 
from 630,000 to 619,000, while the Air Force was reducing from 845,000 to 

825,000. The Marine Corps was holding the line at 175,000. The person- 
nel strength of the Army Reserve was fixed at 270,000 and the personnel 
of the National Guard at 360,000, as in the past. These figures were 10,000 
less than the figures authorized by Congress. 

Secretary McElroy then called attention to a series of other signifi- 

cant budgetary items: 

~ SAC Airborne Alert : 

Ninety million dollars was included in the FY 61 budget for long- 
lead time items of maintenance, principally aircraft engines, and for 
additional crew training in preparation for a possible SAC airborne alert 

with B-52’s in mid-1961, or after 1962, if the JCS recommended such an 

airborne alert. If we are to be in position to initiate an airborne alert by 

mid-1961, we must begin to prepare the crews and equipment now. Even 
if we begin preparations now, we would not be able to put every aircraft 

in the air at all times, but we could put up a significant force of planes at 

any one time. | 

F-108 | 

Even before the final budget discussion, it had been decided to dis- 

continue the F-108, a Mach-3 fighter. Indeed, this program had been can- 

celled two months ago. | 

B-70 

There had been a great deal of discussion of the rate of advance on 

the B-70, a Mach-3 bomber. The final decision had been to carry on the 

B-70 program only as a follow-on development program on a strictly 

research basis leading to one or two prototypes. Only flying machines, 

that is, air frames and engines flyable by Calendar Year 1960, would be 

built, rather than a complete weapons system. This decision would bring 

the expenditure rate down by $200 million, to $74 million a year. Secre- 

tary McElroy thought that the B~70 program now makes sense. This pro- 

gram will not now drive hard toward a military capability, but will not 

cancel out all prospect for future development of the aircraft. A decision 

can be made later whether to build a weapons system around the B-70.
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B-58 a Oo , . 
Consideration of the Defense Budget had also provoked consider- 

able discussion of the B-58, a Mach-2 bomber, the development of which 

_ to date had cost a great deal of money. It had been decided to retain the 
_ B-58 ona reduced basis of three wings, some of which would fly opera- 
tionally as combat units in 1961. This program would cost $625 million in 
FY 1961. Oo | a 

ICBM's oe a | a a 

Secretary McElroy then turned to a discussion of the ICBM. He said 
that the Atlas had proven to be a very satisfactory missile. The FY 61 
budget increased the number of Atlas squadrons from nine to thirteen, 
each squadron disposing of ten missiles. Titan squadrons were increased 
from eleven to fourteen. A major decision had been made to shift to stor- 

able liquid propellants for the Titan. This decision should give the Titan 
simplicity, readiness and reliability. Storable liquid fuel, incidentally, 
was an important missile development, since it enabled the missile to be 

stored underground in hardened sites. Any future strategic delivery sys- 
tem would have to be either concealed, or mobile, or both. Needless to 

say, concealment and mobility were both very expensive. Secretary 
McElroy indicated his strong belief in the value of the solid-propellant 
Minuteman, which was being continued asa top priority item and which 
was expected to have substantial capabilities by FY 1963. The FY 1961 
budget contained some $2 billion for ICBM’s. | Oe 

| Nike-Zeus ° | | | 

_ The Nike-Zeus was the only “near time” active defense possibility 
against missiles. After careful examination of the Nike-Zeus program by 
Dr. York and Dr. Kistiakowsky, who had, incidentally, been very helpful 
in this matter, Secretary McElroy had decided that there were too many 

uncertainties to proceed to the manufacture of Nike—Zeus. The missile, 

however, would be retained in a research and development category 

which would cost $237 million in FY 61. The probability was that the mis- 
sile could be created and would operate successfully, but there was noth- 

__ ing to prevent anincoming missile from emitting twenty decoysinsucha 
way as to make it impossible for the Nike-Zeus to discriminate between 
the decoy and the warhead missile. The Nike-Zeus weapons system, to 

| be successful against a decoy system, would require an enormous num- 
ber of missiles. ae | - 

Polaris . | _ | 

Secretary McElroy said that it had been decided to provide for three 
Polaris submarines in the FY 61 budget and to start building reactors for 
three more. While the Polaris was still in a research status, Secretary | 
McElroy was optimistic about its future capabilities. | |
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| Aircraft Carrier 

Secretary McElroy said the budget included $300 million for a con- 
ventional-powered aircraft carrier. Last year Congress had authorized 
the advance components of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, which 

would cost $100 million more than a conventional-powered carrier. The 

nuclear-powered carrier had some advantages but not enough to justify 

- jts additional cost; it also had some disadvantages. The decision this year 

was to put funds for a conventional-powered carrier in the budget in the 
hope that Congress could be convinced that a conventional-powered 
carrier was more desirable than a nuclear-powered one. 

Saturn 

The Budget contained $140 million NOA and $60 million of expend- 

iture for Saturn. At some point these figures might come out of the 
budget after Congress made a decision as to the facilities at Huntsville. 

The President said he did not understand the figure of $22 million 
for general and flag officers who had not received the same treatment as 
other officers. He asked whether the presentation just made covered all 

officers. 

Mr. Stans said that it would require $24 million to cover all officers. 

Secretary McElroy said he had not explained the matter very well. The 

budget covered all officers, but substantial amounts were required for 
general and flag officers due to their higher pay. 

The President referred to the statement that the Cordiner Report 

had made us spend more for the same people. However, he recalled that 

the Cordiner Report had been supported by the Services as a means of 

reducing recruitment and turn-over and obtaining more on-the-job 

training. This presentation appeared to be different from the arguments 

used by the Services in connection with the Cordiner Report. The Presi- 

dent wondered where efficiency took over from numbers. | 

Secretary McElroy said that some improvement in efficiency in uti- 

lizing personnel had enabled the Army to take on additional missions 

such as atomic storage overseas. 

The President asked whether any Service had abolished a special 

training school. Admiral Burke said that in the Navy training had been 

reduced, but because of complex equipment this reduction had not been 

as great as anticipated. General White reported that a number of training 

centers had been abolished in the Air Force. General Lemnitzer said the _ 

Army had retained its schools because it was required to give six months 

training for the Reserves. The quality of training had improved. 

The President felt it would be desirable to take a look at specialist 

schools, military training programs, and related facilities. He was often 

told that a program would cost only $25 million in a given year. He was 

rarely told what the follow-on cost would be, that is, that a program
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might cost $380 million three years from now. He was worried about the 
tendency of expenditure curves to go up. He thought now that there was 
a reduced turn-over in military personnel, the possibility of combining 
or closing some training schools should be considered. He felt it might be 
possible to combine the War Colleges, for example. 

The President then referred to the ICBM program (which was cost- 
ing $2 billion), the B-52, the B-58 and the B-70 programs. He asked 
whether the Air Force would not have at some time to reach the hard 
decision as to whether it wished to concentrate on planes or missiles. He : 
wondered whether we really had any confidence in missiles since we 
continued to demand planes to back them up. He also wondered 
whether the B-70 program would not become more expensive in 1962. 

Secretary McElroy said the B-70 program would cost more if two 
prototypes instead of one were built. —_ 

The President then inquired about the number of B—-58’s to be built. 
Secretary Douglas said the Air Force had accepted deliveries of fifty-one 
B-58’s, five of which had been lost. Two of the planes had been lost on the 

ground and three in rigorous tests. This was a normal experience. In his 

opinion the B-58 program was on schedule and was doing well. Forty- 
nine B-58’s would be built by next August. The President asked when 
three squadrons of B-58s would be operational. Secretary Douglas said 
the first squadron would be operational next August. One hundred six- 
teen planes would be produced, ninety-eight of which would be in tacti- 
cal units. The production line would be continued to 1963, at which time 

the B-58 program would be completed. | 

The President felt that the U.S. was paying a lot for insurance against 
the possibility that the ICBM would not work well. Secretary McElroy 

_ said the B-52 was in a somewhat different category from some other 
planes since it was a missile launcher. As a missile launcher, a capability 
which it would have by mid-60, it was a more attractive weapon than 
planes which did not have this capability. The President asked whether 
Secretary McElroy was speaking of the Hound Dog. Secretary McElroy 
replied in the affirmative. He added that the B-52 carrying Hound Dog 
could be recalled from a mission if need be, whereas a decision to launch 

a missile such as the Atlas was irrevocable. The President then inquired | 
about the capabilities of the B—58. Secretary McElroy said the B-58 was 
attractive as a low-level, high-speed bomber. He added that we were 
now ina period between weapons, that is, between the bomber and the 
missile. During this transition period there would undoubtedly be a 
high-cost overlap. To date we do not have the necessary capabilities with 
a weapon successor to the bomber. The ICBM is in a soft configuration , 
and hardening is yet to come. Secretary McElroy felt that the time for sub- 
stantial reliance on missile capabilities was five years away. General
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Twining said bombers were superior weapons against the targets we had 
in view because of their accuracy and the weight of load they could carry. 

The President asked what size bomb the B-58 could carry. General 
Twining said it could carry a ten-megaton nuclear weapon. Secretary 
Douglas said the B-58 and the B-52 programs were both extended to 
deliveries in the highly critical period of 1963 but for budgetary (NOA) 
purposes both programs ended in 1961. Secretary McElroy said that 
money would be spent beyond FY 1961 on these programs. 

Secretary Anderson asked whether the B—58 could be made a mis- 
sile carrier. Secretary McElroy believed not, and General White added 
that the B—58 could not carry missiles without great modifications in its 
structure. Secretary Anderson asked how much built-in, automatic 

increase there was in the budget over the next two or three years. Secre- 
tary McElroy said the budget was intended to bea level budget. It would 
not be pushed up in the future. This estimate was brought out by the fact 

: that NOA was slightly below spending. Except for the decreasing value 
of the dollar and increases in retirement, etc., he believed an increased 

budget for military purposes would not be forced upon us. Mr. Stans 
agreed with Secretary McElroy with one reservation, that is, that deci- 
sions as to Minuteman and Nike—Zeus might compel an increase in the | 
Defense Budget. Secretary McElroy said that when large expenditures 
for Minuteman and Nike—-Zeus became necessary, some aircraft would 
be dropped out of the budget. 

The Vice President asked how much the budget included for space 
activities. Dr. York said that by stretching the definition of space a bit, the 
FY 1961 budget included $400 million for space activities. The Vice Presi- 
dent remarked that “space” was almost indefinitely expansible and that 
the cost of space activities was high. Secretary McElroy thought this was 
a good point and remarked that the cost of the reconnaissance satellite, 
for example, would be very high. | 

Secretary McElroy then called on General Twining to continue the 
presentation on the Defense Budget. 

General Twining read a presentation, a copy of which is filed in the 
Minutes of the Meeting.? He also displayed four charts as follows: (1) 
“Summary of Major Forces—Army” (2) “Summary of Major Forces— 
Navy” (3) “Summary of Major Forces—Air Force” (4) “Summary of 
Major Force Deployments as of November 1, 1960.” 

_ The President asked for some clarification about the BOMARC fig- 
ures mentioned in General Twining’s presentation. General Twining 
said sixteen BOMARC squadrons will be deployed, each squadron to 

” The minutes of the meeting are in the National Archives and Records Administra- 
tion, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File.
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have thirty missiles. Four squadrons would be operational in FY 1960, 
with four additional squadrons operational in FY 1961. The President 

| asked what were the characteristics of the weapon. General White said 
the BOMARC-A had a range of 200 miles and a speed of Mach-2 plus. 
The BOMARC-B would have a range of 400 miles with a nuclear war- 
head and solid propellant. The President asked whether the BOMARC 
was a completely defensive weapon and General White replied in the 
affirmative. . 

Secretary McElroy then called on Mr. Sprague to complete the pre- 
sentation. Mr. Sprague read a briefing memorandum, a copy of which is 
filed in the Minutes of the Meeting, and displayed charts showing “The 
Defense Program for FY 1961”, “The Aircraft Procurement Program,” 
“Selected Missile Programs”, and “The Defense Program for FY 1961 per 
Service.” | | 

_ The President inquired about increased per diem for Government 
employees. Had this resulted from legislation? 

Mr. Stans said that the bill to increase the per diem of Government 
employees had almost passed the last session of Congress and was 
almost certain to pass the next session. The Bureau of the Budget had tes- 
tified before Congressional Committees that the per diem should be $14 
a day instead of the present $12. However, it had been raised to $15 a day 
in committee. Budget had also testified that the mileage allowance for 
Government employees was adequate at the present time, but it had also 
been raised by the committee. | 

The President said this was the first time he had heard of Congress 
raising per diem or mileage allowances for anyone but Congressmen. He 
thought the Bureau of the Budget ought to repeat its testimony of last 
year in the new session of Congress. Moreover, he believed current pro- 
visions regarding the retirement age of military personnel should be 
reviewed. The doctors were keeping people alive longer and in better 
physical shape. There should be room at the top in the military services, 
but if a military career could last longer, the individual officer would 
havea longer time in which to reach the top. Perhaps the services should 
do more toward eliminating the less-fit. officers after their first seven 
years of service. Many officers had been forced to retire at age 60 when 
they were still very capable officers. The President asked that the Depart- 
ment of Defense prepare a study on the provisions regarding retirement 
age of military personnel. He also asked Mr. Stans to submit a memoran- 
dum on the status of legislative proposals for per diem and mileage 
allowances for Federal employees. | 

Secretary Anderson then brought up the subject of cargo airlift. He 
said he had heard of a plan to subsidize private carriers to develop a 
cargo plane. He wondered whether the Quesada plan had been coordi- 
nated with the Military Air Transport Service (MATS). Mr. Gray said that
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this matter was currently under consideration by the Planning Board, 
which had hoped to submit recommendations to the Council before the 
President’s departure on December 3.1° The Planning Board had been 
unable to complete the project, however, because of General Quesada’s 
absence from the country. Secretary Anderson asked whether the FY 
1961 budget provided for the subsidization of the development of the 
cargo plane. Mr. Gray said he understood that the Bureau of the Budget 
was ready to proceed with a guaranteed loan for the development of a 
cargo airplane. Mr. Stans said a guaranteed loan was not a budgetary 
item for the first year. The Budget would include some money for mod- 
ernization of MATS with the understanding, however, that there would 

be no apportionment for MATS modernization unless the issues revolv- 
ing around MATS and the cargo airplane were settled. | 

secretary McElroy said that Defense had a study on this subject 
which would be submitted soon. He felt the Quesada plan needed some 
review in the light of the proposition advanced by some of the major air- 
lines to develop a cargo airplane without a guarantee, as long as there 
was some assurance that some of the traffic now carried by MATS would 
be diverted to these private lines. Secretary McElroy said he was inclined 
to give these assurances. The President said this sounded like an attrac- 
tive proposition. Mr. Stans said the basic questions now were: how much 
business should MATS give to the private airlines, and is there a need for 
a guarantee? | | , 

Secretary Anderson pointed out that while we need not worry about 
a guaranteed loan fora year, sucha guarantee is a contingent liability. Mr. | 
Stans agreed that the guaranteed loan could “come home to roost”. For 
example, the FY 1961 budget might have to include $50 million for pay- 
ment of shipbuilding guarantees. The President thought another kind of 
guarantee would be to guarantee that a certain percentage of military 
traffic would be given to the private carriers. 

Mr. Stans said the Defense Budget had had intensive consideration. 
Difficult decisions had been faced and made, and the Bureau of the 

| Budget had worked closely with Defense. He was completely satisfied as 
to some decisions, but not as to others. However, on balance, he felt the 

proposed Defense Budget for FY 1961 was a very creditable result. He 
admitted that he had hoped for a smaller budget, but felt that the time 
had now passed for individual suggestions. However, he hoped the nor- 
mal budgetary process would be retained. | 

The President agreed that before_he took final action, the military 
budget estimates for FY 1961 should follow the normal budgetary proc- 
ess. The President then said he wished to make some observations from 

See Document 86. |
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instinct, not from logic. In 1957 Sputnik went up and induced a Sputnik 
psychology in this country. One had only to say “moon” or “missile” and 
everyone went berserk. Sputnik was followed by a recession resulting in 

_ tremendous pressure to spend additional money. The peak of our anxi- 
ety is now past and the people are taking things in their stride. He did not 
wish to inculcate complacency, but he did hope that Defense would be 
able to find a way to save $200 million more. He realized that certain fac- | 

_ tors mentioned by Secretary McElroy had pushed the Defense Budget up 
and possibly he was too optimistic in hoping for savings. However, if the 
Defense Budget could be $200 million below the present figure, he would 
havea big lever in compelling a reduction in the budgets of other depart- 
ments and agencies. Indeed he wished to use a reduction in the Defense 
Budget as a club, not only against other departments and agencies, but 
against Congress. | 

Mr. Gray asked whether the record might show that, subject to nor- 
mal budgetary process and final action by the President, the U.S. military 
programs for FY 1961 as recommended by Secretary McElroy were gen- 
erally consistent with national security policy objectives. The President 
answered in the affirmative. _ | 

The National Security Council:™! | | 

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation of the recommenda- 
tions by the Secretary of Defense as to the U.S. Military Programs for FY 
1961, as presented at the meeting by the Secretary of Defense, the Chair- 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Mr. John M. Sprague, Deputy Assistant — 

Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). 

| b. Noted the President’s request that the Department of Defense 
study and report to him on the following subjects: 

(1) The possibility, in view of the reduced turn-over in military per- 
sonnel resulting from the Cordiner report, of further reducing or consoli- 
dating military training programs, specialist schools, and related 
facilities. ee : | 

(2) A review of the structure and functions of the various war col- | 
eges. : | | | 
e (3) A review of the current provisions regarding retirement age of 

military personnel in view of the increased longevity and fitness of the 
population resulting from medical advances. In this connection, the 
resident also suggested consideration of instituting the selection proc- 

ess at an earlier period of military service. | 

c. Noted the statement by the Secretary of Defense that the Defense 
Department's Office of Research and Engineering has a special group 

, working on advancing the art of weaponry for limited war, and the state- 

"The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2151, approved by " 
the President on November 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot | 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) |
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ment by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, that the procurement of non- 

nuclear weapons systems would now be given increased attention. 

d. Agreed that, subject to the normal budgetary process and final | 
action by the President, the U.S. Military Programs for FY 1961, as recom- 
mended by the Secretary of Defense at this meeting, were generally con- 
sistent with national security policy objectives. : 

e. Noted the President’s statement that, before he took final action 

on the military budget estimates for Fiscal Year 1961, the regular budget- 
ary process should be completed to make sure that all practicable econo- 
mies were effected. | : | . | 

f. Noted that the NSC Planning Board was: 

(1) Undertaking a review of current policy on Continental Defense 
(NSC 5802/1).12 | 

_ (2) Preparing a report for Council consideration on Cargo Airlift. 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple- 
mentation. 7 a , 

The actions in d and e above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, for appropriate action. 

| | Marion W. Boggs 

12See footnote 10, Document 8. _ a | 

80. Editorial Note — | 

On December 3, 1959, the President approved revisions in para- 
graph 60 of NSC 5906/1, which had been concurred in by the National 
Security Council and other interested agencies in NSC Action No. 2155 | 
that same day. (Memoranda from Lay to the NSC, October 29 and 
December 3; both in Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1) 

Paragraph 60 concerned stockpiling policy. The general purpose of the 
revisions, which reflected decisions taken at a Cabinet meeting on Sep- 
tember 11, was to improve management of commodities in the stockpile 
and encourage timely disposal of excess quantities. (Cabinet Paper 
CP-59-78 /2, “Policies With Respect to Stockpiling,” September 10, and 
minutes by L. Arthur Minnich of Cabinet meeting on September 11; both
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in Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, | Cabinet Series) The four docu- 

ments are in the Supplement. For NSC 5906/1, see Document 70. _ 

$1. EditorialNote By 

Ina conference with the President on December 3, 1959, with Herter 

present, Goodpaster concluded: be Sa : ce 

“Finally, I brought up the matter of certain authorizationsto senior = 
commanders in the field of special weapons, recommending that these | 

be placed in effect before the President left on his long trip. Afterdiscus- 
sion, the President gave his approval.” (Memorandum of Conference, 

_ January 2, 1960; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) | 

82, Memorandum of Discussion at the 430th Meeting of the oe | 
_ National Security Council — a J oo 

| | | : os a - | Washington, January 7, 1960. 

[Here followa paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “U.S. Policy with Respect to the Development of Cargo — 
Airlift.” See the Supplement.] OE I 

| 2. Scope of Operational Capability of the Atlas and Titan ICBM Programs 
and Polaris FBM Program (NSC Actions Nos. 1846, 2013, 2081 and 

2118;1 Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 
January 5,19602) a ne eee 

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the background of this subject and 
on the recommendations by the Secretary of Defense contained in the ref- 
erence memorandum of January 5, 1960. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing 

- Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 7 
Boggs on January 13. | os oo - rete ree 

| _ | Regarding NSC Action No. 1846, see footnote 2, Document 5. For NSC Action No. 
2013, see footnote 6, Document 41. For NSC Action No. 2081, see footnote 5, Document 56. 

- For NSC Action No. 2118, see footnote 4, Document 72. Be 
- *Not found. . ee
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Note’ is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this 
Memorandum.) : 

| The President said he saw no objection to the recommendations by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

The National Security Council:4 

_ Noted the President’s approval of the recommendations of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, contained in the enclosure to the reference memoran- 

dum of January 5, 1960, that: 

a. The presently approved 20-squadron ICBM program (9 Atlas and 
11 Titan) be increased to 27 squadrons (13 Atlas and 14 Titan). 

_ b. The present authorization to construct 9 Polaris FBM submarines 
be increased to 12 (3 additional beginning in FY 1961) and authorization 
be given to proceed with the necessary long leadtime planning and pro- 
curement actions permitting construction of 3 additional Polaris FBM 
submarines. 

Note: The above action, as approved by the President to supersede 
subparagraphs (1), (4) and (5) of the Note following NSC Action No. 
2013, subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, for appropriate implementation. 

3. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security 

Mr. Dulles said the Intelligence Community had recently completed 
work on two of its particularly important year-end Estimates, namely, 
“Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies 1959 through 1964” 
(NIE 11-4-59)° and “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack through 
Mid-1964” (NIE 11-8-59).¢ The latter Estimate in particular raised many 
questions which will be raised in this session of Congress, particularly as 
concerns the missile issue. Mr. Dulles then presented a brief summary of 
NIE 11-4-59 as follows: 

NIE 11-4-59 indicates that the principal objectives of the USSR vis- 
a-vis the West remain unchanged. The Soviet leaders currently show 

° The note, dated January 6, states that the previous time the President had approved 
specific numbers of ICBMs and Polaris submarines was in NSC Action No. 2013, but that 
the Secretary of Defense had proposed further increases at the NSC meeting on November 
25, 1959 (see Document 79). While the Defense recommendations had been considered 

consistent with policy objectives, the President had deferred action pending completion of 
the “regular budgetary process,” which had since taken place. Gray then summarized the 
recommendations of the January 5 Defense memorandum, which are embodied in NSC 

Action No. 2168; see footnote 4 below. See the Supplement. 

4 The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2168, approved by 
the President on January 13. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) | 

> Dated February 9. (Ibid., INR-NIE Files) The summary of this estimate is in the Sup- 
plement. | 

© Document 88.
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great confidence that the trend of world events is in their favor and 
believe that from the position of strength they have now gained, they can 
either engage the West vigorously on disputed questions, or can relax 
tensions without any imputation of weakness. During the next five 
years, Soviet external policy is likely to be marked by swings between a 
relaxation of tension and belligerent pressure. These swings, however, 
are not likely to go as far as deliberate assumption of the use of general 
war on the one hand, or abandonment of the struggle between the Com- 
munist and non-Communist worlds on the other hand. The main influ- 
ence on Soviet policy will be the sense of an improved power position 
vis-a-vis the West. In another year or two the Soviet leaders mayfeelthat | 
their long-range missiles give them a political advantage which they 
may wish to test by attempting to win concessions from the West through 
negotiations which may contain a great deal of pressure and threat. The 
Soviet leaders may feel that a condition of mutual deterrence applies to 
general war only and opens up to them the possibility of advancing © 
Communist power by more provocative means, including perhaps lim- 
ited military means. While the Soviet leaders would not willingly 
assume serious risk of general war, the chances of miscalculation will be 

increased by this situation. 

| Mr. Dulles then summarized NIE 11-8-59 along the lines of the | 
attached “Advance Conclusions” of NIE 11-8-59.’ OS 

~ Atthe conclusion of Mr. Dulles’ presentation, the President referred 

to the hardening of U.S. missile bases and asked whether hardening 
could be started at once. Secretary Gates replied in the affirmative. Mr. 
Douglas said we were well along on the 25 PSI hardening of Atlas bases, 
although not on the 100 PSI. He pointed out that Titan will ultimately be 
fired from a hole. The President said that apparently a different type of 
hardening was necessary as between Atlas and Titan because Titan uses 
storable fuel. He asked whether Atlas as well as Titan could be fired from 
a hole. Mr. Douglas said various views had been expressed on this point, | 
but that so far the Department of Defense had developed no plans to fire 
Atlas from a hole. The President said he assumed we would be 
constantly improving our missiles and wondered whether some of the 
hardened sites being made ready for Atlas could later be used for Titan 
and other improved missiles. If the hardening was to cost ten times as 
much as the missile, the hardened sites should be adaptable to various 

missiles. Mr. Douglas said a great deal of modification would probably 
be required; and Secretary Gates pointed out that the silo for Titan was 

7 Not printed. The “Advance Conclusions,” dated December 3, 1959, differ in certain 

respects from those of NIE 11-8-59, but not in the projections of Soviet missile forces over 
the 5-year period or in the judgment that the Soviet Union was not undertaking a “crash 
program” in ICBMs. See the Supplement. a
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different from the equipment for firing Atlas. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that 
in order to adapt a hardened Atlas site for firing Titan, the Government 
would probably have to spend an additional 40-50 per cent of the origi- 
nal cost of the site. A substitution of Titan for Atlas would require 
replacement of a great deal of equipment, including ground support 
equipment. He added that Atlas was a “thin-skinned missile” which 
would probably preclude firing it from a hole. The President asked 
whether it was the intention to abandon present hardened missile sites 
after new-type missiles were developed. Secretary Gates replied that 
both Atlas and Titan would be kept in the U.S. missile arsenal even after 
Minuteman and Polaris were developed, so that the development of 
improved missiles would not result in abandoning present missile bases. 

The President then asked why so much emphasis was being placed 
on the mobility of missiles. Secretary Gates replied that the enemy 
required more missiles to knock out one of our mobile missiles. Dr. Kis- 

) tiakowsky added that the enemy could not determine where a mobile 
missile was at any given time. He also pointed out that when the CEP ofa 

. missile is less than one nautical mile, hardening loses much of its advan- 

tage because of the statistical probability of a “one-to-one kill”. The Presi- 
dent asked whether we know witha high degree of accuracy the location 
of all the targets at which our missiles might be aimed. He recalled that in 
the Army the field artillery often discovered that it was using inaccurate 
maps to control its firing. Dr. Kistiakowsky believed that we had our 
major targets [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. He pointed out, 
however, that the Russians are ina better position to locate their targets in 

the U.S. accurately. The President asked when the last of the thirteen 
Atlas squadrons would be operational. Mr. Douglas replied at the end of 
Calendar Year 1962. The President then inquired about the Titan squad- 
rons and was told by Mr. Douglas that two Titan squadrons would be 
operational by the end of 1962 and that Titan would be fired out of the 

| hole in 1963. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that no missile using storable 
fuels had actually been fired yet, but that some had been static tested and 

: the results were very encouraging. | 

Secretary Gates said the Administration was in a difficult position 
with regard to its testimony before Congress on missiles. Last year Secre- 
tary McElroy had admitted to a missile gap on the basis of an intelligence 
estimate of Soviet capabilities. It now appeared that the intelligence esti- 
mate had undergone a considerable change and that it now virtually 
says there is no missile gap. If this is the case, the U.S. has a very strong 
deterrent force. The Vice President asked whether mid-1961 would be 
the point of greatest danger to the U.S. in view of the fact that the Soviets 
would have from 140-200 missiles ready for launching at that time. The 
President did not believe the Soviets would consider 140-200 missiles _ 
decisive. Secretary Gates said Congress is very much interested in



a ooeeeEEOEOOOOEOO eer 

National Security Policy 357 

exploring the so-called “missile gap”. Past intelligence estimates which 
had talked about what the Soviets were capable of doing, rather than 
estimating what they would probably do, had resulted in a large missile 
gap. The President felt that in testimony before Congress it should be 
pointed out, as Mr. Dulles had pointed out, that there was no evidence 

that the Soviets had launched.a “crash” program for the development of 
missiles. The Vice President said the “missile gap” resulted from an 
assumption that the Soviets would do all they were capable of doing and 
would make no mistakes, and from the further assumption that we 
would not do all we were capable of doing and would make a number of 
mistakes. The new intelligence estimate is based on what the Soviets will 
probably do rather than what they are capable of doing. — 

The President felt the U.S. would be in a good position at the end of 
1962, since it would have some. 195 big missiles plus Polaris plus the | 
IRBM’s and would begin to get Minuteman. General Twining said the | 
low-flying subsonic Snark should not be completely ruled out; this was a 
very useful missile although it was not ballistic. The Vice President asked 
how much was in the budget for a SAC airborne alert.® The Vice Presi- 
dent asked how many planes could be put into the air on any given day in 
1961. Mr. Douglas said that present plans call for putting 90-100 SAC 
planes in the air for three months if necessary. The Vice President asked 
whether these planes would be equipped with Hound Dog. General 
Twining replied in the affirmative, and added that fora brief time all SAC 
planes could be put in the air. General Twining said that the missile gap 
which appeared in 1961 would be partly closed in 1962. __ | | 

The President said he did not believe that when the Soviets got all 
their missiles ready, they would turn them loose against us. The Vice | 
President asked why we assumed Soviet missile accuracy to be less than 
ours. Mr. Dulles replied that we had better miniaturization and guid- 
ance, but added that intelligence was not firm on the accuracy of Soviet- 
long-range missiles. Dr. Kistiakowsky felt that the Air Force estimate of | 
the Soviet missile CEP is a reasonable one if it is assumed that the Soviets 

_ are preparing for pre-emptive attack. If the Soviets go in the direction of 
pre-emptive attack, they can use “soft guidance”, that is, guidance which 
would be damaged by our retaliatory attack. He believed they could , 
improve their accuracy to the figure suggested by the Air Force, 
although he would point out this belief involved a guess as to the inten- 
tions of the USSR. The President felt we ought to assume that the Soviets 

will make the first attack. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that the Soviets 
had bigger missiles than we have and can afford not to miniaturize. 
Moreover, the Russians can use the long-base inertial type of guidance. 

® Mr. Stans said the budget included $85 million for preparation for such an alert. 
[Footnote in the source text.] 7 | |
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The President asked whether there was any question of our capabil- 

ity to detect quickly a Soviet attempt to set off a great number of missiles. 

| Dr. Kistiakowsky thought that the BMEWS system could not miss such 

an attempt. The President pointed out that we are now able to detect the 

| firing of a single missile at Tyura Tam. Dr. Kistiakowsky thought that 

technique would not be applicable to the firing of missiles under opera- 

tional conditions. We must rely on BMEWS, although we did not know 

how many fake signals would appear on BMEWS. The possibility of fake 

signals on BMEWS was one reason for developing the infra-red satellite 

warning system which, combined with BMEWS, would give positive 

and certain warning, but which was yet several years off. 

Mr. Allen was concerned that if mention is made _ before 

Congressional Committees of Soviet missile misfirings, Congress will 

want to know how many of our missiles have misfired. Mr. Dulles said he 

did not intend to go into the matter of Soviet misfirings in testimony 

before Congressional Committees. In any case the number of U.S. misfir- 

ings was well known. 

| | The President felt it might be a mistake to adopt the Air Force esti- 
| mate of the number of missiles the Soviets would have, referred to in Mr. 

Dulles’ briefing. Khrushchev had said to him, “We know you won't start 
a war.” Moreover, Khrushchev had been emphatic about stopping Rus- 

sian plane production. Mr. Dulles reported that the Soviets had reduced 

production of planes, but that production was still going on. He added 

that the estimate of Soviet missile capability was guesswork to a certain 

extent for the period after 1961. In testimony before Congress he could 

probably give the figures for 1961 and say there were various guesses for 

the period following that. 

General Twining asked whether the figures Mr. Dulles had given for 
the Soviet missile warhead, that is 6000 pounds and 8 megatons, were 

based on hard intelligence. Mr. Dulles said he was pretty confident of the 
intelligence on this point. The President said these figures were an 
indication that the Soviets have larger propulsive machinery in their 
missiles than we have. However, he had been told by Defense that our 
thrust was adequate for our requirements. He wondered whether we 
were using smaller missile warheads as a result of our lower thrust. Sec- 

_ retary Gates felt that our warheads were adequate for our purposes. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky pointed out that Atlas would carry a [less than 1 line of 
source text not declassified] warhead which would produce a [less than 1 
line of source text not declassified] blast. Mr. McCone said miniaturization 
enabled us to live with a lower thrust without reducing the warhead pro- 

portionately. 

Mr. Stans remarked that as the accuracy of Soviet missiles increases, 
the value of hardening U.S. bases decreases. This principle raised the 
question whether it would not be better for us to use money for mobility
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of missiles instead of hardening of bases. Secretary Gates said this ques- 
tion had often been considered by the scientists, who always concluded 
that it was worth spending money for hardening of missile bases. The 
President felt it was desirable to adhere toa well thought-out war plan. In 

~ connection with missile bases, he thought we should try a camouflage | 
program, one which would, for example, conceal missile sites in connec- | 

tion with construction of large dams. Mr. Dulles said we might also build 
a number of dummy missile bases. The President agreed, and urged that 
we not put all our eggs in one basket in connection with missile bases. 
The Vice President wondered whether it was not accurate to say that, 
assuming the Soviets will start any war which occurs, they will need 
more missiles than we will need. If they set out to destroy us, they will 
need sufficient missiles to do the job the first time, for if they do not 
succeed in their first attack, they will feel the weight of our retaliatory 
capability. He believed the Soviets did not want to initiate war if thereby 

_ they risked destroying themselves. He felt they would not initiate a war 
unless they calculated that they could deliver a decisive attack against us 
by surprise. Mr. Allen agreed with the Vice President as to the USSR but 
was not sure about Communist China if the latter acquired missiles with 
nuclear warheads. | 

The President remarked that in a period of strained diplomatic rela- 
| tions we might get information about an impending Russian attack 

| which would cause us to fire our missiles. Missiles once fired, however, 

could not be recalled if the information about the Russian attack proved 
to be false. There was no “fail-safe” or positive control over missiles as 
there was over planes. Secretary Gates concluded the discussion with the 
remark that all studies made by Defense showed that a greater and 

| greater premium was being placed on taking the initiative by surprise 
attack. — | | 

The National Security Council:? 

-a. Noted an oral briefing by the Director of Central Intelligence on | 
the subject, with specific reference to a summary of NIE 11-4—59 (“Main 
Trends in Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1959 through 1964”) and NIE 
11-8-59 (“Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack Through Mid-1964”). 

_ b. Discussed relative strategic attack capabilities of the United States 
and the USSR over the next few years. | 

| [Here follow Agenda Items 4. “U.S. Policy Toward Iran,” 5. “U.S. 

Policy Toward Turkey,” and 6. “U.S. Policy on Hong Kong.” | | 

| | Marion W. Boggs | 

? The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 2169, approved by the Presi- 
| dent on January 9. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) :



360 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

83. Briefing Note | 

| Washington, January 14, 1960. 

[Here follow sections on oceanography, life sciences, and outer 
space activities. ] | 

The remaining items in my report, Mr. President, have to do with 
military matters. | 

4, One of the panels of the PSAC made this fall a very thorough 
study of the Nike-Zeus AICBM problem. It confirmed the findings of two 
independent recent technical studies in DOD and extended the conclu- 
sions further.! Specifically, they are that the presently conceived Nike— 
Zeus system, even if it performs according to expectations, is not a 
worthwhile investment. If it is considered as a defense of missile sites, it 

turns out to be cheaper to increase our deterrent strength by adding more 
such sites than by buying Nike—Zeus, the cost factor being very substan- 
tial in this case, of the order of 10 to 1. On the other hand, if one thinks of 

Nike—Zeus as a defense of population, it turns out to be useless because 
the enemy can kill people by exploding warheads upwind of the cities 
out of the range of Nike—Zeus. Hence, only a comprehensive fallout shel- 
ter program in conjunction with the Nike-Zeus could achieve this objec- 
tive. Because of these very thoroughly documented arguments, our 
Panel recommended against going into production with Nike-Zeus—a 
recommendation which was accepted by the Secretary of Defense. We 
urged further research effort on Nike—Zeus in the hope that this weapons 

| system could be dramatically improved. In the Army there seems to bea 
sharp split on the issue of our recommendations; people lower in the 
echelons, who have had an opportunity to look into the technical factors 
involved, agree with our recommenridations, but top echelons are most 

unhappy about them. | 

5. [should like to tell you now, Mr. President, about the present sta- 
tus of the so-called Project Corona. So far it has not functioned, but every 
successive launch has resulted in some progress, one difficulty after 
another being eliminated. All of them are of comparatively trivial engi- 
neering nature, and there is a substantial degree of optimism that the 
next launch, which is scheduled for early February, will see a complete 
technical success of the entire system. - 

6. You are already aware ina general way, Mr. President, of the diffi- 
culties of the Titan Project. | have made a considerable effort to analyze 
these difficulties and have reached the conclusion that the Air Force is 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. The note was 

prepared by Kistiakowsky for a conference held on January 14; see footnote 2 below. 

' None found. )
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completely correct in its evaluation. This is that the missile is soundly 
engineered and should show the planned performance. On the other 
hand, the managerial situation at the Martin Company is very bad and 
the failures of the last eight months can all be traced to human factors: 
lack of staff training, low competence, lack of adequate instructions. The 
Air Force, witha little help from me, has put a heavy pressure on the Mar- 
tin Company to remedy these weaknesses; changes have been made and 
we have hopes that the program will shortly get going. If this is the case, 
Titan could still be operational by mid-’61 as planned, but there is little 
doubt that in Congress a great deal will be made of the present situation 
by the critics of the Administration. a 

7. In this connection, I should like to call to your attention a report by 
GAO on the supposed failings of the Air Force in the over-all manage- 
ment of the missile program. This report appears to be an extreme and 
unwise invasion of the Executive Branch of the Government. GAO, 

under the guise of managerial criticism, condemns the Air Force and the 

Defense Department for failure to take certain technical decisions and for 
use of inadequate scientific talent on the program. The report contends 
that objectives of the program have not been met. The Air Force is taking 
vigorous actions to counter the report, urging its revision and also pre- 
paring a rebuttal, but lam very much afraid that when and if this report is 
made public, it will provide ammunition to those who choose to attack 
your Administration irresponsibly. 

| G.B. Kistiakowsky 

* Inhis memorandum of Kistiakowsky’s conference with the President held on Janu- 
ary 14, Goodpaster stated that Eisenhower expressed general agreement with 
Kistiakowsky’s views, but that during the discussion of ballistic missiles he “remained of 

the opinion that careful consideration should be given to putting the Polaris missile on the 
Navy’s ships. If this is not to be done, he has a large question in his mind whether Khrush- 
chev is not right, and whether the day of the surface combatant ship is not, in general, past.” 

_ Regarding the GAO report, the President stated that it would be important for the Air Force 
to have its “answers” ready for immediate release when the report became public. (Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) See the Supplement. Another account 
of the conversation is in Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White House, pp. 227-228.
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84. National Intelligence Estimate | 

NIE 100-60 Washington, January 19, 1960. 

ESTIMATE OF THE WORLD SITUATION! 

| Foreword 

| Although we have tried in this estimate to take as long a view as pos- 
sible, we have necessarily left out of account some elements that could 
drastically alter the course of events. Thus, we have not attempted to 

assess the likelihood or consequences of revolutionary scientific 
advances of either military or civilian application. Moreover, we have 
assessed the East-West struggle on the assumption that no major war 
takes place, and on the other hand, that there is no agreement for large- 

scale reduction of military capabilities by the major powers. 

Summary of the Estimate 

1. Over the next decade, we believe that the stature of the USSR and 
of Communist China in the world will continue to increase markedly, 
thus posing increasingly serious challenges and a growing menace to the 
US and the West.2 (Para. 18) | 

2. In the world in general, recent Soviet behavior contributed to a 
spreading popular impression that the East-West struggle, or cold war, 
was entering a period of greater movement and fluidity, and that the 
direction of this movement was toward a diminution of cold war ten- 

sions. Viewed objectively and realistically, however, the East-West rela- 

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. A note on the cover sheet reads 

in part: “Submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence. The following Intelligence orga- 
. nizations participated in the preparation of this estimate: The Central Intelligence Agency 

and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State, the Army, the Navy, the Air 
Force, the Joint Staff, and the Atomic Energy Commission. Concurred in by the United 

States Intelligence Board on 19 January 1960.” The Assistant Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation abstained because the subject was outside his jurisdiction. , 

1 While the estimate summarizes our views on the USSR, a fuller treatment of Soviet 
trends and developments will be contained in NIE 11-4-59, “Main Trends in Soviet Capa- 
bilities and Policies, 1959-1964.” Soviet strategic capabilities, including ICBM buildup, 
will be covered in NIE 11-8-59, “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack Through 
Mid-1964.” Both these estimates will be published in the near future. [Footnote in the 
source text. Regarding NIE 11-4-59, see footnote 5, Document 82. For NIE 11-8-59, see 
Document 88.] 

2 The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, believes that the 

importance of the ICBM requires that the third sentence of paragraph 2 be inserted in this 
initial paragraph to read: “In particular, the emerging Soviet ICBM capability, dramatized 
in the eyes of the world by the Lunik shots, is altering military power relationships.” [Foot- 
note in the source text.] Lo
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tionship remains fundamentally hostile. The emerging Soviet ICBM | 
| capability, dramatized in the eyes of the world by the Lunik shots, is 

altering military power relationships. Confidence that the trend of 
events is in their favor remains a keynote of the behavior of the Soviet 
leaders, and they assert that the overall growth of their relative power 
position has now reached the point where major consequences will be 
manifest on the world scene within the foreseeable future. (Paras. 13-14) 

3. Our views of Soviet power and policy are fully stated in our forth- 
coming estimate on this subject. In brief, we believe that: 

a. Soviet economic and scientific strength will continue to grow at a 

rapid rate. —_ | oe 
b. The Soviets, despite some force reductions, will maintain a high 

level of conventional military forces and will greatly increase their long 
range attack capabilities, above all through a substantial ICBM buildup. | 

c. In the Soviet view, the emerging standoff of intercontinental strik- 
ing forces marks a stalemate only of general war capabilities. They con- 
sider that this situation of mutual deterrence would open up new _ 
opportunities for advancing Communist power by political, economic, 

| and perhaps even limited military means. We believe, however, that 
even then they would not wittingly assume serious risks of general war. 
We believe that they would draw back if the Western response were of 
such vigor that in their view more extensive Soviet involvement would 
entail either serious risk of general war or net political loss. At the same 
time, we believe that the chance of their miscalculating risks may 
increase if they remain convinced that their relative power is growing. 

d. Soviet foreign policy will remain devoted to the same objectives 
as heretofore. At least overa five-year period, elements of both a policy of 
pressure and one of reducing tensions will probably be adopted at one 
time or another. The immediate outlook is that the Soviets will continue 
their present tactics of détente at least through the initial phase of the 
series of high-level negotiations now in view. In another year or two they 
may feel that their capabilities in long range missiles have brought them 
into a period when the relations of military power are the most favorable 7 
from their point of view. They will still try to win Western concessions 
basically through negotiation. But the element of pressure and threat will 
probably become more pronounced, perhaps much more so, than it is at 
present. (Para. 19) | : oS 

4. Although the assets of the USSR are formidable, and for the fore- | 

seeable future will cause it to gravely threaten US security and that of the 
Free World generally, some of these assets also contain problems. Chief 
among these are the Satellite situation, Soviet relations with the underde- 

veloped areas, and Sino-Soviet relations. In the course of time, it is pos- 
sible that these problems, coupled with long term evolution within the 
USSR itself, would limit the effectiveness and even alter the content of
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Soviet foreign policy. At present, however, we see no basis for estimating 
that such problems would either diminish Soviet internal power or 
change the basic objectives of the Soviet leadership. (Paras. 22-29) | 

5. On the Communist Chinese front, tensions have increased in the © 
past year. The Chinese Communists will probably seek to achieve their 
objectives by political and subversive means with a broad range of tac- 
tics, but there are likely to be frequent manifestations of truculence and 

more, rather than less, of the range of pressures recently exemplified in 
| the Indian border dispute, in Laos, and in Indonesia. (Paras. 15,32) _ 

6. Non-Communist Asia has become somewhat alarmed over Chi- 

nese Communist intentions. However, there exists no non-Communist 
power or grouping of local powers comparable in strength to Commu- 
nist China. Several individual countries remain particularly vulnerable 
to Communist influence, and over the next five years there is a fair 
chance that a Communist regime will come to power in one or another of 
the countries in the area. US action, however, could in most cases reduce 

the chance of such a development and in any event could probably pre- 
vent any chain reaction if an individual country did go Communist. It is 
hard to see the situation in the area as a whole improving markedly over 
this period, and a bellicose Chinese Communist policy could produce 
widespread turmoil and even major hostilities. (Paras. 34—40) 

7. Western Europe’s economic growth and internal political stability 
are likely to continue satisfactory, although France’s political future is 
somewhat uncertain. The movement towards economic integration con- 
tinues to have great momentum, despite current difficulties. NATO con- 
fronts serious problems, notably France’s pressure for increased status, 
French development of an independent nuclear capability, and senti- 
ment among the continental countries for some form of European conti- 
nental military grouping, possibly related to NATO. Over the next few 
years, we believe that basic military dependence on the US will keep the 
alliance together. Nevertheless, its effectiveness will probably be some- 
What reduced, and this reduction could attain serious proportions if 
European confidence in the will and ability of the US to protect Europe 
from the Communist threat should decline markedly. In any event, 
unless there is a renewed sense of urgency, Western Europe’s increased 
strength will probably not be applied as fully and cohesively as it might 
be to the key problems now confronting the West, of maintaining an 
effective military posture and of providing large-scale aid to the under- 
developed countries. (Paras. 41, 44-45, 49, 54, 59) 

_ 8. In countries of the underdeveloped world, the complex force of 
nationalism and growing desires for a better life will be powerful factors 
shaping the course of events. These countries will continue to expect 
help from the richer countries, and they will be inclined to accept such 

| help regardless of whether it comes from the East or the West. Inasmuch
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as these countries generally lack the experienced leadership, the stable 
political and social institutions, and the material resources to cope with 
their many problems in orderly ways, there will remain the possibility of 
violent upheavals and local conflicts. While these outbreaks may not | 
stem from the East-West struggle, they can be expected often to involve 
the interests of the two sides and to afford opportunities for exploitation. 
Thus, the underdeveloped world will continue to be a principal area of 
the contest between the Bloc and the West. (Para.80)) ss 

_ 9, The outlook in the various underdeveloped areas (apart from 
non-Communist Asia, covered in Conclusion 6 above) is mixed. The 
Middle East will remain very unstable. In South Asia, the future of 
Afghanistan, in particular, is uncertain. While trade and other economic 
relations with the Bloc will increase in Africa, and there will be many 
opportunities for the spread of Communist influence, we do not believe 

| that local Communist-controlled. groups will become , strongly | 
entrenched in power in‘any country at least over the next few years, | 
given a reasonable degree of effective attention from the West.3 (Paras. 

73-76) Oo ON eS a 
-. 10. In Latin America as a whole, we do look for some expansion in 
Communist influence over the next few years, although such an expan- 

sion will probably not be widespread, especially in view of the possibili- 
ties for US action. However, there is a possibility that one or another 

~ country, notably Cuba, could fall under Communist control. Moreover, 

the Communists or other extremists may achieve such influence that 
they can put through programs seriously threatening US interests or 
even security. In any event, the US will be under increasing pressure,and _ ) 

_ Latin American support for the US, for example in the UN, will almost 
certainly continue to decline. (Para. 79) eg - 

~ 11. US policy remains crucial both in itself and for its effect on the 
rest of the Free World. Indications that the US was not maintaining a firm 

| and effective military and political posture would lead to weakening of 
_ the resolve of other free nations. The growth of Soviet ICBM capabilities 

is creating a serious problem for the US in maintaining among other Free | 
_ World nations confidence in US willingness to bring its nuclear capabili- 

| ties to bear as a protection for such nations. A second crucial area affect- 
ing US prestige and influence will be that of US economic policy. 

| However much the capacity of other Western nations grows, the Free 
World will still look to the US for leadership in the problem ofchanneling _ 
Western aid to the “have-not” nations and in the freeing and encourag- 

_ ° The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, the Assistant Chief 
of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, and the Director for Intelli- 
gence, The Joint Staff, believe that the prospects for Communist groups should be limited 
further by substituting after “Communist-controlled groups” in the last sentence the 
words: “will become a major political force in any country. ...” [Footnote in the source text.]
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ing of international trade, and will be intensely concerned with the eco- 

nomic policies, both domestic and foreign, adopted by the US. (Paras. 82, 
84, 86) 

[Here follows the 13-page Discussion section, included in the Sup- 
plement.] 

85. Memorandum of Discussion at the 433d Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, January 21, 1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “The Role of the Military Air Transport Service in Peace 
and War.” See the Supplement. ] 

2. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security 

[Here follows discussion, included in the Supplement, of a Soviet 

missile tested the previous day.] 

Mr. Dulles felt the Soviets would want to make a good deal of the 
two kilometers CEP! which they say they have achieved. He thought it 
was possible that the Soviets intended to support their position in forth- 
coming diplomatic negotiations by a dramatic demonstration of the long 
range of their missiles. General White, on the contrary, believed that 
when the Soviets want to achieve maximum diplomatic impact, they will 
name the time and the target which they wish to hit, and will attempt to 
put the missile on the target. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that the 24 
hour postponement in the launching of the Soviet missile suggested that 
the Soviets had fired something new rather than an old-type missile. 

Mr. Dulles said he was about to appear before a Congressional Com- 
mittee and predicted that he would be asked about the Soviet firing. The 
President said that Mr. Dulles could tell the Committee that the Soviet 
missile had fallen in the impact area and that it had been seen by our 
observers in the area. The Attorney General felt Mr. Dulles should 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. 

1 The Soviets had announced that the missile had landed within two kilometers of its 
target.
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emphasize that there is no assurance that the Soviet report of the missile 
CEP is accurate. Mr. Allen said we should perhaps indicate that since our 
CEP is two miles, we assume Russian accuracy is about the same. The | 

President felt, on the other hand, that we should give no credence to the 

announced Russian CEP until the Russians predict the exact spot they © 
intend to hit and allow us to observe the firing. | oe 

~ Mr. McCone asked whether there would be other Soviet missile fir- 
ings in the Pacific. Mr. Dulles said he assumed the firing just described 
was one ina series of shots. a 

The President said that in Congressional testimony it could be said 
by US officials that the Soviet missile had impacted in the impact area, 
but we ought not to betray the extent of our surveillance of the area. 

_ Mr. Dulles then turned to Khrushchev’s recent speech before the 

Supreme Soviet.? He said this speech was very important and had been 
the subject of a careful analysis by CIA. He was inclined to accept 
Khrushchev’s statement on manpower strength and on the reductions in 
certain hardware production. He was willing to accept tentatively 
Khrushchev’s figure of 3.6 million men under arms in all the Soviet 
forces, although this figure was less than the figure previously carried in 
intelligence estimates. CIA had already observed the virtual cessation of 
bomber production in the USSR and cuts in the production of other 
weapons, e.g. naval vessels. Incidentally, Mr. Dulles noted that the first 
reports of Khrushchev’s speech had lumped submarines and surface 
ships together as obsolete. This turned out to be an error in translation. 
Actually Khrushchev had said only that surface ships were obsolete. Mr. 
Dulles estimated that the reduction in Soviet armed forces proposed by 
Khrushchev of 1.2 million could probably be effected within two years, 
by the fall of 1961 according to Malinovsky.? Mr. Dulles felt it made a 
good deal of sense for the USSR to reduce its forces in view of the possi- : 
bility of serious competition in 1960 through 1962 between the military 
on the one hand and the civilian economy on the other as represented by 
the Seven Year Plan. The USSR needed more manpower for its industrial 
program. Reduction in military manpower would also result in the 
reduction of 16-17 billion rubles in the explicit Soviet military budget. 
Mr. Dulles pointed out, however, that the real military. budget, as 

Opposed to the announced military budget, of the USSR was 160+ billion 
rubles. Mr. Dulles did not believe that the reductions announced in the | 

Khrushchev speech would affect previous estimates of Soviet ICBM 
, capabilities. Apparently the Soviet forces were about to undergo a thor- 

ough reorganization. Khrushchev has become a missile enthusiast and 
wishes to speed up the rationalization of Soviet forces. He may also wish 

| * Dulles also reported on Khrushchev’s address at the NSC meeting on January 14; 
see vol. X, Part 1, pp. 498-499. ee 

__ 3 Marshal Rodion Y. Malinovsky, Soviet Minister of Defense. :
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| to fix our attention on the missile field, where he thinks the Soviets have 

superiority. He apparently wishes to achieve armed forces which will 
consist of strategic attack and air defense forces armed with missiles, 
ground forces also armed with missiles and having great airborne capa- 
bility, and a navy consisting largely of submarines. Mr. Dulles said that 
Khrushchev may be considering a percentage withdrawal of Soviet 
forces from Eastern Europe. The Khrushchev program of reduction is 
probably not palatable to the Soviet military and Khrushchev may have 
had some difficulty getting the military to go along. Evidence of this is 
the fact that the Chief of Staff and other important military figures did 
not make speeches before the Supreme Soviet. The demotion of Kiri- 
chenko# may also have been related to opposition to the Khrushchev mil- 
itary program. Mr. Dulles concluded by reporting that the tone of | 
Khrushchev’s speech reflects the belief that the USSR can overcome capi- 

talism without general war, indicates great reliance on missile forces as a 
shield behind which communism can compete with the West, and seems 

to exclude general war as a deliberate Soviet policy. 

Mr. Gray asked whether Khrushchev did not express regret that the 
US military budget provided for no reductions. Mr. Dulles replied in the 
affirmative. In response to questions, Mr. Dulles said the published 
Soviet military budget provided for the expenditure of 96 billion rubles. 
The President said Khrushchev had told him that Soviet military costs 
were about half US costs. The President assumed Khrushchev must have 
been using a four-to-one exchange rate between the dollar and the ruble, 
which led him to conclude that the Soviets probably have a military 
budget equivalent to about $48 billion. Khrushchev had also told him 
that the Soviet scale of military effort was very close to our scale of effort. 
Mr. Dulles agreed that the total Soviet military effort was comparable to 
ours. The Vice President asked what percentage of the Soviet GNP was 
devoted to military purposes as opposed to the US GNP. Mr. Dulles said 
the Soviets devoted about twice as much of their GNP to military pur- 
poses as we did. The President pointed out, however, that the GNP of the 

US contained a number of items not included in the Soviet GNP, e.g. 
advertising. 

[Here follows discussion of Soviet-Cuban relations. ] 

The National Security Council:5 

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of Central 
Intelligence on the subject, with specific reference to the recent Soviet test 

* On January 13, the Soviet newspaper Pravda announced that A. I. Kirichenko, a 
member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party, had 
been appointed to a minor provincial post. 

> The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 2182, approved by the Presi- 
dent on January 26. (Department of State, S/S~NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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of a missile which impacted in the Pacific; further evaluation of the recent 

speech by Khrushchev before the Supreme Soviet of the USSR; and the 
planned Soviet exposition in Havana, Cuba. _ re 

: - Marion W. Boggs 

86. Editorial Note Bn 

On January 26, 1960, President Eisenhower approved recommenda- 

tions designed to transfer many routine cargo operations from the Mili- 
tary Air Transport Service (MATS) to commercial carriers and to 
encourage the production of commercial aircraft suitable to non-routine 

| military transportation requirements, while simultaneously assuring 
preservation of an adequate MATS capacity for unique military require- 
ments in peacetime and expanded military requirements in wartime. 
The policy was embodied in recommendations by an interagency group 
which are attached toa memorandum from Lay to the NSC, January 19, 
as modified by NSC Action No. 2181, approved by the President on Janu- 
ary 26. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records, and Depart- 
ment of State, S/S~NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of | 

Action by the National Security Council) - BO 

| _ The President’s action obviated the need for a formal policy state- 
ment, of which a draft had been prepared in NSC 5519, “U.S. Policy With 
Respect to the Development of Cargo Air Lift,” dated December 28, 1959. 

(Ibid., S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D351, NSC 5919 Series) NSC 5519 was sum- 
marized ina memorandum from the Bureau of Economic Affairs to Act- 
ing Secretary Dillon, January 5. (Ibid.) Cargo airlift was discussed twice 
in the National Security Council at meetings on January 7 and January 
21. (Memoranda of discussion by Boggs, January 13 and January 21; 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) All these documents 
are in the Supplement. | ee
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87. Memorandum of Discussion at the 434th Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

Washington, February 4, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security! 

Mr. Gray said the intelligence briefing would be devoted principally 
to a presentation of the new “Estimate of the World Situation” (NIE 
100-60). This Estimate, prepared every year at this time by the Intelli- 
gence Community, is normally one of the bases for the annual review of 
Basic National Security Policy. However, the last review of Basic Policy 
was begun in February of last year and the new paper (NSC 5906/1)3 was 
approved by the President in August. Indeed, certain portions of the 
paper, those relating to stockpiling, were adopted as recently as Decem- 
ber 3. Accordingly, a complete review of the entire Basic Policy was not 
planned for this year. 

Mr. Dulles said he wished to cover some items of current intelli- 
gence before summarizing NIE 100-60. [Here follows discussion of 
Soviet missile and space activity, included in the Supplement.] 

[1 paragraph (10 lines of source text) not declassified] 

[Here follows discussion of the Warsaw Pact, Khrushchev’s travels, 

and developments in Syria, India, and Algeria.] 

Mr. Dulles then turned to the Estimate of the World Situation (NIE 
100-60). After reporting that the Estimate had been agreed on by the 
Intelligence Community except for two mild dissents, he read the “Sum- 
mary of the Estimate” (Pages 1-4 of NIE 100-60). The President noted 
that the Estimate contained no speculation as to the Soviet attitude when 
the Soviets become richer and more industrialized. The President was 
inclined to feel that as a nation gets richer, it becomes more conservative. 
Perhaps as industrialization advances in the Soviet Union and as the 
Soviets have more to risk by an adventuresome policy, they will become 
more conservative. Atany rate, he felt this possibility should not be over- 
looked. Another fifty years might bring about quite a change in relations 
between the US and the USSR. Of course, the Chinese Communists 

would not become rich and conservative for quite a while yet, and they 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. 

" Another account of the discussion of this agenda item is in Kistiakowsky, A Scientist 
at the White House, pp. 242-243. 

2 Document 84. 
3 Document 70.
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might become irritated at the Soviets if the Soviets become conservative. 
Mr. Dulles was inclined to agree with the President’s remarks. He said he 
had always believed in the possibility of evolutionary development in 

_the Soviet Union. He then read the following extract from the discussion 
portion of NIE 100-60: | os 

“Popular hopes for a better life are on the rise in the USSR. Some 
groups seek a greater degree of personal freedom from restrictions and 
there is a far more universal desire to enjoy more of the economic fruits of 

| Soviet growth. Khrushchev so far has tended to take these sentiments 
into account and has thus somewhat strengthened the regime.” 

The President noted that these desires and sentiments could be gOov- 

ernmental as well as individual attitudes. The Vice President thought 
that one of the greatest subconscious restraints influencing the Soviet 
government was its immense pride in its achievements. The risks the 
USSR would take now are far less in magnitude than the risks it would 
have taken ten years ago. As the USSR has more to risk, it will be more 
restrained. The President recalled that after World War I a great many 
publicists had written a great deal about the “have’s” and the “have 
not’s”. He said he liked Mr. Dulles’ summary of the Estimate, which he 
had read. | | | 

Mr. McCone said he was concerned by Mr. Dulles’ remarks to the 
effect that Free World allegiance to the alliance with the US might be 
weakened if the Free World should come to doubt our military capability 
or our will. He asked whether the Free World was already doubting our 
will and ability or whether there was a danger that it might do so in the 
future. Mr. Dulles reported that most Foreign Offices contained a clique 
which doubted the will and the ability of the US. Secretary Herter agreed 
and added that these cliques were especially active whenever there was 
talk of withdrawing US forces from Europe. However, he felt that many 
of the doubts which the Free World had about us were laid to rest during 
the last NATO meeting. Most Free World countries, he continued, cannot 

feel secure unless they maintain their faith in US retaliatory power. Mr. 
McCone asked whether the attack in the US on our retaliatory capability 
was weakening confidence in us abroad. Mr. Herter said it was and indi- 
cated that our allies would undoubtedly be worried if they felt we were 
worried about our retaliatory capacity. This was one of the more trouble- 
some features of the “missile gap” discussion. Mr. McCone said he 
thought that the position which the President took in commenting on the 
attacks on our military capabilities was of course the correct one. Never- 
theless, he had detected some concern among our own people as well as 
among our allies lest our retaliatory capability not remain adequate. He 
thought additional missiles could be produced by the US at slight addi- 
tional cost and wondered whether such additional production should 
not be given serious consideration. He felt we could not ignore the 

undercurrent of concern now evident. | |
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Mr. Allen believed that a Gallup Poll in 1939 would have revealed 
that most Americans thought Hitler was stronger militarily than the UK, 
but this did not mean that these Americans were about to desert the UK 
and join Hitler. Today polls would show that people abroad believe the 
soviet Union is militarily stronger than the US, but this does not mean 
that our allies are about to desert us and join the Soviets. 

Mr. McCone felt on the contrary that the Estimate just summarized 
by Mr. Dulles came close to saying that perhaps some Free World coun- 
tries would join the USSR if they came to have doubts of our will and abil- 
ity. He could not agree with Mr. Allen about Hitler because Hitler had not 
been considered a threat to us in 1939. The President said he disagreed 
with Mr. McCone,; at least in the military services, Hitler was considered 

a threat to the US in 1939. However, the President felt that unnecessary 
hysteria had been produced in the US by the launching of Sputnik, which 
had no military significance. He added that if we want the US to become 
an armed camp, there are a great many measures we could take to 
strengthen ourselves militarily, but in a free country we could not impose 
sufficient taxes to become a much more heavily armed nation and at the 

- Same time preserve a viable economy. People were inclined to rebel 
against high taxes; and if we became a garrison state we would need to 
impose economic controls. He believed we were doing enough militarily 
at the present time and thought we had sufficient retaliatory capability. 
On his recent trip he had detected everywhere a desire on the part of the 
people for peace and a desire for reassurance that the US would not de- 
sert the Free World. Secretary Herter said the significance of Sputnik was 
that it was evidence of Soviet scientific competence and of what might 
evolve from such scientific competence. The President agreed, but 
thought nevertheless that our hysteria was too great at the time Sputnik 
was launched. He noted that he had made several speeches in an effort to 
produce a calmer atmosphere. 

Mr. McCone said he did not want to transform the US into an armed 
camp, nor would he wish to produce serious effects on the US economy, 
but he still believed that for the expenditure of a relatively modest sum 
we could obtain considerable additional retaliatory capacity. The Presi- 
dent said that as soon as our more advanced missiles proved themselves, 
we must see what we can do to get them into production. However, he 
did not wish to create a big arsenal of weapons which were not yet fully 
developed or weapons which would soon be obsolete. Mr. McCone 

. agreed that it was always necessary to maintain a balance between exist- 
ing operational weapons and weapons which will become operational in 
the future. However, he feared that Minuteman might be disappointing 
in that it carried only a small warhead [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified]. Moreover, making Minuteman operational by 1962 was thus 
far only a hope. Secretary Douglas said some of those who had had some
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doubts about Minuteman’s operational capability in 1962 were now con- 
fident that this schedule would be met. The President wondered whether 

the successful tests of the Polaris did not hold out great hope for Minute- 
man. Secretary Douglas said that while the two missiles were similar, 
there were enough differences between them so that successful tests of 
Polaris did not necessarily foreshadow success for Minuteman. He 
thought the situation as to the development of new missiles was healthy 
at this time; and Dr. Kistiakowsky agreed. Secretary Herter believed the 
Hound Dog missile should be emphasized. He understood it would 
come into production soon. The President said the present budget pro- 
vided for solid accomplishments with the Hound Dog missile. Secretary | 
Douglas believed we could establish four more Atlas squadrons during 
the last half of Calendar Year 1962 and this development might be 
extended into 1963. By mid-1963 it was hoped that 150 Minutemen 
would be operational. Not much could be done with the big missiles 
before Minuteman becomes operational. However, Mr. Douglas noted 

there were divided counsels on this subject. Mr. McCone conceded that a 
year ago we had feared that Atlas would not be successful. He reported 
he had worked out figures identical with those of Mr. Douglas as to the 
possible build-up of Atlas squadrons in 1962. The President calculated 
that if Atlas squadrons should be increased from 27 to 40, we would 

incur a cost of $6 billion for launching sites which could not subsequently 
be used for Minuteman. Mr. McCone believed we should have an arsenal 
containing various missile weapons. He felt that additional Atlas squad- 
rons could be produced by greater effort, including overtime, in our 
present plants, without increasing our production facilities. Secretary 
Douglas said that counting both ICBMs and Polaris (which has capabili- 
ties similar to ICBMs) we would in mid-1963 have about 500 missiles on 
launchers, which was almost exactly the figure credited to the Soviet 
Union at that date, on the average. Would it not be possible to say that in 

| our best judgment there will be no missile gap by mid-1963? Until that 
_ time we will have manned bombers and Navy carriers in large numbers. 

The period of the gap can thus be covered by spending relatively little on 
an airborne alert which can be put into operation whenever a crisis 
impends. The President said that launching sites alone for the additional 
ICBM squadrons would cost us $1 billion in this year’s budget. Secretary _ 
Douglas said that the cost would be $3-1/2 billion including Polaris. 

The Vice President asked what the proponents of the airborne alert 
wanted. Secretary Douglas said they wanted an airborne alert estab- 
lished by early 1961. Indeed, some critics of our defense policy wanted | 
the airborne alert established today. He felt there was no justification for 
a crash program to establish an airborne alert. A year to fifteen months 
lead time was required for some items crucial to the airborne alert, such 
as aircraft engines, if we wish to have the capacity to continue such an
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alert indefinitely. The Vice President felt that if offered a choice betweena 
great airborne alert program and acquiring additional Atlas and Polaris 
squadrons, we would undoubtedly not decide on the airborne alert. Sec- 
retary Douglas said when he spoke of an airborne alert for an indefinite 
period, he meant by the latter phrase only that period of time until we 
had certain early warning. When BMEWS was completed, we will have 
assurance of obtaining warning of any large-scale attack. Even the pro- 
ponents of the airborne alert admit that it is only a temporary expedient. 

“The President, pointing out that when a missile is tested there is a 
long count-down, asked how much count-down would be required fora 
surprise attack by missiles. Dr. Kistiakowsky said much of the count- 
down in missile testing at the present time is devoted to ensuring that the 
test equipment is operational. This test equipment is ten times as compli- 
cated as the missile itself. Consequently, the count-down could be 
reduced for firing an operational missile. For example, the initial opera- 
tional launches of Thor took place after a count-down of fifteen minutes. 
The President said we talked a great deal about the advantages of mis- 
siles. He asked how long would be required to get Atlas ready to fire. Sec- 
retary Douglas reported that the total reaction time of Atlas was fifteen 
minutes, during nine minutes of which Atlas would be exposed; that is, 
would bea “soft weapon” .. Titan exposure time would be zero. It seemed | 
inconceivable to Dr. Kistiakowsky that in twelve to twenty-four months 
from now it would be possible to launch hundreds of missiles with split- 
second timing. | 

Mr. Scribner said he had found great concern among our allies as to 
whether we were willing to take the economic measures necessary to 
maintain the strength of the US economy. The President said he contin- 
ued to insist that we must keep our economy sound. | 

The Vice President asked permission to return to the airborne alert 
for a moment. He said he understood the proponents of such an alert 
advocated continuing it for a long period of time. Mr. Douglas said they 
did. He added that we have had as many as fourteen SAC bombers at one 
time in the air for periods up to 90 days. The budget provides for a capa- 
bility to be reached a year from now, of from 60-70 B-52’s airborne on a 
round-the-clock basis. The President asked how many Hound Dogs each 
B-52 carried. Mr. Douglas said that some B-52’s carried two Hound 
Dogs. He added that the proponents of the airborne alert would double 
the number of aircraft carrying this missile. The Vice President asked 

. whether additional airborne alert capability could be obtained for an 
expenditure of $300 million more. Secretary Douglas said this figure was 
a reasonable one, but that eventually more manpower would be needed 
and there would also be a maintenance problem. For example, more 
crews would be necessary if twelve bombers from each wing were 
placed on airborne alert. Mr. Dulles asked whether the airborne alert was
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not supplemented by a fifteen minute alert status for other planes. Secre- 
tary Douglas said such was indeed the case for B-47’s but not for B-52’s. 

_ The National Security Council:4 a 
Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of Central 

Intelligence on the subject, with specific reference to the second Soviet 
| test missile impacted in the Pacific; the detection of an unidentified earth 

satellite; the current Warsaw Pact meeting in Moscow; Khrushchev’s 

projected trips to India, Burma, Indonesia, France, and possibly Com- 
munist China; Israeli-Syrian border clashes; the anti-Communist elec- 

tion victory in Kerala, India; the Algerian situation; and NIE 100-60, 

“Estimate of the World Situation”. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2. “U.S. Policy Toward Cyprus,” and 3. 
“U.S. Policy Toward Italy.”] 

Marion W. Boggs 

_ 4 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 2183, approved by the Presi- 
dent on February 9. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) | 

> According to Kistiakowsky, the debate on air alert continued after the NSC meeting 
in a discussion among Nixon, Herter, and McCone. (Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White 
House, pp. 243-244) 7 

88. National Intelligence Estimate 

NIE 11-8-59 Washington, February 9, 1960. 

_ SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR STRATEGIC ATTACK THROUGH 
MID-1964 | 

[Here follow a dissemination notice and a table of contents. ] 

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Top Secret. A note on the cover sheet 
reads in part: “Submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence. The following Intelligence 
organizations participated in the preparation of this estimate: The Central Intelligence 
Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State, the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, the Joint Staff, NSA, and the AEC. Concurred in by the United States Intelli- 

gence Board on 9 February 1960.” The Assistant Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation abstained because the subject was outside his jurisdiction. |
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| oe The Problem = =. 

To estimate probable trends in the strength and deployment of | 
Soviet long-range air and missile weapons systems suitable for strategic 
attack, through mid-1964.! | . 

oo | Foreword. | 7 : : 

__ The critical feature of this estimate is our judgment with respect to 
the force goals of the existing Soviet ICBM program. This judgment is 
based in part on calculations regarding Soviet ICBM requirements for 

| various defined strategic purposes. These calculations are especially 
sensitive to possible differences between our assumptions and those 
actually made by Soviet planners with respect to two important factors: 

a. The probable future performance characteristics of the improving 
Soviet ICBM. | 
__b. The probable future development of the US nuclear retaliatory 
force. | 7 | 

We have assumed for the Soviet ICBM the performance characteris- 
tics estimated for it at various dates in NIE 11-5-59, “Soviet Capabilities 

— in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles,” dated 3 November 1959, and in 

the USIB “Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11-5-59” dated 19 January 
1960.2 Soviet planners may expect a better performance, in which case 
their estimates of the numbers required would be lower than ours. How- 
ever, we would expect them to use conservative assumptions in making 
so vital a calculation. | | | 

| With respect to Soviet targeting, we have assumed that existing 
approved US military programs will be carried out. Explicit information 
on these programs is presumably not available to Soviet planners, but we 
believe that they have enough general information from open sources to 
be.able to estimate them with fair accuracy. These US programs are, of 

| course, subject to change—as is the Soviet ICBM program also. The pres- 
ent Soviet ICBM program, however, must be based on the present Soviet 
estimate of the probable future development of the target system. | 

| ' “Strategic attack” as used herein is defined as nuclear attack against retaliatory 
forces and key war-making strengths in North America, as well as US and Allied retalia- 
tory forces at sea and in overseas areas. The weapons systems primarily considered are 
heavy and medium bombers assigned to Long Range Aviation, related air-to-surface mis- 
siles, ground-launched missiles with maximum ranges of 700 nautical miles or more, and 

submarine-launched missiles. It is recognized that other delivery systems are available for 
use against targets at sea and overseas. [Footnote in the source text.] 

_ 2 For NIE 11-5-59, see Document 75. The memorandum is not printed. (Department 
of State, INR-NIE Files)
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It is beyond the scope of this estimate to consider what political or | 
military courses of action the USSR might adopt if the development of its : 
strategic attack capabilities were to be as estimated herein. Such matters 

__ will be considered in the forthcoming NIE 11-4-59, “Main Trends in 
Soviet Capabilities and Policies, 1959-1964.”8 

| oe onclusions 

1. The Soviet rulers probably regard their present strategic attack 
forces as capable of devastating US and Allied concentrations of popula- 
tion and industry, but incapable of preventing, by military action, the 
nuclear devastation of the USSR. (Para.36) 

2. The ICBM presents the best prospects of being able to deliver a 
heavy weight of attack within the least time after a decision to attack, and 
thereby to prevent the launching or reduce the weight of a US strategic 
attack on the USSR. Hence, we believe that the future development of 
Soviet intercontinental attack capabilities will be primarily a function of 
the development, production, and deployment of ICBMs. Soviet ICBM _ 
capabilities will be supplemented by the development of a submarine- 
launched missile capability and by the maintenance of a substantial long 
range bomber capability. (Paras.40-43) 

_ 3. Our analysis leads us to believe that, if the US military posture 
develops as presently planned, the USSR will in 1961 have its most favor- 
able opportunity to gain a decided military, political, and psychological 
advantage over the US by the rapid deployment of operational ICBMs. 
Evenat that time, however, the proportion of US retaliatory forces which 
the Soviets could expect to destroy in a missile attack would depend not 
only on the number of missiles employed and their performance charac- 
teristics, but also, and critically, upon the degree of surprise attainable 

and upon the precision with which the initial salvo could be timed. Even | 
if surprise were complete and timing perfect the USSR would have to 
expect retaliation from such US bombers as might be on airborne alert at 
the time of attack, from at least some of the US aircraft carriers and mis- 7 
sile-launching submarines then at sea, and from any other US retaliatory | 
forces that survived the initial salvo. After 1961 the numbers of semi- 
hardened and hardened US ICBM sites programmed to become opera- 

_ tional would require a steep increase in the number of Soviet ICBMs to | 
achieve comparable objectives against US retaliatory forces. (Paras. | 
45-52) TR See 

4, From an economic point of view the main determinant of the 

Soviet ICBM program is not so much the availability of resources, as the 
physical difficulty of rapidly building up production of missiles and par- 
ticularly of launching facilities during the first year or two after IOC, and 

3 See footnote 5, Document 82. | | OO |
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of training in a comparatively short time the personnel required to main- 
tain and operate a large number of missiles. These difficulties set practi- 
cal limits to the Soviet ICBM program. (Paras. 56-58) : | 

_ 9. Every present indication suggests that the Soviet ICBM program, 
while not a crash program, is designed to provide a substantial ICBM 
capability at an early date. The goal of the program is probably an ICBM 
force as large as Soviet planners deem necessary to provide a substantial 
deterrent and preemptive attack capability. In our view, this would be 
consistent with the present deliberate and orderly tempo of the Soviet 
ICBM test-firing program, with current Soviet military doctrine, and 
with the USSR’s observed policy of maintaining a balance among mili- 
tary capabilities designed to accomplish various missions. (Para. 55) 

6. We conclude that the probable Soviet ICBM program would pro- 
vide on the order of 140-200 ICBMs on launcher in mid-1961. Within this 
range, the Assistant Chief for Intelligence, Department of the Army, and 
the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of 
the Navy, estimate that the Soviet program is likely to be toward the low 
side. The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, the 

Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, and the Director for Intelli- 

gence, The Joint Staff, believing that Soviet planners would regard the 
advantages to be gained as justifying additional effort, estimate that the 
number of Soviet ICBMs on launcher is likely to be towards the high side 
of the 140-200 range. (Para. 61) | | 

4 The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not concur in the second sen- 

tence of paragraph 5. He does not believe that Soviet behavior, as we have observed it, war- 
rants the judgment that their objectives would be satisfied by attainment of only substan- 
tial deterrence and pre-emptive attack capability. Rather, he believes that the Soviet rulers 
are endeavoring to attain at the earliest practicable date a military superiority over the 
United States which they would consider to be so decisive as to enable them either to force 
their will on the United States through threat of destruction, or to launch such devastating 
attacks against the United States that, at the cost of acceptable levels of damage to them- 
selves, the United States as a world power would cease to exist. He further believes that 
such an objective could be attained by the development of their overall military capabilities 
which would include an operational ICBM force of about 250 (185 on launcher) by 
mid-1961, 500 (385 on launcher) by mid-1962, and 800 (640 on launcher) by mid-1963. It is 
generally agreed that the Soviets have both the technical and industrial capability to pro- 
duce such a force; the physical difficulties thereby entailed will almost certainly not be the 
limiting factor. | 

It is the view of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, that, while Soviet 

planners will undoubtedly feel that they will have attained a capacity for substantial deter- 
rence and pre-emptive attack by mid-1962 or earlier, the real objective of the Soviet ICBM . 
program is “decisive military superiority.” He believes that the Soviets would not be con- 
tent with conceptual levels of deterrence; they would realize the possibility of error in their 
own calculations and acknowledge the possibility of Western preemption of their deter- 
rent capabilities. This latter contingency would weigh the more heavily if the Soviet leaders 
intended, as he believes likely, to exploit their capabilities in political offensives. In this 
event, their estimate of the likelihood of Western “desperate” acts would induce them to 

attempt attainment of total deterrence, i.e., “decisive military superiority.” [Footnote in the 

source text.] __ | |
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7. The military capabilities which the Soviets would acquire with 
this missile force would depend to a great degree upon the performance 
characteristics of the missile. By the end of 1960, however, the estimated 
Soviet ICBM force will constitute a grave threat to the principal US met- 
ropolitan areas, and will thus represent a powerful political and psycho- 
logical weapon in international relationships. By 1961 it will present an 
extremely dangerous threat to SAC bomber bases, unhardened ICBM 
sites and command installations, although the degree of assurance the 
Soviets would have of being able to destroy US retaliatory forces would | 
vary considerably depending on the performance characteristics of their 
ICBMs, and in any case would be subject to the qualifications in para- 

| graph 3.(Para.62) | a Ce 
8. The development of the Soviet ICBM force beyond 1961 would be 

likely to be affected by such considerations as the actual development of 
the target system to be attacked, the prospects for a greatly improved 
Soviet ICBM, and the prospects (on both sides) for an effective anti- 
ICBM, as well as by the general development of the world situation and 
of relations between the US and the USSR. Any figures for future years 
should be reviewed in the light of such considerations and of evidence on 

_ the actual progress of the Soviet ICBM program. Projecting our estimates 
of the present ICBM program (and assuming that if the USSR has 
approximately 200 ICBMs on launcher in mid-1961 production would 
substantially level off in the subsequent two years) the most likely num- 
ber of Soviet ICBMs on launcher in mid-1962 would be 250-350 and in 
mid-1963 would be 350-450.5 (Para. 63) _ 

9. The USSR will have no serious difficulty in meeting its estimated 
requirements for 700 n.m. and 1,100 n.m. ballistic missiles. (Paras. 64-67) 

_ 10. On the basis of the foregoing conclusions, our numerical esti- 
mates of Soviet medium and heavy bombers in Long Range Aviation 
units, long and medium-range ballistic missiles, and missile-launching 
submarines are as shown in the following table:§7 | 

| > The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not concur in this sentence. See 

his footnote to paragraph 5, above. [Footnote in the source text.] 

6 [Here follows a footnote in the source text with the dissenting view of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, on the number of heavy bombers and ICBMs estimated. 
fe “estimated that the number of bombers and ICBMs would be higher from mid-1962 

7 [Here follows a footnote in the source text with the dissenting view of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, on the number of heavy bombers 
estimated. He estimated that the number would be lower from mid-1960 onward.]
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Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- 
1960 1961 1962 = 1963 1964 

Bombers 
Heavy 135 150 140 130 120 
Medium 1,100 1,050 1,000 900 800 

Missiles | 
700 n.m. 

In Inventory 250 350 450 450 450 
On Launcher 110 = «150 150 150 150 

1,100 n.m. 

In Inventory 80 160 240 300 300 
On Launcher 50 100 100 100 100 

ICBM 
In Inventory 90. 175-270 = 325-450 450-560 
On Launcher 35 140-200 250-350 350-450 

Submarines 
“ZL.” class¢ 4 4 4 4 4 
“G” class4 9 15 18 18 18 
Nuclear¢ 2 6 10 14 

_ ® Not estimated beyond 1963. 

> Not estimated beyond 1963. 
© Each “Z” class submarine would probably carry two missiles. 

d Each “G” class submarine would probably carry about five missiles. 

© The associated missile may not become available until 1963, in which case the mis- 
sile used in the “G” class might be used in this submarine. Each submarine would probably 
carry 6-12. 

[Here follow 27 pages of the Discussion section and annexes, as well 
as several maps.]
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89. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for 
_ Science and Technology (Kistiakowsky) to President _ 

Eisenhower | ee : 

oo . | Washington, February 12, 1960. 

SUBJECT | | a | 
Problems of the B-70 Project! Co - a 

'. The B-70 is to be the most advanced aircraft, in speed, altitude, and 
range. It is also to be the most complex one, far more so than a missile, for 
instance. Its development involves a new fabrication concept in airframe 
construction—brazed stainless steel. It requires a new engine, now 
under development, and an unorthodox airframe design. At least the 
crew and equipment compartment will have to be airconditioned 
because the aircraft will get nearly red-hot due toits high speed. 

_ Anadditional problem is posed by the design of an adequate bomb- 
ing and navigation system that takes into account the very high speed 
and altitude of the aircraft. - | ; a 

_ However, the great amount of work already done indicates that, 
after extensive flight-test experience, these problems will be solved. 

In a different category is the development of the defensive ECM 
equipment which appears to be beyond the present state of the art and 
has been suspended. Judging by experience with other aircraft; it is not 
possible to accelerate the development arbitrarily by adding more and 

| more funds—flight testing and aircraft modifications required thereby 
need time and thus 1965 is about the earliest time that operational B—70 
would be developed. . . 7 | | 

_ The criticisms of the B—70 project rest not on doubts that eventually 
it could be developed, but on justification for developing it. 

The contractor estimates that the cost of the first hundred aircraft 
will be $4.1 billion, and experience with such estimates suggests that the 
actual cost may be nearly double, i.e. some $70 million per aircraft. 

. In flight, the B-70 will be a very visible target for radar and infra-red 
devices and hence subject to detection at great distances. This will facili- 
tate the problem of interception, despite its high altitude and speed. 

_ The B-70 is not well-suited for air-alert because of high fuel con- 

sumption, and is to depend on rapid take-off for its protection against _ 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. No classification 
marking. - | 

lina January 11 memorandum to General White, General Power set forth his posi- 
tive view of the B—70’s strategic value. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, White | 
Papers, Box 34, SAC) See the Supplement.
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surprise attack, hence an early warning. It is by no means sure that early 
warning can be made wholly reliable because of spoofing, etc. 

Putting it crudely, it is not clear what the B—70 can do that ballistic 
missiles can’t—and cheaper and sooner at that.? 

G. B. Kistiakowsky® 

2 Ina memorandum on the Minuteman program, also submitted to the President on 
February 12, Kistiakowsky concluded that problems in development of the missile itself 
would be “eventually solved,” but expressed some reservations about the cost and com- 
plexity of the weapons system as a whole. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, 
White Papers, Box 34, SAC) See the Supplement. 

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

90. Editorial Note 

On February 12, 1960, General Hickey delivered to a Special Meet- 
ing of the National Security Council an oral presentation of a study, 
dated November 6, 1959, on the “Appraisal of Relative Merits, From the 
Point of View of Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts.” 
The study has not been found; notes dated November 5-6, 1959, on 

which Hickey apparently based his presentation, are in the National 
Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National 

Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File. The study had been pre- 
pared in accordance with NSC Action No. 2009 (see footnote 7, Docu- 
ment 38). No memorandum of the discussion at the Special Meeting has 
been found. Kistiakowsky described the meeting in A Scientist at the 
White House, pages 253-254.
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91. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Twining) to President Eisenhower | 

CM-449-60 Washington, February 12, 1960. 

SUBJECT | 

| Appraisal of Relative Merits, from the Point of View of Effective Deterrence, of 

Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the Hickey study! and 
have discussed it with the Secretary of Defense on several occasions. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that the concept of the 
“optimum mix” target system is sound, and that the order of magnitude 
of the target system appears to be reasonable, within the scope and time 
frame of the study. | | 

3. However, the Service Chiefs have requested that I briefly mention 
certain observations which they have on the conclusions of the study. 

4, General Lemnitzer has made the following major observations: 

a. The conclusions of the study are predicated on the assumption 
that our defenses will be capable of containing a Soviet attack on the Con- 
tinental United States to the extent that we will survive asa viable nation. 
An adequate air and missile defense, both active and passive, is therefore | 
absolutely essential in order that we may have the residual relative supe- 
riority necessary to prevail if the deterrent fails. 

b. The problem of locating and destroying enemy ICBM sites is a 
major factor bearing on the conclusions. This problem requires further 
study. | 

c. The relatively small number of bomb release line high-yield 
weapons required to attack “optimum mix” target system indicates that 
we have reached, if not surpassed, the leveling off point for these weap- 
ons in our stockpile. | : 

5. Admiral Burke has made the following major observations: 

a. The study indicates that our current stockpile of high-yield weap- | 
ons is adequate or even excessive if less vulnerable delivery systems 
were to be used. | oo 

_ b. For destruction of the basic target systems by bomber delivery, the 
percentage of aircraft in the national inventory that arrives on target is 
apparently only about 15%. This is of such concern as to suggest accelera- 
tion of programs for less vulnerable delivery systems. 

Source: National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the 

National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File. Top Secret. . 

' See Document 90. |
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c. The deterrent effect of forces required only for attack of the urban- 
industrial system is underrated. © | 

d. The study concerned itself with a mix of targets but did not 
explore extensively a mix of weapons on targets. This requires further 
study. | | 
__e. With the exception of the Polaris, the nuclear capable theater 
forces of CINCEUR, CINCPAC and CINCLANT were not employed in 
the wargaming attack of the “optimum mix” strategic target system. 
Employment of these forces would change the retaliatory force level 
required. Further studies on this aspect of the problem are required. 

6. General White has made the following major observations: . 

a. The potential benefits of this valuable appraisal could be forfeited 
unless the term “optimum mix” is given the same meaning in our plan- 
ning as it was given in the study. The study developed a target system 
consisting of a mix of vital military and important urban-industrial tar- 
gets, including all vital strategic elements of the enemy’s known nuclear 
offensive capability. SO | 

b. While General White has also expressed certain reservations 
regarding the specifics of the study, and does not share the reservations 
noted by General Lemnitzer and Admiral Burke, he has requested that 
they not be outlined here, since, in his opinion, none of these reservations 
has significant effect upon the major conclusions of the report, or upon 
the agreed Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations with which I shall con- 
clude my remarks. | 

| 7. Having summarized the major reservations and observations on 
this report, I would like to present my own views. It is my opinion that 
the appraisal is acommendably thorough and objective study. It was pre- 

_ pared by a qualified joint group which expended much time and effort to 
insure the accuracy or reasonableness of the factors which were used and 
the methodology which was employed. The study constitutes the best 
objective joint appraisal of strategic targeting and force requirements 
available at this time. Iam confident that we can make significant prog- 
ress in our planning if we use General Hickey’s study until something 
better is developed. We have in this study a sound point of departure and 
we should accept its conclusions as a guide for present planning until itis 
superseded by an equally thorough and objective effort. 

8. The most significant conclusions to be drawn from the study, in 
my judgment, are as follows: | 

One: A retaliatory force structure based on the destruction of an 
. urban target system would not provide-an adequate military posture. 

Two: The strategic force level which we have developed is in the 
right ball park and does not appear excessive. Naturally, the composition 
of this force must change as the enemy’s military target system changes 
and as our own technology provides improved methods of delivery. The
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appraisal reveals that strategic forces now programmed for 1963 will be 
more than adequate to attack an “optimum mix” target system of mini- 
mum size with a 75% assurance of one weapon arriving at each ground 
zero, but will be inadequate to provide a 90% assurance of one weapon 
on each ground zero. 

Three: The present and planned composition of the atomic stockpile, 
particularly with respect to high-yield weapons, is also about right; and 

Four: The study was reassuring to me in that this independent anal- 
ysis generally substantiates current national planning with respect to 
targeting, the nuclear stockpile composition, and the level of strategic 
offensive forces required. | 

: 9. Taking note of the views of all concerned, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

have reached agreement on certain recommendations. You will recall, 

Mr. President, that in NSC Action 2009 you directed Mr. Gray, the Secre- 
tary of Defense, and myself to arrange for the conduct of this study. We 
concur in the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which are as | 

follows: | 

a. That the concept of the “optimum mix” target system be 
approved. | 

b. That the study be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a basis for 
planning. | 

c. That they be authorized to release a limited number of copies of 
the study to the Joint Staff and to the Service Planners. 

| N.E. Twining 
| Chairman 

| Joint Chiefs of Staff 

* The President and Twining discussed nuclear targeting on February 12, apparently 
after the NSC Special Meeting (see Document 90): “General Twining next referred to the 
targeting study that had been presented to the President in the NSC. He said it constitutes a 
tremendous step forward, since it puts into our planning for the first time a concept regard- 
ing our key element of military force. He wants it to be used as a ‘point of departure’ for JCS 
planning. The President agreed. He stressed the importance of keeping this kind of war 
planning away from the Congress because of their carelessness about secrecy and secu- 
rity.” (Memorandum by Goodpaster, February 18; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, | 
Eisenhower Diaries) | 

In an unnumbered Record of Action at the Special Meeting, circulated on February 
17, the President approved the “optimum mix” targeting strategy, designed to achieve a 75 

| percent assurance of delivering one weapon at each target. (National Archives and Records 
Administration, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) 
See the Supplement.
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92. Editorial Note a . 

At the 435th meeting of the National Security Council on February 
18, 1960, the Council took up as the first item a briefing by General Lem- 
nitzer and Dr. York on technological developments in non-lethal weap- 
ons and military doctrine for their possible use. Dr. York described 
several such weapons, including tear gas and agents causing temporary 
paralysis, discoordination, Q-fever, and encephalitis. General Lemnitzer 

outlined several possible scenarios for their use in hypothetical wartime 
situations. Dr. York noted that the U.S. stockpile of chemical and biologi- 
cal agents was one-fourth that of the Soviet Union, and that most of the 
Soviet agents were lethal. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that the Science Advi- 
sory Committee (SAC) about a year previously “had concluded that 
research and development in this field should be continued since the 
prospects were definitely bright.” | 

| At the conclusion of the discussion, President Eisenhower said “one 

great difficulty occurred to him in connection with the use of incapacitat- 
ing agents. While the use of such agents wasa splendid idea, if we tried to 
use them in a humane manner, our enemy would probably charge us 
with germ warfare and then would proceed in retaliation to use lethal 
chemical and biological weapons.” The President further pointed out a 
lack of U.S. defensive equipment for such warfare. “The President said 
chemical and biological weapons had considerably less discrimination 
thana bullet.” Dr. Kistiakowsky, supported by Allen Dulles, urged that a 
sharp distinction be made between chemical warfare, such as tear gas, 

which had been accepted throughout the world in police actions, and 
biological warfare, which had not. General Twining agreed with the 
President concerning retaliation, and stated that if the United States 

intended to use incapacitating agents it should publicize their non-lethal 
effects to the greatest possible extent. (Memorandum of discussion by 
Boggs; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supple- 
ment.
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93. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| - | Washington, March 18, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | 

Secretary Gates, General Goodpaster 

_ [Here follows discussion of administrative matters.] 

Secretary Gates said he is, in his testimony, keeping the door open 
for possible increases in some of our key military programs if we should 

_ get a breakthrough. Mr. Gates said the period over which he feels the 
greatest concern is at the end of 1960 to the latter part of 1961. At that 
time, we will be in good shape if the Titan and Minuteman are coming 
along as planned. Otherwise we may havea problem. He felt there is ade- 
quate reason to do some reprogramming, in all likelihood taking a sub- 
stantial amount of funds from Bomarc and Super-Sage, and increasing 
the number of Atlas missiles in certain of the later squadrons. The Presi- 
dent thought there would be reason to put the Atlas missiles in our 
mountain areas, camouflaging rather than hardening our. sites. An 
enemy could not hit all of them simultaneously. He thought there should 
bea mix of missiles of various kinds, in various states of concealment and 

hardening. Mr. Gates said that the additional programs he had in mind 
would involve something like $50 million added expenditures in FY-60 
and $500 million added expenditures in FY-61, with half of these addi- 
tional expenditures met from reprogramming. | a 

The President said that once we have had a full service test of the 
Polaris missile from a submerged submarine, he would be willing to go 
to a higher program if this is completely successful. Mr. Gates said there 
will not be a submerged firing until August and he would like to take 
some steps prior to that time. The President said he would like for Con- 
gress to give an authorization to contract for the long lead-time items for 
twelve additional submarines as soon as these have been proved out. We — 

| would then get a deficiency appropriation after the Congress comes back 
next year. The President said he did not want to build so many of these 

, vessels at once as to require the opening of new shipyards.! _ ., 

He said we retain one big question regarding the Polaris, and that is 
how to protect our bases. He noted that we have only two harbors where 
nuclear submarines cancome in. oe 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. No classification 

marking. Drafted by Goodpaster on March 26. — | 

' Information on the Navy's advocacy of the Polaris program is in Admiral Burke’s 
March 12 memorandum to Gates, his March 15 memorandum for the record of a JCS meet- 
ing with Gates on March 14, and his March 28 memorandum for the record of a telephone 
conversation with the President on March 26. (All in Naval Historical Center, Burke 

Papers, Originator File) All are in the Supplement. | | | |
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_ Mr. Gates said there is a project to increase the range of the Polaris 
from 1500 to 2500 miles. This will require $75 million additional NOA in 
the first year. This step would be taken later than the other adjustments 
being considered. The President thought this is acceptable, but consid- | 
ered it should havea low priority. 

_- - Onall of these matters Mr. Gates stressed that he is not asking for a 
decision. They must be discussed with the Bureau of the Budget first. 
There are, however, major factors, some of these of a political nature, 
which he would like to ask be considered. The President commented that 

he is not moved too strongly by political considerations. If a bill came to 
him with unacceptable provisions in it, he would veto it if necessary. Mr. 
Gates said there is some indication of uneasiness on the part of our public 
relating to our defense program—resulting largely from the attacks and 
demagoguery that have been engaged in lately. The President said he has 
seen little indication that people are actually unhappy about the pro- 
gram. His mail certainly does not show it. In concluding the discussion, 
the President asked that Mr. Gates watch particularly the Polaris pro- 
gram and the airborne alert program to see that if there is reason to put 
more funds into either one, we do so promptly. 

oo _ Brigadier General, USA 

94. Memorandum of Discussion at the 439th Meeting of the 
National Security Council. | : 

| | Washington, April 1, 1960. 

_ [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
| _ Agenda Items 1. “U.S. Policy Toward Scandinavia,” 2. “Significant 

World Developments Affecting U.S. Security,” and 3. “U.S. Policy 
Toward Cuba.”] a OO 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
, Boggs on April 2. ,
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4. Production of the Minuteman ICBM System and Related Operational 
_ Force Objectives (NSC Action No. 2118;! Memo for NSC from Execu- 

tive Secretary, same subject, dated March 30,19602) © es. 

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on this subject. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is 
attached tothis Memorandum.)3 ©) 

_ Secretary Douglas said the Department of Defense always raised 
_ with the President and the Council proposals to establish the highest 
national priority for weapons, especially missiles. The Department of 
Defense proposal to commit the Minuteman missile to production and to 
establish an initial operational force objective for achievement of 150 
Minutemen operational missiles by mid-1963 had already. been consid- 
ered in connection with the FY 1961 budget. This proposal would result 
in the establishment of one production facility for Minuteman. If suc- 
cessful, the program would close the.so-called “missile gap”. - 

The President said perhaps we should go ahead with this program if 
the scientists were convinced that Minuteman is an operational weapon. | 
Secretary Douglas said no serious question had been raised as to the fea- 
sibility of the Minuteman system, although the system had not yet been 
fully tested. The President remarked that in the absence of tests he was 
slightly skeptical; he hated to buy “a pig ina poke”. He asked Dr. Kistia- 
kowsky to comment. Dr. Kistiakowsky said there had been no tests of 
Minuteman, as Secretary Douglas had said. He had no up-to-date techni- 

| cal information on the progress of the Minuteman program and hence 
was unable to form an independent judgment as to the feasibility of the 
system. Secretary Douglas said there had been successful static tests of 

_ the first and second stages of Minuteman. There had also been successful 
launches from the hole of the first stage lightly loaded, so that the missile 
was lifted only a slight distance above ground. This test, however, indi- 
cated the structural characteristics ofthe missile. ©.” 

Mr. Stans said he understood that a decision to commit Minuteman 
to production would not include establishing a date for an initial opera- 
tional force objective, which he thought should be established after pro- 
duction facilities had been created. Secretary Douglas said it was 
necessary to proceed along the lines proposed by Defense and to increase 
expenditures on Minuteman if an operational capability for Minuteman _ 

| See footnote 4, Document 72. | . - a - | 

_ ? This memorandum transmitted a March 25 memorandum from Douglas to Gray, 
which proposed committing the Minuteman weapons system to production since “recent 
test results on the various parts of the weapon system” had been “highly indicative of the 
probable attainment of the desired objective.” Douglas advocated approval ofa rate of pro- 
duction that would bring the force to 150 operational missiles by mid-1963. (Department of 
State, S/S—-OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385, Ballistic Missiles) SON gs | 

3 Not printed. | | |
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were to be achieved by the end of 1962. The Department of Defense pro- 
posal had been well understood in government since the first of the year, 
except that the size of the operational capability had only recently been 
fixed. The President said it had earlier been agreed that the funds to pro- 
ceed with production of Minuteman would be available as soon as the 
scientists “gave the green light.” Secretary Douglas said Dr. York and his 
office had no question as to the advisability of proceeding with produc- 
tion of Minuteman. 

In response to a question from the President, Secretary Douglas said 
expenditures on Minuteman in FY 61 would amount to $300 million. The 
President asked whether part of this sum had already been spent. Secre- 
tary Douglas replied that part of the sum had been committed. He added 
that some research and development production would be available for 
operational production in the case of Minuteman. 

Mr. Gray asked whether an initial operational capability of 150 Min- 
utemen by mid-1963 meant that an initial annual production capability 
of 150 missiles was being established. Secretary Douglas said that the 
Minuteman production facilities would be designed to produce 30 mis- 
siles per month, a rate which would beachieved by May 1963. Prior to the 
achievement of that rate, there would be a gradual build-up in the rate of 
production from February 1962 when the first production Minuteman 
missile would come off the assembly line. 

The President inquired about the final target of the Minuteman pro- 
gram. Secretary Douglas said there was no target beyond 400 missiles by 
the end of Calendar Year 1963. There was no authorization for produc- 
tion facilities beyond the creation of this first facility and no firm plans 
for more than 400 missiles to be produced by 1963. He added that there 
would have to be substantial funding for the Minuteman program in 
1962. The President said we were inclined to say what the final figure for 
production of a missile would be as soon as we start producing it. Secre- 
tary Douglas said he was conservative as to the final figure. He refused to 
go beyond the figure of 400 missiles at the end of 1963, although the fig- 
ure of 800 missiles at the end of 1964 had come up for discussion. The 
President said perhaps we should go crazy and produce 10,000 Minute- 
men. Secretary Douglas believed the Department of Defense proposals 
were reasonable if we were to attain a substantial operational capability 
during the important period of time down to mid-1963. The President 
pointed out that we would have Atlas, Titan, Polaris, and Minuteman 

missiles soon. Secretary Douglas said we would have 130 Atlas missiles 
by the end of 1962 at the rate of ten missiles per squadron, plus some 
additional missiles for the last six squadrons. We would have 70 Titan 
missiles at the end of 1962 at the rate of ten per squadron. We would have 
either 144 or 160 Polaris missiles by mid-1963. Admiral Burke said we 
would have nine or ten Polaris submarines then, depending upon the FY
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1961 budget. The President said he calculated that we would have 750 
long-range missiles at the end of 1963, counting Polaris and counting the 
400 Minutemen mentioned by Secretary Douglas earlier. Secretary 
Douglas said that by mid-1963, including the Polaris, we had pro- 

grammed about 500 missiles. It was estimated that the Russians would 
have just over 500 missiles at that time. Mr. Dulles pointed out that there 
was a split in the National Intelligence Estimate as to the number of 

| Soviet missiles.4 Mr. Herter inquired about the mobile land-based Polaris 
missiles in Europe. Secretary Douglas believed we could not count on the 
deployment of many land-based Polaris missiles in Europe if we had to 
depend on their production in Europe. The President asked why the 
European countries should not buy the land-based Polaris from the U.S. | 
Secretary Douglas believed the land-based Polaris should be purchased 
from us. However, there were difficult questions of deployment regard- 
ing the land-based Polaris in Europe, questions as to whether the weap- 
ons should be deployed by heavy road machinery, by barges or by trains. 
The President said there should be no difficulty in transporting the mis- 
siles, since he recalled that Navy boats had been hauled across Europe 
for operations on the Rhine during World War IL. | 

With respect to the proposals of the Department of Defense for com- 
mitment of Minuteman to production and for an initial operational force 

_ objective, the President said he was willing to give his approval, but he 
would like to keep in close touch with tests of this missile. Secretary 
Douglas said there would be a full-scale test firing of Minuteman in Sep- 
tember or towards the end of the year. The President said we had 
gambled so much on our missile program since 1955 that we might as 
well take another gamble. Mr. Stans felt it would be desirable to total up 
the procurement and facilities cost of all our missiles in an effort to deter- 
mine what the cost would be in 1963. The President said he hoped the 
Department of Defense would be as eloquent in suggesting the abandon- 
ment of unnecessary weapons systems as it had been in proposing the 
commitment of Minuteman to production. 

The National Security Council: Se 
Noted the President's approval of the recommendations of the Act- 

ing Secretary of Defense, contained in the enclosure to the reference 
- memorandum of March 30, 1960, for: Oo | 

~ a. Commitment of the Minuteman program to production. _ 
| b. An initial operational force objective which specifies the achieve- 

ment of 150 Minuteman operational missiles by mid-calendar year 1963. 

| * See Document 88. - 
- ° The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2207, approved by 

the President on April 6. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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| Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate implementation. 

5. Priorities for Ballistic Missile and Space Programs (NSC Actions Nos. 
1846, 2013, 2081 and 2118) | 

Mr. Gray said that one of the projects which was added to the high- _ 
est priority list of May 13, 1959 (NSC Action No. 2081)¢ was Sentry, the 
satellite-borne visual and ferret reconnaissance system. The Sentry pro- 
gram had been redesignated Samos and the Record should be corrected 
to reflect this change in designation. 

The National Security Council.’ | 

Amended NSC Action No. 2118-c by substituting the designation 
“Samos” for “Sentry”, to reflect a redesignation of the satellite-borne 
visual and ferret reconnaissance system. 

Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
circulated to all holders of NSC Action No. 2118-c. 

i Marion W. Boggs 

6 See footnote 5, Document 56. | 
7 The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2208, approved by 

the President on April 6. (Department of State, S/S—NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

95. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for Policy 
Planning (Smith) to Secretary of State Herter 

Washington, April 5, 1960. 

SUBJECT | 
Review of United States Policy in the Event of War (NSC 5904/1)! 

NSC Action 20572 calls for an annual review of the NSC paper on 
“United States Policy in the Event of War.” The NSC Planning Board has 

Source: Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5904 Series. Top Secret. 
Drafted by Furnas. 

1 Document 55. 
2 See footnote 8, Document 54. |
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reviewed this paper and has agreed to recommend to the Council that the 
policy not be reviewed at this time except for deletion of a footnote as an 
editorial change. | | | 

| | The policy paper outlines briefly and in very general terms U.S. 
policy in the event of (1) general war and (2) war in which the USSR is not 
a belligerent. The footnote which is to be deleted applies to the second 
section of the policy and indicates that the paper was prepared upon the 
assumption that any war in which United States and USSR forces are 
overtly and directly involved is general war. The present Strategic Con- 
cept is based upon this assumption. The footnote also explains that this 
assumption was not examined in connection with the war objectives 
paper but might be considered in the course of the annual basic policy 
review. OB : 

The basic policy review did examine this question and the revised 
version of basic policy, which is now current,’ provides that any war 
between the U.S. and the USSR in which sizable forces participate is a gen- 
eral war. Thus the footnote on page 2 of NSC 5904/1 should now be 
deleted. | | a 

Recommendation: _ | 

That you sign the attached memorandum for the Executive Secre- 
tary, National Security Council, concurring in the Planning Board’s rec- 
ommendation not to revise NSC 5904/1 except for the deletion of the 
footnote on page 2.4 | | 

° NSC 5906/1, Document 70. 
* Herter signed the attachment, not printed, on April 7. In two memoranda to Gates 

dated April 11, Twining reported approval of the change by all the Chiefs but White, 
described the grounds for White’s dissent, and stated his own agreement with the majority. 
(Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Twining Papers). 7 | | 

Inan April 27 memorandum to the NSC, Lay stated that on April 23 the President had 
approved NSC Action No. 2221. (Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D1, NSC 5904 
Series) This action concurred “in the recommendation by the NSC Planning Board that | 
NSC 5904/1 not be revised at this time, except for deletion of the footnote on page 2 thereof 
as an editorial revision not involving a change of policy.” (Ibid., S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) |
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96. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, April 6, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT . 

Secretary Gates, Secretary Douglas, General Twining, Mr. Lincoln, Mr. Harlow, 
General Goodpaster 

Mr. Gates said the group had come in to try to reach decisions with 
the President on Defense reprogramming. He first said that the Defense 
Department had been over the Air Force reprogramming proposal, and 
wished to recommend approval. The President asked if this was the pro- 
gram that was worked out with him some days ago, and on being 
assured that it was, said it was satisfactory to him. 

Mr. Gates then took up the question of increasing the Polaris pro- 
gram. He said that to bring in additional boats in 1963, which he consid- 
ers desirable, would require the addition of a substantial amount of 

NOA for FY-61. He does not believe the Navy can find funds to offset 
this other than through the possible cancellation of the attack subma- 
rines. There is a real question in the minds of a number of people, how- 
ever, as to whether this would be wise to do, since the anti-submarine 
warfare problem is a severe one. There is also the matter of possible can- 
cellation of the carrier, but he did not feel the Administration should pro- 

pose this since it is a specific part of the program. 

The President said, with regard to the attack submarines, that if we 

are deciding to go in the direction of Polaris, it is because we think that 

there is value in diversifying and increasing our deterrent through addi- 
tions to this force. His doubt with regard to the ASW submarines is sim- 

| ply that the argument in favor of the Polaris is that it cannot be detected 
or stopped from conducting its attack. But the same thing applies in 
reverse, and means that our ASW submarines will not be able to stop 
their Polaris. 

Our real defense against their Polaris is our diversified, dependable 
deterrent. He is inclined to think we should take out two of the attack 
submarines, keeping one so as to keep the development continuing. Mr. 
Douglas noted that these could be put back into Fiscal 1962 without too 
much difficulty since they are planning to put out the contract very late in 
FY-61 anyhow. The President said he would like also to take $25 or $30 
million in NOA from the funds made available through Air Force repro- 
gramming. Mr. Gates commented that the Air Force had done a fine job 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. No classification 

marking. Drafted by Goodpaster.
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in reprogramming and eliminating the Bomarc, and he thought it might 
have a bad effect to reward them by taking the money away from them. 
The President commented that he is suggesting taking only a minor 
amount of money, and added that he had proposed eliminating the 
Bomarc two years ago. The Air Force had resisted him very strongly and 
had simply wasted several hundred million dollars as a result in the 
meantime. Mr. Gates and Mr. Douglas thought it would not create a 
problem to take $25 to $30 million from the Air Force funds. Mr. Gates 
said that through these steps it would appear approximately $150 mil- 
lion could be brought together to support the new program. He said 
there would still remain a need for additional NOA if we adopted the 
program of “five and six,” i.e., raising the number of submarines fully 
funded in FY-61 from three to five and the number for which long lead 
time items are to be obtained from three to six. The President said the pro- 
gram he is particularly keen on is the so-called three and nine program, 
in which present action is simply to add the long lead time items for six 
additional submarines. Mr. Gates said the difficulty with the three and 
nine program in his mind is that we will not get additional boats in 1963, 
but will get eight in 1964. There is not much gain from the standpoint of 
funding, since he thought we would want to say the Administration 
would come in for a supplemental early next year to cover the ships 
themselves. The President recalled that he had stated publicly his readi- 
ness to come to the Congress for additional funds when the Polaris had 
further proved itself. General Twining recalled that he and others in 
Defense had said the same thing. The real question is one of timing. Is 
now the time to make a commitment to the additional six submarines? 

The President said that all the tests of the system have been quite good, 
except for the failure of one recent under-water shot to ignite—and this 
occurred for trivial reasons—and that he thought we had reached the 
place where we could validly make some increase in the program. He did 
not necessarily mean to make a full commitment at this point, however. 
General Twining commented that we should learn a great deal in the 
service tests that are to take place this fall, and that modifications may be 

found desirable as a result of these tests which can be introduced more 

_ readily if the ships are not fully funded. Mr. Gates said that he and Mr. 
Douglas would be inclined to recommend the five by six program 
although he does not feel terribly strongly on this on the grounds that it 
adds two fully funded ships which will be available sooner. He would 
also include funds for increasing the range of the Polaris to 2500 miles. 
The President said that he regards the extension of range to 2500 miles as 
something of definitely lower priority. He thought the Navy was already 
working on this and did not see the need for a big program. Mr. Douglas 
said he had been advised by the Navy that they are putting no money 
into this at the present time. Mr. Gates said that the Navy is concentrating 
on extending the range of the present Polaris to the design range of 1500
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miles. He added that Dr. York would like to get a start on the 2500 miles 
development. | a 

The President said that one thing that troubles him is that he is now 
told that there will be no change needed in the submarines to fit them for 
2500 mile missiles. His fear is that the Navy will come back in three years 
saying that they need all new boats in order to handle this missile. 

Allin all, he thought it preferable to avoid a full commitment now. 
He believed we could give the authority for advance items now and look 
at the situation again in a few months. Mr. Gates said his thought is sim- 
ply that the five by six program isa little better than the three by nine. The 
President asked whether the reactors—which are the chief elements 
involved in the long lead time procurement—are the same for the Polaris 
submarines as for the attack submarines, and was assured that they are. 
He commented that any emphasis on the particular date of 1963 seemed 
questionable to him, as a reversion to the game of guessing the “year of 
greatest danger.” He said the notion of putting forward a request for an 
additional $150 million or so above the budget does not necessarily stop 
him, but he would rather go no further than authorizing lead time items 

for the present, awaiting the actual firings from a submarine in mid- 
ocean to a point on the test range later in the year. Mr. Douglas com- 
mented again that there would be value in getting a couple of additional 
boats in the program for 1963. The President said he thinks it is more a 
question of being sure the system is proved and tested out. Mr. Gates said 
he could do either the three by nine or five by six program. The President 
said he thought it best to recommend the three by nine program on the 
theory that the additional procurement will be useful either for Polaris 
submarines or for attack submarines. In August we will have our serv- 
ice tests. If these prove out satisfactorily, we will probably be coming to 
the Congress for supplemental NOA early next year on the basis of a 

| tested and proven system. He thought the Navy should try to scratch up 
a limited amount of money to let Admiral Raborn start the development 
of a 2500 mile missile. Mr. Douglas commented that the extension to 2500 
miles makes a great contribution to the invulnerability of the submarine 
in future years, since the submarine can lie further off the coast and still. 

reach any important target. The President said he thought that the Navy 
could get the academic and theoretical research started. He did not think 
it was necessary to have the full $87 million requested in order to get 
work started on this project. | | 

He commented that a plan had been developed after great consider- 
ation and discussion last fall, and that he thought we should basically 

stick to it. He recognized that we have thought of the Polaris as having 
exceptional value in terms of its mobility and invulnerability and were 
prepared to see additions to the program for this reason. |
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The President said he would like to have Defense ask the Navy to lay 
out exactly what are the problems involved in this range extension, in 
what order they should be attacked, at what time funds will be needed to ~ 
support this, etc. He repeated that we should not be into a program 
involving hundreds of millions of dollars a year until we reach the test 
phase. a a 

There was agreement to go ahead ona three by nine program, drop- 
ping two of the attack submarines, and taking $25 to $30 million out of 
the Air Force reprogramming funds. Mr. Gates said he would communi- 
cate this to the Congress. He would also make a very general announce- 
ment about this as he left the White House this morning. . 

Mr. Douglas raised the matter of additional airlift. The President 
said he does not favor substantial additions of interim aircraft, mention- 
ing particularly the KC-135. | 

| Mr. Douglas said that a few more aircraft should probably be | 
obtained, mentioning the C-130-B as a very good aircraft for the pur- 
pose. General Twining said that, at the NATO meeting last week, he and 
Mr. Gates were pressed a little by the Europeans as to the U.S. sending 
additional major units into Europe in the early days in the event of an 
attack. The President said he is not favorably impressed by the emphasis 
of the Europeans on getting the U.S. to do more. He thought they should 
be doing more. General Twining said that he and Mr. Gates had both 
made this point quite clear and plain at the NATO meetings. 

| —_ Ge 
| Brigadier General, USA 

97. Memorandum of Discussion at the 442d Meeting of the 
National Security Council | | 

co Washington, April 28, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting.] 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. On April 29, Admiral Burke prepared a memorandum for the record regarding dis- 

cussion of this item. (Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, Originator File) See the Sup- 
plement.
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1. Report by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee! (NSC Actions Nos. 1260, 
1330, 1430, 1463, 1532, 1641, and 1815;2 NSC 5816;3 NSC Action No. 

| 20094) | : 

Mr. Gray said that today the 1959 Report® submitted by the Coun- 
cil’s Net Evaluation Subcommittee, pursuant to NSC 5816, would be the 

subject of an oral presentation by members of the Subcommittee Staff. He 
recalled that under the terms of the Presidential Directive in NSC 5816, 
the Net Evaluation Subcommittee was established as part of a perma- 
nent procedure “to provide integrated evaluations of the net capabilities 
of the USSR, in the event of general war, to inflict direct injury on the con- 
tinental U.S., and to provide a continual watch for changes which would 

significantly alter these net capabilities.” 

Mr. Gray said the Subcommittee report for 1959 would ordinarily 
have been presented toward the close of 1959 but that the presentation 
was delayed until this spring because of the need for completion of the 
“targeting” study (Appraisal of Relative Merits, From the Point of View 
of Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts) presented to 
the Council on February 12, 1960.¢ 

Mr. Gray noted that the Net Evaluation Subcommittee was com- 
posed of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Chairman of the Sub- 
committee), the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, the Director, 

Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, and the Chairmen of the Interdepartmental Intelligence Confer- 
ence and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security. Lt. 

General Thomas F. Hickey, USA (Ret.), Director of the Staff of the Sub- 

committee, was also present for the presentation. Mr. Gray asked Gen- 
: eral Twining whether he had anything to add to this introduction. 

General Twining said that each year the Subcommittee approved 
the assumptions of the Net Evaluation Study. This year the approved 
assumptions postulated strategic warning and a full military alert in the 

| U.S. preceding the attack on the continental U.S. He wished to empha- 
size, however, that while the Study was based on the assumption of stra- 

"In a memorandum, dated April 27, of his meeting with the President on April 23, 
Gray stated that he had pointed out that this would be “the last such report made to the 
President barring some emergency and that it was the first of these reports which fully took 
into account the missile situation.” (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project 
Clean Up, Meetings with the President) 

2 Concerning these NSC Actions, see footnote 1, Document 38. 

3 See Document 26. | 
4 See footnote 7, Document 38. | 
> The “Annual Report for 1959 of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee” is attached toa 

memorandum dated April 22, 1960, from Twining to Lay. (National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Min- 

utes File) | 
6 See Document 90. :
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tegic warning it was also based on the assumption that the exact date and 
time of the attack were not known. 

An oral presentation on the 1959 Report of the Net Evaluation Sub- 
committee was made by the following: 7 

Introduction and Basic Assumptions—Lt. Gen. Thomas F. Hickey 
The Soviet Attack—Col. William J. Hovde, USAF | | 
The U.S. Attack—Col. Lloyd D. Chapman, USAF 
Damage to eR ocart. Eugene B. Ftuckey, USN oe 
Damage to U.S.—Col. Yale H. Wolfe, USA | 
Clandestine Attack—Col. Richard Rothwell, USMC 
Conclusions—Lt. Gen. Thomas F. Hickey | 

(A copy of the 1959 Report of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee is 
maintained.in the NSC Files.) | 

At the close of the presentation Mr. Gray said he wished to refer toa 
question raised by the Planning Board when it heard this presentation on 
Tuesday, April 26.7? An important assumption of the Net Evaluation 
Study was that a 48 hour strategic warning would be received but that 
we would not know the exact time of attack. It was also assumed that the 
Federal Government would be successfully relocated. These assump- 
tions raised in his mind the incidental query whether the Soviets, in the 
light of our full alert and governmental relocation, would proceed with 
the attack. However, the Planning Board wondered what the U.S. would 
do with the strategic warning as far as the general population was con- 
cerned. Relocation of the Government could be carried out quietly for a _ 
few hours; but after 48 hours what would we tell the population and 

what would be the effect of the information released? Would we say that 

the Government was simply engaging in an exercise? Mr. Gray said he 
realized the Subcommittee had not been asked to consider this question. 

The President asked how certain we would be under conditions of 

strategic warning that anattack would certainly come. Mr.Gray believed _ 
we could not be certain that an attack would come, even though strategic 
warning were received. The President said that in the event of receipt of 
strategic warning of an attack, we should prohibit all communication 
with foreign countries, conduct a search for clandestine nuclear weap- 

ons, advise people to evacuate large urban centers which might be tar- 
gets for enemy nuclear weapons and take all other necessary measures to 
meet the attack. If our information of an impending attack proved to be 
false, then we would simply have made a mistake. ee 

Mr. Allen asked what measures would be taken in the assumed 
conditions with respect to the Voice of America. The President said VOA 
operations should continue. However, communications between for- 

7A paper entitled “Planning Board Questions, Net Evaluation Presentation, April 26, 
1960,” is in the Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File. See the Supplement.
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eign embassies in the U.S. and their home governments should be 
immediately prohibited. Similar measures were placed in effect in Lon- 
don prior to D-Day; no one could leave the country and no message 
could be sent out, not even a diplomatic communication. The President 
believed that if strategic warning were received, the U.S. should do 
everything possible to prepare for the attack. Mr. Allen asked whether 
these preparations should be made to appear part of a normal peacetime 
exercise. The President replied that insofar as possible the preparations 
might be made to appear part of a four-day exercise. In his view we could | 
not possibly sit still and do nothing about strategic warning, once we had 
received it. . oe | | 

_ In Mr. Gray’s view it would be impossible to institute a full military 
alert and undertake relocation of the Government without attracting 
public notice. The President agreed and added that strategic warning 
would probably not present a black or white situation. Strategic warning 
of a future attack would probably be similar to the warning we received 
on December 7, 1941 when we learned from an intercepted Japanese 

message that something was about to happen although we did not know 
what it was. ee | SO, 

Genera] Twining felt that decisions as to preparations for meeting an 
attack for which we had strategic warning would have to be made at the 
time, in the light of circumstances then existing. The President said he 
wished to emphasize the point that, if strategic warning is received, we 
could not sit still and do nothing. Mr. Hoegh believed we were in need of 
a plan inaccordance with which the population of urban centers could be 
evacuated during a period of impending attack. 

_ The President said it seemed to him the estimate given in the presen- 
tation of the final effects of fallout were low. He asked Dr. Kistiakowsky 
to comment. Dr. Kistiakowsky said it was difficult to make accurate esti- 
mates of the long term effects of fallout because so much depended on 
where and how nuclear explosions took place. The President said we 
were able to measure fallout which resulted from U.S. and Soviet nuclear 

| testing. The Net Evaluation Study assumed the creation within a few 
hours of 1000 times the fallout produced by all the nuclear tests that had 
taken place up to now. Dr. Kistiakowsky believed the calculations pre- 
sented by the Net Evaluation Study had related mainly to the early | 
effects of fallout rather than to the long-range effects. : : 

The President said he had not heard Minuteman mentioned during 
the presentation. He asked whether a great deal of machinery was 
required for launching Minuteman, as is the case with Atlas. Dr. Kistia- 
kowsky said much less machinery was required for launching Minute- 
man than was necessary to launch Atlas. — a 

_ The President believed the Net Evaluation Study showed the need 

for establishing reserves of Polaris missiles in underground hardened
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storage depots in coastal areas to which Polaris submarines could return | 
for reloading of their missile tubes after they had expended their first 
complement of missiles. If such reserves were established, the U.S. | 
would havea residual power and a restrike capability not contemplated _ | 
in the Net Evaluation Study. Admiral Burke said it was contemplated _ 
that one-third of the Polaris submarines would reload after expending oe 
their initial stock of missiles. The President thought that, considering 
what we have invested in Polaris submarines, the concept that only orie- 
third of them would reload was rather conservative. Hebelieved100per 
cent of our Polaris submarines should reload. Admiral Burke thanked | 
the President. Secretary Gates remarked that the reloading to which . —— 
Admiral Burke referred related to reserves of Polaris missiles in subma- 
rine tenders, not to reserves stored in hardened underground storage _ 

depots. The President said that providing for reloading of Polaris sub- 
- marines from tenders only would not achieve the objective he hadin 

mind because the tenders might be destroyed. However, if the Polaris 
missiles were in hardened storage depots along the coast, they would 

survive and enable the Polaris submarines to reload. Admiral Burke said 
the concept had been developed of sending anammunition shiploaded 
with. Polaris missiles to a remote part of the South Atlantic so that it | 
would survive an attack and be able to return to the Northern Hemi- | 
sphere to reload the Polaris submarines. The President feared that the 
ammunition ship might be destroyed on its way back. Admiral Burke 
said perhaps the Polaris submarines could go to the South Atlantic to 
reload. ss | een 

General Twining noted that a substantial stockpile of nuclear weap- | 

ons was left to the U.S. after the initial nuclear exchange described inthe _ 
Net Evaluation Study. The President agreed that this was so but noted 
that the U.S., after the initial nuclear exchange in the Study, had no deliv- 

ery capabilities. we gy Da yh EE 

Secretary Gates asked whether an ability to maintain a restrike after 
the initial nuclear exchange was an effective deterrent. The President 
believed the restrike capability was not a deterrent. Nevertheless he 
thought it would be very desirable for the U.S. to have an effective _ 

-_ restrike capability for use after the initial nuclear exchange. = 

Mr. Henderson asked whether, after strategic warning had been 
received and relocation had been carried out, the Soviets could call off an 

impending attack twelve hours before it was due to begin. General Twin- 
ing believed it would be difficult to cancel an attack only twelve hours 
before its planned initiation. Secretary Gates, on the other hand, felt that | 
not much time would be needed to call offanattackifitdependedlargely 
on missiles. The President said that if the Soviets called off an attack only oe 
twelve hours before it was due to begin, thousands of people would 
know about it and we would finally be able to prove that the Soviets ss
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intended to attack us. General Twining believed that in a case of this kind 
someone would always fail to get the word; consequently, one or a few 
missiles would be fired at the U.S. and the war would be triggered just as 
if the Soviets had carried out their intention to make a full-scale attack. 

Mr. McCone noted that in the Net Evaluation Study most of the 
megatonnage that fell on the USSR was delivered by U.S. aircraft rather 
than by U.S. missiles. He wondered whether we had made an adequate 
study of the growing interception capability of the Soviets. This capabil- 
ity, together with the long distance attacking aircraft would have to fly 
over Soviet territory, might result in heavy losses to our aircraft. He won- 
dered whether possible U.S. losses resulting from Soviet interception 
capabilities had been analyzed. Secretary Gates said such an analysis 
was made semi-annually by SAC on the basis of the best intelligence 
available and SAC plans were readjusted accordingly. Our method of 
carrying out attack by aircraft had been altered a number of times. The 
growing interception capability of the Soviets was one of the reasons for 
the Hound Dog missile. 

_ The President asked when the Hound Dog missile would be opera- 
tional. Secretary Gates said the missile would be operational this year 
and would be installed in aircraft in significant numbers next year. 

The President asked General LeMay what proportion of SAC would 
be placed on alert in the event of the U.S. receiving a 48 hour strategic 
‘warning. General LeMay said that in these circumstances all of SAC 
would be on the alert. The President said he wanted to know how much 
of SAC would be on airborne alert in the event of a strategic warning. 
General LeMay said no part of SAC would be on airborne alert. When the 
President asked why, Secretary Gates said an airborne alert would 

| downgrade our forces by exhausting them; a ground alert was more 
effective. General LeMay added that all SAC forces could become air- 
borne with 15 minutes tactical warning. The President said he would like 
to play safe by giving SAC an extra 15 minutes warning. In response to a 
question from General Twining, General Hickey said that the Net Evalu- 
ation Study this year assumed that before strategic warning 25% of SAC 
forces were on airborne alert. After receiving a strategic warning, this fig- 
ure was increased to 33-1/3%. General LeMay pointed out that the B-52 
was the only plane that could go on airborne alert. It would not be profit- 
able to attempt an airborne alert with the B-47. 

The President inquired about the program for the dispersal of SAC 
planes, remarking that he had been told two or three years ago that this 
was a matter of the highest priority. General Twining said the dispersal 
program for SAC was proceeding on schedule. General LeMay said that 
plans call for a greater dispersal for SAC than was assumed in the Net 
Evaluation Study. He added that under new take-off procedures, SAC 
planes can now get off the ground three times as fast as formerly. More-
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over, B-47’s could be dispersed to commercial airports in a period of ten- 
sion. The President said that if a 48 hour strategic warning were received, 

a great deal could be done. He recalled that several years ago he had 
asked why it would not be desirable to build additional runways at SAC 
bases in order to get the planes into the air more rapidly. General LeMay 
said building additional runways was not economical. The President 

said he assumed General LeMay meant it was more economical to have 
another field than to have additional runways. General LeMay said we 
already had airfields adequate to take all the planes that could be 
mounted on an alert status. He added that in view of the new take-off 
techniques, it was not necessary to disperse SAC planes widely. The Vice 
President asked when the new take-off techniques had been developed. 
General LeMay said these techniques had been developed during the 
past year. On wide runways a SAC plane was able to take off every fifteen 
seconds with JATO. The President expressed surprise at this develop- 
ment. Secretary Gates said these new developments were revolutionary. 

The President said he would like an estimate made of the final result 

of fallout of the magnitude which would be produced by nuclear explo- | 
sions of the kind described in the Net Evaluation Study. He felt that a 
nuclear exchange of the kind envisaged in the Study might put so much 
fallout in the atmosphere that no one would want to live in the Northern 
Hemisphere. Dr. Kistiakowsky believed the Northern Hemisphere 
would not become uninhabitable unless there were more nuclear explo- 
sions than those assumed in the Net Evaluation Study. He admitted, 

however, that the Northern Hemisphere would bea less pleasant place to 
live after the nuclear exchange described in the Study. The President said 
he felt sure of that conclusion. He added that the presentation had 
described the fallout effects which would occur soon after the initial 

nuclear exchange but had not described the long-term effects. Scientific 
reports seemed to indicate that long-term fallout effects would be seri- 

| ous. Mr. McCone said information developed by the Atomic Energy 
Commission showed that, while fallout effects were undoubtedly seri- 
ous, the situation would not be as bad as that portrayed in Nevil Shute’s 
“On the Beach”. He added that after 5000 megatons of nuclear weapons 
had been exploded, it no longer mattered what target was hit because a 

lethal blanket of fallout would be produced regardless of the target. 

Mr. Gray wondered whether the Council should now consider 
arrangements to provide continuity of the Subcommittee and the Sub- 
committee Staff. The President said this question need not be decided at 
this time. | 

- The Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff then withdrew from the 
meeting. | |
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The National Security Council: | 

Noted and discussed the Annual Report for 1959 of the Net Evalua- 
tion Subcommittee, pursuant to NSC 5816, as presented orally by the 
Director and other members of the Subcommittee Staff. | 

[Here follows Agenda Item 2. “Significant World Developments | 
Affecting U.S. Security.”] 

Marion W. Boggs 

98. Editorial Note 

NIE 11-5-60, “Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space 
Vehicles,” dated May 3, 1960, superseded the Summary and Conclusions 
of NIE 11-5-59, Document 75. It generally confirmed the estimate of 
Soviet “progress along the lines indicated in NIE 11-5-59” though there 
was in some cases “refinement or modification of our estimates.” The 
paragraph concerning initial operational capability (IOC) of Soviet 
ICBMs reads as follows: | 

“Evidence derived from flight tests is considered adequate to gauge 
the general progress of the program, but we cannot state with certainty 
the precise timing of the USSR’s initial operational capability (IOC); that 
is, the date at which a few—say 10—series produced ICBMs could have 
been placed in the hands of one or more trained units at existing launch- 

, ing facilities. We also consider the IOC as marking the beginning of the 
planned buildup in operational capabilities. [6 lines of source text not 

| declassified] We believe, however, that this does not preclude an earlier 
Soviet decision that the system was satisfactory for initial deployment. 
Limited number of operational personnel could have received training 
in conjunction with test firings. We believe that for planning purposes it 
should be considered that the IOC had occurred by 1 January 1960.” 

Naval intelligence dissented from this paragraph, stating that an 
IOC date of “not earlier than mid-1960 should be used for planning pur- 
poses” because there was “insufficient information to judge that the 
conditions” for IOC had been met. | 

Concerning Soviet ICBM deployment, the estimate noted: “An 
exhaustive reexamination has failed to establish Soviet ICBM produc- 
tion rates or to provide positive identification of any operational ICBM
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unit or launching facility other than the test range. Our belief that series 
production of ICBMs is under way is based on the time elapsed since the 
start of test firings in 1957, the generally successful results of the test pro- 

gram, and particularly the increased rate of firings since early 1959, all of 
_ which lend credibility to Khrushchev’s claim of early. 1959 that series 

production was then beginning.” (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) 
See the Supplement. _ ne 

99. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| | : | Washington, May 4, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT | : | oe | 7 - 

Dr. Kistiakowsky, Dr. Long, General Persons, General Goodpaster | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he and Dr. Long had come in to present the 
results of an inquiry they had made into the Minuteman program in 
response to a request by the President. Dr. Long gave the presentation, 
stating that the scheduling is extremely tight with regard to the projected 
150 missiles in mid-1963. Dr. Kistiakowsky thought that this objective 
had been moved up from 1964 quite arbitrarily as an offset to the Polaris, 
and no one really thought it could be met. Dr. Long said he is not so sure 
as that, but considers it will be extremely tight. Although major design 
problems have been solved, there are still significant problem areas. 
These relate chiefly to the three-stage engines and to guidance and con- 
trol questions. Although the first and second stages have been fired, 
there has been no wholly successful test. There have been partial suc- | 
cesses. With regard to guidance and control, in order to attain the thirty- 
second firing time objective, it is necessary to keep the guidance 
(gyroscopes, etc.) in full operation, turning at full speed for years on end. 
Dr. Long mentioned that the schedule for attainment of equipment that 

| will measure up to this requirement has already slipped six weeks. The 
President questioned the thirty-second time objective. He thought it 
might be best to have a “program” as regards readiness, with some mis- 
sile instantly ready to fire and others prepared to fire after a longer 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on May 7. 7 |
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period. Dr. Long said that this idea conformed to his own suggestions. In 
this manner some gyroscopes could be kept up to full speed, with others 
idling at one-tenth speed, and taking ten minutes or so to come up to full 
speed. | 

The President said this goes back to the question of need. There is 
need for some of these to be ready to get off instantly. He noted that the 
fixed missiles will be in underground silos highly protected. The big 
thing is simply to dissuade the Soviets from taking any adventure. 

| Dr. Long said another problem relates to fire control. The Air Force 
plan is to provide for volley or ripple only, firing off all fifty of the mis- 
siles in a squadron. He thought there should be a means of cutting off the 
firing after a few had been fired. The President commented on this, 
adding that if we indoctrinate our people on a 30-second response basis, 
we allow no margin for error, and raise the chances of starting a war that 
no one wanted. The President thought it is better to take a few extra min- 
utes, to give someone high up in authority the decision. 

Dr. Long them commented that each missile has one target set into 
its guidance system. He thought there could be extra tapes which would 
give more flexibility to the use of these weapons. This is a matter that he 
suggested should be studied. The President agreed. 

Dr. Long next raised the topic of priorities. He said there is some 
question that we may be overloading the Aerojet Company with missile 
requirements. They are to produce the Skybolt, and he is not yet per- 
suaded that Skybolt should have the same priority as the Minuteman. He 
would not want it to prejudice the Minuteman, since the latter can do 
anything Skybolt can do, and more. 

The President suggested that Dr. Long and Dr. Kistiakowsky pre- 
sent the results of their study to Mr. Gates, and Dr. Kistiakowsky said he 
had made arrangements to present it to both Dr. York and Mr. Gates. 

Dr. Long suggested it might be best to give top priority to the fixed 
Minutemanas against the mobile concept. This is true if we aim to havea 
lot of these—something like half as many as we estimate the Soviets 
might have. If we have fewer than this, the mobile system may be better, 
inorder to keep up the deterrent. The President said he is inclined, on this 
question, to bea lot on the side of the fixed system. Dr. Kistiakowsky also 
added that, now that the Polaris is moving ahead, and since the costs of 

Polaris and the mobile Minuteman are about the same, with fixed Min- 

uteman much less—something like one-third—he thinks the fixed sys- 
tem is the best. The President said he would probably favor having at 
least a few of the mobile type, since in these matters it is best to have 
every kind of string on one’s bow. 

[Here follows discussion of seismic research.] 

G. 
7 Brigadier General, USA
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100. Editorial Note — | 

At the 443d meeting of the National Security Council on May 5, 
1960, the Council heard and discussed presentations by Drs. York and 

Scoville on the history of U.S. and Soviet long-range missile develop- 
ment. (Memorandum of discussion by Boggs; Eisenhower Library, Whit- 
man File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. | 

101. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

Washington, May 5, 1960. ~ 

| OTHERS PRESENT 7 
General Twining, General Goodpaster 

General Twining recommended that the staff of the Net Evaluation 
Subcommittee be held together to make future studies, suggesting as the 
next one a study on the possible range of damage to the United States in 
case of nuclear war in 1963.! The President agreed to this proposal. 

General Twining next told the President that a study group has 
made an estimate of the situation that would exist after a nuclear attack, 

and although the findings of the study are rather questionable in some 
respects, he thought it was a good report generally. He said that it would 

| take about thirty minutes to present, and the President agreed to hear it, — 
sometime next week. | 

General Twining said that the meetings Secretary Gates is holding 
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff are proving effective in resolving split 
papers that have been stalled for a long time. He said that there are two 
very difficult ones left, the rest having been resolved. The first of these 
pertains to the question of organization for the control of Polaris forces— 
specifically whether these should be tied to SAC, conducted like carrier 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by Goodpaster on May 7. 

! This was to be the “1961 Net Evaluation,” to be prepared with the following 
assumption: “A surprise nuclear attack perpetrated by the USSR late in 1963 preceded by a 
period of heightened world tension.” (Memorandum from Twining to the President, April | 
27; ibid.)
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operations, or coordinated in some other way.2 The second question 
relates to targeting concepts. The President said that in his judgment, so 
long as we have our main force of manned bombers, we would send the 

Polaris in to disrupt and knock out organized defenses. It would be nec- 
essary, however, to know wind directions and bomber positions. There- 
fore, he thought that the Polaris must be drawn in to the over-all plan and 
tightly coordinated. He thought the coordination could probably be 
accomplished by assignment of targets and by specifying timing of 
attack. General Twining thought that some form of coordinating orga- 
nization, to accomplish what the President had in mind, was the most 

_ desirable solution.’ | | | 
General Twining next said that the Navy is concerned regarding the 

boycotting of American ships by the Arabs, and specifically as to the pos- 
sibility of their boycotting our oil ships. However, he added that the 
Navy had just obtained information that oil shipments are not being boy- 
cotted, at least in several of the major areas. | ee 

General Twining then said the Chiefs are concerned over the fact 
that they have never fired a complete ICBM (or IRBM for that matter). He 
said they would like to fire one. I left the room briefly at this moment. 
When I returned I asked the President the outcome of this discussion. He 
said he had expressed agreement. To my further question, he said he 
understood that General Twining was not of course talking about actu- 
ally firing the nuclear warhead, but only the high explosive components 
thereof. I spoke to General Twining a few minutes later. He said the 
Chiefs actually had in mind to fire the nuclear warhead (as I had under- 
stood him earlier). When I told him that the President understood this to 
go only to the point of firing the high explosive components, he said they 
would proceed on that basis. ; 

7 Brigadier General, USA 

2 In a letter to Twining, dated March 6, 1959, General Power recommended opera- 

tional assignment of Polaris to SAC. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 

218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, CJCS 471.94 (6 Mar 59)) Memoranda from Burke to 
the JCS, April 30, 1959 (included with JCS 1620/254, May 2), and from Secretary of the 
Navy John Russell to McElroy, dated May 5, set forth the Navy’s case for its operational 
control of Polaris. In Appendix C to SM-469-59, May 5, General White proposed disestab- 
lishment of SAC and creation of a “United States Strategic Command,” to include subordi- 
nate components from the Air Force and Navy. (All ibid., CCS 4720 Intermediate Range (5 
Jan 59)) On May 6, 1959, the Chiefs referred their divergent views to McElroy. (Decision , 
memorandum by Brigadier General H. L. Hillyard, Secretary to the JCS; ibid.) a 

- 3 On August 24, 1959, Twining circulated to the JCS CM-386-59, a memorandum 
enclosing 18 basic questions regarding targeting policy, including such issues as what 
agency should formulate targeting, whether there should be a single integrated opera- 
tional plan (SIOP), whether there should be a unified strategic command, and what should 
be the targeting role of the regional unified commands. (Ibid., CJCS 381 (1957-1959)) Ina 
May 23 memorandum to Twining, Hillyard indicated that Gates was receiving briefings on 
divergencies within the JCS “on the 18 questions.” (Ibid., CJ]CS 381 (1960)) CM-386-—59 is in 
the Supplement. oo
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102. Memorandum of Discussion at the 445th Meeting of the 
_ National Security Council : | 

| Washington, May 24, 1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Anniversary of the Death of John Foster Dulles,” 2. 

_ “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security,” and 3. “State- 
ments Regarding the U-2 Incident and the Recent Military Test Alert.” ] 

| 4. Policy Issues in the Post-Summit Environment! 

[Here follows discussion of East-West issues in the aftermath of the 
summit; see the Supplement.] a 

Mr. Staats asked how the Administration should react to moves in 

Congress designed to increase the defense budget. Secretary Gates said 
he understood Senator Symington had just attempted to add $4 billion to / 
the defense budget. Any additions to the defense budget made in Con- | 
gress would deal with the glamorous programs, the long-lead time 
items. The armed services, except for the Navy, had completed their testi- 

| mony before Congress on the defense budget. is . | 

Secretary Herter said he hoped we would move ahead fast and not 
back down with respect to the reconnaissance satellite program. In Paris, 
Khrushchev’s reaction had been extraordinary when De Gaulle chided 
him about the Soviet “space ship” which was going over Paris sixteen to 
eighteen times a day. Khrushchev said he did not care how many satel- 
lites flew over his territory. Secretary Herter thought it would be very 
useful for our allies and other friendly nations of the Free World to be re- 
assured that if one kind of reconnaissance against surprise attack had to 
be suspended, another kind would soon be available. The President 

agreed and added that in Paris Khrushchev had said that anyone might 
take all the pictures he wished from satellites over Soviet territory. 

Mr. Gray asked what should be the public posture of this govern- 
ment with respect to reconnaissance satellites. Secretary Herter felt we 
should not adopt a public attitude which would be provocative with 
respect to our military preparations. Mr. Gray pointed out that his ques- 
tion referred to reconnaissance satellites only, not to military prepara- 

| tions. He added that he understood Senator Jackson had written a letter 
| to the President suggesting that reconnaissance satellites should be 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on May 25. Another account of this meeting is in Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White 
House, pp. 333-336. a | 7 

505 -1 sor additional portions of this agenda item, see Document 255 and vol. IX, pp. .
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turned over to the UN. The President wondered who would develop 
reconnaissance satellites if they were now to be turned over to the UN. 
With respect to our public posture on reconnaissance satellites, the Presi- 
dent thought it might be useful to quote Khrushchev’s statement to the 
effect that he (Khrushchev) did not care how many pictures of Russian 
territory we made from satellites. Secretary Herter said one problem 
might arise in connection with quoting Khrushchev; namely, there were 
no official notes of the meeting in Paris. Each delegation took its own 
notes. The President said he thought the French preserved a rather com- 
plete record of the meeting. In any case, Khrushchev had made the state- 
ment in the presence of the President and a number of other people. 

The.President then said he would be glad to put reconnaissance sat- 
ellites at the disposal of the UN if every nation would follow suit. Mr. 
Gray said he was not advocating this policy. With respect to questions 

_ that might be asked about reconnaissance satellites, the President 
thought that Administration officials need not attempt to reply to every 
question which some idiot was able to ask. He felt it would be enough to 
quote Khrushchev’s statement. If we went too far in describing our 
reconnaissance satellites, information concerning their infra-red and all 

their other capabilities would become public. Secretary Gates said it was 
not possible to lump all satellites together as Senator Jackson’s letter had 
apparently done. Midas, for example, was an early warning satellite for 
the Strategic Air Command. In reply to questions, General Twining said 
Midas would be fully operational in about a year. Secretary Gates added 
that Samos would not be fully operational as a system before three years 
had elapsed. In reply to a question from the President, Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said the “1 foot resolution” did not now appear hopeful in reconnais- 
sance satellites; a “20 foot resolution” appeared more likely. 

[Here follows discussion of the U-2 incident. ] a 

Mr. Washburn asked whether the Secretary of State, in saying that it 
would be helpful to speed up the reconnaissance satellite, was referring 
to actions to be taken internally by this government or to our world-wide 
information posture. Secretary Herter said he was referring to internal 
actions by this government. The President believed it would be wrong to 
give the world the impression that we could get the same information 
from a reconnaissance satellite that we had been obtaining from the U-2 
flights. a | | 

[Here follows discussion of world opinion.] _ — | 

. Mr. Gray, reverting to the reconnaissance satellite, noted that Sena- 
tor Johnson had called for a crash program to develop these systems. He 
assumed everything was being done that could be done reasonably to 
attain an operational capability in the reconnaissance satellite systems. 
Mr. Douglas said there was some disagreement on this point. The mili- 
tary program adopted in April fully financed the Midas and Discoverer
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satellites but left Samos ina somewhat controversial position. Mr. Doug- 
las thought the Department of Defense might have to ask for another $50 
million in order to insure progress toward the operational capability of 
Samos in event rapid scientific progress should be made. The President 
suggested that Dr. Kistiakowsky should consult with Dr. York on the | 
possibility of expediting a reconnaissance satellite program and should 
report the results to him. | | | 

[Here follows additional discussion of public opinion.] 

General Persons said there were enough Presidential candidates in 
the Senate to add a great deal of money to the defense budget. We should 
take particular pains to support those Senators who wish to continue the 
President’s defense budget without a great change. Secretary Gates 
agreed with this view. 7 - 

7 The National Security Council:? | | 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of an oral statement by the Sec- 
retary of State as to the position which the U.S. should take on various 
policy issues. - oo 

b. Noted the President’s approval of the following U.S. positions in 
the post-Summit environment: 

[Here follow paragraphs 1-7 on policy implementation with regard 
to the Soviet Union and other Communist states, nuclear testing, and dis- 

armament. ] . | | | 

(8) The military program as currently approved by the President 
continues to provide for an adequate defense posture in the post-Summit 
environment. However, certain operational steps to improve the state of 
readiness of U.S. forces should be considered in the ordinary course, but 
any changes deemed necessary should be undertaken quietly without 

- unnecessary publicity. _ a | 

(9) The reconnaissance satellite program should be reviewed in con- 
nection with expediting achievement of an operational capability as 
soon as feasible, but no programs are to be undertaken on a crash basis 
until scientific analysis demonstrates real promise of success. If an issue 
is raised as to whether development and use of reconnaissance satellites 

is a provocative act, Khrushchev’s statement might be quoted in which 
he said that he was aware of the U.S. satellite photographing the USSR, 
that he had not protested and that it could take as many pictures as we 
wanted. | . 

* The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2238, approved by 
the President on May 31. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council) |
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c. Noted the President’s request that the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology consult with the Department of 
Defense with regard to the feasibility of expediting the reconnaissance 
satellite program, and report the results to the President.3 

[Here follows Agenda Item 5. “U.S. Policy Toward Cuba.” ] 

: - Marion W. Boggs 

* A note to the action reads in part: “The action in c above, as approved by the Presi- 
dent, subsequently transmitted to the Special Assistant for Science and Technology and the 
Secretary of Defense for appropriate implementation.” | 

103. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| _ Washington, May 26, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky | 

Mr. Gordon Gray | 
General Goodpaster 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he wanted to talk with the President about 
intelligence satellites. | 

[14-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] Because the volume of 
information that would be pouring in from the system is so tremen- 
dously great—amounting to a trillion “bits” of information a year—one 
element in this system is a proposal for an enormous electronic computer 
to handle and sort out the information mechanically. 

The President interrupted to say that he thought Dr. York’s office 
should challenge the feasibility of such a project. Dr. Kistiakowsky said 
that Dr. York does not control military requirements for intelligence. The 
President stated that Mr. Gates certainly has responsibility for such mili- 
tary requirements. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on May 31. On February 5, the President discussed military reconnaissance 
with Herter, Douglas, Twining, Kistiakowsky, and others. (Memorandum of conference 
with the President by Goodpaster, February 8; ibid.) Other accounts of these meetings are in 
Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White House, pp. 245-246 and 3236.
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Mr. Gray said that under existing directives each Service Depart- | 
ment has authority to set its own intelligence requirements, and that no 
one is given authority to challenge the requirements as stated by the oth- 
ers. The inevitable result is tremendous log rolling. ne 

The President said that there are certain aspects of this which can be 
taken up in the NSC: first, what information is really needed in the armed 
services; and second, what is scientifically feasible. If we were develop- | 
ing a system gradually, to be available in 1970, some of these proposals 
would make sense, but doing them on sucha crash basis does not.. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky suggested setting up an ad hoc committee to look | 
into this, and mentioned Dr. Killian as the type of individual who might 
head it up. The discussion brought out that the group, if it is established 
by the President, should not render a report, but should advise him. _ 

There was some discussion as to whether the group should be set up in 
the Defense Department or directly under the President. The former has 
the disadvantage of risks of freewheeling. = = - Oo 

_ The President said:that his notion of what weneed in the intelligence 
field is fairly limited. We want to know whata possible enemy has in the 
way of weapons that could be used against us because we know that, 
should war occur, we would never be able to strike the first blow. The 

_ idea of elaborate targeting is rather foolish. We would simply hit his 
cities. He said he would like to see a committee appointed to go into this, 
with two or three fine scientists and some government people with good 
sense as its members. He asked me to develop a directive for such a 

__ study, the purpose of which would be to get things out where we can look 

| at them. Oo | Te , 

_ Dr. Kistiakowsky said there is one further question of major propor- 
tion involved, which is whether analysis of data should be more central- 
ized or whether SAC, for example, should set up its separate data 
analysis system. The President said he could imagine nothing more> 

. absurd than this. He said that there would be no sums in the FY’62 budg- | 
et for this project until needs had been determined and proven and the 
scientific feasibility had beenevaluated. = a 

The President asked me to tell Secretary Gates that he has heard so 
much regarding various kinds of intelligence satellites that he wants to 
see a clear delineation of what they are, and what needs they are sup- | 
posed to fill, together with an assessment of feasibility. 8 = = 

- He then wants this brought before the NSC. 

_. ThePresident asked how a project of this kind can slip out of control. 
I recalled that I had advised him of this probable outcome a year ago 
when Mr. McElroy took the action of dispersing operational use of satel- 
lites to the Departments, rather than keeping it under centralized direc- 
tion. While there is centralized supervision by Dr. York during the 
developmental stage of these items, the sky is the limit so far as the opera-
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tional use is concerned. The President said the study may help to get this 
back under some kind of control. 

G. 
Brigadier General USA 

104. Memorandum of Discussion at the 446th Meeting of the . 
National Security Council 

Washington, May 31, 1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “U.S. Policy Toward Japan,” 2. “Consultations With For- 
eign Governments Concerning U.S. Grant Military Assistance,” 3. “Sig- 
nificant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security,” 4. “Certain 
Aspects of U.S. Politico-Military Relationships with Canada,” and 5. 
“U.S. Policy on Antarctica.” ] 

6. Review of Outer Space Programs Under the Auspices of the Department of 
Defense oe 

The President said he had one more matter to bring up. He felt that at 
an early date it would be necessary to have a national security examina- 
tion of our outer space programs, especially those being conducted by 
the Military Services. Under Secretary McElroy, the particular functions | 
to be performed in outer space by the Military Services were laid out. 
However, the President had received some indirect indications recently 
that some of the Services were thinking along extremely advanced lines. 
The result might be not only inadvertent duplication of outer space pro- 
grams, but possibly also the initiation of some programs so advanced 
scientifically as to make a re-appraisal advisable. Such a re-appraisal 
should take place not only during the period of the formulation of the 
budget, but also at an earlier date, when a more thorough study could be 
made. Accordingly, the President suggested that the Council at an early 
meeting examine outer space programs being carried on under the aus- 
pices of the Department of Defense. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on June 1. Another account of this meeting is in Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White 
House, pp. 338-339.
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The President then added, by way of example, that he had heard of 
one outer space program which involved sending a trillion photographs 
a year to an IBM machine for processing. He felt some competent scien- 
tists should take a look at advance programs of this kind. os 

Secretary Douglas believed that certain fantastic statements had 
been made regarding the operational requirements of reconnaissance 
satellites, but in his opinion such statements had not affected defense 
expenditures or financial commitments. He said the Department of 
Defense would be ready at any time to make a presentation to the Coun- 

: cil on its outer space programs. He believed such a presentation would 
show that military efforts in outer space were sensibly integrated with 
the total military program. | ae 

_ The President said it would not be necessary for the Department of 
Defense to make its presentation until after completion of a related study 
which the scientists were undertaking under Dr. Kistiakowsky. The 
Department of Defense report and Dr. Kistiakowsky’s report could come 

| before the Council at the same time. a a 

The National Security Council:1 a : 
Noted the President’s request that the Department of Defense pre- 

sent to the National Security Council a full report on all of the outer space’ 
programs being planned or conducted under the auspices of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Noted further that this presentation was not to be given 
until after completion of a related study to be undertaken for the Presi- 
dent by the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. 

_ Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense and the Special Assistant for Sci- 
ence and Technology for appropriate implementation? 

Se oe | Marion W. Boggs 

'The following paragraph and note constitute NSC Action No. 2245, approved by 
| the President on June 11. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

2Kistiakowsky noted that on June 1, he saw Gordon Gray about “NSC actions regard- 
ing intelligence satellites, since I was unsure about what I was supposed to do. It finally 
came out that Iam to consult with York about the desirability of putting additional money 
into Samos to accelerate it and to report on this to the President. Separately I will probably 
be asked by the President to undertake a broad study of intelligence satellites.” (A Scientist 
at the White House, p. 339) For the recommendations of what became the Special Panel on 
Satellite Reconnaissance, see Documents 115-117.
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105. Editorial Note 

_ OnJune 22, 1960, at its 448th meeting, the National Security Council 
discussed and noted the adoption of revisions to paragraph 19 concern- 
ing port security of NSC 5802/1, “Continental Defense,” dated February 
19, 1958. (Memorandum of discussion by Boggs, June 23; Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. The memo- 
randum of discussion includes NSC Action No. 2249, approved on June 
29. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council) Regarding NSC 
5802/1, see footnote 10, Document 8. 

106. Memorandum of Discussion at the 449th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, June 30, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Military Logistics Planning Base (NSC Action No. 2019; NSC 5906/1, 
paragraph 59-a2) | 

Mr. Gray introduced this subject to the Council. (A copy of Mr. 
Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another 
copy is attached to this Memorandum.)? Mr. Gray asked whether Secre-- 
tary Gates wished to make any introductory remarks before Assistant 
Secretary of Defense McGuire made the presentation on the subject. Mr. 

_ Gates said he had no comments in advance of the presentation, which he 
believed was explicit and to the point. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense Perkins McGuire then made an oral 
presentation on the subject with the assistance of a series of charts shown | 
ona viewgraph. A copy of Mr. McGuire's presentation, including repro- 
ductions of the charts, is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting.4 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by : 
Boggs. 

1 See Document 43. 
2 See Document 74. 
3 Not printed. 
4 Not found. 7
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At the conclusion of the presentation, Secretary Gates said that the 
military logistics planning base was a vast and very complicated subject. 
Mr. McGuire’s presentation had been a condensed and excellent sum- 
mary of a very complex field. Secretary Gates felt that the new concepts 
underlying the military logistics planning base represented a significant 
step forward. In contrast to the old base, which consumed the time of a 

great many people but which was never fully financed, the new base is 
quite realistic. Secretary Gates believed that it was possible to take pride 

| in the work which had been done on the military logistics planning base. 

_ The President asked whether General Twining had any comments 
on this subject. General Twining said he fully agreed with the remarks of 
the Secretary of Defense. The military mobilization base plans were for- 
merly projected for three or four years in the future but were never 
funded. If an estimate were made of the cost of funding both the old 
plans and the new plans, it would be found that the new plans are less 
expensive. However, since the old plans were never fully implemented, 
a full implementation of the new plans will cost more than was being 
spent on the partial implementation of the old plans. With respect to lim- 
ited war, the criticism had often been advanced that the U.S. has insuffi- 

cient conventional type bombs, “iron bombs”, in its inventory to oppose 
limited aggression when it is contrary to policy to use nuclear weapons. 
General Twining believed we had sufficient conventional-type bombs to 

| fight a limited war in the Far East unless the Chinese Communists inter- 
vened in sucha warin great numbers, in which case our stock of conven- 

tional bombs would not be large enough and we would be compelled to 
use nuclear bombs. | | | ce 

Secretary Gates pointed out that, in general, our military logistics 
planning base for limited war was based, as indicated in the presenta- 
tion, on contingency plans for the renewal of hostilities in Korea. This 
meant that our planning base for limited war was at a high, not a low, 
level. The President felt it would be difficult to plan a limited war on the 
scale of the Korean War without making plans for.the use of nuclear 
weapons. Oe | ee - 

- Secretary Gates said that development of the new military logistics 
| planning base had certainly demonstrated the absurdity of the old base. 

The President believed the great accomplishment of the new base was 
the emphasis which it placed on D-Day. Mr. McGuire commented that 
some years ago, the Army had tried to establish a production base suffi- 
cient to equip 42 U.S. divisions plus indigenous divisions on the U.S. 
equipment scale. He had put an end to this kind of planning. Under the 
new plan, the number of tanks saved, for example, was fantastic. More- 
over, the Army now admits that indigenous forces will not be equipped 
on the same basis as U.S. forces. The new logistics base should save 
money and allow a reduction in inventories and facilities. _ a
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The President said he had thought that the M-48 tanks had diesel 
engines; in fact, he thought we converted to diesels with the M-47 model. 
Mr. McGuire said this was not the case. He pointed out, however, that we 
were modernizing some of our older-model tanks by installing diesel 
engines, thereby saving money in logistical support. The President 
recalled that tank crewmen did not like diesel engines in cold weather. 
Mr. McGuire said a tank with a diesel engine did not burn as fast when it 
was hit. | | 

Mr. Gray wondered whether Mr. McGuire had not neglected to 
point out during his presentation that the new military logistics planning 
base had already been approved. Secretary Gates said the new base had 
been approved by all Services and by the Department of Defense. 

Mr. McGuire said he had recently briefed the Army officers at Car- 
lisle Barracks on the new logistics base. He felt these officers understood 
and accepted the new base quite thoroughly. The President said the new 
base was a great improvement over the old. When the mobilization base 
had been discussed at the Council last year, he had felt that the idea of 
supporting 42 divisions was ridiculous. 

Mr. Gray remarked that we formerly said that readiness for general 
war included readiness for limited war. The new concept presented by 
Mr. McGuire took special account of limited war. It was clear that under 
this plan, U.S. forces would be prepared to use conventional weapons in 
limited wars, except in areas where main communist power might be 
brought to bear; in the latter areas, planning contemplates the use of 

nuclear weapons. Mr. Gray wondered whether the principles he had just 
stated did not constitute an answer to those critics who say we are 
neglecting preparations for limited war. General Twining agreed with 
Mr. Gray’s comments. 

Mr. McGuire said the Joint Chiefs of Staff had put certain war-sup- 
port items on a highly selective basis. For example, it had been decided 
that while ten brands of toothpaste might be used by the armed forces 
during peacetime, only one brand, if any, would be available during a 
War. 

Secretary Gates said that before the new logistics base had been 
developed, logistics planning was tending to dictate the roles and mis- 
sions of the forces. He believed Mr. McGuire deserved commendation 
for the new logistics planning base. The President said that at last year’s 
meeting on the mobilization base, he had spoken out vigorously because | 
it appeared that we were committed to put twelve additional divisions 
into Europe. He was satisfied that logistics base planning was now ona 
realistic basis: He was much more satisfied with the whole situation and 
wished to thank Mr. McGuire for a splendid job. :
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The National Security Council:5 See ne | 

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation by Perkins McGuire, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Supply and Logistics, on the status of 
planning for the military logistics base, taking into account NSC Action 
No. 2019-b and paragraph 59~a of NSC 5906/1 (“Basic National Security | 
Policy”). | 

b. Noted the President’s approval of the concepts outlined by Mr. 
McGuire, and the President’s commendations to Mr. McGuire and his 
associates in developing a more realistic base for planning the military 
logistics base.© - | 

Note: The above actions, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense. | | 

_ [Here follow Agenda Items 2. “Significant World Developments 
| Affecting U.S. Security,” 3. “U.S. Policy Toward Iran,” and 4. “Recent Evi- 

dences of Social Unrest and Political Instability in Many Free World 
Nations.“] | | 

7 Marion W. Boggs 

° The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2254, approved by 
the President on July 6. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) —— —— 

© In Gray’s July 8 memorandum of a meeting with the President on July 6,a section on 
a mobilization reads: : | | 

“I reminded the President that in November 1959, following a presentation by the 
| Defense Department on the Status of Military Programs, the President had asked for a 

report by the Defense Department on the requirements for highly mobile and suitably 
deployed Army forces for use in the event of general war. I expressed the view to the Presi- 

| dent that at that time he had in mind smoking out the continued insistence of the Army to 
plan for a mobilization buildup of 44 divisions. I said that in my judgment his recent 
approval of the mobilization base following the presentation in the Council, had pretty 
well taken care of the problem which would be further nailed down, I felt, by the presenta- 
tion on Limited War Capabilities which was due in September. I suggested that no further 
action was required with respect to his November request and he agreed.” (Eisenhower 
Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up) |
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107. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| Washington, July 6, 1960, 12:30 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 
Secretary Gates ph 
Colonel Eisenhower . | 

[Here follows discussion of personnel matters.] 

Secretary Gates then mentioned the matter of strategic targets. He 
said he had already gone through fifteen meetings with JCS on this sub- 
ject. It is a subject extremely broad in scope, covering basic military 
policy, listing of targets, strategic planning, and roles and missions of the 
Services. It is of course a highly emotional subject. 

_ More specifically, the question at issue now involves the Air Force 
recommendation for unified strategic command (not to be confused with 
the Strategic Air Command).! The staff procedure for targeting is not sat- 
isfactory as of today. This is carried out in the Joint Staff where proce- 
dures are cumbersome and time lags often result. With some weapons 
the Navy does not plan to deliver warheads on target for some fifteen 
days following initiation of hostilities. On the other hand, the Air Force 
has developed a highly integrated set-up within the Strategic Air Com- 
mand for targeting. They have spent much time on this subject and have 
the resources to spend on elaborate computers, etc. The other Chiefs of 
Staff desire to continue the present system of targeting by unified com- 
manders, the results to be periodically coordinated at the annual Com- 
manders Conference. The basic difficulty with this scheme is that 
coordination is done without benefit of referee. 

: Secretary Gates reminded the President of the Hickey Report? 
which set forth the “optimum mix” of counterforce vs. soft targets. He 
felt that this report can serve as the basis for an Integrated Operation 
Plan. | | 

Secretary Gates expressed his own view that we donot need astrate- 
gic command as such. The problems of SAC and of Polaris are too differ- 
ent. In addition, the initial command in case of global war would be a 
simple execution order from the President to the JCS. The JCS actually 
maintain command in a military sense. It is necessary, however, to 
develop a single operational plan. The only unit capable is SAC. Con- 
ceivably, SAC should operate as an agent of the JCS. The Army and Navy 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Colonel Eisenhower. 

1 See footnote 2, Document 101. 
2 See Document 90.
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are suspicious of this arrangement as a power play on the part of the Air 
Force, to which Secretary Gates has told them that if SAC takes over the 
functions of the Joint Chiefs it is the fault of the Chiefs themselves. He 
added that nuclear retaliation comprises a single mission force, inflex- 
ible in nature, and therefore only a specialized portion of the broad 
responsibilities of the JCS. While there is no question of the JCS retaining 

| command in the event of nuclear war, the issue is whether the Joint Staff oe 
will develop the Integrated Operation Plan itself or whether they will 
employ SAC as the agent. He concluded that unless SAC is employed as 
an agent of the JCS it will not be possible to achieve a coordination any 

| better than a tidying up of what we now have. 

The President said the original mistake in this whole business was 
our failure to create one single Service in 1947. He discussed certain 
prejudices on the part of the Navy that makes this entire matter more dif- 
ficult. He told of his difficulties as a theater commander in inducing any 
U.S. Navy man to take an order from anyone outside his own Service, 

~ until Admiral King,? in 1942, saw the light and gave the unified com- 
manders full backing. Even today the President said that if he were to 
appoint an Army or Air Force General to command CINCPAC, Admiral 
Hopwood! would think we are unfair. The President expressed his dis- 
agreement with this Navy point of view. He mentioned another preju- 
dice which involved rivalry between the U.S. Navy and the British Navy 
and our reluctance to allow the Union Jack to fly in the Pacific. 

Secretary Gates stated he is aware of traditional prejudices but reit- 
erated the need for an Integrated Operational Plan since matters as they 
stand now are cumbersome and expensive in nuclear raw materials. In 

_ short, management is bad. | | 
The President said he did not consider a single strategic command 

feasible at this time. We need an Integrated Operational Plan to include 
objectives, approaches to attaining objectives, means, and designation of 
forces. He thought we might put this requirement on the JCS with an 

~ admonition that if they fail to come up with an integrated plan within six 
months they will all be replaced. Oo 

Mr. Gates agreed completely and brought up once more the ques- 
tion of the resources available to the JCS to accomplish this. He said the 
only agency available is SAC. The President said he does not care if the 
function is performed by SAC as an agency of the Joint Staff. He agreed 
more heartily when Secretary Gates assured him that the SAC planners 
would have to be augmented with personnel from the other Services. 

> Admiral Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval Operations, 1942-1945. | 
4 Admiral Herbert G. Hopwood, then Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet (CINC- 

a The Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC) in 1960 was Admiral Harry D.
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[Here follows discussion of press leaks.] | 

John S.D. Eisenhower 

108. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Newport, Rhode Island, July 19, 1960, 3:15 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Secretary Herter, Mr. Bohlen,! Mr. Kohler? Mr. Wilcox,3 Mr. Hagerty, General 
Goodpaster | : 

[Here follows discussion of the United Nations, Cuba, the Congo, 
and the Soviet shooting down of a U.S. RB-47.] : | 

_Mr. Herter then said that the question should be considered why the 
Soviets are taking the line that they have been taking. Their action gives 
real grounds for concern, since they are deliberately engaging in saber- 
rattling. He said that he and his associates, particularly Mr. Bohlen,have _ 

been giving some thought as to how best to handle this situation. One 
action that they have thought of is to work for something of major psy- 
chological effect through bringing our defense forces to a greater state of 
readiness. He asked Mr. Bohlen to outline this line of thought. Mr. Bohlen 
said the Soviet actions were now going beyond their usual ugly, angry 
reaction to every event they dislike. There has been a considerable shift in 
the Soviet behavior, evidenced by widespread campaign of inciting vio- 
lence and disorder all around the world. He said that the threat to use 
force is something new in the Soviet tactics. This has now become some- 
thing more than just words and needs to be met with more than words, 

since polemics and arguments are something they love for creating ten- 
sion and disturbing world affairs. He said he had been casting about for 

source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster. The President was on a working vacation in Newport, July 7-26. 

1 Charles E. Bohlen, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. | 
2 Foy D. Kohler, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. 

é > Francis O. Wilcox, Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization 
Affairs.
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- some action that might quiet them down and show the world that the 
Soviets are not in position to rule the roost. 

At this point the President asked in what specific military fields this 
could be done which would have real significance. He commented that 
everyone knows that if we added to our ICBM program it would be three 
years before the additional items were actually off the line. Mr. Bohlen 
said another possibility is to put SAC on airborne alert. The President 
said the Air Force itself is opposed to this, adding that SAC did not want 

it. 1commented that the Air Force staff, including General White and 
General LeMay, have not wanted to do this but that General Power has 
been pressing for it. The President said he gave no weight to Power's 
views. Mr. Bohlen said that even if the use of the funds is not spelled out, | 

just requesting them would show that we are not being frightened or 
cowed. He thought we might consider adding to our airlift. The Presi- 
dent said he thought that additional airlift is perhaps the least significant 
need. What he thought he could do was ask authorization from the Con- 
gress to start spending available funds more rapidly because of the 
RB-47 incident, the Congo, Cuba, etc. Perhaps he could put more Atlases 

in production, and put more of the Air Force on air alert. Mr. Herter 
asked whether he might talk to Defense about this. The President went 
on to say that he did not like too much the idea of adding Atlases because 
it is practically an obsolete weapon. He would be more interested in the 
Minuteman, but again it is several years until the first of these will 
appear. Mr. Bohlen suggested he might simply ask the Congress for 
added money for defense and economic aid. The President said the crux 
of the matter is to decide what would carry sufficient credibility to create 
the psychological effect desired. Mr. Bohlen said he thought the Soviets 
are well aware the military balance is definitely against them. It is just 
possible, however, that they think our hands are tied during the pre-elec- 
tion period. | | | 

The President said he might ask for up to 100 additional ICBMs or 
perhaps $500 million for speed-up of weapons systems already proven 
and for increasing the degree of alertness. In response to the Secretary’s 
question, he asked that the Secretary meet with the Secretary of Defense, _ 
Gordon Gray, Mr. Harr and myself.5 He commented that he could state 
his intention even prior to the reconvening of the Congress, and bring 

* The Department of State officials left a 4-page written summary of Department 
' views with the President. This summary explicitly recommended an increase in the 

Defense budget, but did not specify an amount. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Mis- | 
cellaneous Material) See the Supplement. | | 

> In a July 20 memorandum to Gates, Herter suggested that these officials meet after 
the NSC meeting on July 21. (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers) No record of this meeting 
has been found, nor were Defense program alterations or increases discussed at the NSC 
meeting. (Memorandum of discussion at the NSC meeting by Robert H. Johnson, July 21; 
ibid., Whitman File, NSC Records)
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out that, because of Soviet truculence and arrogance, he proposes to puta 
certain increase of funds into defense. These funds would be used to get 
things we want more quickly or additional things that are useful, and _ 

| would not go into waste. Mr. Bohlen thought this could be done in a 
sober and deliberate way without kicking off a war scare. There was 

: question as to whether anything could be done in the field of IRBMs. Mr. 
Kohler said that the MRBM has some possibility, although we are far | 
from having worked out political arrangements. The President said that 

: the meeting he spoke of should be held soon and asked that the Secretary 
of State and Secretary of Defense not go down in their organization 

| below an echelon they could trust since we do not want this getting to the 
press in a distorted way. | a — 

In further discussion Mr. Bohlen said there are two hypotheses with 
regard to this change of Soviet line. The first, which he does not believe, is 

that they might have decided this is the best year for a show-down—that 
the correlation of forces is in their favor, and that the U.S. is paralyzed 
because of the forthcoming election. The second, which he is inclined to 

| favor, is that they are having a good deal of trouble with Peiping and are 
adopting a militant line in order to cut out the Chinese. There was a 
suggestion that the President make a public statement on this matter, 
whether by live address or by “tape” within the next few days. I sug- 
gested that this should preferably come after the convention, rather than 
before as some seem to be contemplating, on the ground that the Presi- 
dent.should not be doing two dissimilar things before the American 
people at the same time. If he were to speak now he would have to change 
his approach at the Convention and then revert to this, and this would be 
confusing. After discussion the President thought that there could be a 
mention by Mr. Herter of concern over this problem before he left New- 
port later the same afternoon, that the President might mention it briefly 
but clearly at the Convention, and then make his speech on it later. The 
President asked whether it might be a good move to take the USS. 
dependents out of Berlin. Mr. Kohler thought that this. action would 
frighten the Berliners and that panic might result which would damage 
and erode our position. He said that Mr. Merchant has been conducting a 
study of countermeasures, possible alert steps, and contingency plan- 
ning. The President confirmed that Mr. Herter should say we are taking a 
serious look at the Soviet line of action. . 

[Here follows discussion of Berlin, the RB—47 incident, nuclear test- 

ing, Taiwan, and Latin America.] | = 

| The President told Mr. Herter that, if we are thinking of a Presiden- 

tial speech on the foreign situation in about two weeks, we should build 
up to it by a series of comments and references, beginning with the Secre- 
tary’s own comment today about the change in the Soviet attitude, and
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the fact that this had received extended consideration during his meeting | 
with the President. / a 

| . Brigadier General, USA 

| 109. Memorandum of Discussion at the 453d Meeting of the | 
National SecurityCouncilh 

oe | Newport, Rhode Island, July 25,1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and | 
Agenda Item 1, “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 
rity.” ae 4 a Bo a 

2. Measures To Enhance U.S. Military Readiness oe a 

Secretary Gates said that for the last month he had been collaborat- 
ing with the Joint Chiefs of Staff in an analysis of the defense program. 
For the last ten days intensive work had been going on with respect to 
our military readiness in the light of the international situation. Another 

- factor in the defense program at present was the slippage in Atlas 
construction. At the end of the year we would have twelve Atlas instead | 
of the planned thirty. It was true that the Atlas in question was a soft Atlas 
and therefore the slippage was not quite as serious as it might seem at 
first glance. However, the slippage was a matter to be concerned about in 
relation to future construction problems for hardened Atlas and Titan 
squadrons. Research on construction problems was now going on. Mr. 
Gates said he had also examined the Congressional add-ons to the 
Defense budget and was prepared to make recommendations to the 
President that some add-ons be accepted, that others be rejected, and that 

some of the money provided by Congress should be used for purposes 
different from the purposes suggested by Congress. 

Mr. Gates then summarized his proposed changes in the defense 
program as follows: the deployment of two more aircraft carriers to the 
fleet; the retention in operational status of three to five B~47 wings which 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on July 28. | a oo ce
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were about to be phased out; an increased dispersal of B—47s; increased 
dollars for airborne alert capabilities; a slightly increased effort in the 
reconnaissance satellite program; and an increase in army readiness. Mr. 
Gates said all these items fell in the category of military personnel and M 
& O (Maintenance and Operation) money. These items could be carried 
on a temporary basis for a twelve month period if additional personnel 
and funds were made available. A complicating factor in the funding sit- 
uation was the $215 million the Defense Department would have to 
spend due to the pay increase for government employees. If the whole 
package he had suggested were adopted, we would be spending $500 
million more this year of which $215 million would be due to the pay 
increase for government employees and $95 million would be attribut- 
able to National Guard. Accordingly, our expenditures for military 
readiness would only amount to $250 million. In this program we would 
be committing ourselves to the extent of about a billion dollars. We 
would be rejecting some of the Congressional add-ons but would be tak- 
ing about the sum of the Congressional add-ons although for different 
purposes. Secretary Gates said these suggestions raised a difficult ques- 
tion of political timing. Each member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had 
examined a long list of possible measures and had set up a list of priori- 
ties. He felt that in the light of the international situation, an enhance- 
ment of our visible readiness, especially in view of the slippage in 
missiles, was desirable. The President asked whether the strikes which 

had affected missile construction were settled so that by the expenditure 
of more money we could make up for lost time. Secretary Gates said the 
labor problems were practically settled. The slippage, however, had 
been due partly to jurisdictional labor disputes, partly to the newness of 
the programs, partly to the speed with which we were attempting to 
build missiles, and partly to certain features of army and air force orga- 
nization. Secretary Gates said he was gravely concerned about the possi- 
bility of slippage with respect to the hardened missile sites which were 
due to become operational next year. 

The President said the question of military readiness came up 
because of our desire to display visible, additional strength. He was 
unable to see how acceleration of the satellite program showed visible, 
additional strength. He doubted whether satellites gave the Soviet or the 
American people an impression of military strength. We were talking not 
about our own confidence in our strength but about taking actions which 
would promote the confidence of the American people and the Free 
World in our strength and would warn the Soviet Bloc. If we could accel- 
erate the production of Polaris and do something about our alertness, we , 
might be giving visible evidence of our military readiness. He suggested 
that we might lay down two additional Polaris submarines a year and 
added that the Atlas slippage was certainly unfortunate. Secretary Gates
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said his recommendations had been perhaps somewhat confusing 
because he had tried to recommend in one package what to do with Con- 
gressional add-ons and what to do from the standpoint of pure readiness 
actions. The President believed we were trying to take a cold war action 
which would make our people calmer and the enemy more respectful. 

_ Secretary Gates said the readiness measures he had suggested 
would require about 45,000 more men in the armed services. He had 
ordered a five per cent reduction in all headquarters staffs including the 
Pentagon. The additional personnel would be for the purpose of man- 

| ning the aircraft carriers to be deployed to the fleet and the B-47s which 

would be retained in operational status. Enhanced readiness could not 

be achieved without additional personnel and expenditures. Mainte- 
nance and Operations money would be required immediately; the case 
thus differed from long-lead time items with respect to which expendi- 
tures could be adjusted over several years, = | | 

. The President remarked that in terms of percentages the number of 
additional men for the armed services referred to by Secretary Gates did 

not seem very significant. However, it would be significant if we could 

say that we were laying down four Polaris submarines a year instead of 
two. He had been told that the final objective of the Polaris program was 

forty submarines. Admiral Burke said the target was fifty submarines. 
The President said the number seemed to be going up. Admiral Burke 
replied that fifty had always been the largest number mentioned. The 
President said he had been told that we would keep two-thirds of our 
Polaris submarines on station at all times. As far as he could tell, we hada 

nearly invulnerable base in our Polaris submarines. He supposed the 
Polaris program could be speeded up by agreement with Congress. 

_ Secretary Gates said the Polaris program was a long-lead time pro- 
gram. The President said he had been told that the long-lead time item in 
connection with the Polaris submarines was the reactor. Secretary Gates 
believed that we had stepped the Polaris program up to the maximum 
extent last April. The President asked why we could not accelerate the 
production of Polaris missiles even if they could not be put on subma- 
rines immediately. He felt that we could not get 45,000 additional men 
into action immediately. Secretary Gates said many of the additional 
men would operate the aircraft carriers to be deployed to the fleet, the 
planes on these carriers and the B-47s which would be retained in com- 
mission. The President said he could. appreciate the retention of the 
B-47s as a visible readiness measure. However, the world today thinks 

we already have the most powerful navy in the world so that the deploy- 
ment of two additional aircraft carriers might not impress the world. 

_ Secretary Gates felt he had perhaps introduced an element of confu- 
sion by mentioning the pay increase for government employees, but he 
had thought it necessary to propose a package of recommendations. The
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cost of his recommendations would not be very different from the cost of 
the Congressional program but the money would be spent for different 
purposes. | , 

The President asked how much slippage in Atlas missile construc- 
tion there was in terms of time. Secretary Gates replied the slippage 
amounted to six months. Secretary Douglas said the Atlas squadron 
which was supposed to become operational at Warren Air Force Base 
had been delayed while the squadron which should have been opera- 
tional now at Moffat Air Force Base would not be ready until January. 
The President inquired again whether this slippage was due to the recent 
strikes. Secretary Douglas said not entirely. For a year missile construc- 
tion has been harassed by some labor trouble but the other reasons for 
slippage previously mentioned by Secretary Gates were also important. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky believed that if an immediate and visible gesture 
were desired, a second Atlas squadron at Warren could be made opera- 
tional within a month if we were willing to sacrifice the requirement to 
use the automatic check-out equipment. This check-out equipment was 
designed to indicate why a missile could not be launched whenever 
there was a failure to launch it. Without the check-out equipment, the 
missile is somewhat less reliable but if we were willing to accept less reli- 
ability temporarily, an additional Atlas squadron could be made opera- 
tional within the next few weeks and another one could be made 
operational at Offutt Base in December. The President asked whether the 
automatic check-out equipment could be added to the missile complex 
when it was available or would it have to be integrated with the missile 
when it was installed. Dr. Kistiakowsky said the automatic check-out 
equipment could be added later. The President said Dr. Kistiakowsky’s 
suggestion seemed to him a very worthwhile one. He would dispense 
with the automatic check-out for the present and make the additional 
Atlas squadrons operational. 

Secretary Douglas said fifteen or twenty soft Atlas missiles would 
not be significant during the next few months. He believed the retention 
of the B-47s would provide the U.S. with greater striking power. Secre- 
tary Gates said political difficulties would be created when it became 
publicly known that our Atlas program had slipped from thirty to twelve 
missiles. He did not believe the delay could be compensated for by elimi- 
nating the automatic check-out. The President said he had thought the - 
delay was in the check-out equipment. Dr. Kistiakowsky said the delay 
could be attributed to the check-out equipment only at the Warren Base. 
We could gain only a month or two by declaring the Atlas operational 
now without the check-out equipment. | 

Secretary Herter asked how much the missile construction program 
had been held up by bidding on contracts. Secretary Gates replied that 
such bidding had caused considerable delay. The President believed we |
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should by-pass fly-by-night operators and give contracts for missile 
construction only to reliable firms. _ a 

- Admiral Burke said the Joint Chiefs of Staff had assembled a long 
list of possible measures in order to determine what measures would sig- 
nificantly add to our capabilities. Some of the measures suggested by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were visible. The retention of the B-47s was a visible 

measure but an acceleration of the Samos program was not. Army mod- . 

ernization, while not a spectacular measure, was an important one. An 

increase in army manpower was not very visible but it would increase 
readiness and capabilities. The President said the only hostilities the U.5. 
was really concerned about was an all-out atomic attack. He believed 
that we should be taking military actions which would convince the 
American people and the Soviet Bloc that our retaliatory power has been 
sharpened and speeded up. He was in favor of army modernization but 
felt the U.S. need not be afraid of brush-fire wars. We could say that we | 
have fought such wars before and could do it again. We should be more 
concerned about the possibility of a rain of missiles on the U.S. and about 
becoming so weak that the enemy can attack us with impunity. Such a 

situation of weakness would affect the mental attitude of both the U.5. 
and the USSR. We would not have become so concerned about this mat- 
ter at the present time except for recent Soviet threats. He had no objec- 
tion to some modernization in the army but noted that the army has no 
retaliatory weapon. - 

’ Secretary Gates said he had been looking at the situation involving 
immediate gaps in our defenses, that is, those which would exist during 
the next twelve months. The situation for the next three or four years 

looks very promising. | oad 

~The President said we would have to tell the public that we have 

miscalculated the rate of production of new weapons and that it would 
be necessary to continue to rely on some of the older weapons which we 
had thought we could phase out. Secretary Gates agreed but said he did 
not know how best to handle this question politically. The President 
thought we might have to declare that our production schedules had 
been erroneous all the time. Secretary Gates recalled that we had repeat- 
edly said that we would look at our military readiness situation on a 
month by month basis. Threats by the USSR have recently been increas- 
ing. Secretary Douglas noted that our military forces had already been 
developed to a high state of readiness. The President said that when the 
missile slippage becomes known, the Democrats will make quite a point 
of previous estimates that a number of Atlases would be ready at this 
time. It would be desirable to inform Congressional.Leaders of the slip- 
page in secrecy but unfortunately the secrecy would not be kept. Secre- 
tary Douglas said the slippage had already been reported in a rather 
spectacular fashion but no difficulty had resulted. The President said a
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long delay was an entirely different thing from a short delay. Secretary 
Gates said Congress in its defense program had been concentrating on 
long-lead time items when it talked in terms of spending an additional $3 
billion. There was a great difference between immediate readiness mea- 
sures and long-lead time measures. Congress had not been talking about 
readiness measures. 

The President said the only honest course of action was to say that 
we were wrong about our production estimates, even though we would 
be taking somewhat the Symington-Rockefeller line in bringing this 
matter to the public attention during the political campaign. In view of 
the enormous slippage in missile construction, the first thing to do is to 
deploy Atlas squadrons whether or not they have the automatic check- 
out. Secretary Douglas said such deployment would only save a month. 
He did not believe it was necessary to describe the Atlas slippage as enor- 
mous. For the future he could not tell what would happen to the program 
for hardened missile bases. 

secretary Dillon asked why it was necessary to say that B-47 wings 
were being retained and carriers deployed because of slippage in missile 
construction. He felt these military readiness measures were being taken 
on account of the recent threats made by Khrushchev. The President said 
we should also say that we are retaining ships and planes because we 
have arrived at a more realistic time schedule for missile production. He 
felt that army modernization should not be advertised as a deterrent. The 
army will be used in some small war, in Cuba or elsewhere. We need not 
specify the amounts of money necessary for these military readiness 
measures. We can say that because of Khrushchev’s threats, we are keep- 
ing certain carriers in commission, obtaining more nuclear-powered 
submarines, retaining B-47s, and taking various other measures and that 
the bill will be presented to Congress next spring. Secretary Douglas said 
this would present no problem except with respect to the pay of person- 
nel. Secretary Gates said the Bureau of the Budget might be asked to 
make an advance apportionment of money for these military readiness 
measures but this would mean that the deficit would later have to be 
replaced. Mr. Staats said this action would require a report to Congress. 
The President said he would like to ask Congress to authorize expendi- 
tures for these military readiness measures within certain broad limits, 
with a report on specific expenditures to be made to Congress subse- 
quently. 

Secretary Herter felt the program summarized by the Secretary of 
Defense was a good program from the standpoint of visibility. He. 
believed that army modernization would be very useful psychologically 
in view of the situation in Cuba and the Congo. 

Secretary Gates said that if Congress re-opened the whole defense 
question when it came back to Washington in August, we could say that
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in changing the defense program we would give priority to retaliatory 
readiness but would not be averse to taking a look at other possible meas- 
ures. The President said he would like to make some new weapons avail- 
able more rapidly. He wondered whether the Polaris program could be © 

_ speeded up by spending more money. Secretary Anderson asked 
whether Secretary Gates was to activate additional carriers or to keep 
some carriers active. Secretary Gates said the proposal was to deploy an 
additional carrier to the Sixth Fleet and an additional carrier to the 
Seventh Fleet. 

The President believed the Secretary of Defense should make up a | 
program of readiness measures and have a meeting with Congressional 
Leaders of both parties from the committees on foreign affairs and 
defense. Congressional Leaders should be told that in accordance with 
our continuing review of the military program, we wished to make some 
changes. For example, we do not wish to make the transition from old 
weapons to new weapons too fast. Therefore, we will keep two carriers 
in commission and will retain three wings of B-47s which were being 
phased out. We will indicate that we want to maintain and improve our 
military strength and that this will mean more M&O funds and person- 
nel. The President cautioned, however, that the personnel figure should 
not be made too large lest it become next year’s floor. He felt that some 
day with the use of machinery we ought to be able to cut down on mili- 
tary personnel. The program presented to the Congressional Leaders 
should be couched in general terms as a continuation of the “new look” 
of the first years of this Administration. By presenting such a program 
we would not be surrendering to false programs put forward by political 
figures for their own purposes. | | 

Mr. Gray said that the Mutual Security Program was an important 
consideration in any assumption of increased threats and truculence by 
the USSR. Secretary Gates said the Mutual Security Program as passed 
by Congress was $200 million short of the amount requested. The fight 
for adequate funds would be continued. | 

The President said that in the talk he would give to the Republican 
Convention, he would say he was planning to hold a conference with the 
Congressional Leaders to review the world situation and make such 
changes in programs as might be appropriate.! | 

' In the course of his address delivered on July 26 to the Republican National Conven- 
tion at Chicago, Eisenhower reviewed U.S. defense policy, emphasized the “frequent and 
erratic” changes in Soviet attitudes, and stated his intention to meet with Congressional 

leaders. “And depending on developments in the meantime, I shall make such recommen- 
dations for changes in our own national programs as may then seem appropriate.” The 
address is printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
1960-61, pp. 594-599. |
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Secretary Gates said it might be prudent to take certain readiness 
actions immediately without waiting to consult with Congress, pro- 
vided such consultation could be legally postponed. Admiral Burke 
believed ships could be deployed immediately and that personnel could 
be paid immediately but that a deficit at the end of the year would be 
created. The President said we would have to request additional funds 
from Congress for such deficiencies as might occur in M&O and person- 
nel costs. | | 

Secretary Douglas said that even though we emphasized our retal- 
iatory capability, it might be well to mention the Congo and similar situa- 
tions in talking about military readiness. The President agreed that the 
whole international situation should be emphasized. Secretary Douglas 
said the Congo airlift and possible action in the Formosa Strait might 
require additional expenditures. Admiral Burke believed the commu- 
nists would deploy their strong arm squads throughout Latin America 

and use them as they had used them in the Congo to weaken govern- 
ments or even take over governments if opportunity offered. He felt such 
operations would take place in Africa, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand 

with increasing rapidity. The President wondered how additional army 
forces could combat this kind of communist activity. Admiral Burke said 
we would have to facea series of annoying little actions in many places in 
the world and would have to be prepared to react rapidly. 

Secretary Gates said that in his recommendations he had not priced 

out air defense. Some visible military readiness could be achieved by 
measures to create a stronger air defense posture through slowing down 
or stopping phase-outs. Also he had not discussed the possibility of put- 
ting tactical air commands in Europe on the alert. Under the President's 
idea of visible measures, such an alert might be desirable. 

The National Security Council:? 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of suggestions presented at the | 
meeting by the Secretary of Defense after consultation with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of State. 

b. Noted the President’s authorization to the Secretary of Defense 
to develop, in the light of the current international situation, a program 
of measures along the general lines discussed in the meeting which will 
visibly enhance the military readiness of the United States and provide 
evidence of U.S. firmness, thereby promoting the confidence of the 
American people and the Free World and serving as a warning to the 
Soviet Bloc. | 

* The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2272, approved by 
the President on August 3. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate imple- 
mentation.3 | | 

[Here follow the remaining agenda items on the Organization of 
American States, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic.] | 

| | Marion W. Boggs 

3 Ina Special Message to the Congress upon its reconvening on August 8, the Presi- 
dent outlined modifications in the Defense program, including both readiness measures 
and alterations in long-range procurement, and stated that the Department of Defense 
would carry them out “with its available resources insofar as possible.” He noted that a 
“modest increase in military personnel and in operation and maintenance funds may 
prove to be necessary to carry out the readiness measures. If such an increase should be 
required, I shall promptly request the necessary funds.” The address is printed in Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960-61, pp. 613-616. 

110. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for Policy 
‘Planning (Smith) to Secretary of State Herter 

| Washington, July 28, 1960. 

SUBJECT a | | 

Study of Limited War Capabilities 

The attached document “United States and Allied Capabilities for 
Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1962” (Tab A)! was prepared by an 
interdepartmental study group made up of representatives from State, 
Defense (including JCS), and CIA. The study was undertaken largely at | 
the instance of the State Department and was projected in a conversation 
you had in Geneva in the spring of 1959 with Mr. McElroy. The study 
supersedes one conducted in 1958? and corrects certain deficiencies 
noted in the earlier study, particularly the assumption that the US could 
use nuclear weapons in certain limited war situations while the enemy 

Source: Department of State, G/PM Files: Lot 64 D 341. Top Secret. Sent through 
Under Secretary Dillon. | | 

! Not found attached; see Document 121. | | 
2 See footnote 4, Document 27.
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would not have this capability. More attention has also been given in the 
present study to the problems of logistics, including sea- and airlift. 

The five situations examined (Korea, Offshore Islands/Taiwan, 

Iran, Berlin, and Laos/Cambodia/Vietnam) were selected as representa- 

tive of the types of areas and situations where the US might be required _ 
to conduct limited military operations. They cover a sufficient range of 
problems to support certain over-all conclusions on our capabilities. 

The principal conclusion reached in the study is that the US and its 
| allies have the capability to handle any one of the operations studied, 

without the use of nuclear weapons except for air defense purposes in 
Korea and the Offshore Islands/Taiwan. This conclusion must be 
viewed, however, in the light of the following: 

a) the Berlin case does not involve meeting aggression, but only a 
brigade-sized probe along the autobahn; 

b) inIranitis assumed that no more than 5,000 Soviet “volunteers” 
assist the Iranian rebels; | 

c) ina major insurrection in Laos military action alone would not 
be sufficient to restore and maintain the RLG’s authority; if the insurrec- 
tion were supported by North Vietnam, the SEATO forces involved 
would be able to reestablish control only after a period of years; if large- 
sized DRV forces were to intervene, the allies could meet the situation 
only by attacking targets in North Vietnam; 

d) the effort required in Korea against a combined Chinese Com- 
munist-North Korea invasion would be on the same order as that 
required in 1950-1953, although such an effort would enable the US and 
its allies to restore pre D-Day positions, thus preserving the territorial 
integrity of the ROK. | 

Nuclear Weapons 

With respect to the use of nuclear weapons, 

—the scale of the Berlin and Iran operations studied did not require 
US use of such weapons; 

—in Laos, during an insurrection, there would be few profitable tar- 
gets for nuclear attack; use of low yield weapons against targets in North 

ietnam would be mu tarly profitable, but Sino-Soviet retaliation could 
seriously damage SEATO forces and jeopardize the operation, 
"  —to maintain air control over the Offshore Islands, upon which 
defense of the islands and Taiwan largely depends, nuclear air-defense 
weapons were found to be essential; 

—in Korea, it was found necessary to use nuclear weapons for air 
defense in order to protect the population as well as UN forces and gis” 
tic facilities including ports; while the US defensive capability would be | 
enhanced by tactical use of nuclear weapons on the ground in addition, it 
was concluded that two-way use would probably result in either a military 
stalemate or an unpredictable expansion of the conflict. 

CW/BW Agents 

Only in Laos, was there considered to be a possible military advan- 
tage in the initiation by the US or its allies of non-lethal CW/BW agents.
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‘Airlift | Oo 

An operation in Iran of the kind studied would stretch US airlift 
capabilities to the utmost and would require such extraordinary meas- 
ures as use of commercial airlift under contract to the Air Force, activa- 
tion of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet and of Air National Guard Transport 
Units. An operation in either Laos or Korea would also place great strain 
upon airlift capabilities, and no two of these three limited military operations 
could be supported simultaneously. _ | ae 

Counter-Guerrilla _ | | oo 

The US and its allies do not have an adequate military capability for 
operations against guerrillas. | Oe 

Overall Conclusions | . | | 
| The conclusions of this study reinforce my conviction that the US 

does not have an adequate capability to deal with the kind of Sino-Soviet 
aggression which seems most likely to occur during the next few years. 
Such a capability, in my judgment, must be different from, and addi- 
tional to, the deterrent/retaliatory forces which represent our ability to 
meet general war conditions. Although this concept is gradually gaining 
acceptance among military policy makers and planners, the slowness 

_ with which it is being reflected in actual capabilities is shown by the 
study. The fact that we do not have such a separate capability is shown 
by the study’s conclusion that any substantial limited military operation 
would detract from our readiness for general war, and any two such 
operations at once would cause the overall US general war capability to 
be degraded to an unacceptable degree. This effect would occur because 
of our present logistics posture, particularly our airlift and sealift capa- 
bility, and because the small size of the Strategic Army Corps would not | 
permit us to conduct certain limited military operations while maintain- 
ing an adequate posture for general war, or retaining a capability to con- 
duct military operations in other areas. | 

Our inability to deal with limited aggression in the Far East without 
using nuclear weapons is a matter of great concern. All indications are 
that the initiation of the use of such weapons in Korea or the Taiwan Strait 
area (as well as in other areas) would be at prohibitive cost to the US in 
terms of world public opinion including the support of our allies. This 
consideration is quite apart from the authoritative estimates that our use 
of nuclear weapons would provoke counteruse, greatly expanding hos- 
tilities and possibly leading to general war. | : 

The evident deficiencies in the mobility, size, and flexibility of US 
forces for limited military operations shown by the present study indi- 

° You will recall that Secretary Gates at the meeting last Friday morning indicated 
that there are shortages of conventional ammunition at the present time. [Footnote in the 
source text. No other record of this meeting on Friday, July 22, has been found.] | .
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cate the importance of your emphasizing whenever possible the foreign 
policy considerations relating to our defense posture set forth most 
_recently in your letter of July.1 to Secretary Gates (Tab B).4 Froma foreign 
policy standpoint, as well as from an over-all national security point of 
view, the US ought to have an adequate capability.to respond effectively 
to local aggression wherever it occurs by conventional means, if desired. 

| As a start toward sucha goal I believe you should press for development 
of the capability to deal simultaneously with two sizable limited military 
operations without either degrading unacceptably the US general war 
posture or necessitating the use of nuclear weapons. | 

Recommendations: oO - 

_Theattached study will be presented by Defense in September to the 
National Security Council.5 Prior to the NSC meeting Defense intends to 
present it to a meeting of the Armed Forces Policy Council to which you 
will be invited.° I recommend: re 

_ 1. That you read the over-all conclusions of the study, pp. 4-8. 
2. That you or Mr. Dillon attend the Armed Forces Policy Council 

meeting to discuss the attached study, and that the foregoing form the 
basis of the Department’s position at that meeting and at the NSC. 

_.. 3. That you have in mind the points outlined above when you meet 
with the Armed Forces Policy Council, as suggested by Secretary Gates 
in response to your July 1 letter, to discuss the relationship of foreign 
policy considerations to the FY62 Defense budget. 7 

| 4 Not found. | | 
>See Document 125. | | 
6 Irwin presented the limited war study to the Armed Forces Policy Council on Sep- 

tember 27; see Document 121.
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111. National Intelligence Estimate mos | | 

NIE 11-8-60 Washington, August 1, 1960. 

‘SOVIET CAPABILITIES FOR LONG RANGE ATTACK > 
= THROUGH MID-1965 | | 

| Oo | The Problem Se 

| To estimate probable trends in the strength and deployment of 

Soviet air and missile weapon systems suitable for long range attack, 
through mid-1965. The weapon systems considered are heavy and 
medium bombers, related air-to-surface missiles, ground-launched mis- 

_ siles with ranges of 700 nautical miles or more, and submarine-launched 
| missiles. | | : | 

conclusions 

1. Since the adoption of NIE 11-8-59, “Soviet Capabilities for Stra- 
tegic Attack Through Mid-1964,” dated 9 February 1960,! we have made 
an extensive re-examination of all available evidence bearing on Soviet 
production and deployment of ICBMs. The conclusions resulting from 
this re-examination are, in brief (Paras. 13-14): > ne 

a. Soviet series production of ICBMs probably began in early 1959, 
but we have no direct evidence of the present or planned future rate of 
production.’ 3 , me 

b. Asyet, wecan identify no ICBM-related troop training activities, 
nor can we positively identify any operational launching site, as distin- 
guished from the known test range facilities. 

Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files, Top Secret. A note on the cover. sheet 
reads in part: “Submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence. The following Intelligence 
organizations participated in the preparation of this estimate: The Central Intelligence 
Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State, the Army, the Navy, 

| the Air Force, the Joint Staff, and NSA.” The U.S. Intelligence Board concurred on August 1 
except the Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, who abstained because the 
subject was outside his jurisdiction. 7 ee ec aa Do 

1 Document 88. = =° — oe ee me 
* Series production means production of missiles of like type in accordance with a 

planned buildup rate. The date of commencement of series production is defined.as the 
date of completion of the first missile in the series. [Footnote in the source text.] _ 

> The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
there is no evidence to indicate that ICBMs have been produced in the Soviet Union in 
numbers larger than are required by the continuing R & D activities. He therefore believes 

: that this conclusion is misleading in that it may be interpreted to imply that ICBMs for 
operational deployment or inventory started to become available in 1959. See his footnote 
to paragraph 13 a. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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c. We still estimate a Soviet initial ICBM operational capability 
with a few—say 10—series produced missiles as of 1 January 1960.4 > 

2. Since there is insufficient direct evidence to establish the scale 
and pace of the present Soviet ICBM production and deployment pro- 
gram,° we have based our estimate in part on various indirect forms of 
evidence and onargument and analysis deduced from more general con- 
siderations. These latter include such things as the strategic ideas which 
appear to govern Soviet military policy, our appreciation of the strategic 
capabilities which Soviet military planners might expect to derive from 
given numbers of ICBMs, our general knowledge of Soviet military pro- 
duction practices, and our sense of the tempo at which the present pro- 
gram is being conducted. (Para. 15) | | 

3. The Soviets have strong incentives to build a substantial ICBM 
force. The ICBM provides them for the first time with an efficient means 
of delivering a heavy weight of attack on the US. What we know of Soviet 
strategic ideas suggests that the ICBM is thought of primarily in terms of 
deterrence, and of pre-emptive or retaliatory attack should deterrence 
fail, rather than primarily in terms of the deliberate initiation of general 
war. These terms, however, provide no quantitative definition of Soviet 
ICBM force goals.’ (Paras. 16—23, 29) 

4. Asanapproach to an appreciation of Soviet ICBM requirements, 
we have computed the numbers of Soviet ICBMs on launchers theoreti- 
cally required for an initial salvo designed to inflict severe damage on 
SAC bomber bases and other installations directly related to immediate 

* The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
as of 1 January 1960 the Soviets had only an emergency capability to launch a few ICBMs 
against North America. These ICBMs probably would have had to have been launched 
from R & D facilities. However, he believes that, for planning purposes, it is prudent to 
assume that the IOC had occurred by 1 January 1960. [Footnote in the source text.] 

> The Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, Department of the Navy, 
believes that there is insufficient information to judge that, as of 1 January 1960, the condi- 
tions for IOC (that is, the date at which a few—say 10—series produced ICBMs could have 

been placed in the hands of one or more trained units at existing launching facilities) had 
been met. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

® The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
the direct evidence upon which to base an estimate of present Soviet ICBM strength is of 
major significance. He believes that much of this evidence constitutes negative indications 
and, therefore, that its rejection as insufficient leads to unrealistic over-estimation. See his 
footnote to paragraph 15. [Footnote in the source text.] 

’ The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does not concur in Conclusions 3 

and 4. He believes that Soviet military doctrine, history, and behavior warrant the judg- 
ment that the USSR will strive to achieve a capability for decision which has as its basis the 
exploitation or application of military force, and he does not believe that the Soviets would 
be content with conceptual levels of pre-emptive attack and deterrence. Thus, he believes 
that the Soviet rulers would endeavor to achieve a military superiority over the US and 
would direct Soviet planners to assess those military requirements which would enable 
them either to force their will on the US through threat of destruction or to launch such a 
devastating attack that the US as a world power would cease to exist. [Footnote in the 
source text.]
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US nuclear retaliatory capabilities. Uncertainty regarding the inputs, 
and the sensitivity of the computations to variations in the assumptions 
made with respect to them, render the numerical results too various to 

provide a reliable basis for estimating Soviet ICBM force goals. More- 
over, regardless of the results of any corresponding Soviet calculations, 
there are operational factors (such as Soviet problems in achieving 
simultaneity of salvo, and the mobility of US retaliatory forces) which 
would tend to reduce their confidence in their ability, with any given 
number of ICBMs, to destroy or neutralize US retaliatory forces through 
attack on fixed installations such as bomber bases.’ 8 (Paras. 24-29, 
including footnotes to para. 28b,and Annex A) oe 

3. We have also examined the tasks and problems involved in the 
production and deployment of ICBMs through the elaboration of three 
illustrative Soviet programs. They represent the range of judgments, 

_ based on the direct and indirect evidence available to us, regarding the 
scale and tempo of Soviet effort. These illustrative programs aresumma- 
rized, in the chart below,’ in terms of the numbers of operational ICBM 

_ launchers! which each would provide. (Paras. 30-42, and Annex B) 

6, With reference to the illustrative programs presented above, the 
members of the United States Intelligence Board have concluded as fol- 

| lows (Para.43):" 7 : 

a. The Director of Central Intelligence considers that program “A” 
should be regarded as the nearest approximation of the actual Soviet pro- 
gram. oo . 7 1: 

b. The Assistant Chief of Staff, saeligence, USAF, believes that 
program “B” approximates the most likely Soviet program. 
_c. The Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, 

the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, Special Operations, and the 
Director for unteliigence, The Joint Staff, believe that through 1961 the 
Soviet program is likely to fall towards the high side of the range defined 
by illustrative programs “A” and “B,” and, in the light of factors dis- 

© The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army, believes that 
operational considerations which extend beyond the computations of the number of 
ICBMs required to inflict severe damage on certain static targets would prohibit Soviet mil- 
itary planners from accepting with confidence any calculation that a certain number of 
ICBMs would be sufficient, in conjunction with the operations of other Soviet forces, to 
reduce the weight of a US retaliatory attack to an acceptable level. See his footnote to para- 
graph 29. [Footnote in the source text.] a a 

? Not printed. This chart and the accompanying numbers ‘were also included in 
Annex A, “Soviet Military Forces and Capabilities,” to NIE 114-60, “Main Trends in Soviet 

Capabilities and Policies, 1960-1965,” dated December 1, 1960. (Department of State, INR- 

NIE Files) The number of operational ICBM launchers projected by mid-1963 for Program 
A was 400, for Program B 700, and for Program C 200. 

| 10 The number of launchers is a good measure of the amount of activity involved ina 
given ICBM program, since it includes all of the facilities, in addition to the missiles them- 
selves, which are necessary to the operational weapon system. Included are ground guid- 
ance facilities; test, check-out, and maintenance equipment; fueling and storage facilities; 7 
and housing and general purpose equipment. [Footnote in the source text.] 

| " For a more extended expression of some of these views, see footnotes to paragraph 
43. [Footnote in the source text.]
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cussed in paragraph 8, they consider that in the 1962-1963 period it will 
continue to grow within the “A”—“B” range. 

d. The Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the 
Army, and the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for Intelligence, 
Department of the Navy, believe that illustrative program “C” most 
nearly approximates the actual Soviet program. | 

7. Itis notable that the potential threat posed by programs “A” and 
“B” is substantially the same through 1960. Before the end of the year, 
either would provide a capability to inflict massive destruction on the 
principal US metropolitan areas. At the beginning of 1961, either would 
provide sufficient ICBMs and launchers to threaten the SAC operational 
air base system. Thereafter, the threat posed by program “B” would 
increase more rapidly than that of program “A.” By about mid-1961, pro- 
gram “B” would provide Soviet planners with a high assurance of being 

_ able to severely damage most of the SAC air base system in an initial 
salvo, whereas program “A” would reach this point late in the year. The 
considerably smaller program “C” would provide a capability to inflict 
massive destruction on the principal US metropolitan areas sometime in 
1961. (Para. 44) | 

8. The present Soviet ICBM program is, of course, subject to change 
as the period progresses. Soviet planning for the period beyond 1961 will 
be substantially affected by the actual development of US retaliatory 
forces, the prospects for a greatly improved Soviet ICBM, and the pros- 
pects, on each side, for an effective defense against ICBMs, as well as the 
general development of the world situation and of relations between the 
US and the USSR. Our estimates for future years must be reviewed in the 
light of such developments and of such additional evidence as we may 
obtain regarding the actual progress of the Soviet program. They must 
therefore be regarded as highly tentative. For these reasons, we have not 
projected even a tentative estimate beyond 1963.12 (Para. 45) 

9. We continue to estimate that with relatively modest programs in 
700 and 1,100 n.m. ballistic missiles the Soviets will acquire, by 1960 or 

1961, a force of medium range missiles capable of seriously threatening 
the major Western landbased retaliatory targets within their range. 
(Para. 46-51) 

10. We estimate that the USSR now hasa limited capability to launch 
ballistic missiles from about a dozen long range, conventionally-pow- 
ered submarines. The Soviets will probably increase this force gradually 
over the next year or two, and then introduce a weapon system capable 
of delivering ballistic missiles against land targets from a submerged 

| nuclear-powered submarine. While we believe the Soviets would 
employ submarine-launched missiles against selected US targets, their 

!2-The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that, despite the difficulties 

engendered by consideration of the factors enumerated, an estimate beyond 1963 can be 

made. He believes that, lacking contradictory information, the rates of increase shown in 
program “B” should be continued through 1965. [Footnote in the source text.]
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planning does not appear to contemplate delivery of the main weight of 
an attack by this means. (Paras. 65-70) | , | | 

11. The announced Soviet force reductions will probably bring some 
reduction in Long Range Aviation strength, but in 1965 the USSR will 
probably still retain a substantial bomber force. Even after a formidable 
ICBM capability has been established, the USSR will require long range 
bombers for a variety of purposes, including attacks on difficult land tar- 
gets, reconnaissance, and operations against carrier task forces at sea. | 

Air-to-surface missiles will be available in increasing quantity. The 
Soviets will probably introduce a new medium bomber capable of super- 
sonic “dash,” and we estimate that they are developing a long range, _ 
super-sonic cruise-type vehicle, but Bisons and Badgers will remain the 
most numerous of Soviet long range aerodynamic delivery vehicles. 
(Paras. 52-64) Oo | , 

12. Our numerical estimates of Soviet heavy and medium bombers | 
_ in Long Range Aviation, medium range ballistic missiles, and missile- 

launching submarines are set forth in the following table: _ 

| Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- 
a Oo 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 

_ Bombers and Tankers!® a | 
Heavy | 135 150 140 130 = #=120 ~~ 100 

Medium? 1,100 950 800 800 800 750 

Ballistic Missiles 
700 n.m. | 

OperationalInventory 250 350 450 450 450 450 

Launchers!4 — 110 150 150 150 8 8=©150-~=§6150 
1,100 n.m. | 

| Operational Inventory 80 160 240 300 300 8 300 | 

Launchers!4 | 50 100 100 100 £100 += 4100 
MissileSubmarines | 

“ZL.” Class? 4 4 4 4 4 4 

— “G” Class¢ a 9 14 18 18 18 18 

Nuclear4 | . 0 0 2 6 10 14 

@Probably including a few new supersonic “dash” bombers in 1961, building up to 
perhaps 100 by 1963-1964. — | : 

- bEach “Z” class submarine would probably carry two missiles. 

7 “Each “G” class submarine would probably carry about six missiles. | 

_ 4Each nuclear-powered submarine would probably carry 6-12 missiles. 

'S THere follows a footnote in the source text with the dissenting view of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, on the number of bombers and tankers. He believed that 

the number of both heavy and medium bombers and tankers would be higher from 
mid-1962 onward.] 

'* The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believes that each operational mis- 
sile would be provided with a launcher. [Footnote in the source text.]
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[Here follow the Discussion section and three annexes, totaling 28 
pages.] oe 

112. Editorial Note | 

On August 9, 1960, the U.S. Intelligence Board concurred in SNIE 

100-6-60, “Probable Reactions to U.S. Reconnaissance Satellite Pro- 

grams.” This Special Estimate concluded that although there was “no 
doubt” that the Soviet Union did not want the United States to orbit mili- 
tary reconnaissance satellites over it, Soviet leaders might not “choose to 
react immediately to a US reconnaissance program” and were likely for 
some time to come to “have only a marginal capability under most favor- 
able conditions for interference with US satellites.” The Soviets might 
stage a campaign of protest if they thought publicity given to the U.S. 
program threatened their prestige, but would “in any case, probably 
exert all efforts to neutralize the transmission of data from vehicles 
which might be providing useful intelligence.” Most Allied govern- 
ments would probably support the U.S. program even in the case of neg- 
ative Soviet reaction to it. (Department of State, INR-NIE Files) For text, 

see the Supplement. 

See also Documents 115 and 117. 

113. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, August 11, 1960. 

- OTHERS PRESENT 

Secretaries Gates, Douglas, General Twining, Admiral Burke, Colonel Eisenhower, 

General Goodpaster 

Secretary Gates said he had asked for the meeting with the President 
to give hima report concerning targeting and retaliatory strike planning. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster on August 13. Another memorandum of this conversation by Admiral 
Burke, dated August 11, and Burke’s memorandum of conversation with Gates on the 

SIOP held on August 15, are in the Naval Historical Center, Burke Papers, NSTL/SIOP 
Briefing Folder. Both are in the Supplement.
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This is a matter on which there has been a split in the JCS for a long 
period. Mr. Gates has decided to resolve the matter and has prepared 
documents giving his solution to the problem. The essential points in his 
mind are first, that there should not be a single command over the entire 
strategic effort, both SAC and Polaris and other elements. There should, 
however, be a national target policy. Further, the Joint Staff is not 
equipped to develop an integrated targeting plan. Therefore he proposes 
that a ’ Director of Strategic Target Planning” be designated who would 

_ develop sucha plan and submit it to the JCS. He proposes that this desig- 
nation be given, as an additional duty, to the officer serving as Com- 
mander-in-Chief, SAC. He added that he thinks this system will work 
and that it will put the JCS effectively in supervision over SAC where this 
has not existed previously. He proposes to have a meeting with unified | 
and specified commanders in Omaha in December at which the initial 
plan would be very thoroughly weighed and reviewed. | 

The President asked whether the Commander of SAC is appointed 
by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force or is subject to Presidential Appoint- 
ment on recommendation of the JCS and Secretary of Defense. Mr. Gates 
informed him that the latter is the case. Mr. Gates then said that Admiral 
Burke was in disagreement with the solution Mr. Gates was putting for- 
ward and had asked for the opportunity to be present to make a formal 
appeal to the President. Admiral Burke then presented his views in the 
matter, as set forth in the attached paper. | | | 

The President said he agreed that we cannot devise a completely | 
rigid plan that excludes our allies. Also, he agreed that if the JCS lack the 
facilities to develop the plan, they lack some of the power to review it. 
The essential question seemed to him to be whether the plan should be 
developed in the Joint Staff or somewhere else. He did not see much 
merit in the argument that the command authority of the unified com- 
manders will be impaired under the scheme proposed, because this 
impairment is common to either scheme, if the scheme produces an effec- | 
tive integrated plan. Admiral Burke commented that the nature of the 
plan would be rather different depending on whether it were done in the 
Joint Staff or at Omaha. The President said that he did not agree. He said 
that the matter is one of coordination of forces and timing. He foresaw, 

for example, the use of attacks against targets in coastal areas in order to 
facilitate deep penetration by our aircraft. In his opinion, the initial 
operations of the future impose a requirement for greater rigidity in 
planning than in past methods. He recalled that he had put forward the 
idea of a separate missile command a few years ago, and still thought 
that would have been a preferable system. It was not adopted, but the 
necessity for rigid control is still there. 

The President said there was one feature of Admiral Burke’s 
remarks he was inclined to favor. That is the idea of getting busy and 
working up a plan on a trial basis during the coming months, and then
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meeting to see what it looks like. Admiral Burke pressed this point, say- 
ing he had no objection to the preparation of a plan, but thought there 
should not be a firm decision now that such a unit will be created on a 
permanent or continuing basis. General Twining spoke strongly against 
this proposal saying that there are some of the Services who would try to 
make this trial effort fail—and would succeed, as they have succeeded in 
obstructing any really effective coordination of target planning over the 
past ten years. OO | 

The President commented to the effect that Admiral Burke seemed 
to think a great reversal of existing methods is involved here. He recalled 
that a suggestion had been brought to him some time back that SAC exer- 
cise overall command of all retaliatory forces and that he had turned it 
down—principally for the reason that it is not yet clear what the future 
composition of our forces will be. Here the question is simply one of 
effective planning, and the difference is the more limited one of having 
coordination directly under JCS, or more indirectly through an agent in 
Omaha. 

The President said one thing is very clear in his mind and that is that 
the strategic and retaliatory effort is different from the others in which 
unified commanders are engaged. Integration of this effort into a single 
operation has to be accomplished somewhere. He recognized that SAC 
has a particular and unique method of strike planning; even so, the dif- 
ference between putting this function one place and another is that it is 
going under a man with a somewhat specialized approach. | 

General Twining repeated that we have tried to coordinate separate 
activities in this field for ten years, and have failed utterly. The plan must 
specify which targets are to be hit and when they are to be hit. The Polaris 
is about to join this effort. It is a purely strategic weapon, and we must do 
something about it to integrate it with other attack means. He said the 

| crux of the problem is as it has been for nearly twenty years, that the 
Navy is completely opposed to serving under a single commander. 
Admiral Burke commented that all Navy combat forces at this time are 
under unified commanders, and that this is not true of either of the other 

services. The President commented that of course the Army’s Reserve 
Corps in the U.S. and the Reserve Tactical Air Forces cannot logically be 
put under unified commanders. ) 

Secretary Douglas said he wanted the President to know of the deep 
and objective study that had been given to this problem by Secretary 

| Gates. He thought that Mr. Gates had come up with a fine solution that 
should eliminate the haphazard duplication now existing among target 
systems. At the present time he thought there are as many as 200-300 tar- 

_ gets that are subject to attack by duplicating systems. The central and 
basic question in his mind is whether we are to have an integrated attack 
plan. Admiral Burke said that he supports an integrated plan. Mr. Gates 
said that Admiral Burke really doesn’t mean that, because specific detail 
is the essence of a real and effective integrated plan. Admiral Burke said
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_ that he objects to great detail of the kind that would be set out ina plan 
prepared by SAC. | | 

_ The President said that there are certain kinds of strikes that 
required detailed planning and execution if the whole operation is to 
succeed. For others, particularly those subsequent to the initial strike, 
niceties of timing are not so important, and more leeway is allowed. Such 
leeway could be put into the plan. Admiral Burke said that if a unified 
commander antes up his forces in order to have them incorporated in the 
plan, they will then be “frozen” and not available to him. On the other 
hand, if he does not ante them up he will have no assurance that impor- 
tant targets will be hit early enough to avoid threat to his forces otherwise 
engaged. On this point General Twining said that the priority listing of 
targets is the key. The President said that if we put large forces outside of 
the plan, we defeat the whole concept of our retaliatory effort, which 
takes priority over everything else. 

_ The President then went on to say that he thought too much emotion 
was being displayed over this question and in fact in the present discus- 
sion. He did not think that this is a good way to respond to serious mili- 
tary problems, nor did it speak too well of the ability of good men to get 
together and work’out solutions in the nation’s interest. He thought that 
dedicated men, casting out any thought but the good of the United 
States, ought to be able to solve this problem. He thought the question 
was simply one of method of achieving an integrated, effective plan. The 
group indicated that there was more to the question than simply method; 
there was disagreement as to thé need for an integrated plan. The Presi- 
dent said he was very clear on this question. For the first strike, there 
must be rigid planning, and it must be obeyed to the letter. After the ini- 
tial strike, increased flexibility will be needed and should be incorpo- 

| rated in the plan. Oo : 

The President said he was not persuaded by the statements of sev- | 
eral people that an effort to prepare a trial plan will necessarily fail. Mr. 
Gates said that, to get an effective plan, it is necessary to assign responsi- - 
bilities, rather than to attempt to do something on a “one time” basis. 
Admiral Burke said the thing to do is for each commander to send a man 
out to Omaha, participate in making up a target list, and writing policy, 

_ etc., but not to make a firm decision to continue this organization. Gen- 

eral Twining said he would have to speak frankly and say that if it were 
announced that this effort were a trial effort, the Navy would sabotage it. 
General Twining said the whole question, once it is decided to have an 

effective plan, is whether to have it in the JCS or in Omaha. The President | 
said he thought it was wrong to say the effort was sabotaged. He said he 
did not know anyone in the services who would do such a thing. He 
added that he would like to give further thought to the question of a trial 
rn | | : : 

Mr. Gates said he wanted to come back to what was to him the fun- 
damental difference. Admiral Burke did not want a detailed plan. Admi-
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ral Burke said he agreed with this statement—that he did not want a lot 
of detail in the plan. Mr. Gates said the essence of the plan is to specify the 
necessary detail. Mr. Gates said he would propose to go ahead, and come 
back in December to the JCS and the President for review of the plan as 
prepared. | SO 

Admiral Burke said he thought the plan could simply be an assign- | 
ment of tasks, not in specific detail, to each of the unified and specified 
commanders affected. The President strongly disagreed, saying he did 
not think it is sufficient to assign retaliatory missions from the JCS to the 
different commanders. This whole thing has to be on a completely inte- 
grated basis. It must be firmly laid on. The initial strike must be simulta- 
neous. Since there is no question in his mind about this principle, the 
agreement before him must be simply one of method of achieving sucha 

_ plan. He said that he was inclined to try out the preparation of such a 
plan. He went on to say that a difference as limited as this could not in his 
judgment account for the amount of emotion that was manifest and that 
there must be something still concealed. 

Mr. Gates said the point is that Admiral Burke wants a coordinated, 
not an integrated, plan. He repeated that the essence of an integrated 
plan is the pinning down of details. The President said he was inclined to 
agree that you cannot have a plan for the second strike which is com- 
pletely firm. But you can and must havea firm plan for the first strike. He 
came back again to his thought that the matter is one of organizational 
method, on which the key question is where is the best talent to be found 
without training more people. What gives him more concern in the pres- 
ent situation is the schism over the method of conducting the first two 
hours or so of war. However, he thought the people he has to appoint to 
take major responsibilities in this field should be able to find a solution to 
this problem. Nothing has been brought forward that would indicate a 
solution to be impossible. He recognized that there seems to be a lot of 
emotion connected with the question and this means the task is a difficult 

| one for those involved. His idea is to go ahead with an approach along 
the lines outlined by Mr. Gates, and make a final decision in the matter 

| prior to January twentieth. He is completely ready to take the responsi- 
bility for the decision. | | | 

The President said that, if Admiral Burke accepts the premise—as 
he understands he does—that for the first strike no unified commander 
does other than what he is told to do, the matter is then capable, in his 

opinion, of resolution. If we move in this way, Admiral Burke can at any | 
time come in to see him and show what in his judgment is wrong with the 
procedures. The purpose of the plan is to specify force and timing for the 
first strike. For that strike, it is not possible to equivocate. Admiral Burke 

said that the JCS would not, in his opinion, be able to review or analyze 

the plan and the target list in one or two, or even three, days at Omaha. 
. The President said he saw no need to limit their review to such a short 

time. This is something that has to be done and they should take as much
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time as is needed. General Twining spoke strongly again in favor of mak- 
ing a decision to establish these arrangements, let the work go forward 
under these arrangements, and then if they do not work, or do not work 
satisfactorily, throw them out. The President said this is one point on 
which he is uneasy. He does not like the idea of making what seems to be 
a firm decision, and then a few months later having the matter come to 

the President to reverse his previous decision. | | 

The President said that everyone owes it to our country to try to 
make arrangements work. He did not think, however, that a decision | 

should be demanded of the President on establishing the arrangements. 
He recognized that Admiral Burke thinks that SAC will be too dominat- 
ing in the process established. The whole question is one of method, 

however, since there seems to be agreement regarding the needs of the 
first strike. Mr. Douglas commented that these new arrangements will 
give more control over SAC than has ever been true before and that the 
means of preventing SAC from being too dominating are available. The 
President said he had no objection to it being said that this is the Presi- 
dent’s plan. He thinks that something must be done before he leaves 
office, because we do not want to leave his successor with the monstros- 

ity we now see in prospect as Polaris and other new weapons come into 
operating status. At the same time he wanted to test the idea very thor- 
oughly. He thinks the question is a tremendously important one. He 
doesn’t think that the essential differences—which really relate only to 
method—are great enough to cause all the furor that they seem to be : 
causing. He therefore thought that the method should be set up, and 

tested out. It should not be given such categorical approval on his part 
that a later decision to discontinue it would destroy confidence in the 
soundness of his judgment and approval in such things. Accordingly he 
thought the instructions should be issued on the authority of the Secre- 
tary of Defense.!. At the same time it should be understood that the 
results of the plan would be tested by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 

"On August 16, Gates authorized establishment of a National Strategic Target Plan- 
ning Staff (NSTPS), later called the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff JSTPS). (History 
and Research Division, Headquarters Strategic Air Command, History of the Joint Strategic 
Target Planning Staff: Background and Preparation of SIOP—-62, undated; released by the Office 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in April 1980, p. 10) To implement this decision, the JCS on 
August 19 issued the National Strategic Target Planning and Attack Policy and appointed 
General Power as Director of Strategic Target Planning. (Memoranda from the JCS to - 
Power, August 19 and 23; National Archives and Records Administration, RG 218, Records 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 3205 Target Systems (17 Aug 59) Sec. 6) A draft of the 
National Strategic Planning and Attack Policy is Tab A to an undated draft memorandum 
from Gates to Twining on target coordination; both are enclosed with a letter from Gates to 
Goodpaster dated August 10. (Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records) See the Sup- 

plement. a | 7 | 
Further information on establishment and performance of the JSTPS is in the History 

of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff and in David A. Rosenberg, “The Origins of Over- 
kill: Nuclear Weapons and American Strategy, 1945-1960,” International Security (7:4, 
Spring 1983), pp. 5-6 and 60-69. | |
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results would be reported to the Secretary of Defense and the President 
in December. On the matter of having a completely integrated plan for 
the first strike, there could be no question. 

There was then brief discussion on other subjects after General 
Twining, Admiral Burke and Mr. Douglas left the office. Mr. Gates told 

the President first that Dr. York has had a heart attack of substantial 
severity, which will knock him out for four months or so at a minimum. 
Mr. Gates will study what to do about filling the gap during this period. 
The President and Mr. Gates agreed that Dr. York should be kept in his 
job while he is hospitalized. The President asked Mr. Gates to talk to Dr. 
Kistiakowsky about the problem and see what suggestions he might 
have. | | 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated personnel matters. ] 

| a G. 
Brigadier General, USA 

Attachment?) _ | | | 

Draft Letter From the Chief of Naval Operations (Burke) to 
President Eisenhower | | 

| : ‘Washington, August 11, 1960. 

Mr. President: This is not a compromise. I did not ask to see you 
lightly, Mr. President. This is a problem of tremendous weight which will 

| have a far-reaching effect on our military forces and the issue is more 
important than any in which I have been involved before. 

| Iam gravely concerned over this proposal. My chief concern lies in 
three areas. | 7 | 

_ First—the authority, responsibilities and functioning of the JCS. 
Second—is the effect the proposal will have on the ability of the Uni- | 

fied Commanders to carry out their missions under the situation with 
which they will be faced at the beginning of hostilities. . 

Third—the effect on our NATO allies. 

This proposal is a radical departure from previous practice. I am 
fearful that if the responsibility and the authority for making a national 

? Top Secret. |
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target list and for making a single operational plan is delegated to a | 
single commander—for all the commanders’ forces, the JCS will have 
lost control over operations at the beginning of a general war, even 
though they will be given the opportunity to review and approve the 
national target list and the operational plan. ne a 

I know that is not the intent of this proposal. The intent of the pro- 
posal is that the JCS will exercise control, but this will not be the result in 

| 1. JCS have great responsibilities for strategic direction of war. 
Planning for initial nuclear exchange in a general war is the most impor- 
tant element of general war planning. U.S. force levels, atomic weapon 
requirements, allocation of atomic weapons, deployments of our own 
U.S. forces, operation of our allies’ forces and U.S. military budgets are 
all greatly influenced by the National Target List developed and the 
operational plans to strike the target on that list. a | 

2. Ibelieve that the JCS should retain in their hands, not only basic 

responsibility for directing effort in general war, but the means for gener- 
ating the basic plans and for controlling the development of these plans 

_ directly—that is—control directly and not through another intermediate 
agency. ee ee ee Oe pee ae 

The proposal to place responsibility for the preparation of the — 
National Target List and the Single Integrated Operation Plan, two very 
important documents, in the hands of SAC, as an agency of the JCS, is 
made because of the belief that the Joint Staff does not have the capability 
to prepare either of these documents. If the JCS. and the Joint Staff do not 
have the capability to: prepare these documents, their capability to 
review them adequately and to pass judgment on them is just as ques- 

tionable. 

Should target list and operational plans be prepared by another 
agency, JCS will not have knowledge of target lists or action being pro- 
posed in operational plans until the report is. submitted. They will-then 
be faced with checking both, which will require about the same typeof 
work and nearly the same amount as the original-preparation—or—the 
alternative of accepting the lists and plans “as is” along with the gener- | 
ated requirements stemming from these two documents of atomic weap- . 
ons, delivery vehicles, and force levels and essentially deployments of 
forces. My next concern is whether a single commander as the agency of : 
theJCS, even though served by his joint staff, can develop and maintaina 
National Target List and a single integrated operational plan in which 
there will be a determination for each of the targets to be struck by all 
committed atomic capable forces of all unified commanders and in 
which there will be a determination of the amount of effort and weight of 
attack to be used against each target on the list and which plar will inte- _ 

| grate the individual strikes for mutual support throughestablishment of _
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details such as attack corridors, timing, ECM etc. and still permit the uni- 
fied commanders to carry out their missions with their forces. 

1. We now havea sound unified command structure. The diverse 
and multipurpose forces assigned to Unified Commanders are deployed 
and ready. Threatening targets are nearby—and can be hit quickly and 
effectively. 

2. The missions and forces of each of the Unified Commanders will 
differ from each other. Their plans must be different. SAC has essentially 
a single mission and largely single purpose forces. The Unified Com- 
manders have a variety of tasks—and multipurpose forces. 

3. In spite of participation by representatives of the Unified Com- 
manders in developing the SIOP, I fear it will result in using the methods 
and procedures now used by SAC—and which are suitable for SAC—on 
the multipurpose forces of the Unified Commanders—for which these 
methods and procedures are not suitable. 

4. Our total military posture, together with our unified command 
structure and operational plans, provide us now with capability to 
destroy USSR in war. We should seek improvement—yes—but this does 
not mean an abrupt departure from a system that has given us superior- 
ity—and that with a good margin of safety. 

Unified Commanders have great responsibility. Should another 
agency be assigned a major portion of the nuclear strike planning 
responsibility of the Unified Commanders, it would cut into the heart of 
the Unified Commanders’ responsibility. It would force them to revise 
their own plans to conform to a master plan prepared by another Com- 
mander. If master strike plans changed frequently, as I fear they will do, 
the other plans would be in constant state of flux—and no plans would 
be stable. This is contrary to sound planning and control procedure. Uni- 
fied Commanders exercising control of forces should retain the responsi- 
bility for planning for their employment. I believe the Unified 
Commanders should be given tasks to accomplish by the JCS and be per- 

| mitted to accomplish those tasks in best manner with forces which have 
been assigned to them. Unified Commanders should have prerogative of 
changing their plans quickly to meet the varying threats and changing 
circumstances. 

This proposal will affect our NATO allies, and I think adversely. 
NATO nations are exhibiting more and more desire to have nuclear 
weapons and a nuclear delivery capability and to participate in the plan- 
ning for their use. As NATO nations create a greater capability for 
nuclear delivery and if they are to commit these forces to NATO, it is 
advisable that we do not create a procedure in the United States which 
might cause them to accelerate their impulse to develop and maintain | 
their own individual national nuclear capability which would not be
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committed to NATO and over which the United States would not have 

any influence. | 

I believe that the Joint Staff can make out a suitable National Target | 
List and can make out suitable operational plans and keep them up to 
date, with the same help from the Unified Commander that will be pro- 
vided to SAC under this proposal. If the Joint Staff can not do this job— 
how can they plan for general war at all? In any case, I believe that the 
Unified and specified commanders should be consulted before the final 
decision is made to make a radical departure from the present system. 

7 There are differences of opinion as to what the results will be if this 
proposal is put into effect. / | | 

It is a radical departure from the present procedures. _ . 

Nobody can know now what the effects of this proposal will be: 

| ~ (1) on the way the Joint Chiefs carry out their responsibilities; | 
(2) on the operations and effectiveness of fulfilling their missions of 

the forces assigned to the Unified Commanders— 
(3) and on our NATO allies. | oy 

No target list has yet been developed under this procedure. 

No single integrated operational plan has ever been developed. 

There are different opinions as to how these will look after they are 
developed by this method. | 7 

I would hope that before a final decision is made to go to this com- 
pletely different system that | = 

SAC, with the help of the Unified Commanders, and with a joint 
staff, make out a complete National Target List in exactly the way it 
would be done in the future and submit it to the JCS for complete and 
thorough review, and that SAC again with help of a joint staff, and the 
Unified Commanders make out their idea of single integrated opera- 
tional plan and submit it to the JCS for review in detail by the Joint Staff 

_and the JCS. | | | 

_ If this is done before final decision is made we’ll all know more 
about what the results will look like before we jump off the deep end. 

If the results are reasonable, if the results can be checked by the JCS, 

if the forces of the Unified Commanders can be operated by the Unified 
Commanders effectively in carrying out all their missions, if it works all 
right with NATO, then—we can all buy it. —
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114. Editorial Note 

On August 24, 1960, the National Security Council adopted NSC 
Action No. 2289, in which it: 

“a. Concurred in the recommendation of the NSC Planning Board 
that no change be made in paragraph 13 of NSC 5906/1. 

“b. Noted that the ‘preparation’ referred to in paragraph 13 of NSC 
5906/1 includes the development of a military capability for the use of 
non-lethal BW-CW agents. | 

“c. Noted that existing smoke and incendiary agents and agents of 
the riot control type may be used by U.S. military forces as appropriate in 
military operations, including the suppression of civil disturbances, 
without prior approval of the President. 

“d.Requested the Department of Defense to incorporate in its 
annual status report to the Council and the President the status and 
implications of current and projected programs and activities being car- 
ried out pursuant to the guidance of paragraph 13 of NSC 5906/1.” 

The following paragraph is appended to NSC Action No. 2289: 

“In concurring with the above action, the Secretary of State com- 
mented: ‘My concurrence is subject to this interpretation of sub-para- 
graph c: Prior approval by the President is not necessary for the use by 
U.S. military forces of (a) existing smoke and incendiary agents and riot 
control agents in appropriate military operations and (b) riot control 
agents in suppressing civil disturbances.’ The Secretary of Defense 
stated that the Secretary of State’s interpretation is acceptable to the 
Department of Defense.” (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscella- 

neous) Files: Lot 66 C 95, Records of Actions by the National Security 

Council) For NSC 5906/1, see Document 70. 

In aJuly 13 memorandum to Herter, Smith set forth the background 
of NSC Action No. 2289. (Department of State,S/P-—NSC Files: Lot 62 D1, 

| NSC 5906 Series) For text, see the Supplement. 

115. Editorial Note 

According to a note dated August 25, 1960, the National Security 
: Council held a Special Meeting that day to “discuss the reconnaissance 

satellite program, with specific reference to Samos, on the basis of a joint 
presentation by the Secretary of Defense and the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology. No Memorandum.” (Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)
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Kistiakowsky’s diary entry on the August 25 meeting indicates that 
_ the President approved the recommendations of the Special Panel on 

Satellite Reconnaissance as presented during the meeting. (Kistia- 
kowsky, A Scientist at the White House, pages 387-388) For text of the 
Report of the Special Panel, see Document 116. For text of NSC Executive 

Secretary Lay’s memorandum to Secretary of Defense Gates transmit- 
ting the recommendations for implementation, see Document 117. Con- 
cerning the origin of the Special Panel, see footnote 2, Document 104. _ 

116. Report by the Special Panel on Satellite Reconnaissance to 
President Eisenhower - 

| | a Washington, August 25, 1960. 

The concept of an artificial satellite orbiting around the earth has - 
been associated, from the outset, with the thought that such a vehicle 

could be used to maintain a continuous reconnaissance and surveillance 
over any desired part of the globe. The original plan was to install a kind 
of television camera in the satellite and to transmit its images by radio 
techniques to a ground station where the signals would be reassembled 
into a photograph. With such equipment, a systematic search was to be 
made of the Eurasian land mass for airfields and other military installa- 
tions large enough to be detected with the limited resolving power of 
such a system. By repeated observations it was hoped that changes 
would be detected with sufficient reliability to provide warning of immi- 
nent attack. | Oo . 

The appeal of this fundamentally straightforward approach lies in 
its relative political unobtrusiveness; in the apparent power of television 

_ techniques for making observations almost instantly available; in the 
prolonged utilization of satellites in their orbits; and in the freedom from 
the logistic intricacies of recovery techniques. At first sight, this “elec- 
tronic readout” appears to be the fully modern approach to reconnais- 
sance. It has deserved, and indeed has had the most careful study. As a 
result, we have now arrived at a clear understanding of the technological 
problems which remain to be solved. The initial Samos development 
project was aimed at the electronic solution of these problems; we shall 
shortly discuss the difficulties. | | i 

. Several years ago, it was realized that orbiting satellites might be 
used for the detection of ballistic missile attack in a much simpler and 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Intelligence 
Matters. Top Secret. | . Se
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more direct method than television or photographic observation. While 
the hostile missile is being launched, its engine is a very powerful source 
of infrared radiation, and this radiation can be detected, above the 

atmosphere, from satellites many hundred miles away. The exploitation 
of this early-warning scheme is going forward as Project Midas; it has 
been separated from the reconnaissance project (Samos) and will not be 
discussed further in this paper. As a consequence of this separate devel- 
opment, the warning function is no longer a primary requirement for 
Samos. 

Meanwhile, a much more urgent reconnaissance need has been 

pointed out by the U.S. Intelligence Board. The overriding intelligence 
requirement at the present time is information on the operational status 
of Soviet missile launch sites. This requires photographs of a very high 
resolution—high enough to enable a skilled photo-interpreter to recog- 
nize and identify the objects of interest in a missile launch site. 

The exact resolution performance required for this purpose need 
not be discussed here. Its technical specification is complicated and often 
controversial. One must realize, for example, that a system which will 

resolve 20 feet on the ground will not permit a photo-interpreter to 
describe an object 20 feet in length. 

Up to now, there has been only one source for high-resolution 
photographs of the Soviet missile installations, and that source has been 
eliminated with the grounding of the U-2 aircraft. Can we substitute a 
satellite as the observing vehicle and obtain comparable results? More 
specifically, can we look to Samos to yield results of the necessary quality 
within a short time? 

Unfortunately, as far as electronic readout is concerned, the answer 
is NO. 

The essence of the problem is that a photograph which contains the 
amount of detail that is required to know the state of readiness and kind 
of activity at a missile site must be made up of a fantastically large num- 

| ber of bits of information—a number so large that there is not time 
enough to transmit all of these bits of information from satellites to earth 
while the satellite is over our own or friendly territory. It is to be expected 
during the next ten years that the elaboration of satellite technology, the 
ease of keeping many satellites in orbit, and improvements in our elec- 
tronic arts, will ultimately make it feasible electrically to transmit 
detailed information about a given point on the earth. But what we must 
emphasize here today is that it is not feasible now, and it is not likely to be 
feasible in time to give our country the kind of reconnaissance it needs at 
once. Therefore, while we recommend continued research on these elec- 

tronic readout programs, and the occasional orbital flights which are 
now planned, we must warn that we cannot rely on the electronic read- 
out approach for military purposes and urge that higher operational
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priority be given to other Air Force developments which we are about to 
discuss. - 

Physical recovery, in the air or in the sea, of a satellite that has com- 

pleted a number of revolutions in orbit has become feasible. The 

improvement of recovery techniques is going forward [less than 1 line of 

source text not declassified]. One can therefore consider the possibility of 

using advanced photographic techniques which are capable of very high 

resolution, and of recovering the exposed photographic film on or near 

the surface of the earth. The subsequent processing and evaluation of the 

film can then be performed under the same favorable conditions that are 

used in the best aerial photography. | 

- While this approach may superficially appear clumsy and pedes- 

trian when compared with electronic readout, a detailed analysis will 

show its performance to be distinctly superior in providing the kind of 

detailed information that is required for the study of operational missile 

sites. In fact, we are convinced that this primary objective of satellite _ 

reconnaissance can be realized most promptly and most effectively by 

| the physical recovery of film exposed in a high-resolution convergent 

stereo camera system. The principles and techniques of this kind of pho- 

tography are now well understood. Therefore, if timely action is taken, 

we can expect to have an adequate photographic payload by the time we | 

_ have mastered the techniques for recovery. | 

Time is short. We should acquire information on Soviet missile 

launch sites while they are under construction, in order to counter the | 

deception and concealment that can be used in a completed site. It will 

take a year and a half at best to fill the present gap in our reconnaissance 

ability. And we can expect useful performance in 1962 only if we clearly 

establish high resolution photography as the first goal of the U.S. satellite 

| reconnaissance program. — | 

We are not unmindful of other objectives associated with Samos. 
Photographic surveys of broad areas, in which extensive coverage is 
obtained at the expense of reduced resolving power, have important 
uses. The detection and recording of electromagnetic transmissions by 
means of the proposed “F” payloads will provide valuable information, 
especially in areas of technical intelligence, of new aspects in commu- 
nication links, in missile defense systems, in navigational aids. 

But we do not consider these objectives comparable in importance 
to the task of getting, at the earliest possible date, high resolution 
photographs that will provide information about the operational status 
of missile sites, with detail nearly as good as that from the U-2. We there- 
fore recommend a carefully planned program, with simplified manage- 
ment, and with primary emphasis on: 

(a) High resolution stereo photography | 
(b) Recovery techniques .
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Mindful of the urgency of this need for detailed photography, the 
Air Force has greatly modified the initial Samos development plan. A | 
number of well conceived photographic recovery systems are now 
under study and evaluation. These designs fall into two distinct catego- 
ries: | a a : - 

1. Asystem to achieve maximum coverage with ground resolution 
adequate to identify missile sites under construction, and 

_ 2. A system capable of photographing a large number of selected 
installations with the higher resolution required for evaluation of the 
operational status of a missile site. a oe 

We are convinced that with straightforward good management in 
the utilization of components and technology now potentially available, 
the first of these systems could be placed in operation by late 1962; the 
higher resolution system becoming operational about one year later. We 
therefore urge a resolute concentration of effort on these two systems 
and a clear decision to assign to this task a higher priority than to all other 
aspects together of the Samos program. __ | | 

Since we must now rely upon the physical retrieval of satellite 
photographs it is necessary that increased efforts be made to improve the 
reliability of recovery techniques. Recent achievements [less than 1 line of 
source text not declassified] are most encouraging. An alternative proce- 
dure, unproven operationally, but most appealing in concept, [less than 1 
line of source text not declassified]. The applicability of this technique to the 
Samos recovery operation should receive serious consideration. 

Until recently, the operational aspects of recovery have been greatly 
complicated by the obvious requirement for safety to restrict these activi- 
ties to the ocean areas. Asa result of our increased confidence in the pre- 

_ cision of the recovery operation, the Air Force is now studying the 
feasibility of effecting recovery over land. Since this would significantly 
increase the probability of success of the recovery operation, we heartily 
recommend the support of Air Force efforts in this area. | 

| | Processing and Evaluation 

_ Thereconnaissance “take” of the proposed systems is recovered asa 
set of latent images on photographic film. The intelligence yield that will 
be extracted from these latent images is critically dependent on quality. 
factors in the chemical processing of the film and in the subsequent anal- 
ysis and interpretation of the finished photographs. We cannot empha- 
size too strongly that much of the detailed information captured in the 

| latent image can be irretrievably lost unless first-rate work is done in the 
processing laboratory and in the interpretation center. a Oo 

In the purely technical domain, we must point out that the achieve- 
ment of optimum image-quality calls for the closest possible interaction 
between individuals concerned with emulsion design and manufacture
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and individuals concerned with processing techniques. If these two 
activities were to be organized as separate and independent enterprises 
it is most unlikely, in our view, that the results would be the best obtain- 

able. | | 

A full awareness of these factors led to the special organization of 

processing and evaluation that was used in the handling [less than 1 line of 

source text not declassified] films. Our experience with the superior results 

obtained under that arrangement leads us to recommend firmly that the 

same pattern be followed in preparing the output of the proposed satel- 

lite reconnaissance systems. We further recommend that this output be 

distributed by a centralized community laboratory. 

Weather | 

: In aerial photo-reconnaissance operations, the state of the weather 

over the target has long been a primary consideration. For satellite recon- 

naissance operations, the sensitivity to weather is in some respects even 

worse. If the target is obscured by clouds on the first pass, the satellite | 

may have later opportunities to observe the target. But the times of sub- _ 

sequent passes over the target are fixed by the orbit parameters, and the 
situation is less flexible than the scheduling of aircraft. Moreover, the 
weather over the great majority of Soviet targets is very bad indeed, and 
the opportunities for good photography are scarce. 7 

The program outlined in this discussion can succeed only if it is 
closely integrated with the weather services that will be associated with 
the Tiros project, with the Air Force’s 433-L system, and with other 
sources of weather data that may come into existence. Because of the 

short reaction intervals that are necessary here, these arrangements will 

be difficult to establish, and we recommend early attention to planning. a 

Recommendations | 

Our analysis of the investigations already carried out by the Air } 
Force leads us to the conclusion that from the array ofimportantstudiesa _ 
few can now be extracted and integrated into a single simple and power- 
ful program to give us the reconnaissance we need. Therefore, our rec- 
ommendation is that the following selected components of the Air Force 
satellite reconnaissance program be now assembled into a program of 
very high priority. | 

~ 1. A recoverable satellite-payload for high resolution convergent 
stereo photography. | 

2. To be recovered for the time being at sea. 
3. To be recovered as soon as feasible on land. : | 

_4, To carry in some of the satellites camera and film competent to 
identify with certainty missile sites both in construction and after comple- 
tion. | , : 

5. To carry in other satellites camera and film competent to study 
the state of readiness, type of activity and type of missiles.
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We recommend emphasis on the development of more advanced 
recovery techniques, particularly for land recovery. - | 

We recommend that electronic readout techniques be given lower 
priority but be continued as a research project and that the extensive pro- 
gram for a ground-based electronic readout system be cut back very sub- 
stantially and promptly. _ a 

Also, the so-called “F” payloads [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] should be given lower priority than that assigned to photog- 

' We further recommend that this program be managed with the 
directness that the Air Force has used on occasion, with great success, for 
projects of overriding priority. We suggest that this can best be accom- 
plished by a direct line of command from the Secretary of the Air Forceto 
the general officer in operational charge of the whole program, with | 
appropriate boards of scientific advisers to both the secretarial level and 
to the operational level. The general officer in command would look to 
associated military boards for support in the execution of his plans. We 

| recommend this extraordinary type of organization to execute the pro- 
gram because we are convinced that the situation presents an unusual 
combination of urgency and inherent amenability to a direct approach. 

In addition, we recommend that [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] be used for chemical processing of the recovered film and 
that the output be distributed by a central community facility. = 

We also recommend that this program be closely integrated with the 
weather services that will be associated with the Tiros project, with 
USAF’s 433-L system and other sources of weather data. = 

Panel on Satellite Reconnaissance 

; Dr. J. R. Killian, Jr. 

Co-Chairmen | Dr. Edwin H. Land 

Dr. William O. Baker 
| - Mr. Richard Bissell 

Dr. Carl F. J. Overhage 
Dr. Edward M. Purcell! 

Printed froma copy that bears these typed signatures. Kistiakowsky had appointed 
Edwin H. Land, Chairman of the Polaroid Corporation, and Killian co-chairmen of the Spe- 
cial Panel. William O. Baker was Vice President of Bell Laboratories; Richard Bissell was 
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence for Plans; Carl FJ. Overhage was Director of the 
Lincoln Research Institute of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; and Edward M. 
Purcell was Donner Professor of Science at Harvard University and a member ofthe Sci- 
ence Advisory Committee. CO | |
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117. Memorandum From the Executive Secretary of the National 
Security Council (Lay) to Secretary of Defense Gates — 

a Washington, September 1, 1960. 

SUBJECT : oe | 
Reconnaissance Satellite Program | | | 

1. The National Security Council and the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget, at the Special NSC Meeting on August 25, 1960, took the follow- 

ing actions: | : | a ys | 

a. Noted and discussed a joint presentation by the Department of 

Defense and the Office of the Special Assistant to the President for Sci- 

ence and Technology, prepared pursuant to letters from the President 

dated June 10, 1960, on the Reconnaissance Satellite Program, with spe- 

cific reference to Samos, including: 

(1) The development plan and experimental launchings. 
_ (2) The proposed streamlined management structure for the Samos 

program within the Department of Defense. Oo | 

b. Noted the President’s approval of the following recommenda- 

tions submitted in the joint presentation: | a | 

(1) That the following selected components of the Air Force satellite 
reconnaissance program be now assembled into a program of very high 
priority: | 

(a) A recoverable satellite-payload for high resolution conver- 
gent stereo photography. | | 

_(b) To be recovered for the time being at sea. 
(c) To be recovered as soon as feasible on land. 
(d) To carry in some of the satellites camera and film competent 

to identify with certainty missile sites both in construction and after 
completion. . | 

(e) To carry in other satellites camera and film competent to 
study the state of readiness, type of activity, and type of missiles. 

(2) That emphasis be placed on the development of more advanced 
recovery techniques particularly for land recovery. | 

, (3) That electronic read-out techniques be given lower priority but 
be continued as a research project, and that the extensive program for 
ground-based electronic read-out system be cut back very substantially 
and promptly. | 

(4) That the so-called F payloads [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] should be given lower priority than that assigned to photog- 
raphy. | Oo 

Source: Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Disaster File. Secret. Copies were 
sent to Herter, Allen Dulles, and Kistiakowsky. | | a
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(5) That this program be managed with the directness that the Air 
Force has used on occasion, with great success, for projects of overriding 
priority. This can best be accomplished by a direct line of command from 
the Secretary of the Air Force to the general officer in operational charge 
of the whole program, with appropriate boards of scientific advisers to 
both the secretarial level and to the operational level. The general officer 
in command would look to associated military boards for support in the 
execution of his plans. , | 

(6) [3-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] a 
(7) That this program be closely integrated with the weather serv- 

ices that will be associated with the Tiros project, with USAF 433-L sys- 
tem and other sources of weather data. 

(8) That the first scheduled experimental launching of Samos take 
place during September 1960. 

2. The above actions, as approved this date by the President, are 
transmitted herewith for appropriate implementation of 1-b thereof. 

James S. Lay, Jr.! 

' Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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118. Memorandum of Conversation Oo 

| ce ee Washington, September 2, 1960. 

SUBJECT | | a 
Defense Budget for FY 1962 | | | 

PARTICIPANTS os | | OC 

State oe Defense 
-- Secretary Herter | The Armed Forces Policy Council:! 

Under Secretary Merchant | Secretary Gates ; 

Deputy Assistant Secretary Morgan General Twining - | 

Treasury | | | Secretary Brucker a 

a Secretary Anderson | General Lemnitzer 
Secretary Sharp a 

Briefing officers representing Army, General White , | | 

~ Navy, Air Force and Joint Staff Under Secretary Bantz a 

: : oo Admiral Burke | 

Os General Shoup | 

a | _ AsstSecylIrwin | 

Mr. John B. Macauley __ | , 

Secretary Gates welcomed the visiting Secretaries and explained 

that the meeting was part of the FY 1962 budget process, in which it was 

desirable to bring foreign policy guidance to bear as early as possible. 

_ Mr. Irwin introduced the Service budget presentations by pointing 

out that they were only preliminary at this stage, would be submitted 

formally to Secretary Gates about mid-September, and thereafter would 

be revised and coordinated by him before submission to the NSC, the 

President and the Bureau of the Budget. The preliminary presentations 

today assumed an “equal funds budget” (i.e., the same amount of dollars 

for FY 1962 as for FY 1961) or an “equal resources budget” (i.e.,aDefense _ 

appropriation for FY 1962 which would purchase the same amount of 

goods and services as the FY 1961 appropriation, which means “equal 

funds” plus about 5%) to cover rising material and personnel costs, etc.). 

In addition, the Services were free to point out items they considered 

| desirable but which required a higher budget level. Mr. Irwin also 

stressed that today’s presentations were arranged to bring out foreign 
policy implications, although it would not be possible to separate gen- 
eral war and limited war items because most items have some bearing on 

both = | a 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 711.5/9-260. Top Secret; Limit Distribu- 
tion. Drafted by George A. Morgan, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Policy Plan- 
ning, and approved in S on September 13. ae _ 

_ 1! Those members of the Armed Forces Policy Council not previously identified are: 
Dudley C. Sharp, Secretary of the Air Force; Fred A. Bantz, Under Secretary of the Navy; 
John N. Irwin, IL, Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs; and John B. 

Macauley, Deputy Director of Defense Research and Engineering. ae
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The Army presentation called for continuing roughly the present 
force levels in order to maintain overseas deployments (41% of Army 
strength), thus keeping allied confidence in the system of collective secu- 
rity. To do this would require grave lags in research, development and 
procurement needed to modernize our ground forces. Thus the future is 
to be mortgaged for the sake of immediate requirements. Even so, man- 
ning Hawk missile squadrons and NATO stockpiles will require some 
reduction in other existing forces; there will be a shortage of lift; and with 
all of STRAC’s three ready divisions due in Europe or Iceland by M+30, 
any limited war diverting one or more of these divisions would cause a 
serious degradation of our general war capability. If money were avail- 
able, the Army would like to increase manpower to 925,000 in order to 
flesh out understrength forces in Europe and the Far East and form one 
more STRAC division. It would also go in for extensive and long overdue 
modernization, including tanks clearly superior to the new Russian tank 
(11 years away on prescribed budget assumptions) and the Iroquois heli- 
copter (10 years away), and for research and development of an anti-mis- 
sile missile (Nike Zeus). As is, no substantial research and development 
will be possible except on the communications satellite. In an FY 1962 
equal funds budget, an adequate program of modernization would 
require force cuts which would require eliminating all of our Far Eastern 
and European deployments. | 

The Navy presentation called for an increase from 6 to 9 Polaris sub- 
marines procured, made possible by a corresponding reduction in other 
submarines. Otherwise strength in men and ships would remain about 
the same. All ships would have both general and limited war capabili- 
ties, carry conventional as well as nuclear ordnance. Funds above the 
assumed. budget level, however, would be needed for a number. of 
worthy purposes. A strong plea was made for stepping up Polaris pro- 
curement to twelve a year and for hastening development of the long- 
range Polaris missile, neither of which could be done without serious 
cuts elsewhere in the assumed budget. It was noted that the total cost of 
an accelerated Polaris submarine programat the buildable rate of twelve 
a year to reach a total of forty-five would be $2.5 billion, including mis- 
siles, back up and research and development on a longer range Polaris. 
More and better conventional ammunition is needed too; more amphibi- 
ous lift; more support for the Marines’ limited war capabilities; faster 
replacement of World War II ships which are wearing out (still 75% of the 
present Navy), and of obsolescent planes. It would also be highly desir- 
able to form one or more additional task forces to be kept abroad, near the 
scene of possible troubles in Asia or Africa. 

The Air Force presentation showed how the top requirement of 
maintaining our strategic deterrent, with added costs for such things as 
dispersal, alerts and modernization, will require a continuation in force
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cuts which have been going on for some years (e.g., from 137 wings in FY 

1957 to 85 or 90 in 1962). Despite the increase in our absolute capabilities 

produced by modernization, our capabilities relative to the Soviets’ have 

declined and will probably decline further as projected for 1962. Thus 

our total deterrent is being eroded and we may reach the point of losing 

-_-ourdeterrent as well as war-winning capabilities. Even so, the projection 

for FY 1962 will require substantial cuts elsewhere, notably several 

squadrons.now assigned toNATO. , 

- The Joint Staff presentation gave comments of General Twining on 

matters relevant to the points stressed in the paper enclosed with Secre- 

tary Herter’s letter of July 1 to Secretary Gates. A recent JCS evaluation of 

our general war capabilities concludes that. our relative posture may 

have been weakened during the past year, and is likely to weaken further _ 

in view of the fact that we shall not have an ICBM warning system until 

FY 1963, but the possibility of ICBM attack will exist much sooner. The 

increasing boldness of Soviet actions probably reflects the Soviet assess- 

ment of relative military capabilities. Present budget levels permit ade- 

quate capability to meet one limited war situation, but our general war 

posture would be seriously strained if we had to meet two or more lim- 

ited war situations at the same time. Since budgetary restrictions have 

reduced conventional capabilities, it will probably be necessary to make 

selective use of nuclear weapons to defeat the enemy ina limited war. For 

guerrilla or anti-guerrilla war we have to rely mainly on the capabilities 

| of other countries. The State Department paper’s? stress on the impor- 
tance of NATO and of forward deployment is sound. In sum, the effect of 

a straight line defense budget is to compel a choice between moderniza- | 

tion forces at reduced levels and existing force levels with obsolete 

equipment. > oe 

_ Secretary Gates said he was now working on the Joint Strategic 

Operations Plan (SOP) with the JCS, who were so far widely divided. 

Increasing personnel costs vs. rising costs of advanced projects like 

Polaris and Samos are a problem every year, and getting worse. Some- 

thinghastogive. re a 
General Lemnitzer said that the Army had deliberately decided to 

sacrifice modernization to force levels because of the disastrous effect on 

our allies if we moved toward a Fortress America posture. . — 

- . Admiral Burke said that in order to meet the current world situation 

we, in effect, have to sacrifice the future to the present. If the world situa- 

tion is no better five years from now, we will then face “a hell of a prob- 

lem” isi oe, ee ce 

& ; Apparent reference to a paper accompanying Herter’s July 1 letter to Gates; neither 
ound. : - Co
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Secretary Brucker pointed out that the Army is doubly hit because it 
is already behind in modernization. This is a problem now, not one 
beginning in 1963 or later. | | 

Secretary Sharp said that, although maintaining the strategic deter- 
rent has top priority, the possession of an adequate small war capability 
comes close to being as important. Even a budget increase of 5% to 7% 
would make a tremendous difference to all the Services. 

Secretary Gates said this was very encouraging; the Chiefs were 
arguing for a lot more in their discussion of the JSOP. 

Mr. Merchant asked if the allocation of the budget between the three 
Services projected in this presentation was the sameas for FY 1961. Secre- 
tary Gates said essentially yes, but it may not end that way. | 

General Twining, commenting on the proposed Air Force NATO 
cuts, said we continue to want a strong NATO, but the US contribution 
simply must be reduced. Our allies must do more. | 

Secretary Herter commended the fine spirit of the presentations, 
particularly shown in the clear relationship to the missions to be per- 
formed. He restated several points in the State Department paper about 
which he felt strongly. Since we must assume an initial Soviet strike in 
general war, the best chance of avoiding war is to have it publicly known 
that our deterrent is invulnerable to surprise attack. With regard to lim- 
ited war, we are presented with a difficult and wide range of possibilities 
all over the globe—in Africa, Latin America, perhaps the Near East 
again. It is impossible to have the perfect answer ready for all situations, 
henceall the more important to have substantial and mobile forces which 
can move quickly anywhere. The terrible fear of nuclear weapons felt by 
most peoples does not distinguish between strategic and tactical uses. 
Thus the prospect of having to use nuclear weapons in some limited war, | 
as required by present capabilities according to the recent joint State-De- 
fense-CIA study, presents a very serious psychological problem. As for 
NATO, the only answer is a complete review of MC-70 as soon as pos- 
sible. There isa very ticklish political situation in NATO, and if we reduce 
forces unilaterally there will be trouble. 

General Twining said MC-70 was now being reviewed and the 
result would be presented next spring. General Lemnitzer commented 
that with increasing Soviet capabilities the new review may well call for _ 
more forces rather than less. General White said General Norstad must 
simply be told to put on his American hat and insist on the necessary US 
reductions. | 

Secretary Gates expressed irritation with “the numbers racket” 
which disregarded improvements in capabilities. Secretary Herter said 
that we never object to changes of numbers where equivalent capabilities 
are provided.
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Secretary Anderson then spoke on economic and fiscal aspects of 

the budget problem. While all agree that the safety of our country is first 

priority, it can be endangered by economic as well as by military crisis, 

and economic crisis may come sooner. In this year’s budget, 80% of all 

tax dollars go for defense-related matters. Anything more for defense 

would therefore have to be taken out of the remaining 20%, competing 

with all our domestic programs as well as foreign economic aid like the 

recent items for Latin America and the Congo. Some advocate an 

increase in taxes, but Congress has refused even to boost. postal rates 

enough to cover the Post Office deficit. We couldn’t get a Congressional 

hearing ona proposal to tax jet fuels proportionally to the fuels used by 

piston engines. Since Congress would not increase the gasoline tax,$800 
million excise tax receipts had to be transferred to the Federal road pro- 

gram. If we propose to increase defense expenditures by borrowing 

money, we must impose wartime controls. Inflation—less during the 

past eighteen months than any time since the depression—must be kept 

low because of our balance of payments situation. Many foreign coun- 

tries use our currency to back theirs to a very substantial extent, and if 

they began to doubt the stability of the dollar they would start exchang- 
ing dollars for our gold. As foreign dollar holdings already exceed the 

gold we hold in excess of statutory requirements for backing the cur- 

rency, such a run on the dollar could produce a crisis in 24 hours, any 

time. We can do various things about the unfavorable balance of pay- 

ments, such as prohibiting foreign investment, stopping aid, bringing 

our forces home, but the one thing we cannot dois nothing. The real solu- 

tion is to increase exports, but this can’t be done quickly because our for- 

| eign competitors have more modern plants—quite aside from 

- comparative wage scales. | | 

119. Editorial Note | 7 an 

At the 458th meeting of the National Security Council on September 
7, 1960, discussion included an item on “Civilian Readiness Base,” which 

_ was primarily devoted to fallout shelters and stockpiling. (Memoran- 
dum of discussion by Johnson, September 12; Eisenhower Library, Whit- 
man File, NSC Records) See the Supplement. oe oe
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120. Memorandum of Discussion at the 459th Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

Washington, September 15, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants.] 

1. U.S. Policy on Continental Defense (NSC Action No. 1842-d; NSC 
5802/1; NSC Action No. 2151-f-(1);1 Memo for NSC from Executive 
Secretary, subject: “Future NSC Agenda Items”, dated April 12, 
1960;4 NIE 11-8-60;3 NIE 11-60; NIE 11-7-60;4 Memos for NSC, sub- 
ject: “U.S. Policy on Continental Defense”, dated July 14 and August 
8, 1960)5 

Mr. Gray presented this subject to the Council by reading the first 
two paragraphs of his Briefing Note. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note 
is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this 
Memorandum.)® Mr. Gray then called on the Secretary of Defense to 
introduce the Defense presentation. Secretary Gates said that Mr. John H. 
Rubel, acting in place of Dr. Herbert York, would make the presentation. 
(A copy of Mr. Rubel’s presentation is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting 
and another copy has been furnished General Goodpaster for the White 
House files.)? | 

The President said that for the last twenty minutes he had been mak- 
ing up his mind to go into training as an Indian and live on deer in the 
Rocky Mountains. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Boggs. 

| Soe footnote 4, Document 4; footnote 10, Document 8; and footnote 11, Document 
79, respectively. 

2 Not found. 
° Document 111. 
4 NIE 11-60, “Trends in Soviet Military Capabilities in the Period 1965-1970,” dated 

April 12; and NIE 11-7-60, “Soviet Capabilities and Intentions with Respect to the Clandes- 
tine Introduction of Weapons of Mass Destruction into the US.” (Both in Department of 
State, INR-NIE Files) 

5 The July 14 memorandum enclosed a Discussion Paper on “Continental Defense,” 
prepared by the Planning Board; the memorandum dated August 8 enclosed a draft record 
of action on the subject. (Ibid., S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 5802 Series) 

© The briefing note summarized the Discussion Paper. In paragraph 2, it points out 
that NSC 5802/1 had been adopted when Soviet manned bombers were the principal 
threat to U.S. retaliatory capability, but that by 1961 Soviet ICBMs would present a danger- 
ous, and ina few years the principal, threat to SAC bases, ICBM sites, and command instal- 
lations. This change questioned the validity of then-current reliance on the ability of early 
warning to allow time for launch of SAC planes before destruction on the ground, time for 
key decisions, and time for civilian relocation. Also, since the Nike-Zeus system would 
probably not be operational within 10 years, continued emphasis on active defenses was 
questionable. See the Supplement. 

7 Not found. |
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Mr. Gray then resumed his briefing by reading Paragraph 4 of his 
Briefing Note dealing with Questions 4 and 5, of the reference Discussion 
Paper on the subject. Mr. Gray then said that Questions 1 and 2inthe _ 
Discussion Paper? had been covered in Mr. Rubel’s presentation. In addi- 
tion, the draft Record of Action before the Council had a bearing on 
Question 2. Question 3, which had to do with decision-making and 

response doctrine, was also covered by the draft Record of Action. How- 
ever, Mr. Gray said he would like to take a moment on behalf of himself to 
suggest that Item g of the draft Record of Action simply read, “Noted 
that any test which involves destroying a satellite or space vehicle should 
not proceed without specific Presidential approval.” It seemed to Mr. 
Gray that the other language in the draft of sub-paragraph g was a direc- 
tive for research and development. Secretary Gatesand General Twining 
endorsed Mr. Gray’s suggestion. a 

: Mr. Gray then said he had been requested to make an observation on 
behalf of Mr. McCone who was unable to attend the meeting. Over a 
period or years the Atomic Energy Commission had received many 
briefings by NORAD which indicated that immense requirements 
would be levied against our atomic stockpile. These briefings had 
acknowledged that plans for such requirements did not have the 
approval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Mr. McCone was concerned about 

| unilateral service planning in an area affecting the stockpile of atomic 
weapons. General Twining said unified commanders were authorized to 
make plans which are later approved by the JCS. There was no reason 
why the unified commanders’ plans should be presented to the Chair- 
man of the Atomic Energy Commission. There was also no possibility 
that an Air Defense Commander could obtain atomic weapons directly 
without the approval of the JCS. Secretary Gates observed that require- 
ments for weapons stated unilaterally by the Services were many times 
what the Services would actually get. | | 

The President wondered what right any individual officer had in 
any military service, which was supposed to be disciplined, to state his 
own individual feelings publicly. No unified war planning about 
[would?] be possible if every officer was allowed to tell Congress what 
forces we should have. | | 

Mr. Dillon said the State Department had a few observations to 
make on the Continental Defense paper. The first observation was not 

® Question 4 asked whether increased emphasis should be given to protecting the 
population against fallout, and question 5 whether existing policies to provide for the con- 
tinuity of essential wartime functions of the Federal government were in need of review. 

? These questions asked whether increased emphasis should be given to passive as 
compared to active measures for the protection of U.S. retaliatory capacity and whether the 
air defense effort should be reoriented so that, following initial missile attack, it would 

retain capability against follow-on manned bombers and guided missiles.
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_ substantive; it dealt with the title, which might not be appropriate any 
longer. “Continental defense” had once meant the defense of the popula- 
tion of the U.S. but it now appeared that active defense of the population 
would not be possible and that it would be necessary to concentrate on 
defending our retaliatory capability. Mr. Dillon said this policy was 
merely mentioned in passing, however. He then turned to his main 
point, namely, the tremendous psychological effects of the ability to 
shoot down an incoming missile if this ability were developed and dem- 
onstrated by the enemy rather than by ourselves. Mr. Dillon recalled a 
recent briefing by Mr. Dulles on the Soviet A-ICBM effort. If the Soviets 
demonstrated the ability to destroy an incoming missile and we could 
not demonstrate a similar ability, the psychological power and prestige 
of the Soviets would be greatly increased and our attempts to explain 
away the demonstration would not be convincing. Mr. Dillon felt the 
U.S. should develop a capability to demonstrate the destruction of an 
incoming missile at least as early as the USSR. In his view this was a good 
reason for not reducing our research and development effort on Nike/ 
Zeus. Moreover, he felt it was perhaps worthwhile coordinating what we 
know about Soviet efforts in this field with information about our own 
efforts. Perhaps the Comparative Evaluation Group should make a thor- 
ough study of the subject. Turning to his final point, Mr. Dillon said that 
Item—d of the draft Record of Action provided that Mr. Gray and the Sec- 
retary of Defense would confer with the President concerning a study of 
the survival of our decision-making capability. The Discussion Paper 
points out that the preparation of response doctrine is difficult because of 
possible unforeseen contingencies. Foreign policy considerations are 
important elements entering into decisions with respect to response doc- 
trine. Accordingly, Mr. Dillon felt that the Department of State should 
participate in any study concerned with response doctrine. 

| Mr. Gray said he could not disagree with Mr. Dillon’s last sugges- 
tion. 

' The President felt the discussion was omitting a great many impor- 
tant considerations. The State Department had just mentioned in passing 
the question of greater emphasis on passive defense of the population. 
However, the presentation which the Council had just heard clearly indi- 
cates that if greater emphasis is not given to passive defense, there will be 
no U.S. Without passive defense we could retaliate but the people we are 
‘supposed to be defending would all be dead and there would be no State 

. Department to worry about foreign affairs. The President said that war 
was still waged for the purpose of destroying the enemy’s will to make 
war. The classical way of destroying the enemy’s will was to destroy his 
armed forces; now we destroy his will by destroying his cities. We are 
now in a condition such that, no matter what convictions we have pre- 
viously held, we have to agree to adopt a much larger program for the
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protection of the population. The presentation clearly indicates the 
urgency of sucha program. The President felt we should get busy at once 
on measures for passive defense of the population. Mr. Dillon said his 
“passing mention” had not meant to deprecate the points the President 

had just made. . 

Mr. Patterson said the presentation seemed to indicate that there 
was no active defense against ballistic missiles. He wondered what stud- 

_ ies by the Department of Defense indicated with respect to the value of 
fall-out shelters in saving lives compared to active defense measures. Mr. 
Rubel replied that some data on this subject was contained in the Discus- 
sion Paper on Page 16. Studies had been made predicting the effect of 
fall-out shelters on the situation after an attack. The conclusion of all such 
studies is that an attack involving more that 2000 megatons would kill 
more persons from fall-out than from direct effects. In this situation civil- 

| ian casualties can be reduced by a factor of 2 or even 4 or 5, depending on 
the character of the attack, by having fall-out shelters available. How- _ 
ever, when the attack involves more than 50,000 megatons, then even 

fall-out shelters will not solve the problem because the fall-out is too 
great to cope with. In the megaton ranges we now think reasonable, fall- 
out shelters will result in a reduction in civilian casualties. _ | 

Mr. Patterson said that Mr. Gray had pointed out that existing shel- 
ter policy is based on the assumption of active defense, an assumption 
which does not appear to be tenable today. In these circumstances Mr. 
Patterson felt that responsibility for reviewing current shelter policy 
devolved upon OCDM. 4 | 

The President believed that a great deal of attention must be concen- 
trated on deterrence. We must be skillful in letting the enemy know what 
would happen to him if he launches an attack against us. Referring to one 
of Mr. Dillon’s points, the President said he would favor a demonstration 
of U.S. ability to shoot down an incoming ICBM. N evertheless, most of 

our money should be put on deterrence. There seems to bea great deal of 
talk about small, limited wars but in the President’s view these small, 

limited wars might readily develop into general war. The President 
believed that there was a need for social scientists to predict for us what 
people will do under the circumstances of a rain of nuclear missiles. The 
President believed that a realistic strengthening of the OCDM shelter 

| program should be undertaken if at all possible. He agreed that there 
should not be a complete re-orientation of our shelter program at the | 
present time but he felt our thinking had now progressed to a point that 
he had been stressing for a long time, namely, how can we recover froma | 
massive nuclear attack. Perhaps we should advertise our strengthening 
of the OCDM shelter program instead of playing it in a low key as pro- 
vided by present policy. Turning again to deterrence, the President said 
he would want the enemy to realize that enemy cities can be destroyed by
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our retaliatory forces. He believed we should think more-in terms of 
cities and deterrence than we had inthe past. _ - 

Mr. Gray said a question had been asked about the shelter program 
in the USSR. He understood that the Soviet shelter program was going 
forward and that the emergency exits for Soviet fall-out shelters in new 
multiple family dwellings in the Soviet Union had been visually | 
observed. However, it appeared that there was no “crash” shelter pro- 
gram in the USSR. He believed the observation of the emergency exits he 
had just referred to constituted the first firm intelligence on an orderly 
soviet shelter program. 

_ The President said that in this country we could not persuade Con- 
gress to allow us to build shelters in government buildings. He believed 
one of the urgent things on our agenda was a re-examination of current 
shelter policy. Indeed, the whole subject of passive defense of the popu- 
lation should be re-examined with particular reference.to fall-out shel- 
ters. . | | an 

: Mr. Dillon asked whether the President approved the idea of under- 
taking a study on the possibility of developing a capability to demon- 
strate the shooting down of an incoming ICBM. The President said he 
approved such a study, although he felt nothing was quite as important 
immediately as improving our passive defenses. Mr. Dulles said he 
wished to endorse Mr. Dillon’s idea of studying the demonstration of an 
ability to shoot downan ICBM. Heasked whether the Comparative Eval- 
uation Group should undertake this study. The President thought the 
study should be undertaken by the Comparative Evaluation Group. 

_ Mr. Rubel reported that the U.S. was engaged in a tremendous effort 
to install Nike/Zeus missiles in Kwajalein and Roi Namur. When these 
installations are completed, an Atlas will be fired from Vandenberg and 
the Nike/Zeus installations in the South Pacific will attempt to shoot it 
down. Mr. Rubel said that there had been no slowing down in our 
A-ICBM efforts. In fact, one of the most able scientific and technical 

teams in the country was engaged in attempting to develop Nike/ Zeus. 
The President said there was another element in Mr. Dillon’s suggestion. 
If we are going to shoot down an ICBM, we ought to invite certain people 
to witness the event, including newspapermen, TV reporters, and possi- 
bly certain foreign officials. | ne 

__ Mr. Douglas said that the Department of Defense has hesitated to 
regard all passive defense measures as within its province. He wondered 

: whether it was not essential for the Department to review this position at 
this time and take a positive stand as to what passive defense measures 
should be under the Department of Defense. The President observed 
that he could see no need for the National Guard except as it might be 
important in passive defense measures. He believed that U.S. officials 
thought too much in terms of sending a great army overseas after a
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nuclear attack on the U.S. In his view, if the reserves have any function, 
they will have to perform that function where they are located at the time 
of the attack. The idea of a great overseas army is a fantasy but there is a | 
field of operation for federally-trained and disciplined units in the U.5. 
in case of attack. The President then said that perhaps civil defense 
should be under the Department of Defense. We had tried to separate 
civil defense functions from military functions but perhaps this had been 
a wrong approach. — | | 

Mr. Douglas said the military services had taken a negative attitude 
toward passive defense in the past but he believed this attitude was now 
changing, even though it was not fully reflected in the present statement 
of policy on continental defense. Mr. Patterson thought that in the minds 
of the people there was bound to be a clear distinction between civilian 
defense and military functions. In this connection he noted that people 
often ask, what are the military services doing about shelters. Action by 
the military services with respect to shelters was not within the jurisdic- 
tion of OCDM but, from the standpoint of a unified approach to the prob- 
lem, it was very important to realize that actions taken by the military 
with respect to shelters had a great effect on the people. Mr. Douglas said 
that a great problem arose when an attempt was made to apply a volun- 
tary shelter program to military personnel temporarily residing in an 
area. Mr. Dillon thought that nothing would give more impetus toa civil- | 
ian voluntary shelter program than a program by the military services to 
protect their own personnel. The President agreed. He added that in 
strengthening the shelter program it was necessary to be sensible and not 
attempt a program of a complete shelter for every person, which would 
leave everyone broke. He would be glad to hear any words of wisdom 
from members of the Council on how to carry out a sensible shelter pro- 
gram. a 

_ Mr. Gray said he had no words of wisdom on this subject at this time 
but he did want to indicate that the Council had provided guidance to the 
Planning Board in the work of revising existing continental defense 
policy. The President said that OCDM should consult with the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense and any others that might be necessary in re- 
examining our shelter policy on a down-to-earth basis. He would like to 
see all the agencies he had mentioned feeling a sense of responsibility for 
taking a new look at this question. The President then thanked Mr. Rubel 

| for making an interesting and an alarming presentation.
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The National Security Council: — ae | 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of the Discussion Paper pre- 
pared by the NSC Planning Board, transmitted by the reference memo- | 
randum of July 14, 1960, and a Department of Defense presentation by - 
Mr. John H. Rubel, Acting Director, Defense Research and Engineering, | 
covering certain portions of that Paper. - | 

b. Noted that the Planning Board would proceed in the light of the 
Council discussion with a review of NSC 5802/1, pursuant to NSC 

Action No. 2151-f-(1). | Oo , , 

c. Noted the Department of Defense view that no. overall re- 
orientation of air defense efforts seems to be indicated at this time, but 

that a re-examination of present air defense concepts to explore means 
for improving the U.S. capability to cope with follow-on attacks by 

_ manned bombers and non-ballistic missiles, following an initial ballistic 
missile attack, is being made within the Department of Defense, and the 
results will be included in the annual report on the status of the military 
program as of June 30, 1960. © - | 

d. Noted that the Special Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs would confer with the President and the Secretary of | 
Defense with regard to the proposal for a study of the capabilities, plans 
and programs to ensure the survival of the decision-making machinery 
and of reliable means of communication with the surviving retaliatory 
forces on land, and sea, and in the air, within the time dimensions of a 

surprise ballistic missile attack. In this study, attention should be given, 
with the participation of the Department of State, to the problem of an 
effective and flexible response that is not dependent upon the survival of 
the seat of government and other vital links of the planned system for 
command and control. 

e. Noted the President’s directive that the Director, Office of Civil 

and Defense Mobilization, in collaboration with the Departments of 
_ State and Defense and as appropriate with other interested departments 

and agencies, urgently re-examine, in the light of the presentation and 
discussion at the meeting, current policies and programs for the passive 
defense of the population, particularly with regard to fall-out shelters, 
witha view to making any recommendations as to any realistic measures 
in this field which will contribute to the basic policy of deterrence of gen- 
eral war. | : 

f. Noted that the Director, OCDM, is making, for use in the review 

of NSC 5802/1, a re-examination of present planning for the continuity 
of essential functions of the Government in relation to (1) the reduced 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2300, approved by 
the President on September 21. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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time available for implementation of such plans; (2) the unlikelihood of 
the survival of many key Government officials; and (3) the disruption of 
communications and the widespread destruction immediately follow- 
ing anattack, | | | 

_ g. Noted that any test which involves destroying a satellite or space 
vehicle should not proceed without specific Presidential approval." 

h. Noted the President’s approval that the Comparative Evalua- 
tion Group undertake expeditiously a comparative study of U.S. and 
USSR programs to develop anti-ballistic missiles capabilities, in view of 
the great psychological effect which would result from a demonstration . 
by either the U.S. or the USSR of such a capability.’ | | 

Note: The actions in c and g above, as approved by the President, _ 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 

implementation. ee oe | - 

The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequently 

transmitted to the Special Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs and the Secretaries of State and Defense, for appropriate imple- 
mentation. - | : - | 

The action in e above, as approved by the President, subsequently 

transmitted to the Director, OCDM, and the Secretaries of State and 

Defense, for appropriate implementation. Sn 

The action in f above, as approved by the President, subsequently 

transmitted to the Director, OCDM, for appropriate implementation. | 

The action in h above, as approved by the President, subsequently 

transmitted to the Comparative Evaluation Group for appropriate 

implementation. | | 

[Here follows Agenda Item 2, “Significant World Developments 

Affecting U.S. Security.” ] | | - | 

| os oe Marion W. Boggs 

"A sixth question in the Discussion Paper reads: “Is there a clear need for vigorous 
research and development efforts to achieve a capability to destroy orbiting satellites and 
space vehicles?” _ | | Oe 

In his September 27 memorandum of a meeting held September 21, Gray states that 
the President wasat first reluctant to assign this task to the Comparative Evaluation Group, 

| preferring that DOD and CIA make presentations for evaluation by NSC. “He pointed out 
that he had become allergic to committees and groups for a good many reasons including 
the time they consumed, the paper work involved and the leaks that generally occurred.” 
Gray argued that the CEG was experienced and could do the work expeditiously, and the 
President agreed to paragraph h. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project 
Clean Up, Meetings with the President) oo |
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121. Interagency Study 7 

Washington, September 28, 1960. 

UNITED STATES AND ALLIED CAPABILITIES FOR LIMITED 
MILITARY OPERATIONS TO 1 JULY 1962 

[Here follow a table of contents and an introduction, both in the Sup- 
plement. ] | | 

II—Over-All Conclusions 

1. U.S. capabilities in conjunction with those of our allies are gener- 
ally adequate to conduct any one of the limited military operations stu- 
died but these capabilities are dependent on prompt action, as required 
in each case, to: | 

a. Initiate partial mobilization. 
b. Augment existing military lift capabilities. 
c. Expand the war production base. 
d. Waive financial limitations. 

2. The U.S. over-all capability for general war would be degraded 
initially by any one of the five limited military operations studied, except 
Berlin, although not to an unacceptable degree. The capability of the U.S. 
nuclear retaliatory forces for general war would in no case studied, be 
seriously affected. | 

3. AlthoughU.S. capabilities might, in some circumstances, be ade- 
quate to conduct two of these limited military operations simulta- 
neously, the U.S. over-all capability for general war would, in such 
circumstances, be degraded to an unacceptable degree. 

4. On the basis of the assumptions utilized, the five studies did not 
indicate a need for change in existing deployments of U.S. forces. 

5. Substantial conventional forces—ground, sea and air—were 
required in all cases studied whether or not nuclear weapons were 
employed. | 

6. From the U.S. military point of view, the desirability of initiating 
the use of nuclear weapons varied in the five cases studied. In Berlin, 
Iran, and Laos, their use would not provide a clear military advantage. 
However, use of [5 lines of source text not declassified]. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for National Security Affairs. Top Secret. The study is the enclosure toa memorandum 
from Lay to the National Security Council and a joint memorandum from Gates, Dulles, 
and Merchant to Gray, both dated September 28. According to the latter, the study was pre- 
pared by representatives of the Departments of State and Defense and the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency. Both are in the Supplement.
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7. Anticipation of the need to initiate a limited military operation 
along with the earliest possible decisions on its character and objectives, 

including possible restrictions on weapons systems to be employed, will | 

substantially enhance U.S. and allied capabilities to respond rapidly to 
thethreat. | Oo 

8. Limited military operations to achieve national objectives are 

- based ona careful balance of political and military considerations which 

may require restraints on the use of military force. Such restraints may 
seriously handicap the conduct of military operations and must be kept 
‘under continuous review for the purpose of considering their possible 
revision, where necessary, to achieve established national objectives. The 
closest possible coordination of political and military decisions and 
actions will enhance our capability to conduct limited military opera- 
tions effectively. | a | 7 | 

| 9, Froma military point of view, it would not be advantageous for 
U.S. and allied forces to initiate the use of lethal CW/BW agents, princi- 
pally because current programs provide only a limited capability and 

because our allies lack protective equipment and training. | 

| — 10.US. employment of non-lethal CW/BW agents would, under 

certain circumstances, enhance the capabilities of U.S. and allied forces. 

_ 11. The United States and its allies presently do not have an ade- 
quate capability for counter-guerrilla type limited military operations. 

_ 12. If fully committed and used in optimum fashion, the U.S. mili- | 
tary airlift, including reserve and national guard, is adequate when aug- 
mented from civilian sources for effective support of the individual 
operations studied in Iran, Laos or Korea, but is not adequate to support 

two such operations simultaneously. So Oe | 

. 13. An augmentation of existing sea-lift capabilities would be 
required in all cases except Berlin. This would vary from a rather small 
augmentation of existing cargo lift in the Pacific for the Offshore Islands 

to an extensive augmentation of cargo and passenger lift for Korea— 

including a transfer from the Atlantic to the Pacific of passenger trans- 
ports. Ce | re 

14. World-wide strategic communications are adequate to support 
all operations studied except in Southeast Asia, where they would 
require considerable U.S. augmentation. __ a - 

15. Pre-stockage of supplies in the European and Far East areas sub- 
stantially enhances our capabilities to respond promptly and effectively. 
Although present pre-stocks in the Eastern Mediterranean and in South- 

| east Asia are minimal and add little to our capabilities to respond, pro- : 

grammed pre-stocks will partially correct this deficiency by 1962. 

16. Transit rights and bases in Italy and Turkey are essentialtoU.S. 
limited military operations in Iran. Additional over flight, staging and
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operational rights in advance of U.S. deployment would enhance our 
ability to deploy forces rapidly. | 

. 17. Transit rights and logistic bases are essential in Japan, Okinawa 
and the Philippines for the timely and sustained support of operations in 
the Western Pacific. In addition, similar rights are essential in Thailand, 

Laos and South Vietnam for successful operations in Southeast Asia. 

18. Existing logistic support facilities and air bases in Southeast Asia 
are inadequate to support sustained operations of U.S. and allied forces. 
The timing and extent of operations in this area are almost entirely 
dependent upon the effectiveness of corrective measures to rectify defi- 
ciencies. 

19. In all cases studied, some degree of mobilization was required, 
ranging from a modest mobilization of selected reserve units in the Ber- 
lin case to a total mobilization of the 1,000,000-man Ready Reserve for 
Korea. 

20. An expansion of the war production base would be required in 
the event of hostilities in Korea, the Offshore Islands or Laos in order to 

prevent a dangerous degradation of war reserves in PACOM and 
CONUS. In the case of Korea and Laos, six months would be required to 

re-establish these reserves to required levels. In the case of Berlin and 
Iran, it would be desirable to make preparations for the rapid expansion 
of the war production base. 

[Here follow 131 pages of case studies, annexes, and a terms of refer- 

ence. The latter is in the Supplement.] 

122. Memorandum of Discussion at the 461st Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

_ Washington, September 29, 1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Items 1. “Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Secu- 

. rity,” 2. “U.S. Policy Toward Cuba,” 3. “U.S. Policy Toward Greece,” 4. 

“U.S. Policy Toward Turkey,” and 5. “U.S. Policy Toward Spain.”] 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs.
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6. U.S. Overseas Military Bases (NSC Actions Nos. 1876, 2034 and 2070;! 

- Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated Janu- 
ary 142 and March 17, 1958;3 NSC Actions Nos. 2142 and 

~ 2166-c-(3))4 | : | | De 

_ The President said one of the major problems which the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense and perhaps CIA should study was how 
much dependence we could put on Polaris submarines, heavy bombers, 
and intercontinental ballistic missiles, as well as U.S. bases and bases in 
the U.K.., in lieu of other overseas bases. He thought U.S. bases in Libya, 
Morocco, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia would be sources of weakness in 

the future. The Turkish base would have to be firmly maintained but the | 
U.S. should consider relinquishing some of its other bases, assuming that 

| its intercontinental ballistic missile program progresses satisfactorily. 
_ The President added that U.S. overseas military bases did have the virtue 

of creating.a large number of targets which the Soviet Union would have 
_toattempt to neutralize in the event of general war but this was about the 
only value of many such bases. However, we should not relinquish our 
base system too rapidly because as long as the USSR is concerned about 
our ability to strike from these bases, it must make plans for their neutral- 
ization in case of war. The President felt, however, that we must make a 

continuing and serious study of our overseas bases. Secretary Dillon | 
agreed and added that the earlier we attained a reliable intercontinental 
ballistic missile capability, the happier the State Department would be. 

| _ The National Security Council> i | 

Noted the President’s view that a major question which should be 
studied by the Departments of State and Defense is how much depend- 

| Regarding NSC Action No. 1876, see footnote 7, Document 10. NSC Action No. 2034 
was taken pursuant to Agenda Item 3, “U.S. Military Bases Overseas,” at the NSC meeting 
on January 15, 1959. (Memorandum of discussion; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC 

Records) NSC Action No. 2070 was taken pursuant to Agenda Item 2, “U.S. Overseas Mili- 
tary Bases,” at the NSC meeting on April 25, 1959. (Memorandum of discussion; ibid.) See 
the Supplement. | : oO 

2 See footnote. 1, Document 10. SS - | 7 

3 Apparent reference to a memorandum dated March 17, 1959, not found, but sum- 
marized at the April 25 NSC meeting; see footnote 1 above. | | oe 

4 NSC Action No. 2142 wastaken pursuant to Agenda Item 4, “U.S. Overseas Military 

Bases,” at the NSC. meeting on October 29, :1959. The action reflected the President’s 

request, following his remark that “we had our heads in the sand” on the bases question, 
for designation of a Department of Defense official to re-examine the issue, with a report to 
be submitted to him within 6 months. (Memorandum of discussion; Eisenhower Library, 
Whitman File, NSC Records) NSC Action No. 2166 was taken pursuant to. Agenda Item 4, 

“Topics for Future Discussion or Consideration by the National Security Council,” at the 
NSC meeting held December 16, 1959. The action incorporated Nixon’s suggestion that the 
forthcoming report on bases should take into account developments in missiles. (Memo- 

. randum of discussion; ibid.) See the Supplement. . | | | 
_ 5° The following paragraph and note constitute NSC Action No. 2313, approved by 

the President on October 5. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) | .
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ence could be placed upon heavy bombers, Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missiles and Polaris submarines over the next few years, in lieu of the 
maintenance of military bases in Morocco, Libya and Saudi Arabia 
which could become points of weakness in the U.S. security posture. The 
President, however, expressed the view that any change in policy as to 
the extent of U.S. reliance on overseas military bases should not be made 

| under conditions prevailing, in view of the value of such bases both for 
positive action in emergency and in increasing the number of military 
targets which the USSR would have to attack in the event of general war. 

Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense for appropriate imple- 
mentation. 

[Here follows Agenda Item 7. “Retirement of General Twining as 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.’’] 

| Marion W. Boggs 

123. Editorial Note 

On October 5, 1960, the President approved NSC Action No. 2315, in 
which the NSC concurred in the recommendation of the Secretary of 
Defense that a total of 14 Polaris submarines be authorized for construc- 
tion, and that long lead-time planning and procurement actions be 
authorized to permit construction of 5 additional Polaris submarines. 
(Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) NSC Action No. 
2315 superseded NSC Action No. 2168-b; see footnote 4, Document 82.
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124. Memorandum for the Record 

Washington, October 6, 1960. 

SUBJECT 
Presentation of Limited War Study Before the AFPC 

The AFPC met at 0930 on 27 September 1960 in the Secretary of 
Defense’s conference room. In addition to the normal members, the fol- 
lowing also attended: Mr. Gordon Gray, Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for National Security Affairs; Mr. Merchant, Mr. Hare, Mr. Gerry 

Smith and Mr. Furnas from the Department of State; Mr. Dulles from 
CIA; Mr. Williams, General Polk and Mr. Stanley in addition to Mr. Irwin 

from ISA; and Mr. Le Boutillier from S&L. | 

Mr. Irwin gave the prepared presentation in approximately 25 min- 
utes. The discussion then followed for about one hour and ten minutes. 
The following comments, while not an exact statement of what was said, 

express the main ideas put forward by the conferees. 

General Twining supported the study strongly and said that the 
four qualifications on our basic conclusion were not qualifications but 
“musts.”! They were actions to be taken automatically and early in any 
limited war conflict. He stated that we cannot prejudge the use of atomic 
weapons but must have them ready; that these studies were illustrative 
and should not be taken as a basis for policy decisions. 

| Mr. Gates stated that the presentation did not give him a clear feel- 
ing of the adequacies or inadequacies of our capabilities. He had been 
saying before Congress that all of the Army, the Navy except Polaris, the 
Tactical Air Force and the Marine Corps were all applicable to limited 
war situations. | 

Mr. Irwin mentioned that we had considered all these forces; that if 

we engaged in one sizable limited war conflict such as Laos, we would 
concentrate a total of 6 divisions and 3 carriers in the Southwest Pacific 
area and seriously unbalance our world-wide deployments. 

General Lemnitzer stated that it takes time to get production going, | 
that a limited war arouses the country and starts mobilization, and that 
this study pointed up the necessity for well trained reserves; that it 
would be necessary to call up top priority National Guard and reserve 
units. He then went on to stress the greatly increased emphasis on anti- 
guerrilla warfare in the U.S. Army and how our main efforts should be in 
training other countries’ forces for this type of warfare. 

/ Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OASD/ISA Files: FRC 64 A 
2170. Top Secret. | : 

' See paragraphs 1-a through 1-d of Document 121.
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Admiral Burke said that the study made two things evident to him: 
that early decisions were critical in order to make the task easier, and 
second, that we must have the will to see.a limited warfare operation 

through, as we could lose the world piecemeal. 

General White said the study was useful and pointed up problem 
areas. He agreed with Admiral Burke about the requirement for early 
decision and strong will and stated that we must use weapons as neces- 
sary to win. 

General Shoup said he disliked being forced to plan on weapons of 
opportunity and that atomic weapons were now in this category. He 
believed that if we became deeply committed in one limited war, and a 
second is forced upon us, we must then use atomic weapons to solve one 
or both. He asked about the use of Allied airlift, saying that the Belgians 
were very proud of their lifting troops to and from the Congo. (Note: The 
study did not use Allied lift except for limited U.K. forces.) 

Mr. Irwin stated that each problem placed heavy reliance on our 
Allies but was of the opinion that, if we are to move quickly and deci- 

| sively in a limited war situation, we must place primary reliance on U.S. 
forces. ae | 

General Lemnitzer believed that we cannot determine the employ- 
ment of atomic weapons ahead of time and stated that it was a tricky | 
problem to maintain a proper balance between conventional forces and 
atomic weapons. He thinks we must fight limited wars conventionally 
and be prepared to use atomics if necessary. _ 

Mr. Le Boutillier, S&L, mentioned that we are now short in some 

items of conventional ammunition and that it will take time to build up 
our inventory to agreed levels. | | 

Mr. Brucker invited the group to visit the Special Warfare School at 
Fort Bragg and explained special forces deployment world-wide. He 
then spoke about logistics and was of the opinion it would take at least 9 
months to start production rolling off the lines of stand-by plants. 

Mr. Merchant stated Mr. Herter regretted missing the meeting as the 
subject was close to his heart. He stated that foreign policy must be sup- 
ported by an adequate limited war force, not only for these situations but 
for smaller conflicts in Latin America and Africa. He thought it was an 
excellent study, posed the problems properly and was illustrative rather 
than definitive. He believed that the relative calm for the past two years 
in the Middle East and the Formosa Straits was due to our fast reactions 
in those areas. He believes that Khrushchev is seeking to castrate the Sec- 
retary General of the U.N. and leave the U.N. incapable of acting posi- 
tively ina future situation such as the Congo. If he succeeds, this will put 
a greater dependence on U.S. unilateral intervention in this type situa- 
tion.
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Mr. Merchant further stated that it was not State’s job to set forces or 
allocate money but he believed we must have the capability of dealing 
with at least two limited wars at one time. We must step up training of 
our Allies in anti-guerrilla operations. He agreed with Admiral Burke on 
the necessary will and ability in limited wars but must underline that 
there are situations where initial use of atomic weapons is politically 
unacceptable. He was delighted with the study and repeated that we 
require the ability to fight two limited wars concurrently and should | 
start working toward this capacity. | | 

Mr. Dulles, CIA, said the study was useful and that our chief objec- 
tive must be to prevent limited wars from starting. Most limited wars 
will start with unclear situations and force probes in which Communist 

support is not clear. [3-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] He thinks 
| most local wars are successful because the particular country lacks con- 

trol and ability to respond quickly. . 

| Mr. Gates’stated that we have not devoted much money to our pro- 
| duction base in recent years. We now havea new logistic yardstick which 

includes procurement objectives to support a six months limited war of 
the Korea type. However, we have failed to finance the approved mobi- 
lization base because new weapons, in-being forces and reserves are so 
expensive. Unless we have a radical change in our financial policy, we | 
will not have the stocks authorized in the logistics planning guidance. 
Further, Mr. Gates does not think we will fight a six months Korean type 
war again, so that the paper planned for the logistics base is good but it 
will not be financed. - | 

| Mr. Gordon Gray said he was not competent to comment on the 
: study but was interested ina broader question, namely, “Are we carrying 

out policies in accordance with Basic National Security Policy?” There 
have been doubts expressed that basic policy is understood or is being 
carried out. The President will probably want an answer to this question. 

| Mr. Gates said that Basic National Security Policy was broad; 
Defense policy was under constant review within the framework of the 
broader policy, and he had no desire to rewrite Basic National Security 
Policy. | 

. Mr. Gray said that this study indicated that nuclear weapons must 
inevitably be used if we are to hold Korea and the Offshore Islands. — 

| [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] However, he cautioned that 
this study was not a war game or aJCS presentation but was illustrative | 
only and hence was not applicable to policy decisions. | 

| Mr. Gray said that the President was never very eager to talk about - 
: limited war and disliked the subject. He mentioned that Mr. Kistia- 

kowsky got into trouble recommending a reorganization of the Depart- 
| ment of Defense and otherwise got outside his terms of reference in |
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studying limited war. He believed that this study would not offend the 
President unduly. o | | | | 

The meeting closed with an observation from Mr. Douglas that, in 

meeting two limited war situations at one time, we may have to fight 
each of them in a different way. For instance, we might fight a conven- 
tional war in Korea and a limited nuclear war in Laos; that we must take 
all of these facts into account in determining our level of financing for | : 
procurement and provision of active forces.? 

James H. Polk 
| Brigadier General, USA 

Director, Office of Planning 

2 Smith commented on this meeting in a September 28 memorandum to Irwin. 
(Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Limited War) Additional 
comment on the study is in an October 5 memorandum to Kistiakowsky from George W. _ 
Rathjens of his staff. (Ibid., Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for Sci- 
ence and Technology) Both are in the Supplement. 

$ Printed from a copy that indicates Polk signed the original. 

125. Memorandum of Discussion at the 462d Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

| Washington, October 6, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

I. Strategic Target Planning Staff | 

The President said he had received good reports on the Target Cen- 
ter operations in Omaha. The fact that the Strategic Target Planning Staff 
was set up in Omaha, however, placed an additional burden on the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, giving them the responsibility of keeping themselves 
informed on the operation of the Staff. He believed both technical and 
military elements should be watched very closely by the JCS in the devel- 
opment of the Omaha Center. The JCS had a special responsibility to 
inform themselves periodically about this operation. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. For another account of this meeting, see Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White House, 
pp. 399-400.
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General Lemnitzer said that very able and high-ranking military 
officers were keeping in touch with the Omaha Staff. He intended to visit _ 
the Omaha Center himself very soon. Secretary Gates said he would 
soon receive a brief on the subject from General Power. The President 
said the JCS had a great responsibility in this field because a great delega- 
tion of authority was involved. _ 7 | 

The National Security Council:! _ | | : 

7 Noted the President’s statement that, while he has received encour- 
aging reports on the activities of the Strategic Target Planning Staff in 
Omaha, he believes that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have a special responsi- 
bility for keeping fully informed technically and militarily on the devel- 
opment of this Strategic Target Planning Staff. __ ae 

Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate implementation 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.2 _ | a | 

2. U.S. and Allied Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to July 1, 
19623 (Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Capabili- 
ties of Forces for Limited Military Operations,” dated June 18, 1958; 

NSC Action No. 1934;4 Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, 
same subject, dated September 28,1960°) | : 

Mr. Gray introduced this subject to the Council by reading the first 
three paragraphs of his briefing note, a copy of which is filed in the Min- 
utes of this Meeting and another copy of whichis attached to this Memo- 
randum.¢ Mr. Gray then introduced Assistant Secretary of Defense Irwin 
to makea presentation consisting of asummary of the 135-page report on 
the subject transmitted by the reference memorandum of September 28, 
1960. (A copy of Mr. Irwin’s presentation is filed in the Minutes of the 
Meeting and another copy is attached to this Memorandum.)’ © 

At the close of Mr. Irwin’s presentation, the President said he was 
interested in the difference of judgment as to whether we should use 

"The following paragraph and note constitute NSC Action No. 2316, approved by 
the President on October 17. (Department of State, S/S—NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 

D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) | | 

2 According to Goodpaster’s November 9 memorandum of Lemnitzer’s conference 
with the President on November 7, Lemnitzer reported that “requirements for targeting 
need to be very carefully scrutinized because if they go up, force requirements will also rise. 
Judgment remains the most important element in the process, despite casual statements. 
that itis a completely objective and mechanical process. He said that the JCS will follow this 
matter closely.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) | | 

3 General Polk also prepared a memorandum, dated October 10, of the discussion on 
this item. (Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OASD/ISA Files: FRC 64 A 2170) 

See the Supplement. | oe oe 

4 See footnotes 1 and 8, Document 27. | mo 
> See the source note, Document 121. | . | 

6 See the Supplement. | | 
7 Not printed. |
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nuclear weapons immediately in responding to limited war situations 
which we could not otherwise handle, or whether we should come to the 
use of nuclear weapons gradually through a process of moves and count- 
er-moves by our forces and the enemy forces. His own feeling was that if 
we were dependent on and armed with nuclear weapons, we should use 
them from the outset in the same manner that we would use any other 
weapon. If we were uncertain whether an enemy aggression can be 
stopped without the use of nuclear weapons, then we would need to use 
such weapons. : | CO 

Mr. Irwin said there were two views on this subject. One view was 
that we should use nuclear weapons immediately when limited war hos- 
tilities broke out. Another view was that we should not use nuclear 

weapons because their use would create an impossible political situation | 
with our allies; accordingly, we should wait until events force us to use 
nuclear weapons. Any study of limited war generally contains a com- 

| promise between these two views. : . 

| Secretary Anderson said he was impressed by our deficiencies with 
respect to guerrilla warfare. He felt that a great many situations in this 
hemisphere, as well as in other parts of the world, would call for U.S. 
action against guerrilla forces. Secretary Gates said steps were being 
taken to correct this deficiency, which had been high-lighted by the situa- 
tion in Vietnam. The Army had recently dispatched training teams to 
Vietnam with the goal of training 4000 anti-guerrilla fighters who can be 
instructors for training additional forces. Capable anti-guerrilla teams 
have also been sent to Laos. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are reviewing their 
programs to determine whether enough effort is being devoted to count- 
er-guerrilla operations. General Lemnitzer reported that extensive 
counter-guerrilla training was underway. An Army school at Fort Bragg 
initiates training and doctrine. Special counter-guerrilla groups are 
deployed tovariousareas. , 

_ The President said one of the most important and serious problems 
posed by the limited war study was how to stop limited wars from 
becoming general wars. Lincoln had said the way to kill a snake was to 
scotch its head. The President would, in general, be against a decision to 

attack the USSR in order to stop a limited Soviet aggression. He referred 
to the assumption in the limited war study that 5,000 Soviet volunteers 
had appeared in Iran. He thought that in such a situation, the Soviets 
would probably send an ultimatum referring to “the gravest conse- 
quences” if U.S. troops entered the struggle. This would pose a serious 
problem of decision. Ultimately, some President might have to decide 
that it was his duty tostrike the first blow against the USSR in response to 
such an ultimatum. | 

_.. Mr. Dillon felt the limited war study represented a step forward. The 
study had opened certain doors but also strongly suggested proceeding
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- further. In his view, the Laos and Iran situations depicted in the study 
were not realistic. However, he believed the Offshore Islands and Korean 
situations in the study were realistic. It was clear that the U.S. did not 
have the [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. With respect to the Off- | 
shore Islands, there had been no war-gaming of the proposition that once | 

| we use air-to-air nuclear weapons, the enemy might also use them. In 
such an event, we do not know what would happen. There has been no 
realistic examination of a two-way limited nuclear war in the Korean and 
Offshore Island areas. Mr. Dillon believed that such a war should be stu- 
died urgently. He felt it was possible to assume now that enemy use of 
nuclear weapons in either of these areas meant Soviet involvement, 

_ because the nuclear weapons used by the enemy would be Soviet weap- 
ons. Some years hence, however, the Chinese Communists would havea 
‘nuclear capability of their own. They might not be as cautious about a 
world conflagration as the Soviets are and may be more willing to use : 
nuclear weapons in limited hostilities. In view of the forthcoming 
nuclear capability of the Chinese Communists, Mr. Dillon felt that a net 

| evaluation study of some kind should be initiated to provide informa- 
tion on whether or not [2 lines of source text not declassified]. If sucha study 

indicated that in a situation of [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 
in these areas we would be placed at a disadvantage, this conclusion 

- would strongly reinforce the grave doubts which the State Department 
has about [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] the Far East. We | 
must rely on bases provided by our allies in the Far East; there is a serious 
question whether we can rely on such bases [less than 1 line of source text 
not declassified]. Mr. Dillon felt that it should be very clear that [2 lines of 

: source text not declassified]. If we needed to strengthen our conventional 
military posture, we could do so by the time the Chinese Communists 
attain a nuclear capability. Mr. Dillon, in conclusion, said that the study 
left many questions unanswered and he hoped that some answers could 
be discovered by a new net evaluation exercise in time to produce a 
legacy to place before the incoming administration. = = 

The President referred to the idea that both sides might use air-to-air . 
nuclear weapons in the Offshore Islands area. He recalled that in 1953 a 
decision had been made in this room to use nuclear weapons if the 
enemy refused an armistice in Korea. Of course, the relative stocks of 
nuclear weapons made such a decision easier at that time. The President 
felt that if we became involved in the use of air-to-air nuclear weapons in 
a limited war, we would need to hit the enemy air bases. The enemy | 
would then retaliate with larger nuclear weapons from farther back, 
whereupon we would attack these more remote bases. The reciprocal _ 
blows would tend to become biggerandbigger, ss 

Mr. Dillon thought that in the event of limited hostilities with the 
Chinese Communists, their lack of sophisticated weapons might lead
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them to drop some crude nuclear bomb on Guam. Secretary Gates won- 
dered how it would be possible to fight the Chinese Communists with- 
out nuclear weapons in view of the vast reservoir of manpower in China. 
secretary Dillon said we might defend in a limited war by conventional 
means when we would not be able to take the offensive. In the case of the 
Offshore Islands, we might have to decide whether we would rather lose 
the Islands or start a nuclear war. The President said this would be a diffi- 
cult decision for a President who has to decide under the Congressional 
Resolution whether an attack on the Offshore Islands is a prelude to an 
attack on Formosa. In making this decision the President would have to 
pay a great deal of attention to the past performance of the Chinese Com- 
munists. Khrushchev had told him (the President) that Chiang Kai-shek 
was only a rebellious general, a traitor to the constituted government of 
China. The President had replied that his views and those of Khrush- 
chev’s were so different that there was no need of discussing the subject. 

Mr. Dillon believed that hostilities over the Offshore Islands would 
represent our weakest case before the world. Mr. Gates said that would 
also be our weakest case domestically. Mr. Dillon noted that one major 
political party in the U.S. says we should not defend the Offshore Islands. 
The President said that might be good policy if it were possible to talk 
Chiang Kai-shek out of defending the Offshore Islands. 

Mr. Dillon said the situation posed the problem of using nuclear 
weapons if such use might lead to a general war over the Offshore 
Islands. He did not know how long it would take to complete a study 
based on the assumption that both sides used nuclear weapons over the 
Offshore Islands. Secretary Gates said such studies usually depended on 
their basic assumptions, especially when we attributed to the enemy 
capabilities he does not now have. These matters were difficult to war- 
game but he believed it would be possible for three or four situations to 
be studied and analyzed. He wondered, however, if the existing study 
did not cover the point. Mr. Dillon said the present study did not go into 
detail in assuming that both sides used nuclear weapons. Mr. Gray said 
the study assumed we would use nuclear weapons and the enemy 
would not. The study expresses no opinion on what would happen next. 

| Mr. Gray wondered whether we could maintain control of the air if both , 
sides used nuclear air defense weapons in a limited war. If we could not 
maintain air superiority under these conditions, then would we have to 

| strike at the source of air power, i.e., bases? Such a strike would raise the 

ante considerably. Mr. Dillon was suggesting that the JCS further 
examine the consequences of the use of nuclear weapons by both sides. 

General Lemnitzer said this problem had not been war-gamed. The 
outcome of each step of a war-game would depend on the amount of 
enemy force assumed and the assumed U.S. reaction. The President said 
that with respect to the Offshore Islands, the assumption should be made
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that Taiwan had been attacked. Mr. Irwin said the existing study had 
assumed that the attack on the Offshore Islands was within the context of 
the ultimate Chinese Communist goal of taking Taiwan. The President 
said that in deciding on U‘S. action, a President would have to determine 

whether an attack on the Offshore Islands was part of a continuing attack 
leading toanattackon Taiwan, ee 

Mr. Irwin said the existing study assumed an attack on Taiwan. He 
believed the study suggested by Mr. Dillon would be helpful but would 
pose a difficult question; that is, if only air-to-air weapons were used and 
there was no net advantage in their use, should the U.S. use nuclear 

weapons against bases, should the U.S. use nuclear weapons at all, 
should the U.S. build up conventional forces in view of the fact that even 

| if the U.S. had very large conventional forces, the enemy could still initi- 
ate nuclear war? The study suggested by Mr. Dillon would get into diffi- 
cult questions of force levels and budgets. Many issues would be raised 
and none ofthemwouldbesimple. Oo 

_ Mr. Dillon felt a new study might help clarify the thinking ofallcon- 
cerned. If the study indicated that general war is the only way to defend 
the Offshore Islands, then we might have to re-examine some of our pre- 
vious decisions on the subject. Mr. Irwin said that if we did not defend 

| the Offshore Islands, Soviet aggression in Laos, Berlin, and elsewhere in 

the world would be the inevitable result. | res 

| - Secretary Anderson agreed with the previous comments that the 
Offshore Island case was our weakest case. However, he believed it was | 
right to defend the Offshore Islands because such defense shows the 
world that, regardless of the smallness of the geographic unit, we main- 
tain our principles. ees , 7 

Mr. Dillon said the scenario in the present limited war study indi- 
cates that the immediate objective of enemy operations in the Offshore 
Islands area is to bring about the surrender of Quemoy. The optimum 
enemy objective is to take Taiwan. Secretary Gates said that the late Sec- 
retary Dulles had once described the symbolism of defending the 
Islands, a point which the public sometimes misses in asking why we are 
thinking about fighting over these little scraps of real estate. The Presi- 
dent recalled that the late Secretary Dulles, Walter Robertson, and Admi- | 

ral Radford had once gone to Formosa to try to persuade Chiang 
Kai-shek that it was silly to ask the West to defend the Offshore Islands. 
Secretary Dulles had reported back, however, that we had to keep For- 

mosa and that Formosa would be lost if the Islands were lost, because the 

loss of the Islands would undermine the morale of Formosa. Mr. Dillon 
said the decision made at that time as to the defense of the Offshore 7 
Islands would be harder to make now because of the balance of nuclear 
capabilities in the world. Governor Hoegh believed that opinion in the 
U.S. was firmly in favor of defending Quemoy and Matsu.
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The President said it had not yet been decided whether we would 
defend the Offshore Islands. The President could not declare war; he did, 

however, have authority to make decisions under the Congressional 
Resolution relating to the Offshore Islands. He believed the U.S. public 
favored any action which shows that we are standing firmly against 
Khrushchev. Vital U.S. interests would not be lost by losing territory such 
as the Offshore Islands [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] unless 
the loss of such territory indicated that we were so weak we would not 
defend our vital interests. The President then asked whether there had 
been any conversations with our allies on this subject. The presentation 
by Mr. Irwin had pointed out that we must have bases in order to engage 
in limited wars. Secretary Gates said that we have recently had conversa- 
tions with the British about joint use of such bases as Singapore. The Pres- 
ident recalled that a year ago Macmillan had remarked that it would be 
difficult to get the U.K. to go to war for two million miserable Germans | 
who had been against the U.K. in two wars. Mr. Dillon said the same con- 
siderations applied to the Offshore Islands. The U.K. would cheer if the 
U.S. successfully defended the Islands but would not help. 

Mr. Dulles estimated that a capability by the Chinese Communists 
in air-to-air nuclear weapons was many years in the future, unless the 
Soviets provide the Chinese with warheads and equipment. The Chinese 

| Communists will have some nuclear capabilities in three to five years but 
these capabilities will not be sophisticated enough to produce air-to-air 
weapons. Mr. Dulles observed that at the present time the Soviets would 
not give the Chinese Communists a plugged nickel. 

Mr. Gray called attention to the fact that the importance of prompt 
action regarding mobilization and an expansion of the war production 
base had been sharply illustrated by the limited war study. He thought it 
was necessary that the Council be sure that the U.S. was in a position to 

: fight a limited war. General Lemnitzer thought that mobilization actions 
would depend on the size of the limited war. Ammunition stocks were a 
key factor since we had only a modest reserve. In the event of a large lim- 
ited war, we would have to start production immediately. The President 
asked whether ammunition was not in production at all times for 
replacement for the amounts expended in training. General Lemnitzer 
said this was a stop-and-go operation. We build up our ammunition 
reserves, use them up, and then replace them. The President said he sup- 
posed building up ammunition reserves could be carried too far because 

| _of deterioration of stocks and changes in weapons. Secretary Gates noted 
that a new mobilization base concept had been presented to the NSC last 

| summer. This new base was not financed in any budget, however. 
Defense had not built up a big stock of matériel along the lines of World 
War II or Korean War inventories.
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- Mr. Dillon asked Mr. Gates whether it would not be helpful if three 

or four limited war situations were studied further. Mr. Gates agreed that 
sucha study might be helpful but added that the results might be contro- 

__. versial because of the assumptions problem. Mr. McCone felt that a great 
deal depended on whether we assume the use of nuclear weapons on the 
battlefield only or on bases also. He wondered how a limited war in 
Korea could be conducted under the threat of a surprise enemy use of 
nuclear weapons against a port such as Pusan, where one nuclear bomb 
would destroy the whole operation. General Lemnitzer said that in the 
Korean War we took a calculated risk. [2 lines of source text not declassified] 

_ Mr. Gray said the Record of Actions would reflect a request by the 
President that Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff should evaluate our 

| capabilities for conducting a limited war in Korea and the Offshore 
Islands areas on the assumption that both sides used nuclear weapons. 

| Mr. Gray also suggested that the JCS be requested to look at the possible 
deficiencies in limited war capabilities suggested by the study, with par- 
ticular reference to Southeast Asia, airlift, and mobilization planning. 

_ General Lemnitzer agreed to the studies proposed, provided agreement 
on the assumptions could be reached. a 

, At this point the President left the meeting. =~ | 

The National Security Council:8 | 

a. Noted and discussed the memorandum by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense and the Director of Central Intelligence on the subject 
and the study attached thereto (transmitted by the reference memoran- 
dum of September 28, 1960), prepared by representatives of the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Central 

Intelligence Agency, pursuant to agreement between the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence and the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; as summarized 

at the meeting by Mr. John N. Irwin II, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(International Security Affairs). 

._ b. Noted the directive by the President that the Department of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff undertake, in consultation as 

appropriate with other departments and agencies, a study for presenta- 
tion to the NSC of U.S. and allied military capabilities for conducting lim- 
ited military operations in Korea and the Taiwan/Offshore Islands area, 
based on the assumption that both the U.S. and the enemy employ 
nuclear weapons under varying conditions. The study should be 
designed to answer the question of whether in these or similar limited 
military operations, there is more advantage to the U.S. from a military 

: ® The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2317, approved by 
the President on October 17. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 
D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)



490 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

point of view in the use of nuclear weapons by both sides or by neither | 
side. 

c. Requested the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to prepare a report for early presentation to the NSC commenting 
on possible deficiencies in the U.S. posture for limited military opera- 
tions that are indicated by the study attached to the reference memoran- 
dum dated September 28, 1960, with particular reference to capabilities 
in Southeast Asia, air and sea lift capabilities, and mobilization base 

plans. 

d. Noted that the Department of Defense is taking actions to 
improve the capability for counter-guerrilla type limited military opera- 
tions, referred to in the study attached to the reference memorandum 
dated September 28, 1960. 

Note: The actions in b, c and d above, as approved by the President, 

subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate 
implementation, with a target date of December 15, 1960, for completion 
of the study and report referred to in b and c above. 

[Here follows Agenda Item 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security.”] 

Marion W. Boggs 

126. Editorial Note 

_ On October 13, 1960, a Special Meeting of the National Security 
Council heard and discussed a presentation by the Comparative Evalua- 
tions Group (CEG) on AICBM (anti-intercontinental ballistic missile sys- 
tems) pursuant to NSC Action No. 2300-h. (Note dated October 13; 
Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) No memorandum of 

this meeting has been found. Concerning NSC Action No. 2300, see foot- 
note 10, Document 120. 

Kistiakowsky’s diary entry on this meeting reads as follows: 

“A special NSC meeting on the comparative evaluation of AICBM. 
The analysis was objective and, while not very conclusive, indicated the 
situation fairly well. Dillon again argued the danger of the psychological 
impact if the Soviets develop one ahead of us and so urged a strong pro- 
gram. The President emphasized the importance of a convincing demon-
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stration that we have a capability but refused to accept the need of large 
deployment.” (Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White House, page 404) 

The previous day, Kistiakowsky had attended the CEG’s prelimi- 
nary briefing at the Pentagon. In his diary entry, he commented: “Noth- 
ing much wrong with the study, but it certainly doesn’t come to definite 
conclusions and probably can’t. In subsequent discussion, Dillon 
emphasized the psychological effect of the announcement that the prob- 
lem has been solved by one of the opposing parties and urged greater 

| intensification of the Nike—Zeus project. Other comments were of more 
detailed nature.” (Ibid., page 403) 

| Following discussion of the AICBM item on October 13, the Council 

met in regular session. (Memorandum of discussion by Johnson, Octo- 
ber 18; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) The section of 

the memorandum of discussion dealing with the status of national secu- 
rity programs is in the Supplement. | 

127. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for 
| Science and Technology (Kistiakowsky) to President 

Eisenhower | 

Washington, November 25, 1960. 

| Carrying out your directive to report to you on the methodology 
used in the preparation of the Optimized Strategic Target List and the 
Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP),! my associates (Dr. H. E. Sco- 
ville and Dr. George Rathjens) and I studied the relevant aspects of the 
activities of theJoint Strategic Planning Staff JSPS), and I have come to 
the following conclusions:? 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. 
_ 1! Regarding Eisenhower’s directive, see Document 113. Some of the methodological 

assumptions governing the SIOP are in the Annex to Appendix B of JCS 2056/181, October 
12, 1960. This Annex records the decisions taken at a meeting of the JSTPS Policy Commit- 

_ tee on September 14. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 218, Records of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 5175 (16 Sep 60) Section 1) See the Supplement. 
2 Kistiakowsky also reported to the President orally on November 25. According toa 

. transcript of a telephone conversation between Burke and Aurand, the latter stated that, 
after Kistiakowsky’s briefing, Eisenhower expressed dismay over the emerging SIOP’s 
potential for overkill, speculated on possible use of Polaris as a backup force for use after | 
satellite damage assessment of an initial nuclear exchange, and stated that “we've got to 
get this thing right down to the deterrence.” (Transcript, November 25; Naval Historical 
Center, Burke Papers, Transcripts and Phone Calls (NSTL)) See the Supplement.
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1. The staff is following the directives received from the JCS? 
which, in turn, are based on your approval of the NSC action following 
the presentation of “Study 2009” by General Hickey.4 The JSPS is making 
effective use of available intelligence information. I believe that the pres- 
ently developed SIOP is the best that could be expected under the cir- | 
cumstances and that it should be put into effect. 

2. Irecommend that an effort be initiated now to review the direc- 
tive to, and the procedures used by, the JSPS in anticipation of the prepa- 
ration of subsequent SIOPs for the following reasons: 

(a) To achieve operational simplicity, each weapon carrier is now 
assigned the same target or targets regardless of whether our strike is 
preventive or retaliatory. This leads to the result that even a retaliatory 
strike has largely a “counter force” character. [5 lines of source text not 

declassified | - 

(b) The JSPS used blast effect as the only criterion of damage and 
neglected thermal radiation, fires which will be caused by it, and fallout. 
The question may be raised as to whether the resultant damage criteria 
are unnecessarily conservative, whether they result in overkill and will 
create unjustified additional “force requirements.” __ 

[2 paragraphs (20 lines of source text) not declassified] 

(c) The staff is making extensive use of computers, but I believe that 
their programming could be improved and that the most competent 
people (such as available in WSEG, for instance) should become 
involved. This refinement, the revision of damage criteria, and possibly a 
re-evaluation of the importance of “counter force” strikes, will become 

especially important when operational plans are developed for less than 
our total alert force (the force that may survive a surprise attack by the 
enemy). 

(d) The present SIOPs which are being developed for situations in 
which we receive longer strategic warning call for the use not only of the 

| alert, but also for the larger “follow on” forces. The damage which is 
expected to the Sino-Soviet Bloc from the strike of the alert force alone 
appears to be so extensive that one may question whether the commit- 
ment of “follow on” forces to strategic strike is urgently required. If not, 
the over-all national planning of strategic forces may need revision, with 
the highest emphasis being given to the survival of the alert force and 
low emphasis to the use of “follow on” forces. | 

° See footnote 1, Document 113. | 
4 Reference is to the presentation described in Document 90. Lieutenant General 

Thomas F. Hickey was Chairman of the Staff of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee. “Study 
2009” refers to NSC Action No. 2009; see footnote 7, Document 38.
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I attach herewith a summary of our detailed observations, made on 

the basis of briefings from the Joint Strategic Planning Staff> 

| - G.B. Kistiakowsky® 

5 “Comments on Briefings by the Joint Strategic Planning Staff, November 3-5, 1960,” 
apparently drafted by a member of Kistiakowsky’s staff. See the Supplement. SIOP-62 was 
approved by the JCS on December 2 and went into effect on April 15, 1961. Additional 
information is in Burke, “Special Edition Flag Officers Dope,” December 4, 1960. (Naval 
Historical Center, Burke Papers, NSTL/SIOP Messages) See the Supplement. | 

- © Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. - | 

128. Editorial Note | | 

On December 6, 1960, President Eisenhower met with President- 

elect John F. Kennedy at the White House. Kennedy was interested in the 
organization and operations of the White House staff, the National Secu- 
rity Council, and the Pentagon, and Eisenhower urged him to avoid any 
reorganization until “he himself could become well acquainted with the 

| problem.” Eisenhower also explained the functions of the White House 
staff and the relations between the President and Cabinet officers and 
between the military and civilian staffs within the White House. The two 
men also discussed Europe, NATO, atomic energy policy, and the bal- 
ance of payments. | | 

_ At the end of the meeting, Kennedy asked Eisenhower if he could 
call on the President “to serve the country in such areas and in such man- 
ner as may seem appropriate.” Eisenhower agreed but noted that he pre- 

_ ferred not to undertake “errands which might necessitate frequent and 
lengthy travel.” Kennedy also said that he wanted to retain General 
Goodpaster for 2 months in the new administration. __ 

_ The full text of President Eisenhower’s account of the meeting is in 
the Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. It is printed 

in The White House Years: Waging Peace, 1956-1961, pages 712-716.
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129. Memorandum of Discussion at the 469th Meeting of the 
National Security Council ee | 

_ Washington, December 8, 1960. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “NATO in the 1960s.”"]_ | 

2. Status of National Security Programs on June 30, 1960: The Military 
Program (NSC 6013)! 

Mr. Gray called on Secretary Gates for an oral presentation on the 
annual report by the Department of Defense on the status of U.S. Military 
Programs as of June 30, 1960. Secretary Gates said the annual status 
report on the Military Program had been prepared in response to an NSC 
requirement. Mr. Douglas would present a summary of the report unless 
the President would prefer to open the discussion with questions instead 
of hearing the presentation. The President said he would like to hear the 
presentation. | 

Secretary Douglas said he hoped he could give in a general sum- 
mary of a detailed report—a matter which always involved the problem 
of selection—a general impression of where, in the opinion of the Secre- 
tary of Defense, our military programs are at the present time. Mr. Doug- 
las then read a brief summary of our actual and potential capabilities to 
fulfill current military commitments and basic objectives. (A copy of Mr. 
Douglas’ presentation is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting.) 

The President did not quite share the somber opinion of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that the U.S. had to be superior in all phases of preparation 
for war. His own belief was that it was becoming increasingly dangerous 
to assume that limited wars could occur without triggering general war. 
His conviction in this matter was growing stronger all the time as he 
heard more and more discussion of nuclear capabilities. He was becom- 

| ing more and more concerned. with the problem of deterrence. He 
| believed our principal effort should be devoted to convincing the USSR 

that no matter what the Soviet Union does, it will receive a rain of 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs. 

ae Complete copies of NSC 6013 are ibid., Records of the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for National Security Affairs, NSC Series, and in the National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Policy Papers File. A 

copy without the sections on “The Military Program” and “The Atomic Energy Program” 
is in Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 6013 Series. “The Military Pro- 
gram” is ibid.,S/S-NSC Files: Lot 71 D171, NSC 6013. Part of the latter section is in the Sup- 
plement. Although attached to a December 7 covering memorandum from Lay to the 
Council, that section contains later modifications that apparently resulted from the discus- 
sion above. | 

* Not found. — -
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- destruction if it attacks the U.S. The President believed that all other mili- 

tary matters must remain secondary to the overriding importance of 
deterrence. : 

The President then remarked that the President-Elect had expressed 
the belief that there was no excuse for building so many aircraft carriers 
in view of the large number of Polaris missiles the U.S. would soon have. 
The President had indicated to Mr. Kennedy that in his view the aircraft 
carrier was an ideal limited war weapon, for this reason this Administra- 

tion had supported the construction of aircraft carriers on the basis that 
they should be built specifically for limited war rather than for general 
war. Senator Kennedy had kept his own counsel on what he would do 
when he became President but it seemed likely that he intended to effect 
some economies in our aircraft construction schedules. Senator Kennedy 
had recently been briefed at Omaha and as a result of such briefing was 
apparently concerned about the possibility that we are overdoing things; 
that is, that we had an over-kill capability and an over-profusion of tar- 
gets. a : 

Secretary Douglas pointed out in connection with deterrence that on 
December 2 the Joint Chiefs of Staff had approved a national strategic 
target list and an integrated operations plan effective April 1, 1961.3 This 
list and this plan had been developed by a unified task force and were 
consistent with national security policy. Mr. Douglas felt this develop- 
ment was significant since the plan for the first time effectively inte- 
grated and provided for mutual support among all U.S. forces for a 
single initial attack. The President agreed that the developments men- 
tioned by Mr. Douglas were great steps forward even though still more 
needed to be done. The President believed our guiding principle should 
be to let the USSR know that we have the power to destroy the Soviet 
Union if the latter attacks us. The President believed that the Soviet lead- 
ers would not dare attack if they knew their country would be destroyed. 

_ Secretary Dillon said he had read the Communist Manifesto pro- | 
duced by the Moscow Conference of World Communist Leaders.‘ This 
document contained a section on the horrors of general war and a sepa- 
rate section on local wars. Reading between the lines of the latter section, _ 
Mr. Dillon gained the impression that the Communists are not fully 
aware that it may be impossible to fight a local war without having it 
develop into a general war. | 

Secretary Herter noted that the military status reports in 1958 and 
19595 contained some rather pessimistic conclusions. In 1958, for exam- 

| 3 See footnote 5, Document 127. 

* Reference is to the Declaration published on December 5 by the 81 Communist Par- 
ties attending the Moscow Conference of World Communist Leaders. | 

5 See footnote 1, Document 36, and footnote 1, Document 79.
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ple, the report stated that if the then existing trends continued, the U.S. 
military superiority would be lost in the foreseeable future. The 1959 
report stated that both the U.S. and the USSR would possess military 
strength of decisive proportions by 1962. In other words, the curve of 
military development seemed to be against the U.S. according to the 1958 
and 1959 reports. Secretary Herter wondered whether this unfavorable _ 
trend had now been arrested. Mr. Douglas said that the statements | 
referred to by Secretary Herter in previous reports were contained in a 

section prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He pointed out, however, 
that the statements he had just made in his summary evaluation had 
been approved by the Secretary of Defense after discussion by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, whose comments were reflected in the statement. Mr. 

Douglas recalled the statement Secretary Herter referred to, to the effect 
that both the U.S. and the USSR would have decisive military power in 
1962, so that the victor would be the power which took the initiative. This 
year’s status report contained no comment on this subject. Secretary 
Gates said the JCS had received a copy of the presentation made by Mr. 
Douglas but had not been asked to approve it. General Lemnitzer said 
the presentation made by Mr. Douglas had been based ona JCS draft. The 
various Chiefs of Staff had made suggestions which had been incorpo- 
rated in the presentation. Secretary Gates felt that a more thorough job_ 
had been done this year than in previous years. If the statements in pre- 
vious status report had been coordinated Department of Defense state- 
ments, they might not have been couched in such strong language. 

__ Secretary Herter felt that the current status report should be revised 
for the sake of the record to include an indication that the statements he 
had referred to in the 1958 and 1959 status reports were not considered 
appropriate for the 1960 status report. The President agreed with Secre- 
tary Herter. The current status report should say that the statements 
referred to from the 1958 and 1959 reports had been considered but that 
we no longer give them the weight we attributed to them in 1958 and 
1959. Secretary Douglas said the Department of Defense did not neces- 

7 sarily disagree with the statements made in 1958 and 1959 but did not 
think they would be appropriate for the 1960 report. The President said 
the current status report should say something on this subject; the matter 
could not be left hanging in mid-air. Secretary Gates said that a para- | 
graph would be added to the report which would bring the whole ques- 
tion into focus. The President noted that the Defense Department now 
had an opinion on this question which was not quite the same as it was in 
1958 and 1959, | oo 

Secretary Herter then noted that Mr. Douglas in his presentation 
referred to the fact that our conventional capabilities had not kept pace 
with our nuclear capabilities. He asked whether this meant that our con- 
ventional capabilities had decreased. Secretary Douglas said both our
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conventional and our nuclear capabilities had advanced but our nuclear 
capabilities had advanced at a tremendous rate whereas the improve- 
ment in our conventional capabilities had not been as great. Secretary 
Herter felt this point should be clarified in the status report. He had 
received the impression that the U.S. was falling behind in conventional 
capabilities. He agreed with the President that limited wars in large 
numbers were unlikely. Nevertheless, U.S. conventional capabilities to 
fight a limited war were of great interest to our allies and to many neutral 
nations of the world. Mr. Douglas believed the report could be amended 
to call attention to recent improvements in our limited war capabilities. 
Both in NATO and in the Far East we have augmented our ground force 
capabilities by provision of short-range nuclear weapons. Secretary 

_ Herter-pointed out that Mr. Douglas was referring to nuclear capabili- 
ties, not conventional capabilities. Mr. Douglas said there was no indica- 

tion in national security policy that we do not expect to use our nuclear | 
capabilitiesina limited war Be 

The President then inquired about the project to retrofit M-48 tanks 
with diesel engines. He was under the impression that several years ago 
we had said we had exactly the tank we wanted and now we seemed to 
be retrofitting them. Secretary Brucker said that the tank we wanted was 
the M-60 with a diesel engine and a big gun. The M—48 was an old tank 
which was to be modernized with diesel engines. After some further dis- 
cussion of the characteristics of M-47 [M-60?] and M-48 tanks, the Presi- 
dent noted that we had carried forward programs for the improvement | 
of a great deal of military equipment. | | cs 

_ Mr. Gray observed that some months ago the Council had been 
informed that construction of our missile bases had fallen behind sched- 
ule. During the Planning Board discussion of the military status report, 
the Department of Defense had reported that there had been no further 

slippage in missile base construction schedules, even though the time 
lost earlier had not been fully made up. Secretary Gates confirmed the 
report that had been made to the Planning Board. The President felt it | 
might be important to make a statement to this effect in the status report. 

_ Mr. Gray then reported that the President had recently asked about 
the status of the Hound Dog missile. Mr. Gray’s information was that 25 
Hound Dogs were operational as of June 30, 1960 and that 242 were pro- 
jected for June 30, 1961. General White said that some difficulties had 
developed in the Hound Dog program which would delay operational 
capabilities. The President inquired as to the nature of the trouble. Gen- 
eral White said that the Hound Dog, which was a complex weapon sys- | 
tem, had not proven completely reliable. He believed the unreliability 
thus far revealed could be overcome after further testing. The President 
inquired about the Skybolt program. General White expressed the belief 
that Skybolt was an important weapon system for the future. The Sky-
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bolt was a ballistic equivalent of the Hound Dog. Secretary Gates 
reported that the Skybolt program had been cut back in the new budget, 

| an action which might create difficulties with the U.K., which had been 
emphasizing the Skybolt. Some consideration had been given to cancel- 
ling the Skybolt program but as an alternative it had been retained in the 
budget, although at a lower level. | 

The National Security Council:® | | 

_ a. Noted and discussed an oral summary of the status of the military 
program on June 30, 1960, by the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense, based on Part 1 of NSC 6013. 

b. Noted the President’s statement that he believed there was 
increasing question as to whether it could be assumed that there would 
be limited wars which would not lead to general war. He felt that this 
-meant that our first responsibility involves maintaining a deterrent to 7 
general war, with all other military missions taking largely a supporting 
role. Noted the statement by the Secretary of State that, whether limited 
wars in the future were likely or not, the maintenance of adequate con- 
ventional capabilities for limited wars was still considered very impor- 
tant by our allies, and indeed by ourselves. | 

c. Noted and discussed the view of the Secretary of Defense that 
some of the statements regarding unfavorable trends in U.S. military 
capabilities vis-a-vis the USSR, contained in the FY 1958 and 1959 status 
reports (NSC 5819 and NSC 5912), would not necessarily be appropriate 
under current conditions; and suggested that further comment on such 
statements be included in the FY 1960 report. | — 

d. Noted that, while delays were previously reported to the 
National Security Council in the construction schedule for missile bases 
at the first five sites, no further delays in those bases becoming opera- 
tional after March 1, 1961, are presently anticipated. 

_ Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense. - 

3. US. Military Programs for FY 1962 (NSC Action No. 2151)” 

Secretary Gates said that the initial budget guidance in the Pentagon 
was that the FY 1961 figures would be used as the basis for the FY 1962 
budget. At the Quantico meeting he had asked the Armed Services for 
four different budgets: a budget incorporating a 5 per cent decrease, a 
budget holding firm at the FY 1961 level, a budget incorporating a 5 per 
cent increase, and a so-called “D-budget” incorporating all items which 

° The following paragraph and note constitute NSC Action No. 2341, approved by 
the President on December 17. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

7 See footnote 12, Document 79.
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the Services considered necessary but which could not be squeezed into 
the other three budgets. It had also been decided that force levels would 
not be changed. Moreover, the budget preparations took account of the | 
political guidance of the Secretary of State as to the international situa- 
tion. The largest budget produced by this method called for $50.6 billion 
in New Obligational Authority. In the budget processing the Depart- 
ment of Defense had also reviewed each weapons system and category 
of forces and had tried to achieve a better balance between general and 
limited war capabilities. All figures on the budget had been furnished 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff so that they would have all necessary information 
for a separate review. Secretary Gates had held many meetings with the 

. Service Secretaries and with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who participated in 
the defense budget process this year to a greater extent than ever before. 
The budget which the Department of Defense will propose for FY 1962 | 
was derived from the four budgets mentioned previously but does not 
closely resemble any one of them. He had been compelled to cut back cer- 
tain military programs. One of the compelling reasons for the cut-back 
was the $23 billion in fixed personnel costs and in maintenance and 

operations costs. The new budget provided for no increase or decrease in 
personnel overall, although Navy personnel strength has increased by 
about 6000 and a small personnel reduction had been accepted by the Air 
Force. The National Guard had been reduced by 10 per cent. Many pro- 
grams in the Research and Development area had been re-oriented and 
must be reviewed. With great difficulty intelligence programs had been 
reviewed and an effort had been made to hold them to the FY 1961 levels. | 
Secretary Gates believed that further progress could be made in the intel- 
ligence area after the report of the Joint Survey Group was received. The 
new budget made no provision for additional costs resulting from bal- 
ance-of-payments difficulties. | 

In summary, Mr. Gates said the new budget provided for 
$42,930,000,000 in expenditures and for $41,855,000,000 in New Obliga- 

tional Authority, an increase of $1.3 billion in expenditures and $510 mil- 
lion in NOA. To arrive at these figures a substantial cut-back in direct 
operations was necessary ($1 billion in the case of the Air Force). Secre- 
tary Gates said the details of this budget were still being changed. Last 
night he had met with the Service Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and had solicited their attitude toward the new budget. He was sure that 
all military officers and civilian officials would support the budget | 
adopted by the President when the President’s decision was made. Some 
of the Services, however, were unhappy as of now, believing that we 
were taking a military risk in adopting the new budget. This, he believed, 
was the Air Force attitude. Moreover, the Navy feels its future is not 
bright because it needs more ships and therefore more new obligational 
authority than the new budget permits. The Army feels the total budget
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figure is too low and should be increased by $1 or $2 billion. The Army 
feels the budget is a “division of shortages” and is concerned about the 
rate of modernization of the Army, even though the Army budget has 
been increased relatively more than the budgets of the other two Serv- 
ices. All the Services would like to have more manpower. Secretary Gates 
said that General Lemnitzer would now make a brief statement on force 
levels, after which he recommended that the President hear the views of 

the Service Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

General Lemnitzer said his summary presentation was supported 
by a paper distributed to the Council members showing the changes in 
force levels.6 He reported that Army divisions would now have both 
nuclear and non-nuclear capabilities and that Army air defense capabili- 
ties would be enhanced by the National Guard. The budget provided for 
an Army personnel strength of 870,000 plus a National Guard of 630,000 

_ {a 10 per cent reduction in the National Guard). The principal change in 
Army deployments was in the air defense field, resulting from a new 
low-level air defense missile capability. New deployments were made 
possible by absorbing personnel from deactivated units. Turning to the 
Navy, General Lemnitzer reported that by June of 1962 the Navy would 
have 817 combat ships. The active aircraft inventory of the Navy by that 
time would be reduced by some 400 planes. The major changes in Navy 
deployment for the period in question included placing seven Polaris 
submarines on station and slight reductions in the Mediterranean and 
Far Eastern fleets. In the Air Force, combat wings would be reduced from 

96 to 84 by 1962. Manned aircraft would be reduced from 18,700 to 

16,144. The Air Force expected to develop 13 Atlas squadrons, 14 Titan 

squadrons, and 12 Minuteman squadrons (9 hardened and 3 mobile) by 
1962 although all these forces would not enter the inventory by that time. 
Personnel strength in the Air Force had been reduced from 825,000 to 

822,900. Air Force re-deployments consisted principally of the reduction 
of tactical striking and reconnaissance units in Europe. General Lemnit- 

| zer concluded by requesting that the paper on deployments distributed 
| to the Council members be returned. 

The President wondered what savings could be effected in the mili- 
tary budget if an attempt were made to survey the National Guard 
reserve problem intelligently. He asked whether we were not now ina 
position, despite the political factor in the problem, to recommend one 
reserve force with a specified necessary mission. He thought we should 
abandon the idea of carrying 15-20 divisions overseas in general war 
because we know such an operation will be impossible after a nuclear 
exchange. He would like to see a start made in attacking this problem of 
the reserves. Secretary Gates said the savings would be very large if the 

® Not found.



| National Security Policy 501 

National Guard and organized reserve problem. could be solved. How- 
ever, the problem was almost entirely a political one. The President said 
that the only hope for recovery and rehabilitation after a nuclear attack 
lay in the presence throughout the country of disciplined armed forces 
which could bring order out of disaster. Secretary Gates agreed with this 
concept but noted that the Army did not concur. Moreover, he thought 
there was little chance of selling the President’s concept politically unless 
it had firm military support. General Lemnitzer reported that National 
Guard and reserve training was placing increasing emphasis on civil 
defense responsibilities. Governor Hoegh reported that the National 
Guard now has a secondary mission of great importance, the support of 
state and local governments in the emergency and recovery phases fol- 
lowing a nuclear attack. The National Guard would respond to the com- 
mand of the state governors. He understood that training in civil defense 
measures was being carried forward. Secretary Herter felt that the con- 
cept of having the National Guard under the command of state gover- 
nors was one of the great difficulties in this field. He said that in New 
England all estimates of fall-out pattern cut across the state lines of a 
great many states. The only hope for recovery and rehabilitation lay ina 
unified federal command of the armed forces in the area rather than in 

state command. General Lemnitzer said arrangements had been made 
for unified command of all the armed forces in an area. 

_ The President said he failed to see the logic in having two types of 
reserve forces. Two forces were very expensive but were kept in being 
partly in response to the lobbies of the National Guard and the Reserve 
Officers Association. When we propose a 10 per cent reduction in the 
National Guard, Congress disallows the reduction. He would like a 
study made to indicate exactly what reserve forces we should have; he 

would like to recommend such forces and stick to that recommendation. 
General Lemnitzer said the National Guard formed a replacement pool 
of trained manpower. The President said that if General Lemnitzer was 
referring to a replacement pool for major combat operations, he would 
like to be shown how the replacements could be collected and trans- 
ported to the battle areas after a nuclear attack. He felt we had not ade- 

_ quately studied the conditions which would prevail after such an attack. 
The Net Evaluation Subcommittee studies had indicated the large num- 

ber of casualities that would result, the number of cities that would be 

destroyed, the fact that there would be no communications, and the 

problem of getting a government started again. The President feared we 
were thinking in World War II terms in dealing with the problem of the 
National Guard and the reserves. General Lemnitzer believed the 

| reserves would play a vital role in recovery and rehabilitation after a , 
nuclear attack. Moreover, the reserves would be extremely useful in lim- 
ited war operations after the active divisions were deployed. | |
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The President agreed that the reserves would have a certain role in 
limited war operations. He thought, however, that in general war, time 
was of the essence. It was, of course, necessary to havea disciplined force 

in the country for recovery and rehabilitation but he did not understand 
why both a National Guard and an organized reserve were required. 
With respect to the political problem, he thought no time was better than 
the present, when he was about to leave the office of President, to make 
new proposals. He believed a study should show what should be done 
from the standpoint of efficiency. The time had come to make recommen- 
dations for the kind of system we believe is needed. The President felt he 
could well afford to make recommendations of this character at the pres- 
ent time. General Lemnitzer pointed out that the paid strength of the 
reserves had been reduced by over 50 per cent since 1953. Further reduc- 
tions are being resisted by the reserves. A reorganization of the reserves 
involving every governor was just being completed after a major effort at 
coordination. An attempt to achieve further reduction might result in 
upsetting this reorganization and starting over again. 

The President observed that he had had the experience of seeing the 
National Guard called out to resist federal authority. He did not believe 
the National Guard as such should be under the control of the states. 

: Thus far we had not faced up to this problem. The President then asked 
whether the FY 1962 military budget contained any money for Dynasoar. 

secretary Gates said the new budget contained an item of $70 mil- 
lion for the Dynasoar project. The Air Force believed its requirements 
were double this figure. Ultimately, the Dynasoar program would cost 
$700 million. The question at issue was the rate at which the program 
would be developed. Dr. York said Dynasoar would cost at least $700 
million and possibly more. The President asked to what use Dynasoar 
could be put when it was completed. Dr. York replied that completion of 
the project would result in the U.S. being ready to put a military man in 

| space. Dynasoar was a follow-on to the X-15 and the NASA man-in- 
space programs. The present Dynasoar program was a research and 

| development effort to effect a controlled and manned re-entry from 
space. The President felt that Dynasoar would be a desirable project to 
play around with if unlimited funds were available. However, he was 
not in the least impressed by the usefulness of Dynasoar as a project 
which would compete with other defense programs for scarce funds. | 
The President then wondered how many Samos and Midas satellites we 
would have to put in orbit, assuming that these satellites became opera- 
tionally feasible, and whether we could stand the cost. The President 
added that he had thus far been willing to retain the Samos and Midas 
programs in the budget because of the faith which scientists such as Dr. 
York had in them. Dr. York believed that Dynasoar was not nearly as 
important as the Samos and Midas programs.
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_ General White expressed the view that the Dynasoar program was 
vital in order to keep the U.S. in the technological race. The President said 
that his comments on Dynasoar had been based on his view of the 
national security race rather than the technological race. General White 
said that Dynasoar opened up entirely new concepts of fighting a war. 

. He believed Dynasoar was an essential part of the Air Force program. 
_ The President said General White had expressed one view of the matter 

but his (the President’s) view was diametrically opposed. Some of the 
research and development now going on was beyond imagining. The 
President felt that insufficient discrimination had been used in establish- 
ing priorities. He then asked how much Samos and Midas would cost by 
1964. | | 

Dr. York replied that Samos could be bought in either large or small 
amounts; that is, reconnaissance flights could take place frequently or as 
infrequently as once a year. The President believed that if Samos proved 
to be technically feasible, its sponsors would want a reconnaissance 
flight every day. Dr. York said that in the case of Midas a large number of 
satellites would be needed because Midas was a warning system and 
moreover, a warning system which was very expensive to build and 
operate. The cost of Midas would be in the hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars each year. However, a warning system was a very important thing to 
have. Secretary Douglas said it was impossible to tell at the present time 
whether Midas would ever become operational. The present level of the 
Midas program was, however, essential in order to determine whether 
Midas was operationally feasible. In response to a question from the 

| President, Dr. York said that putting one Samos in orbit three years from 
| now would cost about $10 million. The President asked how long a 

single Samos would need to reconnoiter the USSR and Communist | 
| China. Dr. York said the vehicle could cover the whole of the Soviet 

Union in a matter of days; perhaps a dozen flights would be required to 
cover the USSR. Secretary Douglas said a vehicle might be kept in orbit 
for as long as ten days; it would attempt reconnaissance only during 
periods of good weather. | | 

_ The President believed that Dynasoar as well as a great many 
research and development projects were useful concepts but he was : 
unable to understand what practical utility a great many of these con- 
cepts would have. In his view, the defense of the U.S. depended ona bal- 
ance of moral, economic, and military factors and would not be achieved 
by military factors alone. Financial circles abroad know of our dollar 
problem and were closely scrutinizing our budget. If the new budget 
provides for a large deficit, the result would be loss of confidence abroad 
and further gold withdrawals. 

General Lemnitzer said the Joint Chiefs of Staff faced the problem of 
| a lack of intelligence from inside the Soviet Union. The Chiefs were
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working in a complete intelligence vacuum. Mr. Dulles said he did not 
think there was a complete intelligence vacuum. For example, we know 
when the Soviets launch missiles. General Lemnitzer said the Joint 

Chiefs had less information now about Soviet activities than they had 
ever had before. Mr. Dulles agreed that we were getting less information 
now than we were able to obtain at the time U-2 flights were permitted. 

Secretary Gates asked whether the President would like to hear the 
views of the military services. The President said he would but warned 
that he was difficult to convince. | | . 

Secretary Brucker said the Army would accept the final budget and 
support it. The budget difficulties of the Army began in 1957 with the 
Deutschmark problem. Until then Army was receiving in excess of $300 
million a year from Germany. The Army’s procurement troubles which 
began in 1957 had resulted from postponing $200 million in procurement 
each year. The Army was now languishing from loss of adequate pro- 
curement for four years. The Army is now in difficulties because there is 
inadequate provision in the present budget for modernization which 
will be needed 18 months from now. The Army has been pressing the bal- 
anced forces concept and the idea of dual capability weapons such as 
Davy Crockett and Pershing. The President asked whether the Army 
could afford to fire Pershing with an ordinary warhead. Secretary 
Brucker replied it was possible to fire Pershing with a conventional war- 
head. Continuing, he said that 162 Army Ordnance items had been 

| improved so markedly that analagous old equipment was completely 
obsolete. However, the Army could not afford to procure the improved 
items in adequate numbers. The Army needed “modernization money” 
in its budget to re-equip itself with the improved items. 

_ ThePresident inquired about the cost of keeping an army division in 
Europe as compared with the cost of maintaining it in the U.S. Secretary 
Brucker replied that it cost more to keep an army division in Europe or 
Korea than in the U.S. Mr. Stans estimated that the difference in cost was 
about $50 million per division per year. The President said he had always 
been annoyed at the idea that we had to keep the equivalent of six army 
divisions in Europe indefinitely. Every time we broached the idea of 
redeploying some divisions from Europe, there is talk about the possible 
break-up of NATO. He believed it was time for us to find out whether 
NATO was really as fragile as this talk suggested. | 

Secretary Brucker believed the Army could save millions if it were 
allowed to modernize its equipment. He referred to the M-113 personnel 
carrier which weighed half as muchas the old personnel carrier and dida 
more effective job for half the cost. Secretary Douglas said large quanti- 
ties of M—-113’s were provided for in the budget. Secretary Brucker gave 
as a further example the M-60 tank which he said cost less than the M—-48 

or the M-48 retrofit. Moreover, the M-60 had a better gun, a greater
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radius, and was more maneuverable. Secretary Gates said the improved 
equipment referred to by Secretary Brucker was being budgeted for the | 
Army. The issue was how quickly could the entire Army be re-equipped. | 
Secretary Brucker said that a great deal of army modernization could be 
effected by a slight increase in the Army budget. : 

Secretary Herter inquired about airlift capabilities in the new budg- 
et. Secretary Gates replied that a substantial number of Lockheed-130 
planes were provided for in the budget. | Oo 

_ Secretary Franke? said the Navy had two budgetary problems; 
people in uniform and obsolescence. With respect to the first problem, . 
the complexity of modern weapons and modern ships required more 
personnel whose training period had to be longer. Moreover, industry 
had been successful in getting trained personnel away from the Navy. As 
a result, a big in-put was required for a small output. The Navy had 
closed a great many installations already and was endeavoring to close 
additional ones. However, every time a proposal is made to close a Navy 
installation, opposition develops in Congress. The Navy is now trying to 
close three shipyards, one of which is in Boston. Secretary Franke 
doubted that the Navy could continue to do its job with the present per- 
sonnel ceiling of 625,000 men plus 175,000 marines. The second problem, 
that of obsolescence, involved the replacement of old equipment with 
new and more expensive equipment. Adequate replacement was not 
feasible under present budgetary limitations. It could not be said that the 
Navy was fully modern at the present time. oo 

: Admiral Burke said that in 1964 or 1965 when new ships now being 
built would enter the fleet, over half of the fleet would still be comprised 
of World War II vessels. Modern ships needed to have six to seven times 
thesonar and ASW capabilities of World War II ships. It was possible that 
the Navy would have World War II equipment in action ten years from 
now. As a result of delay in ship replacement, the Navy would face seri- 
ous problems five to ten years in the future. The President noted that the 
Navy was putting a great many resources into Polaris and attack subma- 
rines. He wondered what the face of warfare would be like five to six 
years from now and what naval measures we should take now to induce 
the USSR to estimate that it would not be profitable to attack the U.S. He 
asked whether Admiral Burke was suggesting that all old naval vessels 
should be replaced. | | : | 

Admiral Burke said he was not suggesting ship-for-ship replace- 
ment. Polaris submarines were causing the Soviet Union a great deal of | 
concern. The Soviets were doing everything possible to develop missile 
submarines of the Polaris type. The U.S. must maintain a Polaris subma- 

 ? William B. Franke, Secretary of the Navy. | |
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rine capability and at the same time must have an attack submarine capa- 
bility in order to destroy enemy missile-launching submarines. 
Moreover, there was always the possibility of a limited war for which we 
would have to furnish forces. It was essential for the Navy to have the 
limited war capability of protecting the forces which would be engaged 
in a limited war overseas. The President believed that limited war capa- 
bilities should not have the same priority as general war capabilities. 

| Admiral Burke pointed out that anti-submarine warfare capabilities 
were needed by the Navy for both limited and general war. | 

Secretary Sharp said that the Air Force would also support the 
budget finally decided on by the President. He did not know whether 
General White would agree but he believed that the present moderniza- 
tion program for the Air Force, although not as large as he would like, 
was probably adequate. The Air Force would like to construct “building 
blocks” for future warfare. Dynasoar and Midas were examples of these 
“building blocks.” One solution to the budgetary problem might be a 
NATO force. If the Air Force could achieve the ability to rotate its forces, 
it might be able to reduce its overseas commitment. An important Air 
Force economy policy consisted of closing bases and depots. The Air 
Force had recently announced the closing of four bases, two in Republi- 
can territory and two in Democratic territory. The Air Force would con- 
tinue an effort to reduce its personnel but it must go on with a 
development program so that it would have the advanced weapons it _ 
needed in the event of war in the future. The difference between a quite 

adequate budget and one which was slightly marginal was in the order | 
oflor2percent.  . - a : 

The President said that anyone who sat in the center of the budget- 
ary pressures as he did was apt to be sensitive. He hesitated to oppose his 
dedicated old associates in the military services. The only thing he could 
do was to ask the officers who formed the “hinge” between the people 
and the armed forces to take into consideration all the problems that 
impinge on him, e.g. the soundness of the dollar and its relationship to | 
defense problems and to a balanced budget. The President believed that 
a balanced budget would be a tremendous service in helping to solve the 
dollar problem. There was, however, very little he could do to effect large 
savings. Military officers who made decisions could have a real effect on 
the budget. Even if new taxes are suggested, the point of diminishing 
returns would soon be reached. The President realized that on a “scare” 
basis, budgets could be increased for a year or so but he was now talking 
about the next fifty years. The U.S. had to be strong in all fields. We could 
not destroy morale by forced measures and economic controls which 
might destroy the economy. He believed it was the duty of military offi- 
cers to get along with less if at all possible. He realized it was also the 
duty of military officers to ensure the military safety of the U.S. but he



| National Security Policy 507 

believed that no absolute assurance on this point could ever be given. 
Our principal objective must be to convince the Soviets that they cannot 
attack us with impunity. The President then said he wanted, with respect 
to the FY 1961 budget, to make sure that this government could continue 
to operate until next June without going furtherinto debt. 

Mr. Stans said a new budget never pleased everyone. He believed 
the new military budget was a good budget since it seemed to spread dis- 
satisfactions quite widely. He believed this budget could be lowered 
somewhat if the proper decisions were possible. However, the Bureau of 
the Budget had participated closely in the formulation of the military 
budget this year and he believed the present budget was realistic and 
that he could not conscientiously press for significantly lower amounts. 
On the other hand, he would oppose any action looking toward an _ 
increase inthe new military budget. oe | 

The President said he was convinced that everyone would support 
the new military budget. He wanted the best possible corporate deci- 
sions made on these military problems since no one man could be sure 
that his decisions were correct. He would like to find out what percent- 
age of increased security the U.S. would obtain for each percentage of 
increased cost. We must avoid authorizing advanced scientific programs 
now which will saddle us with enormous costs five to ten years from 
now. He realized that many people were estimating that we would have 
a greater GNP in the future. He wondered, however, whether any greater 

economic growth was possible without inflation, in which case our mon- 
etary unit would be dollarettes instead of dollars. _ , 

Mr. Gray said the Record of Actions would show that subject to the 
| normal budgetary process and final action by the President, U.S. military 

programs for FY 1962 as recommended by the Secretary of Defense were 
generally consistent with national security policy objectives. Secretary 
Herter said he had one reservation to this proposed recommended 
action. He had not seen the details of the military budget and, therefore, 

felt it was difficult to go on record as endorsing the budget. He wondered 
whether it would not be preferable to state in the record that the military 
budget had been reported to and discussed by the Council but that no 
formal action had been taken. Mr. Gray felt it would be preferable to indi- 
cate in the record that the budget as outlined by the Secretary of Defense 
at this meeting was generally consistent with current national security 
objectives. Secretary Gates added that he could not conscientiously put 
forward a budget which would in his view violate national security 

policy. | |
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| The National Security Council:!° Oo 
a. Noted and discussed an oralsummary by the Secretary of Defense 

of the general outline of his recommendations as to the U.S. Military Pro- 
grams for FY 1962, supplemented by an oral statement on the subject by 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; in the light of comments thereon by 

the Service Secretaries and the Chiefs of Staff. 

b. Noted the President’s conviction that the time had arrived to 
make a realistic analysis of the National Guard and Organized Reserve 
Programs with a view to determining, in the light of practical judgments 
as to currently foreseeable wartime conditions, whether the two types of 
Reserve units are still required and what actual missions they might be 
expected to perform, the number of personnel required, and the 
appropriate extent of Federal control and support. , 

c. Agreed that, subject to the normal budgetary process and final 
action by the President, the over-all outline of the U.S. Military Programs 
for FY 1962, as recommended by the Secretary of Defense at this meeting, 
is generally consistent with national security policy objectives. 

Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of Defense. | 

[Here follow Agenda Items 4. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” and 5. “U.S. Policy Toward Korea.”] 

| | _ Marion W. Boggs 

The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2342, approved by 
the President on December 17. (Department of State, S/S~NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 

66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

130. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of 
Defense Gates oo 

JCSM-553-60 Washington, December 9, 1960. 

SUBJECT 
Deficiencies in the U.S. Posture for Limited Military Operations (C) — 

1. In accordance with your directive concerning “U.S. and Allied 
Capabilities for Limited Military Operations to 1 July 1962”, dated 25 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for National Security Affairs. Top Secret.
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_ October 1960,! the Joint Chiefs of Staff have prepared appropriate com- 
ments in response to paragraph 2317-c, NSC Action No. 2317.2Thecited 
action required the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staffto 
prepare a report for early presentation to the National Security Council 
(NSC) commenting on possible deficiencies in the U.S. posture for lim- 
ited military operations that are indicated by the Limited War Study with 
particular reference to capabilities in Southeast Asia, air and sea lift capa- 
bilities, and mobilization base plans. 7 a | 

_ 2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reaffirm their views on the Interdepart- 
mental Committee Limited War Study which were forwarded to you on 
27 July 1960.3 As the situations envisaged probably will never occur 
exactly in the manner depicted in the study, decisions must be made in 
light of the actual conditions existing at the time. Accordingly, the study 
does not by itself constitute a valid basis for formulating programs or 
reaching decisions. It is recommended that these views be made avail- 
able to the NSC as they establish the general basis upon which this report 
is based. oe Oe 
_. 3. Comments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff are as indicated in the | 

Appendix hereto. a, ae 

/ 4. TheJoint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you endorse this report 
for forwarding to the NSC. | | Coe 

a are | | For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
| i | LL. Lemnitzer* 

- | | | Chairman 
| 7 - | | oe Joint Chiefs of Staff 

| Appendix® _ | | a a | 

a GENERAL COMMENTS —- - 

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that, even though the subject 
study stimulates and provokes thought, and highlights already well-rec- 
ognized problem areas, it does not by itself constitute a valid basis for 
formulating programs or reaching decisions. Advance planning and | 
programming must take into account many factors, such as Department | | 

of Defense budget, production base planning objectives and full capabil- 

| Not found. — : 
2 See footnote 8, Document 125. —_ SO | | 
3 Document 121. SO | | | 
4 Printed from a copy that indicates Lemnitzer signed the original. | 
> Top Secret. - | | | an Co |



510 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III | 

ities of Allies to help themselves, which the study does not consider. It is 
thusly considered appropriate to comment on known deficiencies which 
may Or may not coincide with the deficiencies in the study. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff note that one of the fundamental conclu- 

sions of the Limited War Study is: 

“U.S. capabilities in conjunction with those of our Allies are gener- 
ally adequate to conduct any one of the limited military operations stud- 
ies but these capabilities are dependent on prompt action, as required in 
each case, to 

“a. Initiate partial mobilization. 
“b. Augment existing military lift capabilities. 
“c. Expand the war production base. 
“d. Waive financial limitations.’® 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff agree with this conclusion. This conclusion 
clearly indicates that the United States does not have forces in being ade- 
quate to cope with all envisaged limited war situations. The requirement 

) for and implications of measures along the lines indicated above must be 
clearly recognized and considered as normal augmentation steps some 
or all of which must be taken to some degree in any limited war situation. 
These actions, if taken promptly, would serve to act as a further deterrent 
to expansion of hostilities. Additionally, the early implementation of 
these measures would provide required means to engage successfully in 
large scale limited military operations. These measures focus attention 
on the continuing requirement for adequately trained and equipped 
reserve forces, the requirement for ready availability of additional sea 
and air lift and the requirement to insure that mobilization base planning 
and programs adequately support operations which may be required, 
including the areas considered in the basic study, but recognizing that 
the actual requirements may vary markedly from those indicated by the 
hypothetical situations studied. 

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff further note that the second over-all con- 
clusion of the Limited War Study is: 

“The U.S. over-all capabuaty for general war would be degraded ini- 
tially by any one of the five limited military situations studied, except 
Berlin, although not to an unacceptable degree. The capability of the U.5. 
nuclear retaliatory forces for general war would, in no case studied, be 
seriously affected.” | 

4. General views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with regard totheU.S. _ 
posture for limited military operations, have been presented in “The Sta- 

© “Waive financial limitations” is taken to mean lifting expenditure limitations, 
authorizing necessary deficiencies and seeking necessary supplemental appropriation. 
[Footnote in the source text.]
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tus of National Security Programs on 30 June 1960,”” which were for- 
warded to your office on 18 August 1960. ee 

5. There are recognized deficiencies in the U.S. limited war pos- 
ture, some of which were indicated in the Limited War Study. In any case, 
remedial action to correct deficiencies will be taken in the usual manner, 

ie., the preparation and review of capabilities and contingency plans, 
evaluation of and action on requests by commanders of unified and spe- | 
cified commands to correct deficiencies and improve capabilities of their 
commands, the preparation of the JSOP and other actions relating to the 
preparation of the budget. oO 7 So 

6. The system which determines the composition of U.S. forces is 
based upon acceptance of many calculated risks pertaining to the bal- 
ance of forces as well as their supporting elements. Specific deficiencies 
derived from an analysis of the Limited War Study basically stem from 
judgments pertaining to the allocation of resources to provide forces and 
supporting elements primarily designed for use in a direct conflict 
between the United States and the USSR. Therefore, detailed programs 
aimed at correcting the deficiencies noted with regard to our capabilities 
to conduct limited war in any specific area must be weighed against pos- 
sible higher priority commitments and requirements for operations in 
other areas and in different types of warfare. - ere 

7. Many considerations other than purely military directly affect 
our capabilities to respond effectively in limited war situations. These 
additional considerations include: | . on 

~ a: Timely political decision and prompt application of. effective 
force. a : | | 

__b.. Political restraints on the use of force. ae , 

-¢. Actions by other elements of the government to insure availabil- 
ity of required facilities in overseasareas..- = i | 

-. 8. Withregard to the points outlined in paragraphs 7a and b above, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in commenting on the Limited War Study, stated 
that: — oe So, a | 

| _ “a. Delayed actions and decisions could place the United Statesina _ 
position where the application of force required to accomplish national 
objectives would have to be on such a scale as to increase the probability 

: of undesirable expansion of the conflict: a | 

_ “b. By their very nature, limited military operations would be con- 
ducted in light of numerous political restraints which would not pertain 
in case of general war. However, these restraints should be kept under 
review to insure they do not prevent military actions necessary to 
achieve national objectives. Limited military operations, once under- 
taken, should operate under sufficiently flexible direction to enable | 

” See footnote 1, Document 129. | rn : | |
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timely lifting of restraints as required. The alternatives would be stale- 
mate or withdrawal from action and, in either case, a settlement under 

unfavorable circumstances. : | 

“c. The close inter-relationship of diplomatic and propaganda activ- 
: ities to limited military operations underlines the importance of allow- 

ing the communist powers ‘thresholds of decision’ at which to weigh the 
_ consequences of further action. 

“d. Even though the U.S. capability for either general war or addi- | 
tional contingency operations would be initially degraded, with the 
implementation of the national measures envisaged our over-all capabil- 
ities for general war and limited war would be increased with the pas- 
sage of time. 

“e. Under the conditions outlined in the study, it is noted that the 

military advantage accruing to U.S. and Allied forces from the use of 
nuclear weapons varied from no advantage in the Berlin situation to pos- 
sible decisive advantage in the Korean situation. In the latter case, early 
employment of atomic weapons by U.S. forces—whether or not the com- 
munists retaliate—would be more advantageous than employment later 
in the conflict. It is believed that the use of nuclear weapons should be 
considered wherever and whenever U.S. military forces become 
involved in active conflict and that forces and weapons systems should 
be used as necessary and in a manner to achieve national objectives. 

“f. There is a possibility that restricted and discriminate employ- 
ment of nuclear weapons against purely military targets early in a con- 
flict could result in rapid termination of hostilities.” 

Additionally, the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted that the study failed to indi- 
cate the decisive potential of early application of required military capa- 
bilities. It is believed that, in many situations, the early use of a relatively 
small force would be more effective than later use of a larger force. 

These judgments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff serve to indicate that 
considerations other than purely military have a considerable impact on 
the forces and support required to conduct effectively limited military 
operations. 

9. Furthermore, U.S. capabilities may be seriously degraded by 
inadequate policy guidance during the period prior to hostilities. In fact, 
indecision and lack of clear cut policies could contribute to creating a sit- 
uation or starting a conflict which we would desire to avoid. A pertinent 
example is the recent conflict of judgment between the Department of | 
Defense and the Department of State concerning the proper implementa- 
tion of U.S. policy in Laos. | 

10. Comments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff which specifically address 
possible deficiencies in U.S. posture for limited military operations, with
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particular reference to capabilities in Southeast Asia, air and sea lift capa- 
bilities, and mobilization base plans are as indicated in the Annex hereto. 

[Here follows a 16-page Annex, included in the Supplement, 
entitled “Specific Joint Chiefs of Staff Views on Possible Deficiencies in 
the U.S. Posture for Limited Military Operations.”] __ | 

131. Editorial Note | | , os 

On December 14, 1960, Boggs circulated. to the National Security 
Council NSC 6021, “Missiles and Military Space Programs,” a codifica- 
tion of policy on the subject derived from certain actions of the National 
Security Council for the 1955-1960 period. (Department of State, $/S- 
NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 6021 Series) In light of discussion at the 
Council meetings held on January 5 and 12, 1961, the Planning Board 

revised the paper, which the President approved on January 18 as NSC 
6108, “Certain Aspects of Missile and Space Programs.” (National | 
Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National 

Security Council, Policy Papers File) . | 

132. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for Policy 
_ Planning (Smith) to Secretary of State Herter 

| Washington, December 21, 1960. 

SUBJECT : - 
NSC 6022 “Continental Defense”! | | - 

On December 22 the NSC will consider the attached draft policy. | | 

_ InFebruary the Planning Board began a review of existing policy on 
Continental Defense (NSC 5802/1).2 A discussion paper was prepared 
which was the subject of Council consideration on September 15, 1960.2 
The principal subject of the discussion was the prospects for an effective 

Source: Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D1, NSC 6022 Series. Top Secret. 
Drafted by Furnas. | | . | 

~ 1 Dated December 13. (Ibid.) See the Supplement. , . 
2 See footnote 10, Document 8. eo 
3 See Document 120. oe
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active defense against Soviet ballistic missiles. The Department of 
Defense report to the Council showed that effective active defense of the 
continent and especially of our nuclear retaliatory force will not be avail- 
able to the United States in the foreseeable future. Therefore the Presi- 
dent directed urgent re-examination of current policy and programs for 
passive defense, particularly fall-out shelters. A specific report on this 
subject made by OCDM in consultation with State and Defense* (NSC 
Action 2300-e)° is a subsequent agenda item for the NSC meeting on 
December 22. ot 

The existing policy paper on Continental Defense places primary 
emphasis on active defense measures rather than passive measures. The 
new draft policy is an attempt to change this emphasis in the light of the 
earlier NSC discussion and recent studies and reports which do not hold 
out good prospects for effective active defense against increasing Soviet 
missile capabilities. The differences of view which exist in the draft 
policy reflect differing assessments of the need for a shift in emphasis 
toward passive defense. 

A split in the paper is in paragraph 7. The majority of the Planning 
Board believes that the U.S., while continuing active defense measures 
against manned aircraft attack should, in view of (1) increasing Soviet 
reliance on missiles, and (2) present limitations on achieving an effective 
anti-missile missile, make a particular effort to exploit passive measures 
for defense of the U.S. in general and the retaliatory force in particular. 

The Budget-JCS position reflects little change from existing policy.® 
The JCS view is probably conditioned by the strong support in the Army 
for development of Nike—Zeus, the only anti-missile weapon develop- 
ment now having any prospect of success. Budget has joined JCS in this 
split because of the cost to the Federal Government of the proposed fall- 
out shelter protection. However, while JCS would be willing to “give 
increased attention to measures for the passive defense of the popula- 
tion,” Budget would want this attention given only to measures “essen- 
tial to the protection” of the retaliatory capability. 

A split in paragraph 4 represents JCS reluctance to include in the 
paper language which casts doubt upon the probability of development 
of an adequate AICBM system.’ | 

* Enclosed with a December 7 memorandum from Lay to the NSC, not found. 
° See footnote 10, Document 120. 
° The Budget-JCS version of paragraph 7 reads in part: “The United States should 

place predominant emphasis on measures to improve our active defenses, as compared 
with—but not to the exclusion of—passive defense measures.” 

7 Paragraph 4 stated that the changing character of the Soviet threat and an assess- 
ment of the relative effectiveness of various active and passive defense measures made it 
necessary to re-examine U.S. programs for continental defense, and that national planning 
should recognize that “barring a technological breakthrough, the development and 
deployment of an adequate AICBM program during the 1960’s [was] questionable.” JCS 
reserved its position on the quoted portion.
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The split in paragraph 12-b indicates JCS desire to make a some- 
what firmer commitment to Nike—Zeus than the majority deem prudent 
now.® We believe that sucha capability would have value for psychologi- 
cal reasons to offset a likely Soviet claim of a similar capability. 

The other split in the paper is in paragraph 20 concerning Civil 
Defense. The majority of the Planning Board favors a statement that a pro- 
gram of Civil Defense, in which a key element is fall-out shelters, is an 

essential part of a continental defense posture and would have the addi- 
tional value of contributing to the deterrent (JCS again objects, however, 
to the inclusion of language questioning prospects for effective active 
defense). Treasury favors what is largely a restatement of present policy 
with emphasis upon Federal Government leadership and example only, 
so far as fall-out shelters are concerned. Budget prefers a short statement 
and a reference to the existing NSC policy document which deals with 
shelter policy. | 

The Budget approach on this split is also reflected in its split on para- 
graph 23.9 | 

(The issue on the question of fall-out shelter will also be raised in 
connection with the OCDM report called for in NSC action 2300-e which 
is the next item on the NSC agenda for the December 22 meeting. The 
pertinent paragraphs of the Continental Defense paper can be amended, 
if necessary, to incorporate the decisions taken then.) 

In paragraphs 24 and 25 Treasury and Budget object to the provision 
of federal guidance and leadership for other than initial recovery from 
nuclear attack. In paragraph 25 Defense joins Treasury—Budget. Also in 
paragraph 25 Treasury, Defense and Budget wish to place certain limita- 
tions upon measures to be taken with respect to the stockpiling of civilian 
items for survival and recovery. - | 

In paragraph 28 a footnote implies that the President might be asked 
to make a decision on putting into use of an active device for the detection 
of fissionable material introduced into the US by clandestine means dur- 
ing the next few months when a prototype is completed and tested. We 
hope that the Presidential decision to use an active device on accompa- 
nied diplomatic baggage would be limited to such periods of internal 
tension which would warrant acceptance of the serious foreign policy 
risks involved in such use. | oe 

§ This paragraph called for continued efforts to develop an effective capability 
against ballistic missiles “as a matter of highest national priority,” but the JCS, unlike the 

majority, wanted “some operational” capability “by the earliest possible date.” 

? This paragraph dealt with local input into civil defense preparations. a 

"0 Paragraph 28 concerned the problem of clandestine introduction of nuclear weap- 
ons into the United States.
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Recommendation: 

That you adopt the majority position on all splits in the paper and 
| that you express, in connection with paragraph 28 of the paper, the view | 

indicated in the last sentence of the paragraph above. 

133. Memorandum of Discussion at the 471st Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, December 22, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. U.S. Policy on Continental Defense (NSC 5802/1; NSC Action No. 
2151-f-(1); Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated July 14, 1960; NSC Action No. 2300; NIE 11-8-60; NIE 
11-5-59; NSC 6022) | 

| AND | | 

2. Measures for the Passive Defense of the Population With Particular 
Regard to Fallout Shelter (NSC 5802/1; NSC 5807; NSC 5807/2; Memo 
for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “U.S. Policy on Continen- 
tal Defense”, dated July 14, 1960; NSC Action No. 2300-e; Memos 

for NSC from Deputy Executive Secretary, subject: “Measures for 
the Passive Defense of the Population, with Particular Regard to 
Fallout Shelter”, dated December 7 and 8, 1960") 

Mr. Gray briefed the Council on NSC 6022. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s 
briefing note is filed in the minutes of the meeting, and another is 
attached to this memorandum.)? 

In the course of his briefing, Mr. Gray referred to paragraph 4 of the 
statement of policy,? where the Joint Chiefs of Staff reserved their posi- 
tion on language which questions the U.S. capability to develop and 
deploy an adequate anti-ICBM system during the 1960’s barring techno- 
logical breakthrough. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Boggs on December 23. 

' Neither the December 7 nor 8 memorandum has been found. 

2 Not printed. 
| 3 See footnote 7, Document 132. |
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_ General Lemnitzer said the word “adequate” was the key word in 
this paragraph. The Joint Chiefs of Staff felt the paragraph downgraded 
the possibility of achieving an anti-ICBM system in the 1960’s. A really 
adequate anti-ICBM defense would probably never be achieved. _ 

Mr. Gray pointed out that current policy on continental defense con- 
templated an active defense against ICBM’s. A part of our old shelter 
policy and other continental defense policy were predicated on an active 
defense. We are now less optimistic about the possibility of an active 
defense against ICBM’s than we were in 1958, when current continental 

defense policy was written. Part of the reason for reviewing the 1958 
policy is to take account of the change in our estimated capabilities to 

| employ active defense against ICBM attack. | 

General Lemnitzer believed there was a possibility of getting an 
effective anti-ICBM system by 1970, but whether the system would pro- 
vide complete coverage by then was another question. Mr. Gray won- 

_ dered how effective the system would be. | | | 

Secretary Gates said he disagreed with the Joint Chiefs’ view on this 
point. He had been told that even if we spend $500 million a year begin- 
ning this year, and assuming that all the complicated hardware func- 
tioned properly, we would be able to defend only 20% of the population 
against ICBM’s by 1969. Secretary Gates felt the statement in the paper | 
was conservative. 

Mr. Stans suggested the paper should make the statement that the 
time by which an active defense against ICBM’s can be developed is _ 
uncertain. : | 

The President said the scientists who talked to him had indicated 
uncertainty about the time at which an anti-ICBM system could be devel- 
oped. | | | 

Mr. Gray suggested that the years immediately ahead constituted a 
“period of greatest danger”, one of several such periods we had lived 

| through. The policy statement is indicating that we have little hope of an 
effective active defense against ICBM’s. At the same time there are those 
who demand a vastly increased shelter program. Mr. Gray wondered 
therefore whether some of the difficulties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did 
not stem from the fear that the $500 million a year now being spent on an 
active anti-ICBM system would be devoted to shelter construction. 

_ General Lemnitzer agreed that Mr. Gray had correctly identified a _ 
part of the JCS concern. People might believe it was useless to spend 
money on an anti-ICBM system if the possibility of achieving an effective 
system were downgraded. 

_ The President pointed out that the word “questionable” was used in 
paragraph 4. He felt this word meant we were in doubt as to whether an 
anti-ICBM system would be developed in the 1960's.
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Secretary Gates felt the word “questionable” was the right word, 
since there was this doubt. He referred again to the fact that even witha 
great deal of effort we would be able to cover only 20% of the population 

, with an anti-ICBM system by 1969. Accordingly, he believed the state- 
ment in paragraph 4 was correct. re | 

Mr. Scribner‘ thought the effort now being devoted to developing an 
anti-ICBM system should not be reduced. The difficulty was that some 

: people, upon seeing statements like that in paragraph 4, would want to 
divert money from the anti-ICBM missilestoshelters. = 

_ The President said the statement in paragraph 4 seemed correct to 
him, and he believed it shouldbe included in the policy paper. The state- 
ment was merely a statement of fact. He asked whether anyone could 
assure him that we would have an anti-ICBM system in the near future. 

General Lemnitzer agreed that in so far as the statement was true 
there should be no objection to including it in the policy paper. The state- 
ment apparently meant that we can’t count with certainty on achieving 
an active anti-ICBM defense in the 1960’s. On the understanding that this 
paragraph would not be the basis for a major shift of funds from active to 
passive defense measures, the Joint Chiefs of Staff would withdraw their 

reservation. | 

Mr. Gray then explained paragraph 7, dealing with the question of 
relative emphasis. . 

Secretary Gates said that in terms of such things as airborne alert, 
enhanced ground alert, BMEW’s, dispersal, mobility and hardening, our 
policy has veered more toward passive defense than toward interceptor 
planes and anti-missile missiles. We are now spending more on passive 
defense operations than on active defense; this is Defense Department 
policy. Accordingly, Secretary Gates thought that language leaning 
toward passive defense should be incorporated in the policy statement. 

Mr. Gray said the issue was how much effort the United States 
should devote to passive defense of the population. 

The President said that paragraph 7 referred to passive defense of 
our retaliatory capability. Mr. Gray said that part of the paragraph 
referred to retaliatory capability, while the remainder referred to the 
defense of the population. = | 

Secretary Gates believed the Majority language in paragraph 7 
stated what we were actually doing more accurately than the Budget- 

. JCS language.5 | 
The President said he saw no objection to the Majority language. 

- * Bred C. Scribner, Jr., Under Secretary of the Treasury. — 

> See footnote 6, Document 132.
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_ Mr. Stans said the language proposed by Budget was the language 
of the present continental defense policy. He had tried to discover the sig- 

| nificance of proposing a change in present policy on relative emphasis. 
He could see no reason for such change because, as Secretary Gates had 
said, we have been carrying out passive measures within the scope of the 
present policy. Secretary Gates believed the language of current policy 
could be improved because it referred to “predominant emphasis” being 
placed on active defense. It was not true that predominant emphasis was 
now being placed on active defense. | 

_ The President believed the Majority language in paragraph 7 should | 
be adopted. | | | 

Mr. Stans pointed out that the Majority language in paragraph 7-b 
referred to “increased attention to measures for the passive defense of 
the U.S. population.” In the Budget version this language would be 
deleted. | 

The President said he would never agree to delete language of this 
nature. In his view, we should be doing a lot more than we are doing for 
passive defense of the population. He believed in doing everything pos- 
sible to alert people without getting them hysterical. 

Mr. Gray suggested that paragraph 7-b might be put aside for the 
moment, inasmuch as it was related to the divergences of view in connec- 
tion with paragraphs 20 and 21. The paper contained three versions of 
paragraphs 20 and 21. One alternative reflected a program which would 
soon be presented by Governor Hoegh; the other alternatives reflected a 
different approach. Mr. Gray suggested that Governor Hoegh make his 
presentation on “Measures for the Passive Defense of the Population, 

with Particular Regard to Fallout Shelter”, after which some of the splits 
would fall into place. 

Governor Hoegh said that the key element in the passive defense of 
the population was fallout shelter, which would contribute to deterrence 
of war and, in the event the deterrent failed, would protect the popula- 
tion, enabling the nation to survive and go on to win the war. He said the 
OCDM goal was fallout shelter for the whole population within five 
years. This goal was to be achieved by providing encouragement to the 
people and to industry to provide their own fallout shelter without 
undue panic or haste. Governor Hoegh then displayed charts showing 
the cost of currently-approved measures. Measures approved by the 
NSC would have approved expenditure of $97 million, 1959 to 1961. 
Actually because of reduction in appropriation requests, only $15.65 mil- 
lion were expended. In FY 1962, $42.9 million is being requested. 

| Governor Hoegh said 25% of the population had an adequate basis 
for fallout shelter in existing structures. A recent Gallup poll shows that 
71% of the people favor fallout shelter. He pointed out that more than a 
million people had already built fallout shelters, while 13 million fami-
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lies had chosen the safest place in the home in case of attack. OCDM had 
constructed 400 prototype shelters. 

Governor Hoegh then turned to proposed measures, and displayed 
a chart along the following lines: 

= | Proposed Measures 

| FY 1962 5-year Total 
Federal Buildings | | | 
New military 10 50 

| Existing military | 20 100 
Grants inaid - = 16 90 
Tax credits . 800 4000 
Federal matching grants 2 2 
NEAR system _ . _ 0 __50 

Total 848 4292 

Total of approved and proposed measures 890 4512 

Governor Hoegh said that certain proposed measures could be 
taken without cost—namely, Presidential actions, the inclusion of shelter 
provisions in Federal loan programs, and State actions. Governor Hoegh 
emphasized the need for Presidential action. He suggested that the Presi- 
dent might make the statement regarding fallout shelter in a press con- 
ference, or in the State of the Union Message, or might announce that he 

was building a fallout shelter at Gettysburg. 
_ Inconnection with State actions, Governor Hoegh gave as an exam- 

ple the fact that some States and cities do not assess a property higher for 
tax purposes because it has a shelter. He also noted that many local com- 
munities are correcting their building codes to facilitate shelter construc- 

, tion. 7 

In conclusion, Governor Hoegh said that if all the proposed meas- 
ures except the tax credits were adopted he believed the necessary action | 
by the American people would be stimulated. However, all actions other 
than the tax credits would be needed to produce this effect. | 

The President thought it would be illogical to allow tax credits for 
shelter construction. He said people take a great many actions for their 
own welfare without claiming tax credits. In response to a question from 
Mr. Gray, Governor Hoegh said he was not pressing for the adoption of | 
tax credits at the present time. | | 

Mr. Gray said he would like to read the goal stated in the OCDM 
| paper: “The goal of the Federal Government should be that the entire 

population has fallout shelters within five years with such governmental 
support and assistance as is required to meet this goal.” | 

_ The President felt the goal should be stated differently. Itshouldbe __ 
stated asa goal of fallout shelter within five years with the role of the Fed- 
eral Government defined more precisely.
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Mr. Gray then summarized for the Council the Planning Board com- | 
ments on the OCDM report on “Measures for the Passive Defense of the 
Population.” (A copy of Mr. Gray’s briefing note is filed in the minutes of 
the meeting, and another is attached to this memorandum.)¢ When Mr. 
Gray noted that Budget and Treasury would put shelters in only some 
Federal buildings rather than in all suitable buildings, the President 
commented that “some” Federal buildings would be his choice too. _ 

_ General Lemnitzer said he agreed with the argument that fallout 
shelter in military buildings would be a great stimulus to private 
construction of shelters. = | ae 

Before Mr. Gray finished reading the Planning Board comments on 
the OCDM report, the President said there was no need to read all the 
comments. | — - oe 

_ Mr Gray said that the essential differences of view could be summa- 
rized as follows: Some officials think we should adhere to shelter pro- 
grams already approved, while others believe it is necessary to adopt 
new measures. _ et ea | 

| Mr. Stans said that provision in the budget had already been made in 
the FY 1962 budget for the items shown on page 19 of the OCDM report 
except for the $25 million for shelters in existing civilian Federal build- 
ings. $2 million had been put in the budget for this item, with the under- 
standing that a supplemental would probably be requested by the new 
Administration if a larger shelter program were approved. | 

_» The President felt it would be undesirable to refuse, say,$10 million _ 

for shelter in new civilian Federal buildings. Mr. Stans said this item was 

in the budget. The President believed he would oppose both extremes. 
He wished to put the Federal Government out in front so that it could 
show what can be done in the shelter field. However, a vast program of 
shelter in old Federal buildings would be difficult. | 

Governor Hoegh said that for $100,000 a fallout shelter for 5000 per- 
sons could be built under the Treasury Building. The President protested 
that the Treasury Building would be ina main target area and subject to 
blast. Governor Hoegh said a calculated risk had to be taken on this 
point; Washington might not be hit. The President believed that fallout 
shelter would have to be constructed ona selective basis in old buildings. 
He believed that the $2 million mentioned by Mr. Stans.was a little low in | 

view of the way we spend money onsome otherthings. = ==> 
Governor Hoegh asked whether the $2 million could notberaisedto _ 

$10 million or $15 million for shelter in existing civilian Federal build- 
ings. The President said that in any case the $2 million should be 
increased. | | rr 

© Not printed. : co | -
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Mr. Stans suggested that the exact amount be left open for decision 
after a survey of the buildings. The President asked whether there was 

_ fallout shelter in the new CIA building. Mr. Dulles said no funds had 
been permitted for this purpose, but he had managed to have the base- 
ment of the new building strengthened so that fallout shelter could be 
constructed later. | 

Secretary Herter said that funds for fallout shelter in the new State 
Department building had not been allowed. The President then said that 
$10 million should be put in the budget for fallout shelter in existing civil- 
ian Federal buildings. This represented his view, but he doubted that 
Congress would appropriate the money. 

Mr. Stans said he would like to see consideration of a user charge asa 
means of recovering part of the cost of the NEAR system. | 

Secretary Gates said he wished to express an unpopular philosophy. 
He was worried about increasing emphasis on fallout shelter because he 
feared this would lead to control over our economy. Our people were not 
accustomed to doing things by halves. He feared that fallout shelter 
might lead to regimentation, and that controls would change our type of 
society. | 

_ The President said no one had made more speeches than he had 
favoring private enterprise and a free economy, but he was unable to see 
how the construction of fallout shelters, as proposed in the OCDM paper, 
would lead to controls. He recalled that in 1953 or 1954 the Council had 

discussed a $40 billion shelter program, and that might have resulted ina 
different story. But our shelter policy was devoted to Federal Govern- 
ment leadership and stimulation, not to compulsion. He did not want to 
get the Federal Government too far into the shelter work, but it would be 

stupid for the Federal Government to be indifferent. | 

Governor Hoegh said he believed that people would build their 
own fallout shelters as indicated by the Gallup poll he had previously 
mentioned. 

The President wondered whether a large number of people in the 
Gallup poll had favored shelters because they thought the Government 
would pay for them. 

Secretary Herter said he believed in the goals stated in the OCDM 
paper. The question was the means of achieving these goals. He would 
hesitate to go on record as approving the details of the OCDM program 
unless he were sure that the proposed measures would be implemented. 

_ The President said that Governor Hoegh had what he needed for 
implementation in the FY 1962 budget. | | 

Secretary Gates pointed out that the proposed measures shown on 
Governor Hoegh’s chart were not funded in the FY 1962 budget.
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_ The President said that with respect to new Federal buildings addi- 
tional money could not be put into the budget until the designs were 
known. i a | ) | Pe 

~. Secretary Herter asked whether the cost of fallout shelter in existing 
buildings could be absorbed by the Defense budget. Secretary Gates said 
that Mr. Stans had already absorbed everything that could be absorbed 
in the Defense budget. a / ee | eS 

Mr. Stans said that some proposals made in the OCDM report could 
be haridled on the basis of legislative recommendations. The President 
believed that recommendations on civil defense should be incorporated 
in the State of the Union Message. Governor Hoegh thought a single 
piece of legislation should be introduced to carry out the passive defense 
program contained intheOCDM paper, —i—ti—sS SC | 
_.> Mr. Scribner said people favored fallout shelter, but he wondered 
whether they favored it enough to build it. He’believed that in an emer- 
gency people working in the center of Washington would try to get home 
so that a fallout shelter under the Treasury Building, for example, would 
not be very useful. — rs 

The President said that Treasury employees would need a fallout 
shelter at home as well as-under the Treasury Building. He had often 

| wondered whether officials would be inclined to go toa relocation site or 
would attempt toreachhome. | , —— 

Mr. Scribner believed people would have to be frightened before 
they would build large numbers of fallout shelters. He also felt that many 
shelters probably were used for storage and did not have adequate food 
or water supplies on hand. — | 

- Governor Hoegh pointed out that 6% of the people have a two- 
weeks supply of food on hand. | | 

_ The President said we were talking about measures which would 
awaken the American people without making them hysterical and 
which would stimulate them to take action by showing that the Govern- 
ment is serious about this problem. He believed we should be fairly con- 
servative in the tone of our legislative recommendations. Mr. Stans said 
the Budget Message could submit recommendations for fallout shelter. 
The President suggested that a requirement for the preparation of new 
legislative recommendation on fallout shelter be incorporated in the 
NSC Record of Action. | | | | 

| _ Mr. Gray said OCDM would be requested, in consultation with 
Defense and Budget, to prepare a revised statement of policy on meas- | 
ures for the passive defense of the population. The revised paper should _ 
include a statement of financial implications as guidance for the next 
Administration. The new paper would be designed to supersede our 
current policy on “Measures to Carry Out the Concept of Fallout Shelter” 
(NSC 5807/2). Mr. Gray also suggested that the alternative paragraphs
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20 and 21 of NSC 6022 be referred back to the Planning Board for revision 
in the light of the discussion. 

Mr. Gray said that paragraph 23 could also be resolved by the Plan- 
ning Board. In connection with paragraph 23, the President said he was 
becoming more and more pessimistic about the possibility of evacuating 
cities in the event of a nuclear attack. : 

Mr. Gray then called attention to paragraph 25, which involved the 
issue of the extent to which civilian items should be stockpiled. Mr. Gray 
pointed out that originally it had been the policy to stockpile for survival 

| and that this policy had been subsequently extended to stockpiling for 
recovery. Part of the Planning Board wished to stockpile for initial recov- 
ery only, while the remainder of the Planning Board wished to stockpile 
for recovery, omitting the word “initial.”” 

The President asked where machinery such as bulldozers would be 
stockpiled. Governor Hoegh said all stockpiles would be located under- 
ground. He added that OCDM was encouraging the citizens of local 
communities to stockpile such things as medical supplies. He thought it 
was essential to have a stockpile policy because of the deficiency of | 
essential items which would exist after a nuclear attack. 

The President wondered how the survival of the stockpiles would 
be assured. Governor Hoegh said the stockpiles were relatively safe 
because of their storage underground. 

The President wondered whether we could not induce the drug 
companies to locate their warehouses in safe places. Governor Hoegh 
said this had been attempted, but the drug companies preferred to keep 
their supplies stockpiled near the market. The President said that poli- 
cies such as the one under discussion might work if the people of the 
United States could be stimulated to believe in the desirability of 
advance preparations against the possibility of attack. — 

After Governor Hoegh had made some drafting suggestions for 
paragraph 25, Mr. Scribner asked how recovery was defined. Did the 
word mean that we would stockpile enough material to place the coun- 
try on a pre-attack basis within a short time? In other words, was com- 
plete recovery meant, or only the minimum of recovery essential to get 
the country functioning on an austere basis again? 

Secretary Gates thought paragraph 25 was too open-ended. The 
President wondered why a time limit could not be put on stockpiling. 
When Governor Hoegh said this was a difficult matter to prejudge, the 
President replied that OCDM was prejudging the matter when it 
decided on the amounts to be stockpiled. Governor Hoegh said he inter- 

” The Departments of Defense and the Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget wished 
to include the word “initial;” the majority wished to omit it.
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preted the word “recovery” to mean that the nation has survived the 
attack, restored free government and institutions, and has the necessary 
items for the people to live and get back toa production basis sufficient to 
support continued viability of the country. The President said he was not 
completely convinced that free government could be restored very soon 
after a nuclear attack. He believed if materials were to be stockpiled, it 
was necessary to know exactly what the policy was and how muchit was 
necessary to stockpile. _ Rt 

_ Governor Hoegh said OCDM estimates of stockpile needs were 
based on the time it would take to restore industry after a nuclear attack. 
Since industry could not be restored for a year, a year’s requirements 
should be stockpiled, although these requirements were of course based 
onasmaller population. fot. | | 

_ Secretary Herter asked whether we were now talking about the 
stockpiling of food and medical supplies. Mr. Gray said the issue was 
whether. to stockpile such items as food and medical supplies only or 
whether to stockpile all items essential to recovery. | - 

Mr. Stans said removal of the word “initial” in paragraph 25 would 
change present policy in a major way. Even under the paragraph as 
redrafted by Governor Hoegh, almost every element of society would 
have to be stockpiled. The President believed our policy could not go too 
far. Mr. Stans thought that any phase of stockpiling could be dealt with 
separately and specifically. Mr. Gray pointed out that under Governor 
Hoegh’s language structural steel might be stockpiled, since such action | 
would not disrupt the economy at atime when steel production is declin- | 

_. The President said the problem had no real solution. No one knows 
in what condition a nuclear attack will leave the country. He was unable 
to see how we could stockpile enough supplies to enable us to resume 
our normal industrial processes immediately. Perhaps after a nuclear 
attack we would all be nomads. | re 

Governor Hoegh believed it would be necessary to restore our 
industrial society after an attack in order to enable the people to survive. 

’ He thought perhaps our society would be restored on the 1920 basis. Sec- 
retary Gates said it perhaps would be cut back to a 1776 basis. The Presi- 
dent doubted that the stockpile itself would survive. He said our 
imagination could not encompass the situation which would result from 
an attack on this country involving the explosion of 2000 megatons. He 
concluded that war no longer has any logic whatever. Mr. Gray said the 

. word “initial” would be left in paragraph 25, and the right-hand version 
of the split was adopted. | —_ | | ae 

_ Asan additional comment on stockpiling, the President said there 

would be no transportation after a nuclear attack to carry stockpiled 
items where they were needed. Governor Hoegh felt transportation
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would not be completely destroyed. He believed railroad transportation 
facilities would survive and be restored to normal in about thirty days. 
The President did not agree, believing that the railway centers in the 
cities would be completely destroyed. He was willing to go along with 
the stockpiling of medicine, but he didn’t believe that raw materials and 
semi-manufactured items should be stockpiled. 

Mr. Gray then turned back to paragraph 12-b, where there was a 
split over whether the United States should “attempt to develop” 
AICBM capability by the earliest possible date, or should “ensure some 
operational” AICBM capability by the earliest possible date. In response 
to questions from the President, Mr. Gray said the language of this para- | 
graph would be adjusted to indicate clearly that it referred to an anti-mis- 
sile missile system. He felt the issue was between the present research 
and development priority for the AICBM and an operational capability. 

General Lemnitzer said the Joint Chiefs of Staff felt operational 
capability should be the objective. The President said the paragraph 
should be drafted in such a way as to take out both versions of the split. 

Mr. Gray then turned to paragraph 19-a, where Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed deletion of a provision that the Secretary of 
Defense should consult with the Director, OCDM, with respect to the 

location of new fixed retaliatory bases and major military administrative 
headquarters. Secretary Gates wondered whether the provision which 
Defense objected to would give the Director, OCDM, a veto power. As 

long as no veto is implied, he was certainly willing to consult with the 
Director, OCDM. 

The President felt the provision for consultation should remain in 
the paper because various factors in addition to the military factor 
needed to be considered. The President recalled that he had once raised 
this question in connection with the location of a Titan base near Denver. 

Mr. Gray said that the other divergences of view in NSC 6022 could 
be settled on the basis of actions the Council had already taken. 

The National Security Council: 

Continental Defense:® 

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject contained 
in NSC 6022; in the light of the presentation referred to in Item 2 below. 

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 6022, subject to the fol- 
lowing amendments: 

| (1) Page 2, paragraph 4: Include the bracketed sentence; deleting the 
brackets and the footnote thereto. 

® The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 2360, approved by the Presi- 
dent on December 29. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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(2) Pages 4 and 5, paragraph 7: Include the Majority version (deleting 
the Budget-JCS version), with the following changes: 

(a) Subparagraph 7-2: Insert the word “military” before “active 
defenses” and before “passive measures”. 

(b) Subparagraph 7-b: Insert the word “civilian” before “passive 
defense”. , 

| (3) Pages 9 and 10, paragraph 12-b: Revise to read as follows: | 

“b. Against ballistic missiles: The United States should continue 
efforts to develop at the earliest possible date an effective anti-ballis- 
tic-missile capabulity as a matter of highest national priority,* both 
for its own value and to offset the practical and psychological disad- 
vantages of possible Soviet claims of success in this field.”? 

(4) Pages 14 and 15, paragraph 19-a: Include the bracketed words; 
deleting the brackets and | the footnote thereto. 

(5) Page 15, paragraph 19-b: Include the word “selected”; deleting 
the brackets and the footnotes thereto. 

(6) Pages 15, 16, 16—A and 17: Referred the alternative versions of 
paragraphs 20, 21 and 23 to the NSC Planning Board for revision in the 
ight of the discussion at this meeting. 

(7) Page 17, paragraph 24: Delete the word “initial”, and the brackets 
and the footnote thereto. 

| (8) Pages 17 and 17—A, paragraph 25: Include the Treasury—Defense— 
Budget version, deleting the Majority version.!° 

Measures for the Passive Defense of the Population, With Particular Regard to 
Fallout Shelter"! a 

| a. Noted and discussed a presentation by the Director, Office of 
Civil and Defense Mobilization, based on the enclosures to the reference 

memorandum of December 7, 1960; in the light of the views of the Treas- 

ury Department thereon, transmitted by the reference memorandum of 
December 8, 1960, and of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon, as 

| referred to at the meeting. | 

b. Noted the President’s approval of the objective of obtaining fall- 
- out shelter for the population within five years, principally with local 

and private effort, and with Federal resources to be confined largely to 
setting an example and stimulating individual efforts to attain the objec- 
tive but not to guarantee its attainment. | 

” The asterisk in this paragraph refers to a definitional footnote in NSC 6022. 

"© These amendments, along with others specified in NSC Action No. 2386, approved 
by the President on January 18, 1961, were incorporated in NSC 6022/1, “U.S. Policy on 
Continental Defense,” also dated January 18. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscella- 
neous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council, and ibid., 

| S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, NSC 6022 Series) 
| "| The following paragraphs and note constitute NSC Action No. 2361, approved by 

the President on December 29. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) |
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c. Noted the President's directive that suitable language to support 
the policy in b above be prepared for the State of the Union and Budget 
messages, and that legislative proposals authorizing appropriate imple- _ 
menting measures be prepared for submission to the Congress in Janu- 
ary; subject to the normal Executive clearance process by the Bureau of 
the Budget. oe, SO 

d. Requested the Director, OCDM, in consultation as appropriate 
with the Secretary of Defense and the Director, Bureau of the Budget, to 
prepare, in the light of the discussion at this meeting, a revised statement 
of policy on the subject, together with an estimate of the financial 
implications, for consideration by the Council on January 12, 1961, to 

supersede NSC 5807/2.12 — | 

Note: The actions in b, cand d above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Director, OCDM, for appropriate imple- 
mentation, in consultation as appropriate with the Secretary of Defense 
and the Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

[Here follows Agenda Item 3. “NATO in the 1960s.” ] 

—— Marion W. Boggs 

120n January 12, 1961, the Council considered NSC 6104/1, “Measures To Provide 

Shelter From Radioactive Fallout,” dated January 10, 1961, and adopted it with modifica- 

tions as NSC 6104/2, same title, approved by the President on January 18. NSC 6104 is ibid., 
S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 6104 Series, and NSC 6104/2 is in the National Archives 
and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Policy 
Papers File.



Se 

| National Security Policy 529 

134. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense | 
| (Douglas) to the President’s Special Assistant for National | 

Security Affairs (Gray) a | 

Washington, December 28, 1960. 

SUBJECT | | 

- Report on Possible Deficiencies in the U.S. Posture for Limited Military 
Operations . | 

The attached report,! which represents the views of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, is forwarded in response to NSC Action No. 2317-c.? 7 

Your attention is invited to paragraph 1 of their “General Com- 
ments” in which it is stated, in part, that the studies do not by themselves 

constitute a valid basis for formulating programs or reaching decisions. I 
concur with this statement. With respect to the JCS report, feelthatthe 
following comments should be added to insure understanding and to 
clarify certain points. _ : | 

(1) Department of Defense planning for logistics support of limited 
war is currently based upon the general order of magnitude of effort 
suchas that contained in the Contingency Plan for Resumption of Hostil- 
ities in Korea. Planned logistics support capability is, or will be, adequate 
to meet any one, or combination of contingencies, at one time, provided 
in sum they do not exceed the general order of magnitude contained in 
the Korean contingency plan. This basis for limited war support plan- 

_ ning was issued on 15 March 1960 to the Military Departments and was 
included as part of a presentation to the NSC on 30June 1960 with respect 
to the Military Logistics Base section of NSC 5906/1. Approval of this 
concept of our planning base was indicated in NSC Action No. 2254, 
dated 6 July 1960.3 At the present time, the Military Departments are 
developing their requirements in accordance with this concept. 

(2) Paragraph 2 of the “General Comments” by the JCS refers to cer- 
tain conclusions contained in the five hypothetical limited war studies 
which were presented to the NSC on 6 October 1960. Specifically, it was 
indicated that U.S. capabilities in conjunction with those of our allies are 
generally adequate to conduct any one of the hypothetical military 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for National Security Affairs. Top Secret. Attached to a December 30 covering memo- 
randum from Lay to the NSC. | : 

! Document 130. | 
2 See footnote 8, Document 125. | | | : 

; Concerning the NSC meeting held June 30 and NSC Action No. 2254, see Document 
106 and footnote 5 thereto. NSC 5906/1 is printed as Document 70.
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operations considered, but that our capabilities are dependent on 
prompt actions being taken as required in each case, including an expan- 
sion of the war production base. This general statement on expansion of 
the production base should be interpreted to mean that prompt action 
must be taken to increase the deliveries of matériel from the production 
base in-being, including both active and inactive plants, within the limits 
of the production base planning concept approved by the NSC on 6 July 
1960. 

(3) Paragraphs 2 and 3 of that section of the JCS report which is 
headed “Specific Views” constitute a qualified indication of the status of 
Service Mobilization base planning, and the general status of war 
reserves. These comments, as prepared by the JCS, relate to both limited 
and general war planning and status, and further, are based on a rela- 
tively few items reviewed by the Services, rather than a complete study 
and review concurred in by the JCS or the Secretary of Defense. As pre- 
viously indicated in comment (1) above, the Department of Defense is 
still in the process of developing and reviewing its requirements in 
accordance with the objectives presented to the NSC on 30 June 1960. 
Pending completion of this effort, any reflection of status must be quali- 
fied as preliminary. Further, NSC Action No. 2317 addressed itself to lim- 
ited war capabilities. The cited parts of the JCS views relate to both 
limited and general war planning and capabilities. This is called to your 
attention to preclude a possible misunderstanding. Even the prelimi- 
nary views stated should not be interpreted as applying to limited war 
capabilities only. | | 

(4) It is recognized that there are certain deficiencies in our limited 
war posture, particularly with regard to the logistic stock position and to 
modernization. Optimum modernization of limited war forces has not 
been the objective. The objective rather has been to assure an adequate 
degree of modernization. Our limited war posture is improving and will 
show a substantial improvement on the basis of the FY 1962 budget as 
submitted. | 

(5) With reference to page 15, paragraph 8-i, of the attached JCS 
report, the data reflected for the MATS Modernization Program were 

correct at the time the JCS report was prepared. Subsequently, however, 
the decision was made to revise this program. Currently, $30 million is 
programmed in FY 1961 for the development of the so-called Specific 
Operating Requirement (SOR) aircraft (long-range jet powered cargo 
aircraft) and an additional $98 million is being requested in the FY 1962 
budget. For interim modernization, an amount of $175,800,000 has been 

programmed during FY 1961 for 50 C—130E aircraft. 

(6) Steps have been taken since the JCS study to increase the com- 
mercial airlift capacity available to support military requirements by 
increasing the capability of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF). To
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improve commercial air carrier emergency effectiveness and respon- 

siveness changes in procurement policies have been effected. Only 
CRAF carriers are being permitted to participate in MATS contracts thus 

providing the carriers greater experience in military logistic support 
operations. Contracts with CRAF carriers are being negotiated to pro- 
vide for an expanded capability to be made available on call of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. The objective of this requirement, in addition to 

improving carrier responsiveness, is to minimize or possibly eliminate 
the need for call up of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet in situations short of © 
generalwar, > | | : | 

In my opinion, the following conclusions can be drawn from the JCS 

report: . | | | 

(1) Capabilities in Southeast Asia. Logistics limitations in Southeast 
Asia, stemming from the lack of development of communications, port 

and terminal facilities and transportation means, will severely affect U.S. 
and friendly indigenous military operations. These limitations will 

influence the nature of operations and the type of force to be employed 
and must be considered in all planning. Action is being taken to improve 
strategic communications into and within the area and to improve capa- 
bilities for conducting over-the-beach supply operations. When consid- . 
ered politically feasible, additional transit and base rights in the area 
would facilitate dispersal, staging and recovery of aircraft and reposi- 
tioning and prestockage of materials and supplies. While our opera- 
tional capabilities are improving, this area presents difficult but not 
impossible problems for limited military operations. | 

(2) Air and Sea Lift Capabilities. Except for some shortages in the first 
20 days, the airlift capability for limited war conditions considered by 

the JCS appears to be adequate if the Civil Reserve Air Fleet is activated 
and if airlift capabilities in one area are augmented, in the initial phase, 
by temporary transfer of capability from other areas. (This conclusion is 
valid only if the Civil Reserve Air Fleet or equivalent commercial airlift 

augmentation becomes available within the proper time frames and 
proves effective.) Sea lift capability is generally adequate. Shortages in 
the first 60 days of limited war could be madeupthroughuseofavailable __ 
foreign flag shipping and through “hot bunking” on passenger ships. 
The FY 1961 and 1962 budgets will provide about $470 million for 
improvements in our airlift capabilities. | | oe 

(3) Mobilization Base Plans. At the present time limited war opera- : 
tions could result in some degradation of our general war posture. It is 

- anticipated that upon full implementation by the Military Departments 

of the 15 March 1960 logistics guidance our capability to support limited
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war situations should be improved without degrading our general war 
readiness posture. | | | 

It is requested that this report be given special limited distribution! 

| James H. Douglas° 

— 4 The JCS report was discussed at the NSC meeting on January 5, 1961. (Memoran- 
dum of discussion by Boggs, January 5; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) 

| > Printed from a copy that indicates Douglas signed the original. 

135. Editorial Note 

At the 472d National Security Council meeting on December 29, 
1960, discussion included the items “Attack Warning Channels and Pro- 

cedures for Civilians” and “Evacuation and Protection of U.S. Citizens in 
Danger Areas Abroad.” (Memorandum of discussion by Boggs, Decem- 
ber 29; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supple- 
ment. — Oo | | 

The. discussion of the latter item led to the adoption of NSC 6019, 

“Evacuation and Protection of U.S. Citizens in Danger Areas Abroad,” 

dated November 29, as modified by NSC Action No. 2363, which was 
approved by the President on January 2, 1961. (Department of State, 
S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 6019 Series, and ibid., S/S-NSC (Mis- 

cellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security 
Council, respectively) NSC 6019 is also in the Supplement. On January 2, 
1961, NSC 6019 as modified by NSC Action No. 2363 was circulated as 

NSC 6019/1. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 
6019 Series) | 

~ On December 30, 1960, Lay circulated NSC 6027, “Channels for 
Transmission of Warning of Attack.” (National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, 
Policy Papers File) See the Supplement. |
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136. Memorandum of Discussion at the 350th Meeting of the - : | 

National Security Council a 

| Washington, January 6, 1958. 

[Here followa paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 

| Agenda Item 1. “Significant World Development Affecting U.S. Secu- 

2. US. Policy on Control of Armaments (NSC Action No. 1419; NSC 
Action No. 1513 and Annex thereto; NSC Action No. 1553 and 

Annex thereto; NSC 5707/8; NSC Actions Nos. 1676 and 1722;1 | 

Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 

~ December 26, 1957 and January 3,19589) —_ 

Mr. Cutler introduced, Governor Stassen, and gave a brief back- | 

ground statement on Governor Stassen’s “Proposals for the Revision of 

U.S. Policy on Disarmament”. (A copy of Mr. Cutler’s comments is filed 

| in the minutes of the meeting.)4 a 

_ Governor Stassen then commented briefly on the substantive rec- 

ommendation for a revision in the “Proposals for Partial Measures of 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 

Drafted by Gleason on January 7. So os oO 

1 Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XX, p. 154, 

footnote 8. For NSC Action No. 1513 and the Annex thereto, see ibid., pp. 329-330. Regard- 

ing NSC Action No. 1553 and the Annex thereto, see ibid., p. 399, footnote 5, and pp. 

444-446. For NSC 5707/8, “Basic National Security Policy,” see ibid., vol. XIX, pp. 507-524. 

Regarding NSC Actions No. 1676 and 1722, see ibid., vol. XX, p. 462, footnote 6, and p. 538, 
footnote 8. oe - Be ae 

2 This memorandum transmitted to the NSC Stassen’s revised disarmament propos- 
als, which are summarized in this memorandum of discussion. (National Archives and 

Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the Nation Security Council, Official Meeting 

Minutes File, 350th Meeting, Tab A) See the Supplement. __ Oo oY 

> This memorandum transmitted to the NSC the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
December 31, 1957, on Stassen’s disarmament proposals (see footnote 2 above). The JCS 

noted that the major change that Stassen recommended was “abandonment of the provi- 

sion for inseparability of individual items of the proposals.” The JCS believed that from a 

security point of view there was no justification for such a concession. Abandoning insepa- 

rability would present the Soviet Union with the opportunity of accepting only those pro- 

posals compatible with their national interests, such as suspension of nuclear testing, to the 

detriment of U.S. and NATO interests. The JCS also objected to deletion by Stassen of the 

provision for control of fissionable material for peaceful and weapons purposes and stated 

that the new inspection zones “are weighted heavily. in the favor of the Soviet Union.” 

(National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security 

Council, Official Meeting Minutes File, 350th Meeting, Tab A) See the Supplement. os 

_ 4 Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of 

the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) 

| | | 533
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Disarmament” which had been made by the United States, the United 

Kingdom, France and Canada in London last August.5 Governor Stassen 
stated his belief that his three specific recommendations for revision of 

_ the August proposals would not only have the support of the other 
NATO governments, but of almost all other Free World countries. He 
also predicted that his proposed revisions would have the support of 
more than two-thirds of the members of the United States Senate, as well 
as the backing of most of the leading American scientists. Furthermore, 
he believed that his proposed revisions were largely in accord with the 
views of General Norstad, even though these proposed revisions had not 
been wholly agreed upon in the NATO Council. 

In essence, Governor Stassen said that his three specific recommen- 

dations for revision of the August 1957 proposals were designed to move 
forward certain parts of the agreed U.S. position as of August 1957. He 
said he believed that these recommendations offered a very good chance 
of initiating an inspections system within the Soviet Union, and were in 
the interest of the United States as well as of the Free World generally. 
Governor Stassen also felt that the USSR itself would find in these recom- 
mendations an element which corresponded to their own interest in pre- 
venting global nuclear war. At any rate, these were the premises on 
which Governor Stassen had proceeded in drawing up his recom- 
mended revisions, and he warned that the United States would lose the 

support of world public opinion if we took a negative attitude with 
respect to any change in the August 1957 position. _ 

Thereafter Governor Stassen dealt briefly with his first recommen- 
dation for a revision—namely, for the installation of some eight to twelve 
test monitoring inspection stations in the USSR and a like number in the 
United States. Ona map he indicated the sites within the Soviet Union at 
which these test monitoring inspection stations would be located. He 
pointed out that the choice of sites for these stations in the Soviet Union 
had been selected on the basis of the opinion of experts in the Depart- 
ment of Defense. He went on to point out that following satisfactory 
agreement on the inspection stations and on prompt installation of the 
inspection system, his proposal recommended a 24-month suspension of 
nuclear testing. He added that he felt that in making this suggestion he 
was in line with a statement made by the President in June 1957, and he 

> The working paper as submitted to the U.N. Disarmament Committee, August 29, 
1957, is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 868-884. It is also attached as 
Annex D to the December 26 memorandum cited in footnote 2 above. 

© Stassen’s reference is apparently to Eisenhower’s statements in reply to questions at 
a press conference on June 19, 1957, when the President stated, “I would be perfectly 

delighted to make some satisfactory arrangements for a temporary suspension of tests 
while we could determine whether we couldn’t make someagreements that would allow it 
to be a permanent arrangement.” (American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1957, pp. 
1276-1277) For the full transcript of the press conference, see Public Papers of the Presidents of 
the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1957, pp. 468-480.
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also admitted that there were possibilities of evasion of the test suspen- 
sion by the USSR, although he thought that successful evasions were not 
likely | oe 

Governor Stassen then turned to his second recommendation, 

which he pointed out could be put forward separately or in combination 
with his first recommendation. Again using a map, he indicated that his | 
second recommendation called for the establishment of an initial inspec- 
tion zone against surprise attack in the Western USSR and Central 
Europe. This zone would be from approximately 3° East longitude to 28° 
East longitude, and from 45° North latitude to the Arctic Circle zone. In 
describing this inspection zone, Governor Stassen pointed out that it | 
covered a larger territory than General Norstad had described as the — 
essential minimum. It also fitted in with Chancellor Adenauer’s state- 
ment at Hamburg.’ If the Soviet Union could be brought to accept such a 
zone, Governor Stassen felt that it would be an entering wedge to loosen 
the Soviet hold on the East European satellites. | oe a | 

-- Governor Stassen next turned to his third recommendation, calling 

| for the establishment of an inspection zone in Eastern Siberia, the Arctic, | 

the Northwestern United States and Western Canada. This, again, was 

illustrated on a map. Governor Stassen felt that there was some genuine 
hope of Soviet acceptance of this proposal. an as 

Governor Stassen reiterated the point that if any one of these three 
recommendations, or all three together, were accepted by the Soviet 
Union, such acceptance would be tantamount to beginning to open up 
the Soviet Union, which had long been an objective of the United States. 
Of course, he added, in putting forward these three specific recommen- . 

dations we were leaving a number of very important subjects for fol- 
low-up negotiations. The reasons for leaving these subjects for | 
subsequent negotiation was that, for example, our proposal for the 
cessation of the production of nuclear weapons would require a most 
long-drawn-out, detailed, and comprehensive inspection system. Fur- | 
ther- more, cessation of nuclear production in the absence of a thorough- | 
going inspection system would not be in the interests of the United 
States. It took only a certain relatively small number of nuclear weapons | 
to provide the means for a surprise attack. It took a much larger number | 
of nuclear weapons to provide an adequate defense against nuclear 
attack. The field of ballistic missiles, likewise, was an area to be left for 
follow-up negotiations after the initial step had been taken. Ballistic mis- 
siles required an even more complete inspection system than other 
means of delivery of nuclear warheads. Accordingly, this was not a suit- 
able proposal for an opening step. | oe 

” Not further identified. . :
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At this point, Governor Stassen passed around copies of a draft let- 
ter of reply by the President to Bulganin§ (copy filed in the minutes of the 
meeting). In this he had suggested ways and means of resuming negoti- 
ations with the Soviet Union on disarmament. Simultaneously with this 
proposal to Bulganin, the United States could also take the initiative 
toward negotiations in the United Nations as well as through ordinary — 
diplomatic channels. Also, if the National Security Council agreed with 
these three recommendations, Governor Stassen recommended that 
consultations be begun promptly with appropriate members of the 
United States Senate. 

Upon the conclusion of Governor Stassen’s statement, Mr. Cutler 

called on the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to provide the Council 
with the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which were in opposition to the 
recommendations made by Governor Stassen. General Twining read | 

_ portions of the written views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which had pre- 
viously been circulated to the members of the National Security Council. 
Secretary McElroy pointed out that the Department of Defense sup- 
ported the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in opposition to Governor 
Stassen’s proposals. 

Thereafter Mr. Cutler called on Admiral Strauss, who said that he 
would limit his comments on the Stassen proposals to those aspects 
which concerned nuclear weapons; he would not speak on inspection 
zones or force levels, in which fields he was not an expert. Admiral 
Strauss then proceeded to indicate to the Council what the cessation of 
nuclear testing would mean to the United States and the USSR nuclear 
weapons programs. He noted in particular that the proposed 24-month 
suspension of nuclear testing would have rather severe repercussions on 
our present programs to achieve small “clean” nuclear weapons. While 
we would be in a position, even if nuclear testing were suspended for 24 
months beginning in September 1958, to stockpile nuclear warheads for 
our ICBM and our IRBM missiles, such a cessation of testing would very 
adversely affect our program for developing peaceful uses of hydrogen 
explosions. 

After a similar description of the estimated effects of the test cessa- 
tion on the Soviet programs, Admiral Strauss went on to comment on the 
effect of a 24-month suspension on our laboratories. He said that the 

: work in our laboratories would certainly lose momentum as a result of 
the cessation, but they would not suffer a serious setback if testing were 

renewed at the end of two years as the result either of a failure of the 

8 For text of the letter to Bulganin, January 12, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1945-1959, pp. 932-941. Bulganin’s December 10 letter to Eisenhower is ibid., pp. 918-926.
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Soviets to follow the rules of the game or as the result of a more compre- 

hensive disarmament agreement. — : : 

_ After reading a message from Ambassador Thompson on the sub- 
ject of the attitude of the USSR toward disarmament,’ Admiral Strauss 
stated that in his opinion the principal weakness of Governor Stassen’s 
proposal for a revision of our August 1957 disarmament proposal lay in 
the fact that it constituted a retreat from what the United States had origi- 
nally regarded as a sound position. Speaking personally, and not pre- 
senting the views of the Atomic Energy Commission, Admiral Strauss 
said he felt that such a retreat was unfortunate. Finally, said Admiral 

Strauss, both Dr. Teller and Dr. Lawrence felt that several score of inspec- 
tion stations would be required to monitor testing in the Soviet Union, 
rather than the eight or twelve which Governor Stassen proposed as req- 
uisite to detect clandestine nuclear testing within the Soviet Union. | 

| Mr. Cutler next called on Ambassador Lodge, who had come from 
_ New York in order to attend the Council meeting on this subject. Ambas- 

sador Lodge pointed out that he was speaking as one who was in daily 
touch with world trends in the disarmament field, but that he could not | 

bea spokesman for the technical considerations governing this question. 
He had to assume that our massive retaliatory power existed and was 
going to be protected. Under this assumption, as U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations he felt that the proposals put forward by Governor Stas- 
sen would be very advantageous to the United States. The only chance 
that we would have to achieve disarmament would be to win the great 
debate on this subject after raising a great hue and cry. The danger in 
these proposals to the strength of American arms seemed to Ambassa- 
dor Lodge fairly remote; but the danger to the support we get from our 
allies would be immediate if we ignored the Stassen proposals. To illus- 
trate his point, Ambassador Lodge analyzed the recent vote in the 
United Nations,!° and pointed out that even among our good friends we 

__were getting a good deal of blame for the existing deadlock. Ambassador 
Lodge felt that Governor Stassen’s proposals, if adopted, would get us 
out of this unfortunate position. a 

On the other hand, Ambassador Lodge felt that Governor Stassen’s 

proposal for the establishment of an “armaments regulation organiza- 
tion” should be under the aegis of the Disarmament Commission rather 
than under the aegis of the Security Council of the United Nations, as 

? Not further identified. oe 

10 Apparent reference to the vote on U.N. Resolution 1148 (XII), November 14, 1957, 

“Regulation, Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All Armed Forces and All Arma- 

ments; Conclusion of an International Convention (Treaty) on the Reduction of Arma- 
ments and the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruc- 

tion.” The resolution was approved by a vote of 56 (including the United States) to 9 with 15 
abstentions. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 914-915.
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Governor Stassen had proposed, for the reason that in the UN Security : 
Council the Soviet Union would have a veto. Summing up, Ambassador 

Lodge pointed out his conviction that in the long run the effect of world 
public opinion is very important, and at the present time the United 
States is in not a very good posture with respect to world publicopinion _ 
on disarmament. | 

Mr. Cutler next called on Secretary Dulles, who reminded the Coun- 

cil that we have a Four-Power position on disarmament which had been 
put forward in London at the end of August 1957. This position had been 
reached only with the greatest difficulties, among ourselves as well as 
with our allies. Secretary Dulles said he wished to address his own 
remarks to other than technical matters or the views of the Joint Chiefs of | 

Staff, in neither of which fields could he claim any expertise. He pre- 
ferred to aim his remarks at the effects which the change in the Four- 
Power August 1957 position, now being proposed by Governor Stassen, 
would have on our allies and on the world position of the United States. 

In this context, Secretary Dulles pointed out that Governor Stassen 
had claimed that the proposals he was making would be acceptable to 
our allies. Secretary Dulles said he felt bound to dissent from Governor 
Stassen’s opinion.!! On the contrary, adoption by the United States of 
Governor Stassen’s proposals would cause serious altercations between 
the United States and its allies, without at the same time providing any 
assurance that the Soviets would in subsequent negotiations go on to 
agree with what we regarded as a sound position on disarmament set 
forth in the Four-Power position at London presented in August 1957. 
Indeed, continued Secretary Dulles, the United Kingdom was categori- 
cally opposed to any proposal for test suspension unless and until there 
was an amendment to the U.S. atomic energy legislation which would 
permit the British to secure our technical information if they agreed to 

| " At3 p.m. on January 2, Secretary Dulles and Stassen discussed the proposals Stas- 
sen was to make to the NSC. According to the memorandum of conversation of the meet- 

| ing, Dulles expressed his skepticism about Stassen’s recommendations. Dulles thought 
they “would involve a practical abandonment of our proposals” on the cut-off of fission- 
able material for weapons, supervision against surprise attack, and the use of space for 
peaceful purposes. Stassen disagreed and said his proposals would further U.S. objectives. 
(Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation) See the Supple- 
ment. 

At 4 p.m. on January 2, Dulles informed the President that “it was getting increas- 
ingly difficult for us [Stassen and himself] to work together because he [Stassen] was not 
under my authority and yet he conceived of his disarmament task as running into many 
related problems such as the reunification of Germany, our relations with France as a 
potential nuclear power, and so forth.” Eisenhower was surprised that Stassen was still 
functioning as an Assistant to the President and agreed “it would probably be wise to effect 
a change at an early date.” (Memorandum of conversation by Dulles; Eisenhower Library, 
Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President)
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stop testing their own weapons. The French, predicted Secretary Dulles, 

would take very much the same position. | a | 

As far as the inspection zones proposed by Governor Stassen were 

concerned, Secretary Dulles expressed the conviction that these zones 

went far beyond anything which had been approved by the NATO 

Council, and he strongly doubted that the NATO Council would 

approve of them. Secretary Dulles also expressed great doubt that two- 

thirds of the members of the United States Senate would agree in approv- | 

ing the Stassen proposals. Most Americans don’t like gerrymandering, | 

and members of Congress from the West Coast would strongly oppose 

having their areas opened to Soviet inspection while the rest of the coun- 

try was free of such inspection. Finally, said Secretary Dulles, on this sub- 

ject of zones he agreed with the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the 

effect that Governor Stassen’s proposed zones were heavily weighted in 

favor of the Soviet Union in terms of both military and industrial signifi- 

cance. 

Secretary Dulles said that he must, however, agree that from the 

world standpoint the Council must consider the views expressed by 

- Ambassador Lodge, together with other significant views on this sub- 

ject. Secretary Dulles felt that the ordinary run of people in many coun- 

tries were going along with the simplified Soviet views on disarmament. 

This, however, was not true of the governments of these countries, most _ 

of whom thought our own position was sound even though they had to 

make apparent concessions to their public opinion. This ill-informed 

public opinion was undoubtedly important, but so also was the fact that 

we had taken a firm position last August on the subject of disarmament, 

had insisted that this position was sound, and had likewise stressed in 

public statements the emphasis that we were now giving to the achieve- 

ment of “clean” tactical weapons. If we retreat from this general position 

sketched above, Secretary Dulles predicted that we would momentarily 

appease hostile public opinion, but at the same time we would invite a 

new Soviet propaganda campaign, the essential keynotes of which 

would be either that the United States is now thoroughly frightened and 

willing to make any kind of disarmament agreement, or, alternatively, 

that the USSR had always been right in its own proposals for disarma- 

ment and now at long last the United States was coming to admit it. It 

seemed to Secretary Dulles that this was a very wrong time to make these 

concessions. This was a time when everybody was looking for signs of | 

| weakness in the United States. It was also a time which would provide 

the occasion for a fresh Soviet propaganda onslaught on the subject of 

disarmament. 

Secretary Dulles expressed the opinion that we should, of course, 

not be rigid in our views on disarmament and, indeed, we had not been | 

rigid. But to change our position on disarmament at the present time, in
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ways that would threaten the strength of the alliance and which would 
beinterpreted as a great Soviet victory, was an error. He did not think this 
was the time to take such an action and, furthermore, such an action 
would be incompatible with our basic policy. Indeed, Secretary Dulles 
said he did not think that he would be able to maintain a belief in the pos- 
ture of U.S. strength and confidence if these proposals were adopted. 
Our allies are invariably fearful of bilateral negotiations between the 
United States and the USSR. 

Beyond all these considerations, Secretary Dulles also emphasized 
the fact that we are now coming face to face with the problems of outer 
space. We should now strive to do our level best to see that outer space 
was used for peaceful purposes only. Much of our energy should be 
directed to this kind of study. 

To repeat, said Secretary Dulles, he did not believe it was desirable 
for the United States to take too rigid a position in the matter of disarma- 
ment agreements. He was perfectly willing to take some chances. We 
could never be one hundred percent sure. Indeed, he might be willing to 
support Governor Stassen’s proposals if they were looked at only under 
technical and military aspects, but not if looked at on the political and 
foreign policy side. Accordingly, Secretary Dulles recommended that the 
United States for the time being stand firm on the August 1957 proposals. 
We must not panic. We must not give in to the Soviets under present 
conditions. After all, it took two years of negotiation with the Soviets to 
achieve the armistice in Korea, and an even longer time to achieve the 
treaty on Austria. In both instances, however, the Soviets had finally 
come round to our point of view, and in this connection our disarmament 
proposal was only four months old. Secretary Dulles repeated that he 
didn’t claim that we shouldn’t change our August 1957 proposals; but he 
did insist that we shouldn’t do it now, and especially we shouldn’t do it 
until the requisite changes in the atomic energy legislation had been 
assured. | 

Mr. Brundage expressed his view of the desirability of some kind of 
middle ground. He felt that some kind of U.S. initiative would be very 
helpful, and believed that we should not stand pat on the August 1957 
position. 

The President said he had some questions to put to the Council. First 
of all, we must remember that we do not know what the Congress will do 
on our recommendations for changes in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
The President believed that we could contemplate the break-up of NATO 
if we ceased nuclear testing in agreement with the USSR before the terms 
of this Act had been changed. 

Now as to his second point, the President said he found himself in 
agreement with Governor Stassen and Ambassador Lodge with respect 
to the importance of world public opinion. Much of this public opinion is
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very uninformed in the area of disarmament. What the world wants is 
easy answers to the disarmament dilemma, and we must be clear that 

this opinion on the necessity for disarmament steps is steadily growing 

stronger and insisting on results. Even in confidential talks at the NATO 
meeting, the President said that he encountered very strong insistence 
that something must be done to advance disarmament. 

_ The President next expressed his great concern about the difference 
of views of the experts in this field. There was the Teller article in Foreign 
Affairs'2 referred to earlier by Mr. Cutler, which doubted the effective- 

ness of any inspection system. On the other hand, Dr. Rabi was at the 

same time urging a cessation of nuclear testing provided there was an 

adequate inspection system. Apparently Governor Stassen believes in | 

the opinion of one group of scientists and Admiral Strauss follows the 
views of another group. It was clear to the President, however, that we 

should never make any inspection proposals which precisely delineate 
any areas we are going to accept as being open to Soviet inspection, 

because as soon as you agree ona certain area as subject to inspection, the 

Soviets will attempt to expand these areas. Accordingly, said the Presi- 

dent, he found himself in agreement with the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the 

matter of Governor Stassen’s proposals on zones of inspection. = 

The President then alluded to the date of September 1958 when, if 
the Stassen proposals were adopted, nuclear testing would cease for 24 
months. This would include the period when the Atomic Energy Act 

could have been changed and Operation Hardtack'’ would be con- 

cluded. These two matters are at the moment prerequisite to making any 
new proposals. | 

_ The President said that he had yet another point. Secretary Dulles 
had spoken of the significance of outer space. Was he talking about outer 
space in connection only with ballistic missiles? Or was he speaking of 
other matters, such as satellites and the exploitation of outer space for 
peaceful purposes? Secretary Dulles replied that the proposals which we 
had put forward at London dealt with outer space above the atmosphere. 
The President said that such a proposal would include not only ballistic 
missiles but also vehicles sent into outer space for peaceful purposes. We 

, should clarify this distinction. 

| 12-The article, entitled “Alternatives for Security,” is in the January 1958 issue of For- 
eign Affairs. 

. _ 8 Hardtack was the designation given to atmospheric nuclear weapons tests in the 
Pacific and Nevada in 1958. Hardtack Phase I was a series of tests in which 35 nuclear 
devices were detonated at the AEC proving grounds at Enewetak (Eniwetok) and Bikini 
atolls in the Marshall Islands in the Pacific from April 28 to August 18, 1958. Extensive 
information and technical data on Hardtack I has been published in a report by the Defense 
Nuclear Agency as Executive Agency for the Department of Defense, Operation Hardtack I, 
1958, December 1, 1982, report number DNA 6038F. 7
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Finally, said the President, on the supposition that we made the 
changes that Governor Stassen was suggesting in our August 1957 posi- 
tion on disarmament, through what channels would our proposals for 
change be put forward? Certainly we could not proceed bilaterally with 
the Soviets. We would have to coordinate our proposals with our allies. 
By and large, the President concluded that this was not the time to make 
any new proposals. We have not concerted either with our allies or even 
among ourselves. Secretary Dulles commented that the President's posi- 
tion did not preclude proposals for change in the August 1957 position at 

| some future time. an 

Dr. Killian read from a report of the Science Advisory Committee’s 
Panel on Disarmament,'4 in which the Panel had concluded that the 
United States should not proceed with additional proposals for nuclear 
test suspensions without up-to-date technical appraisals made in 
advance by the most highly-qualified U.S. scientific and technical per- 
sonnel. oe | 

Governor Stassen reverted to the President’s question as to the 
channels through which we would now or at some future time put for- 
ward proposals for changes in our position on disarmament. He 
explained his conviction that if we stood pat on our August 1957 position 
we would not hold the support of NATO but actually lose it. He also 
explained what must have appeared to the Soviets as the inequity of the 
European zone of inspection which we had proposed in August at Lon- 
don. The Soviets had rejected this proposed inspection zone. Neverthe- 
less, our NATO allies clearly do not want us to stand pat on this zone and 

refuse to consider any modification. _ | 

Likewise, continued Governor Stassen, he could not agree with the 

views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the inspection zones he was propos- 
ing were undoubtedly disadvantageous to the United States or were 
weighted in favor of the USSR. He defended the proposed new zone, and 

| expressed again the feeling that if the United States did not now take the 
initiative in proposing other zones of inspection, we could be sure that 

| some other NATO country would do so. Governor Stassen also insisted 
that his proposals as a whole did not constitute a retreat by the United 
States, but rather a manifestation of U.S. leadership. It was not only the 
ill-informed public opinion of the world, but the well-informed people 
of the world, who are looking to the United States for new leadership. We 
cannot ignore this opinion, and our national security requires the sup- 
port of other free nations. Oo oe 

With respect to the question posed by the President as to how we 
should proceed to advance any new proposals we should decide on, 

"*See the Attachment below. | |
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Governor Stassen suggested the following outline: First, we would con- 
fer with the appropriate Senate leaders. Then we would take up the mat- 
ter with the British, the French, and the NATO Council. Governor 

Stassen said he believed that all of these would support his proposals, 
and ended with a plea for support in the National Security Council for 
these proposals. ee 

In reply, Secretary Dulles said he simply could not agree with the 
accuracy of Governor Stassen’s presentation of what had occurred in the 
presentation of the U.S. position on disarmament at London last August. 
He did not care to argue this matter, but he was not sure that Governor 

Stassen qualified as an expert in the knowledge of what our NATO allies 
-_ will or will not accept, though, he added, he did not question Governor 

Stassen’s sincerity. 7 

Ambassador Lodge said that apropos of the matter of timing, he 
found himself opposed to any meeting of the Disarmament Commission 
in January, even though it was chaired by the United States and even if | 
we were to have a new position on disarmament. He would much prefer 

| to have a meeting in some three months’ time, during which period the 
necessary preparations could have been made. | a 

As to inspection, Ambassador Lodge said that he had never visual- 
ized spelling out in a UN resolution what the precise inspection system 
would be. He thought we would only agree in principle to inspection in 
the resolution. We would have to confer most carefully with our allies on 
the size and shape of any actual inspection zones. _ 

Secretary Dulles said he felt that the situation was very fluid at the 
moment, and that we might want to change our position on disarma- 
ment later. OO , 

The President said he couldn’t believe that Governor Stassen’s 
inspection proposal could properly be called a retreat, and Secretary 
Dulles agreed with him. Again Governor Stassen insisted that his pro- 
posal was not a retreat, but merely a new initiative. 

_ The Vice President said he had a question to put to Secretary Dulles. 
Supposing that an agreement for the cessation of testing occurs and tests 
thereafter would be frozen. The Vice President assumed that we would 

be ahead. If this is the case, what is the explanation of the fact that the | 

Soviets are pressing other nations so hard for a cessation of nuclear tests? 

Secretary Dulles replied that he supposed that the Soviets feel they _ 
have all they need in the way of nuclear weapons for an aggressive attack 
on the United States. On the other hand, we do not feel that we have 
enough nuclear weapons for the defense of the United States. 

Admiral Strauss added, in explanation to the Vice President, that the , 

Soviets probably believe that we would not conduct clandestine tests if. 
we agreed to a cessation. On the other hand, there was no reason why
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they would not conduct clandestine tests and so ultimately they would 
overtake us. | | 

Governor Stassen added still another point. He felt that the Soviets 
were very concerned about the possible proliferation of nuclear weap- 
ons into other hands. They fear that if this occurs some other nation will 
trigger a war which would ultimately involve all-out nuclear conflict 
between the United States and the USSR. Secretary Dulles expressed his 
agreement with this point, but added that the nuclear cut-off was the sur- 
est defense against that kind of situation. _ | 

_ The President expressed the hope that we could advance rapidly in 
our discovery of detection devices. Dr. Killian indicated that we could 
not surely detect all nuclear tests. Secretary McElroy pointed out that, as 
compared to certain other nations, the population of the United States 
was relatively small. Accordingly, we were compelled to rely on greater 
fire power. The continued development of small “clean” nuclear weap- 
ons, therefore, was of the very greatest importance to the United States. 
The President commented that certainly we were in the midst of an arms 
race, and the burdens of armament hung heavy everywhere. We must 
keep the hope of disarmament before the world. 

At the conclusion of the discussion of this subject, Mr. Cutler gave 
his view as to the consensus, and suggested a possible Council action, 

_ which was subsequently modified in part by proposals from the Presi- 
dent, Secretary Dulles, and Dr. Killian. | 

_ The National Security Council:'5 | 
a. Noted and discussed the enclosure to the reference memoran- 

dum of December 26, 1957, prepared by the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for Disarmament; in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
thereon, transmitted by the reference memorandum of January 3, 1958. 

b. Noted the President's decision that the United States should con- 
tinue to adhere to the Four-Power proposals of August 29, 1957 (Annex D 

| to the reference memorandum of December 26, 1957) for the time being; 

| having in mind the importance, in any further consideration of this sub- 
ject, of such matters as determining the Congressional attitude to 
changes in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

c. Noted the President’s approval of the recommendation of the 
Science Advisory Committee Panel on Disarmament (as summarized by 
Dr. Killian at the meeting) that the following technical studies be made 
by representatives of the Science Advisory Committee, the Department 

The following paragraphs and note, approved by the President on January 9, consti- 
tute NSC Action No. 1840. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 
95, Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency: CB RS | 

1. In the area of nuclear testing, the following three studies: | : 

| a. A study of the losses to the United States consequent ona 
total suspension of nuclear tests at specific future dates. 

| -b. Asymmetrical study of the losses to the USSR that would | 
accrue from cessation of nuclear testing, using the same hypotheti- 

| caldates. a as UR 
| C. A study of the technical feasibility of monitoring a test sus- . 

pension, including the outlines of a surveillance and inspection sys- 

| 2A study to cover the technical factors involved in monitoring a | 
long-range rocket test agreement to assure that it is carried out for peace- 
ful purposes (such as the launching of scientific reconnaissance . 
vehitles), | Ses ee eee 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently circulated to all holders of the reference memoranda, and | 
referred to the Secretary of State for appropriate implementation. __ 

_ The action in c above, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Special Assistant to the President for Science and 

Technology, the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman, AEC, and the Direc- 
tor of Central Intelligence, for appropriateimplementation. = 

_ [Here follows Agenda Item 3;seeDocument2.] et | 

ee ne . | S.EverettGleason ss 

| Attachment! Oo | ne | —_ 

Report by Cary] P. Haskins of the National Security Council — oo 
- Staff to the President’s Special Assistant for Science and 

Technology (Killian) UU Ee 

| oo | Washington, January 5, 1958. 

SUBJECT Bt OO | 

Report of SAC Panel on Disarmament SS — | | 

The SAC Panel on Disarmament met on January 4, 1958 to review 
current arms limitation proposals with a view to assisting your partici- 

"Secret. | | : | oe a |
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pation in the NSC meeting on January 6, 1958. In attendance at the Panel 
meeting were C.P. Haskins, H.A. Bethe, LI. Rabi, H. Scoville, H. York and 
G. Kistiakowsky (part time). | 

The discussion centered principally on two recommendations of 
Gov. Stassen, (a) that the U.S. propose a two-year nuclear test suspen- 
sion as of September 1958, and (b) that the U.S. support the creation of a 
UN technical committee to study ways to monitor the development of 
outer-space vehicles for peaceful purposes. The Panel also noted that the 
U.S. has, through the final NATO communiqué, supported the creation 
of a technical group of NATO to advise on problems of arms control aris- 

Ing out of new technical developments. 

_ Its the conclusion of the Panel that the U.S. should not proceed with 
additional proposals for a nuclear test suspension or for international 

. studies on ways to limit long-range rocket testing without up-to-date 
technical appraisals of these two possibilities, made in advance by the 
most qualified U.S. scientific and technical personnel having access to 
highly-classified information. It believes that previous scientific studies 
are no longer current nor were they originally of sufficient technical 
scope and detail to fully develop potential areas of technical agreement 
or lack of agreement within the U.S. Government. It recommends that 
certain studies, to be confined strictly to technical fact-finding and 
appraisal, be undertaken immediately to assist in national policy deter- 
mination. They are outlined below. 

A. In the area of nuclear testing, there is need for three subsidiary 
studies: 

__ 1. Astudy of the losses to the U.S. consequent ona total suspension 
of nuclear tests at specific future dates. This study would include such 
technical subjects as the effects of suspension on the development of 
ICBM and Polaris warheads, on development of very small tactical 
nuclear weapons, on AICBM and anti-aircraft rocket warheads, and on 

- the production of “clean” nuclear weapons. Insofar as Possible, it should 
includean appraisal of the relative importance of such losses to total U.S. 
military capabilities. These assessments should be based on the assump- 
tion that tests are banned (a) before the scheduled summer 1958 Pacific 
tests, and (b) in September 1958. 

2. Asymmetrical study on the losses to the USSR that would accrue 
from cessation of nuclear testing, including effects on long-range missile 
capabilities, and air defense, using the same hypothetical dates. 

3. A study of the technical feasibility of monitoring a test suspen” 
sion, including the outlines of a surveillance and inspection system. Such 
a study should carefully consider the possibilities of successfully evad- 
ing such monitoring and the practicability of clandestine weapon devel- 
opment. | 

B. A second major study would cover the technical factors 
involved in monitoring a long-range rocket test agreement to assure that 
it is carried out for peaceful purposes (such as the launching of scientific
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reconnaissance vehicles). It would attempt to broadly outline a surveil- 
lance and inspection system. It would assist the possibilities of evasion in 
terms of the clandestine development of a significant operational capa- 
bility with long-range missiles. | | 7 

_ It is important that these studies be undertaken at the earliest pos- 
sible time due to (a) the need to assess the disadvantages of instituting a 
test cessation prior to this summer’s Hardtack series, and (b) the prob- 

_ able development by the USSR, within a year’s time, of a prototype 
ICBM. Unless a U.S. proposal for a missile test limitation is made before 
such developments, it would probably be delayed until after develop- 
ment of an operational missile by both powers. | 

_ The Panel recommends that the above studies be made for the Presi- 
dent or the National Security Council by a full-time task force of the most 
qualified individuals, selected with the participation of the AEC, DOD, 
and the President’s Science Advisory Committee. The task force should 
lean heavily on contributions by research organizations having technical 

competence in the subject areas. 

The President’s Science Advisory Committee unanimously sup- 
ports the Panel’s recommendations for factual technical studies on 
international limitation of nuclear and missile testing (with the excep- 
tion of four members who were unavailable forcomment). _. 

| - Caryl P. Haskins!” 

17 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 7 

137. Letter From the President’s Special Assistant for Disarmament 

(Stassen) to President Eisenhower | | | 

| Washington, January 14,1958. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: May follow through on my presentation at the © 
NSC! with this summary and explanation. I am giving a copy to Foster 
and to Robert Cutler. | a 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Stassen, Harold 

E., 1957. Secret. A handwritten note on the source text reads: “Hold/D[wight].” 

! See Document 136. |
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First of all my recommendations stem froma deep faith that our sys- 
tem of freedom will prevail if there is not a war. Iam confident of the out- 
come of a long vigorous competition between the free system and the 
Communist system. It is my basic philosophy that man by nature was 
meant to be free under God. I do not share Foster’s uncertainty about the 
success of our free way of life in the future economic and idea competi- 
tion. lam also confident that our nation would come out on top and sur- 
vive even though there be a nuclear war, but I believe it would be very 
very difficult to reestablish freedom and to rebuild civilization in the 
devastated wake of a nuclear war. 

With this fundamental approach, it is my view that it is extremely 
| important for the United States to take and maintain a sound, imagina- 

tive initiative for peace, and equally important to take and maintain a 
_ similar initiative for the wellbeing and freedom of the people of the 

world. 

Such initiatives require concrete and dramatic proposals to hold the 
attention of the people and develop their understanding and support. 
We should ever avoid a negative and defensive approach and ever takea 
counter-proposal and affirmative move. Such an initiative will better 
establish the necessary sustained defense effort and cohesion and coop- 
eration of other free nations for a widely dispersed and alert deterrent 
force than will a direct and almost exclusive emphasis on armaments. 

Included in such a sustained initiative should be specific United 
States proposals in the field of disarmament of a type easily understood 
by the people, reasonable in their balance, and incorporating a favorable 
chance of starting inspection of the territory of the Soviet Union through 
a United Nations agency. 

The three specific recommendations for spearheading proposals 
have these characteristics. A United States proposal to the Soviet Union 
that if a reasonable number of United Nations inspections posts are 
installed inside their territory and ours, equipped with adequate scien- 
tific instruments, the United States will join in stopping nuclear testing 
for two years, while negotiations are intensified for more far-reaching 
agreements, would give the United States a firm initiative. If the Soviet 

Union accepts, there will be an immediate move to open up their terri- 
tory to international inspection including scientific instrumentation. 
This would be an historic turning point and have great promise of 
enlargement and expansion to an inspection system adequate to stop the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes and to an 
inspection system to control the use of outer space for exclusively peace- 
ful purposes. If the Soviet Union, notwithstanding their agreement to 
inspection posts in the negotiations in London last June, now refuses the 
offer, they can be continually pressed on this point. It is a specific and 
direct issue of a nature that the people of the world will understand. Such
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a refusal of the Soviet Union to make it reasonably possible to assure that 
such a small first agreement to suspend tests is being lived up to would 
be denounced by the great majority of people. oe 

The second concrete proposal of a reasonable small zone for begin-- 
ning open skies and ground inspection in Central Europe would attract 

| the attention of the people second only to nuclear testing. General Nor- 

stad has been for it. I am confident that the NATO members would 

approve of it. I urge that their views be solicited. Reciprocal opening of 

territory is advantageous to the free nations. If the Soviet Union accepts | 

this, it would facilitate prospects for the further successful negotiation of 

a reunified free Germany combined with a Central European zone with- 

out atomic weapons and with limited armed forces. 

The third concrete proposal is for an initial zone which would 

include a part of the United States and a part of Siberia. This offer is 

important so that both our allies and the Soviet Union note the willing- 

ness of the United States to begin open skies and ground inspection ona 
part of the territory of our own forty-eight states. Furthermore, the joint 
intelligence studies indicate that any opening of the Soviet territory to 
the U.S. would give some improved warning protection against surprise 

attack on our homeland. If the Soviet Union accepts this, the chances of 

successive expansion to a comprehensive inspection system against sur- 

prise attack would be improved. - / 

I do not mean that these disarmament initiatives should be the only 
ones that the U.S. takes. For example, it would be highly desirable if dur- 

ing this year the President would personally go to a meeting of the heads 

of governments of the Colombo Plan states to be held in Delhi, India. This 
Colombo group includes the nations of free Asia from Japan around to 
Pakistan. They meet exclusively on economic and technical programs. 
At such a meeting you could offer to establish a Colombo Atoms-For- 
Peace Center on Ceylon, and win acclaim throughout the area. The engi- 
neering and scientific studies for such a Center are well developed. You 
could also offer a portion of the Development Loan Fund to underwrite a 
trade and payments union of these Colombo Plan countries to facilitate 
the flow of private trade between the free nations of Asia. Properly devel- 
oped, such a program would be of great economic assistance without 
actually using up the underwriting money. It would assist in confidence 
of payment between private traders in these states and thus further the 
development of private enterprise. It is one of the methods we used suc- 
cessfully in Europe. The cooperation and substantial support of the 
NATO states, acting through the Organization for European Economic 

Cooperation (OEEC), could grow out of this initiative. This would help 
our United States objectives in Asia. - a a 

A Presidential offer to assist the United Nations in establishing a 
police force equipped with tactical atomic weapons would help to take
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away the smaller nations’ sense of being excluded from our atomic 
weapons position. Even though it may be many years before such a 
police force could be worked out, the psychological impact of an offer 
would be good, and this would be another part of keeping a United 
States initiative month after month. | | 

After our scientific satellite is successfully orbiting, the President 
could offer to the United Nations the cooperation of the United States ina 
United Nations Space Development Project. Such a project could go for- 
ward whether or not the Soviet Union agreed. This again would develop 
a sense of participation by scientists of many nations and could involve 
financial contributions by all of the others in a manner similar to the 
infrastructure program of NATO. 

The United States could also offer to negotiate a solution of the 
Hungarian situation along the lines of the Austrian solution and could 
repeatedly express this willingness. This would make it clear that the 
United States would not accept a status quo in Eastern Europe. 

The United States can propose a competition between systems in the 
advancement of the standards of living of people, with the results to be 
observed within each country by a special United Nations Commission 
in which nations on both sides should participate. This should stimulate 
the demands of the peoples inside the Communist countries for more 
results in consumer goods and for more service and freedom. If accepted | 
by the Soviet Union it would further open up Soviet and satellite terri- 
tory. 

Each of such proposals should be made at an appropriate time and 
ina tone and manner conducive toward a negotiating atmosphere. So far 
as the free world is concerned this would be the best form of propaganda 
and at the same time would carry the best chance for agreements which 
would decrease the danger of war. 

In connection with such a program, a meeting at the Summit fol- 
lowed by negotiating groups on individual matters and then followed 

| by another meeting at the Summit with further detailed work is to be 
commended. With the nature of the world power situation and with an 
awareness that the form of the Soviet government means that direct talks 
with the top leaders is the best way to get through to them, even an 
annual meeting at the Summit would seem to be sensible and logical in 
world relationships for the sake of peace. The United States meets Prime 
Ministers of Western countries a number of times each year. Are not 
meetings with those who hold the power in the Soviet Union in fact even 
more important. If the people are informed that it is anticipated that there 
would be repeated meetings, this would prevent either extreme disap- 
pointment or undesirable tension in relation to any one summit meeting. . 
The liberation of Austria, the establishment of the atoms-for-peace pro- 
gram, and the easing of the iron curtain for movements of people are
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three direct important products of your willingness to meet at the Sum- 
mit in 1955. The establishment of the United Nations Charter is a direct 
product of the meeting at Yalta and of the talks of Hopkins with Stalin in 
Moscow. _ 

Such a first Summit meeting could perhaps best be held in Washing- 
ton and include the Soviet Union, Poland and Czechoslovakia, and the 

_ US., Britain and France, with the Secretary General of the UN participat- 
ing to represent that organization and to give confidence to all other 
states that their interests would neither be ignored nor secretly bar- 
gainedaway, = = © oe 

In summary, taking and maintaining the initiative is in my view of 
the essence. It will be recalled that the initiative that you would go to 
Korea, the initiative of atoms-for-peace, the initiative of meeting in 
Geneva, the initiative of the open skies proposal, were the instances in. 
which the greatest support and cohesion for the position of the United 
States at home and abroad were sustained. During these periods the best 
cooperation was also obtained on the defense requirements including 
the great advances in the infrastructure program for airfields throughout 

_ NATO, the establishment.of the special weapons planning work in 
NATO, the incorporation of a German defense force, and overall the 

strong support for your continued leadership of our country. | 

Measures such as these can be placed in motion through a letter 

from you to the heads of the NATO governments stating your intention 
to make certain of the proposals if they do not see an objection, and wel- 
coming their own suggestions and views. | | , 

Sincerely, a | | a 

oe a a — _ _ Harold 

138. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

a 7 | | _ Washington, January 22, 1958. 

| OTHERS PRESENT | | 
General Goodpaster | a 

_ Admiral Strauss a 

Admiral Strauss said his first subject was a matter he had discussed | 
| with Secretary Dulles, who was greatly interested. Itisa proposedinitia- 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster. | : | |
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tive in three parts which the United States might take, calling for: 1) Stop- 
ping nuclear tests for a period of say three years, 2) Ceasing all 
production of fissionable material (as contrasted to previous proposals 
to stop production for military purposes), 3) Cannibalizing existing 
weapons to provide fissionable material for power and other peaceful 
needs. He said he has studied the matter with General Fields and Gen- 
eral Starbird, and they all think the idea is a sound one; he does wish to 

think about it and check it out a little further, however. He stressed the | 

importance of keeping it secret and the President emphasized this even 
more strongly. | . 

The President then asked a number of questions—first, as to what 
would happen to the AEC organization. Admiral Strauss said he would 
keep the laboratories intact. In the production plants, there would be a 
saving of power costs now being incurred, but at least the bulk of the 
labor force would be kept on. The President asked if this arrangement 
could be reliably supervised, and Admiral Strauss said that it could be— 
in fact, it could be far more easily inspected than our earlier proposal. He 
added that, after three years, if the arrangement has worked out, agree- 
ment could be reached to resume testing of explosions for peaceful pur- 
poses only. | Oo 7 

The President said he thought Admiral Strauss had a fine idea, of 

great promise, and worthy of full-scale further study and evaluation. 

-Admiral Strauss next raised the matter of the “Hardtack’” test series. 

He said he was concerned about having public attendance during a 
count down procedure, in light of the experience over the publicity of 
our satellite attempt. He therefore proposed that there should be no pub- 
lic attendance at these tests, as had been previously contemplated. He | 
added that such attendance might compromise secrecy. The President 
indicated that if attendance would impair security, he would agree that 
public attendance should be cancelled. | 

Admiral Strauss next asked the President if he would be willing to 
dedicate the Shipping-port reactor, which is now operating successfully. 

_ After discussion, the President agreed to do it, from his desk in the White 
House, making a short statement. Admiral Strauss suggested this be car- 
ried over closed circuit TV and said he would consult further with Mr 

Hagerty on the matter. | | 

Admiral Strauss next referred to the President’s comment about dis- 
agreement among scientific advisers on the matter of certainty that we | 
could pick up Soviet atomic tests. He cited as an example the last Soviet 
test, which we were able to pick up only by chance—not having detected 
it by several of the methods we depend on most. | 

Admiral Strauss next reminded the President that his term as Chair- 
man of the Atomic Energy Commission expires on June 30th. The Presi- 
dent immediately said that he hadn’t realized this and would simply
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renominate him. Admiral Strauss said he would like to have the Presi- 
dent weigh very carefully the question of his renomination, since he had 
accumulated a number of liabilities, including most of the columnists in 
the Washington press. The President said he shared those liabilities with 
Admiral Strauss. . | 

| SO Brigadier General, USA 

139. Memorandum of Conversation Between General Alfred M. 
Gruenther and Secretary of StateDulles 

| Washington, February 19, 1958, 2 p.m. 

We talked about Tunisia, Mutual Security, and so forth. Then I dis- 
cussed the disarmament situation.'I said I felt that it was essential that 
disarmament work should be an integral part of the State Department 
activity and not operated independently. Disarmament involved too 
many political considerations, the future of NATO, the future of Ger- | 
many, and so forth. Gruenther said he agreed. I further said that I was 
very skeptical about there being any reduction of armament purely as a 
matter of agreement. There might be reduction for domestic reasons or 
because some political issues were settled, but the disarmament problem 
was so complex, the balance so difficult to find, and enforcement so pre- 

carious, that I doubted that there could be reduction of armament purely 

as a result of reciprocal and balanced agreement. Nevertheless, I felt it 
was vital to continue to seek limitation of armament. I referred to the Ger- 
man attitude prior to World War I and the disastrous consequences to 
them of being regarded throughout the world as militaristic. General 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation. 
Confidential; Personal and Private. 

! On February 14, Harold E. Stassen resigned his post as the President’s Special 
Assistant for Disarmament. In his resignation letter to Eisenhower, Stassen stated that the 

studies and recommendations that he had been asked to make had been made and were 
either adopted or “are well understood within the Administration.” (Eisenhower Library, — 
Whitman File, Administrative Series, Stassen, Harold E., 1957) See the Supplement. Eisen- 
hower’s February 15 letter accepting Stassen’s resignation is printed in Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, pp. 152-153. :
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Gruenther indicated his general agreement with this point of view. I then 
indicated that I was thinking of handling the matter, perhaps through 
Wadsworth, as far as negotiation was concerned, and through the regu- 
lar Departmental officers, but I did feel it necessary to have some quali- 

fied persons from outside who could serve as kind of an advisory panel 
to keep us moving and moving in sound directions, taking into account 
all relevant factors, including public relations. General Gruenther 

expressed the thought that perhaps some of our allies were making us 
carry too heavy a public relations burden by getting us to take positions 
which they wanted but which they were not willing to associate them- 
selves with publicly, e.g. non-suspension of testing. I agreed. I asked 
General Gruenther whether he would be willing to serve on sucha panel 
and he said that he would if I thought this could be reconciled with his 
being out of town a good deal of the time. I said I thought it could be. I 
mentioned General Bedell Smith, and he thought that he would be a 

good member, subject to the fact that he also was out of town a good deal 
of the time. General Gruenther suggested Arnold: Wolfers as someone 
here whom he regarded as intelligent and knowledgeable and a student 
of the subject. | 7 

I spoke of Sprague but said I was a little bit concerned because he 
seemed to be emotional about certain aspects of the matter including 
shelters. General Gruenther said he had no knowledge of Robert 
Sprague but did not think we needed to worry much about the shelter 
program. He said he did not think it would ever take hold or bea popular 
or political problem. He did express regret that Senator Humphrey had 
attacked the Administration on the disarmament theme. — | 

I thanked General Gruenther for his willingness to serve and said I 
would communicate with him later on.2 

| JFD 

* See Document 140. | | a 

140. Editorial Note _ | | 

At 3:33 p.m. on February 19, 1958, Dulles called Governor Sherman 
Adams, Eisenhower’s Chief of Staff, to inform him of his discussion with 

General Gruenther (see Document 139) and suggested that Walter Bedell 
Smith and Professor Wolfers of Yale University would also be good pro- 
spective members of an advisory panel on disarmament. Adams
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thought Dulles might as well get “good names.” Dulles stated “this is 
largely scenery” and “a public relations job.” Adams suggested that 
Dulles get “some practical people who can sit around and talk about it.” 
(Memorandum of telephone conversation, February 19; Eisenhower 

Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations) See the 

Supplement. > | | a 
On February 20 at 5:09 p.m., Dulles telephoned Robert Lovett and 

asked him to join the panel on disarmament. Dulles stated that hence- 
forth disarmament would “be part of State,” to which Lovett agreed. 
“One trouble with Stassen,” Dulles continued, “was he was only inter- 

ested in disarmament.” Dulles described the panel as two or three people 
he could talk with in a general way about the lines of U.S. policy. He 
stated the panel would be made of Gruenther, Smith, and Lovett who 
would give advice and counsel on an informal basis. When Lovett 
agreed to serve, Dulles informed him that he felt “the prospects of get- 
ting any substantial result are not very good unless and until there are 
some solutions to political problems. But it is vitally important to keep 
pressing in this field and it will be disastrous if it is felt we are not inter- 
ested.” (Memorandum of telephone conversation, February 20; Eisen- 
-hower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations) See the 
Supplement. - | | 

When Dulles showed President Eisenhower the plan for disarma- 
ment reorganization, the President said he also wanted John J. McCloy 
on the panel. (Memorandum of conversation between Dulles and Eisen- 
hower, February 24,3 p.m.; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings 

with the President) © : | 

141. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of 
Defense McElroy | | | | 

7 : | Washington, March 13, 1958. 

SUBJECT 7 | 
Nuclear Testing (U) 

1. Reference is made toa memorandum by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, dated 27 February 1958, subject as above.! . 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assist- 

ant for Science and Technology. Top Secret; Restricted Data. An Appendix on estimated 
spectrum of weapons yields after September 1, 1958, is in the Supplement. | 

' Not found. | |
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2. Under the conditions specified in the referenced memorandum 
the United States is ahead of the USSR numerically, both in numbers of 
‘weapons and amounts of weapons materials. If the moratorium applies 
only against testing, the United States can hold this position until about 
1964. In any analysis of the nuclear capabilities of the two countries, the 
United States can only evaluate Soviet weapons against our own, since 
we have no specific intelligence on theirs. With this handicap, we must 
interject a note of caution into any evaluation, because of the possibility 
that the USSR may have made alternative effective designs which are 
unknown to us. | | 

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed referenced memoran- 
dum in light of the possible position of the USSR with respect to that of 
the United States, and consider that a complete cessation of nuclear test- 
ing after Operation Hardtack would result, at the very least, in a techno- 
logical parity in nuclear weapons development between the two 
countries. This apparent parity is reflected in the Appendix hereto. Fur- 
thermore, the quantitative advantage which the United States presently 
enjoys as a result of its greater stockpile may well be equalized by about 
1964 by the USSR with its rapidly increasing capacity for producing 
nuclear materials. These factors, coupled with the ability of the USSR to 
assume the military initiative, could result in relative supremacy of the 
USSR over the United States. | | 

4. The tests scheduled for Hardtack will contribute appreciably to 
an improved United States position, providing the key shots are success- 
ful. However, should these key shots prove unsuccessful, there is a possi- 
bility that the attainment of a Ballistic Missile warhead greater than [less 
than 1 line of source text not declassified] Fleet Ballistic Missile warhead and 
an anti-missile missile warhead will be seriously endangered if there is a 
moratorium on testing. In addition several important developments 
scheduled for testing subsequent to Operation Hardtack would prob- 
ably be stopped. These include a family of highly mobile, inexpensive, 
small-yield weapons for support of battle groups and for air defense, a 
family of clean tactical weapons, artillery shells, and others. For these 
reasons, as well as for the technological parity which is now evidenced, 
and the ability of the USSR to equalize our present quantitative advan- 
tage by about 1964, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe strongly that under no 
circumstances should the United States discuss with the USSR a test 
moratorium prior to the successful completion of the key shots in Hard- 
tack. : 7 : : 

5. Only through continued testing and development can improve- 
ments be realized in yield-to-weight ratios for atomic warheads. Further, 
radical advances in weapon systems are only possible through these 
improvements. [3-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]? Significant 

* Text not declassified] Both tests took place at Eniwetok and Bikini Atolls in the 
Pacific.
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advancements in such weapon systems as the second generation of 
IRBM’s, ICBM’s, and FBM’s and the anti-missile missile are only pos- 
sible through continued warhead development and testing. In addition, 
vital weapon effects information can only be obtained through contin- 
ued testing. | | | ee 

6, For the reasons above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reaffirm their 

| opinion of 31 December 19573 that cessation of tests should be considered 
only as a part of a larger disarmament proposal which will provide also 
for complete suspension of the production of weapons and weapons 
materials keyed to an effective system of inspection verification. _ 

ae OO For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: | 
oo | ~.. Maxwell D. Taylor 

Oo | General, United States Army, 
a Chief of Staff 

. 3 See footnote 3, Document 136. | | ee 
oe 4 Printed from a copy that indicates Taylor signed the original. © an | 

| 142. .Memorandum From the Secretary of State’s Special Assistant _ | 
_. for Disarmament and Atomic Energy (Farley) to Secretary of | 
_ StateDulles Be 7 

Be : : _ Washington, March 18, 1958. 

SUBJECT - she ee SI 
Review of Disarmament Policy | : Sp gs | 

Discussion _ Oc : oe : 

.. 1. Wehave reviewed present U.S. disarmament policy and, in this 
memorandum, recommend changes in present policy for your consider- : 
ation. Sows a 

‘Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 / 3-1858. Secret. Drafted by Ron- 

ald I. Spiers of Farley’s office and Henry D. Owen of S/P with the concurrences of Elbrick, 
Gerard Smith, and Walmsley. According to notes on the source text, the memorandum 

. printed here reflects revisions made on March 21. Tabs A-E, entitled “Nuclear Test Suspen- 
sion,” “Cut-Off of Fissionable Material Production,” “Establishment of Surprise Attack 

. Zones,” “Preliminary Measures Relating to Missile Controls and Outer Space,” and 
“Reduction of Manpower and Conventional Armaments” are in the Supplement. Tab F 
(see footnote 2 below) was not attached and has not been found.
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2. In preparing recommendations, the following major criteria 
have been applied: 

a. The national security interests of the United States. 

b. The major points of view and interests of our NATO allies, and 
particularly the U.K., France, and Germany. : 

c. Toavoid a sharp break with the August 29 proposals, but to find 
proposals growing out of this document which demonstrate forward 
movement, respond to valid criticism directed against our proposals by 
other governments, and give promise of negotiability vis-a-vis the USSR. 

d. To accord with the principles approved by the United Nations 
General Assembly in its resolution of November 14, 1957, which was 

adopted upon our initiative. 

e. To set forth a broad and tenable United States position respon- 
sive to the “disarmament problem” as it is seen by the majority of gov- 
ernments, and therefore dealing, in some manner, with the following 

elements: 

1. nuclear tests 
2. nuclear cut-off 
3. surprise attack inspection 
4. outer space and missiles controls 
5. manpower and conventional arms limitation. 

| 3. The principal elements of the new U.S. disarmament policy 
which we now propose are the following: 

a. Nuclear testing. Nuclear tests would be suspended fora period of 
three years, beginning January 1, 1959, or as soon thereafter as agreement 
is reached on the nature and location of control posts to monitor the 
agreement. Testing would be resumed if agreement on an adequately 
inspected cut-off of production of fissionable material for nuclear weap- 
ons had not been reached at the end of three years. The U.S. would 
announce that, if it thus became necessary to resume testing, the U.S. 
would henceforth test only underground.? 

b. Cut-off of fissionable materials production. Production of fission- 
able materials for use in nuclear weapons would be suspended as soon 

| as an effective inspection system was agreed to and in operation. This 
proposal could be advanced in two alternative forms: (1) fissionable 
materials plants would continue to operate, subject to international 
inspection to insure that the material produced was used only for peace- 

1 See footnote 10, Document 136. 

2 This is, we believe, a matter of urgency and importance, in view of the telegram 
from Embassy Moscow reporting that the Soviets may soon announce a unilateral suspen- 
sion of testing, thus securing a major propaganda victory and depriving us of the principal 
disarmament benefits (inspection and effect on Nth country programs) which we would 
expect to result from a ban on tests (Tab F). [Footnote in the source text.]
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ful purposes; or (2) plants now producing fissionable materials would be 
shut down, thereby drastically simplifying the inspection problem ini- 
tially. In the latter case peaceful uses requirements would be supplied 
from existing stocks or by dismantling weapons. Transfers of fissionable 
materials from previous production to non-weapons purposes would be 
made in agreed equitable ratios. | ee 

_-¢. Surprise attack. The following measures might be undertaken 
simultaneously or separately: | re 

_1.. The broad U.S.-Canada-USSR zone set forth in the August 29 
proposals would be reaffirmed. Be 

2. A European zone extending from 5°-35° east, with the smaller 
central European zone proposed by General Norstad (but expressed in 
terms of geographic coordinates) as a fall-back position, with or without | 
an arctic zone similar to that proposed on August 29. OO 
- 3, Ground control posts (a la Bulganin) be established ona recipro™ 
cal basis at agreed installations (both within the US and USSR and at their 
foreign bases—e.g., naval and air) with or without the zones described 
above. | | ps 

_ d. Preliminary measures relating to strategic missile controls.and outer 
space. The following measures might be undertaken simultaneously or 
‘separately: © Se | Oe Oo oO 

-. 1. Immediate initiation of an international working group to plan 
an inspection system to insure that the sending of objects through outer 
space is for peaceful purposes only. | oe 

2. Joint cooperation in selected outer space projects, such as the 
development of an outer space platform, and interplanetary rocket and 
reconnaissance satellites, ooking forward to centralization of all outer 
space activity in an international organization when the program envi- 
sioned in (1) goes into effect. oO ne | 

_ 3, Advance notification, and, if possible, inspection of all vehicles, 
military or otherwise, entering outer space (or, as a fall-back, all objects to 
be launched into orbit). — | 

_.e. Manpower and conventional arms. If agreement is reached on any 
two of the three major surprise attack measures proposed in (c) above, 

| we would be willing to agree to reduction of U.S. and Soviet armed forces 
to the level of 2.2 million men, and U.K. and French forces to correspond- 
ing levels, with placement of designated quantities and types.of modern 
conventional arms capable of serving as nuclear delivery systems (sub- 
marine, missiles, aircraft, etc.) in international arms depots. If the cut-off 

of fissionable materials production with a total U.S.-USSR-Canada-Eu- 
ropean inspection zone is agreed to, we would be willing further to agree 

a to reduction to 1.8 million men for the U.S. and USSR, and comparable 
levels for other states (with a listing of the overseas bases which the U.S. 
would give up as a consequence of such reduction), together with place- 
ment of such amounts of important conventional armaments in interna-
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tional arms depots that the armaments retained will have an agreed 
relationship to the armed forces remaining. 

The reasons for these proposals are discussed in Tabs A-E, along 
with their relationship to present policy and anticipated reactions by our 
allies. 

4. We have not included in 3(d) above any specific measures relat- 
ing to cessation of testing, production, or deployment of strategic mis- 
siles. A position on these matters is an urgent necessity, particularly in 
view of the Soviet March 15 proposals on outer space. The present study 
underway under Dr. Killian’s direction is limited to determining the fea- 
sibility of controlling an agreement not to test missiles. Before we can 
spell out the U.S. position on outer space or make specific counterpropo- 
sals, we should have a broader technical study directed at the following _ 
problem: 

Is it possible to devise an effective inspection system to police an 
agreement banning production and/or deployment of strategic missiles, 
taking into account present and prospective US. and USSR progress in 
developing and testing operational missiles traversing outer space? 

Such a broader technical study would provide a basis for reaching 
conclusions as to the conditions under which agreement to use outer space 
only for peaceful purposes would be acceptable to the U.S. It may be pos- 
sible in the first instance to reach conclusions regarding the acceptability 
of a missiles test ban, in time to include a proposal on this aspect during 
initial renewal of disarmament discussions with the USSR. 

The study of the effect of a missile test ban could, if pressed with 
vigor, be completed in time to include a proposal on the subject in this 
package, before the package is discussed with the USSR. If undertaken 
soon enough, a test ban could prevent the development of an operational 
ICBM, which would threaten the United States, and of improved solid- 

fuel IRBM’s, whose instant reaction time could pose a growing risk of 
accidental war. These advantages might warrant our accepting, if neces- 
sary, limitations on the deployment of existing types of IRBM’s in certain 
areas immediately adjoining the Soviet Bloc in return. This question can- , 
not be decided, however, until a study of the effect of test cessation has 

been completed. | 

The study of the inspection requirements for a ban on deployment 
and/or production will take somewhat longer. It thus seems unlikely 
that we could include proposals for the total elimination of strategic mis- 
siles in this package before it went to the Soviets. If, however, study indi- 
cates that elimination is feasible, we should be able to submit proposals 
soon afterward. Such proposals might combine missile elimination with 
reduction of conventional forces to 1.8 million men, for much the same 

reasons that this reduction was proposed under (e) above, in return fora 
nuclear cut-off. The relation of missile elimination to other elements of
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disarmament cannot be judged with confidence, however, until the 

inspection issue has been appraised. | - Oo 

_ 5. Any of the above measures, except as specified in (e), could be 
accepted independently by the United States. Linkage between some of 
the above elements may be desirable for negotiation advantage or to 
meet Soviet Union positions. To take account of these possibilities, as 
wellas to outline other considerations relating to presentation of a modi- 
fied U.S. position, a separate paper on tactics is being prepared. It is 
assumed that U.S. policy proposals would be discussed with the UK, 
France, Canada and the North Atlantic Council before presentation to _ 
the Soviet Union through agreed diplomatic channels. | 

Recommendations | | Ce 

1. That you approve our submitting the disarmament policy pro- 
posals in paragraph 3 above to the panel of disarmament advisers at an 
early date, to be followed by discussion in the NSC and (in April) with 
the U.K., France, Canada and the North Atlantic Council. | | | 

2. That you ask the NSC to request the Science Advisory Commit- 
tee, on an urgent basis, to develop answers to the question posed in para- 
graph 4 above. | 7 eae 

143. Memorandum From the President's Special Assistant for _ 
National Security Affairs (Cutler) to the Director of the Office 

, of Civilian and Defense Mobilization (Hoegh) OO 

| Washington, March 21, 1958. 

I talked with the President last night about Dr. McGrath’s excellent | 
presentation to the Council yesterday morning on the hazards of radio- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, #5. Top 
Secret; Restricted Data. A copy was sent to John McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. os | :
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active fallout and on the relative effectiveness of types of protective 
measures.! 

The President was interested in the difference, in terms of casualties, 

between an enemy attack using “dirty” nuclear weapons and an enemy 
attack using “clean” nuclear weapons. [3 lines of source text not declassi- 
fied] there is confidence our scientific skill can within some five or more 
years solve this problem. Obviously a general war fought with “clean” 
weapons would not have the incalculable consequences to the world of a 
general war fought with “dirty” weapons, because of the greatly 
reduced radioactive fallout. Also the use of “clean” weapons in local con- 
flicts (at least in many areas) would lessen the risk of such conflicts 
spreading into general war. 

The presentation given to the Council yesterday included an exam- 
ple of massive nuclear attack on the U.S. with “dirty” weapons (Opera- 
tion Alert 1957). This example showed the areas affected by radioactive 
fallout on the basis of two weather patterns on different days. 

The President would be interested to see a comparison of estimated 
casualties resulting from the use of “dirty” nuclear weapons and esti- 
mated casualties resulting from the use of “clean” nuclear weapons, 
based on this attack pattern. While computations of casualties were not 
given at the presentation, I assume that they are available as to an attack 
using “dirty” weapons. | 

In fulfilling the President's request, the following assumption might 
be made. The “clean” nuclear weapons to be used in the “clean nuclear 
weapons exercise” would be [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 
“clean” nuclear weapons in all ranges. While at present to “clean” a 
“dirty” weapon reduces its yield by some [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] it is expected that future testing will greatly minimize such 
reduction in yield. For the purposes of simplification, your “clean 
nuclear weapons exercise” could well use “clean” weapons having the 
same yield as the “dirty” weapons used in the “dirty nuclear weapons 

" On March 20, Paul McGrath of the Federal Civil Defense Administration briefed the 
National Security Council with a factual presentation on radioactive fallout and the types 
of protective measures against it as background to discussion of Agenda Item 1,“Measures 
To Carry Out the Concept of Shelter.” (Memorandum of discussion at the 359th NSC meet- 
ing, March 20; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supplement, the 
compilation on National Security. 

On March 21, Cutler sent President Eisenhower a memorandum relating to their dis- 
cussion on March 20. It reads in part: 

“In our talk last night relative to the importance to the United States of developing 
‘clean’ nuclear weapons, I omitted in my advocacy one very important reason: 

“The ability to set off ‘clean’ nuclear detonations without contaminating nuclear 
radioactive fallout would have tremendous significance in the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Cutler, General Rob- 
ert L., 1958 (3)) 

|
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exercise”. Captain Morse, AEC, will be very useful in assisting in this 

enterprise because of his intimate knowledge. | 

While I do not know about these matters myself, I am told that the 
additional estimates desired by the President would involve mostly 
machine computations based upon your existing estimates. Do you 
think it would be possible to have the two exercises and their results 
completed in time for the next Council meeting on March 27? This is not 
a requirement, but if it could be conveniently done it would be helpful. 

| Robert Cutler° 

- 2 On March 27, the NSC again discussed as Agenda Item 1, “Measures To Carry Out 
the Concept of Shelter.” Hoegh informed the Council that in the simulated surprise attack 

. study upon the United States carried out in 1957, estimated U.S. casualties (dead and 
injured) would have been reduced from 51.3 million to 30.4 million people if only “clean” 
weapons had been used. (Memorandum of discussion at the 360th NSC meeting, March 27; 
ibid., Whitman File, NSC Records) See the Supplement, the compilation on National Secu- 
rity. | 

3 Printed from a copy that indicates Cutler signed the original. 

144. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense _ 

(Quarles) to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear 

Test Cessation (Bethe) 

Washington, March 21, 1958. 

SUBJECT BF 
The Effects of a Total Suspension or Cessation of N uclear Testing | -, 

Pursuant to NSC Action No. 1840, 6 January 1958,! representatives 

of the Department of Defense have participated in the discussions of 
your Panel concerning the technical feasibility of monitoring a nuclear | 
weapons tests suspension and the predicted technological status of the 
United States and the USSR with respect to the development of nuclear 
weapons, assuming a total suspension of nuclear tests as of 1 September 

_. Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Technical 

Feasibility of Cessation of Testing. Top Secret; Restricted Data. | 

1 See footnote 15, Document 136.
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1958.2 Documents prepared by the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
_ Central Intelligence Agency portraying the predicted position of the 

United States and the USSR, respectively, have been considered by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and their views relative to the military impact of 
cessation of testing are transmitted herewith. 

The reports of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Central 
Intelligence Agency are accepted as reasonable and satisfactory esti- 
mates of the technological positions of the United States and the USSR, 
with the understanding that events of the near future may necessitate 
significant revisions of these estimates. Broadly stated, the estimates 
indicate that at present and also as of the end of 1958, the United States 
possesses an advantage in yield versus weight ratios, in flexibility of 
applications, in the economy of use of special nuclear materials and pos- 
sibly in knowledge of weapons effects of a specialized nature. 

It is reasonable to assume that with the continuation of testing the 
gap will be narrowed and that both nations may be expected to attain the 
practicable limits of nuclear weapon development as these limits can be 
foreseen at this time. It is equally reasonable to assume that in the 
absence of testing the gap will likewise be narrowed but at a slower rate 
which will be governed by a number of factors over which the United 
States can exercise little or no control, such as stepped up espionage, 
ingenuity in devising partial substitutes for testing, and the extent to 
which the Soviets may be willing to accept the risks of clandestine testing 
as well as the risks of a lower probability of achieving desired perform- 
ance characteristics. The achievement of technological parity as regards 
the practicable limits of nuclear weapons development as now foreseen 
with and without continuation of testing appears, therefore, to be a mat- 
ter of time differential only, with the United States holding an advantage 
for an indeterminate period in either case. 

Concerning developments in the nature of “break-throughs,” that 
is, beyond presently foreseen practicable limits, both parties will be 
inhibited by a test cessation and the advantage will lie with the nation 
which is able to maintain the higher level of effort and interest in nuclear 
weapon research and development, the security with which it guards its 
findings, and the risk it is willing to accept in the conduct of clandestine 
test operations or its attitude toward the abrogation of treaties. 

_ Relative technological status of nuclear weapons development at 
the moment and for the foreseeable future is not an adequate index of rel- 
ative military posture. Consequently, an assumption that the further 
improvement of weapons designs and the knowledge of weapons effects 
to be gained from nuclear testing is more important to the Soviets than to | 

* For the summary of the panel’s report, see Document 147. 

3 Not attached; printed as Document 141.
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the United States is untenable. Within the time available for the submis- 
sion of the Defense Department's views on the subject matter set forth in 
NSC 1840, it has not been possible to prepare, on the basis of material 
submitted by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency a system-by-system comparison which the Panel has indi- 
cated to be desirable in order to appraise the relative impact of test 
cessation on the military postures of the Free World and the Soviet Bloc. 
With the rapidly changing weapon development scene it is highly ques- 
tionable whether such an appraisal would be valid even for a brief 
period. | : oO 

As pointed out by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, cessation of testing as of 
the date under consideration will find a number of important U.S. 
research and development programs aborted or drastically limited: 

(a) The study of effects at ultra high altitudes essential to the design 
of effective anti-ICBM and other systems involving outer space, includ- 
ing the warheads, the delivery means, countermeasures and counter- 
countermeasures; : a 

(b) Second generations of IRBM’s, ICBM’S and Fleet Ballistic Mis- 
siles designed to drastically reduce overall systems costs and reaction 
times; | 

-(c) Economical designs of warheads for highly mobile systems for 
the support of battle groups and for air defense; | 

(d) Clean weapons in the middle and lower range Yields, | 
_ (e) Weapons which combine absolute nuclear satety with safety 

_ from predetonation. _ 7 

_ With respect to Items (a) and (b) above, the facts are: ee 

_ (a) That the USSR possesses a recognized long range missile capa- 
bility and that following the conclusion of the Hardtack test program the 
United States will still not be fully assured of the design of an effective 
anti-ICBM system [2 lines of source text not declassified]. - 

(b) Since the deterrent capability of U.S. long and medium range 
missile systems is compromised by the Soviets’ ability to adopt the initia- 
tive, the retaliatory threat of these systems should be maintained at the 
highest.feasible level through further warhead development, improved 
readiness and, if necessary, by greater dispersion and larger numbers. 

It is the Department’s view that until these two requirements are 
adequately and assuredly met through necessary test programs, the 
United States should not enter into a test cessation agreement unless it is 
a part of a broader agreement which offers very large compensating 

advantages. a 

In considering the inability of the United States to pursue Items (c),. 
: (d) and (e) as listed above, it appears necessary to give adequate weight 

to political, psychological and economic factors which are certainly not | 
of equal importance to the United States and the USSR. While broadly 
speaking these factors are outside the area of direct military responsibil- 

ity, they have a distinct and important bearing on the total Free World
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| military posture. The problems of world wide dispersion of nuclear 
weapons for potential use by and support of friendly forces and the 
occupation of foreign bases by U.S. forces possessing a nuclear weapon 
capability affect not only quantitative requirements but also design fea- 
tures maximizing safety in handling and simplicity of maintenance. Ona 
broader basis, concepts developed in the interests of political solidarity 
of the Free World which would place restrictions or restraints on the use 
of nuclear weapons by reason of geographical, psychological or moral 
considerations, may require the conduct of nuclear operations under 
conditions which the Department of Defense could not meet without the 
further developments indicated above. While the Department of 
Defense does not necessarily endorse limited war concepts which would 
place restraints on the types of nuclear weapons which may be used and 
the targets which may be attacked, itis my view that it would bea serious 
disadvantage for the United States to enter into a test cessation agree- 
ment which would block it from further tactical weapon developments 
of the type indicated by (c) and (d) above. | 

As regards the inability or time lag attributed to the Soviets in 
achieving a position equivalent to or approaching that of the United 
States, it should be obvious that as long as quantitative aspects of nuclear 
weapons and both quantitative and qualitative aspects of other weapons 
and delivery systems remain uncontrolled, efforts will be made by both 
sides to compensate for failures to attain practicable and desirable objec- 
tives in nuclear weapons designs by improving delivery systems, main- 
taining larger forces or by other means. For example: The Soviets’ 
assumed inability by reason of a test suspension to achieve an ICBM war- 
head of yield equivalent to ours does not deny them the capability of an 
equally effective ICBM system through the development of larger pay- 
load capacity, improved accuracy of delivery and/or reliance on larger 
quantities. a 

_. Itisin the light of the above considerations that I find myself in gen- 
eral agreement with the belief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that in its overall 
long range effects a test cessation will operate to the distinct disadvan- 
tage of the United States. If such a test cessation is a positive and integral 
part of more comprehensive measures which deal with the stabilization 
and reduction of nuclear weapons stockpiles, the prevention of surprise 
attack and the regulation of armaments and armed forces, the military 
disadvantage of test cessation becomes acceptable in the light of these 
major objectives. In any case, the United States should not become a 
party to a test cessation agreement which would prohibit the conduct of 
tests of yields, in environments and under conditions which the agreed 
and implemented control system would be unable to monitor satisfacto- 
rily as to detection, identification and responsibility. | 

Donald A. Quarles
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145. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| | Washington, March 24, 1958, 4 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT - | | 

Secretary Dulles - 
_ Mr. Allen Dulles | Se 
~ Secretary McElroy no 

: Secretary Quarles / 

Admiral Strauss | | 

General Twining (joined 15 minutes after conference began) 
_ General Cutler (joined 15 minutes after conference began) 

| General Goodpaster | | 

_ Secretary Dulles referred to intelligence reports indicating the possi- 
bility that the Soviets might announce unilaterally a suspension of test- | 
ing at the meeting of the Supreme Soviet, called for Thursday of this 
week.! He referred to the extreme speed at which they have been con- 
ducting their tests in the last two or three weeks (some eleven tests in a 
very short time). If the Soviets do this, we will be placed in an extremely 
difficult position throughout the world. We start our tests about the 
seventh of April and they run until September—during all of that time 
we will be under heavy attack worldwide. The Soviets will cite their test 
suspension and their call fora Summit meeting while we continue to test. 
The effect can only be highly adverse on us with regard to enjoying the 
confidence of the Free World as the champion of peace. We held this con- 
fidence through the previous Summit meeting. For the last two and one- 
half years we have been losing it. There will be very serious lossestousin — 
respect to our allies and the neutrals if this pattern of events occurs.” 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by Goodpaster on March 28. | 

1 March 27. On March 31, the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union issued a decree 

stating that it would discontinue testing of all types of atomic and hydrogen weapons in the 
Soviet Union and calling upon the Parliaments of the other nuclear powers to follow the 
Soviet lead. The Supreme Soviet declared that if the other states possessing nuclear weap- 
ons continued to test atomic and hydrogen weapons, the Soviet Union would be free to 
resume testing in accordance with its security. For text of the declaration, see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 978-980. | 

2 Onthe previous day, March 23, Dulles telephoned Eisenhower in Augusta, Georgia, 

to inform him that disarmament was “coming to a crisis.” After making these arguments, 
Dulles suggested that a U.S. cessation would be “dramatic” and “not cost much.” (Memo- 
randum of telephone conversation, March 23, 1:40 p.m.; Eisenhower Library, Dulles 
Papers, White House Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement.
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The Secretary then said that there is still a chance in the next day or 
two for us to make an announcement which could head off these conse- 
quences.3 He suggested an immediate announcement by the President to 
the effect that following the series of tests now about to begin, the Presi- 

dent would not thereafter order new tests during his term in office. The 
President might go on to say that he hoped this action would afford a 
basis to push ahead on the whole disarmament effort. 

Secretary Dulles said it will undoubtedly be asserted that we are 
giving up our position on testing without requiring inspection and the 
stoppage of weapons production. It will be said the Administration is 
adopting the Stevenson/Stassen position. Mr. Dulles said that we are not 
doing so, but the reason would be technical and hard to put across—that 
the United States is taking this action unilaterally, and is announcing an — 
intention, rather than making an agreement. He recognized that there 
were both advantages and disadvantages to the proposal. The claim will 
be made that we are giving in to the Soviet line. There will undoubtedly 
be public and Congressional criticism of the action. However, he said he 
feels desperately the need for some important gesture in order to gain 
effect on world opinion. | 

_ The Secretary next referred to Admiral Strauss’ suggestions to get 
agreement to stop all production of fissionable materials (rather than 
weapons production, as our position has previously required). To all but 
the most sophisticated, the change in our position would not be appar- 

| ent. Furthermore, we would have to clear this with our allies, and could 

not hope to accomplish this in the next few days. He concluded by saying 
that we gravely need something with which to beat the Soviets to the 
punch. | | | | 

At Mr. McElroy’s request, Mr. Quarles then discussed the Defense 
aspects. Defense has studied the comparative impact on us and the 
Soviets of such action. Although we are ahead in our weapons design, 
considering that the Soviets will always have the initiative as to starting a 
war, this action will leave us at a substantial net disadvantage. The devel- 
opment of an anti-ICBM depends on tests yet to be conducted (even after 
the Hardtack series). Polaris and other advanced systems also depend 
upon development and tests. Small, very light tactical weapons are 

° Dulles attached to his shorter account of this meeting a proposed announcement of 
a suspension that stressed that the current series of tests were aimed at development of 
nuclear weapons with greatly reduced radioactive fall-out. The statement also promised 
that much of any future testing would be conducted underground so that no radiation 
would enter the atmosphere. The statement also stressed that nuclear weapons stockpiles, 
not tests, were the greatest peril and controlling them was the objective of U.S. disarma- 
ment policy, but expressed U.S. willingness to enter into inspected international agree- 
ments on suspension of nuclear testing. (Memorandum of conversation with the President, 
March 24; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President) See the Supple- 
ment. |
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becoming a possibility which we are just beginning to see in the range of 
fractional kiloton yield. | a CS - 

_ Admiral Strauss next spoke on the matter. He recognized that we are 

at the point where we need a new and more flexible position. He thought | 
the Soviets have succeeded in putting us into a false position regarding 
testing. Such testing does not result in any significant health hazard— 
real hazard today is nuclear war, which our weapons development helps 
to prevent. He said it would be difficult to ascribe any reason for aban- | 
doning our tests. In addition, the effect on our laboratories would be 
severe—they would..lose tone, impetus, and personnel. The action 

would end the development of weapons, including clean weapons, 
peaceful uses, tactical weapons, and the “Christopholous effect.” He 
said he thought his proposal was a more dramatic one, and read a pos- 
sible draft statement in which there would be agreement to stop all pro- 
duction of fissionable materials, together with an agreement to stop 

testing.4 Mr. Dulles repeated that we could not do this without agree- 
ment of ourallies inadvance, whereas we could state unilaterally that we | | 

| are not intending to test in the next couple of years. If we consulted our 
allies we could not get agreement in [the next few days with?] them. 

- General Cutler asked if Admiral Strauss’ proposal could be limited 
to the United States and the USSR without consulting our allies, and Mr. 
McElroy asked if we could simply discontinue for one year. Secretary 
Dulles thought this could not be done. He went on to say that Defense 
was. approaching the problem in terms of winning a war. State must, 
however, think in terms of all means of conducting the international 
struggle. He said that we are increasingly being given a militaristic and 
bellicose aspect toward world opinion, and are losing the struggle for 
world opinion. ae SO | — 

-Admiral Strauss reiterated that the tests are a trivial threat to the 
world. Weapons are the real threat. Mr. Dulles recalled that we are open 
to the charge of not being completely sincere, since we have in fact put , 
impossible conditions on disarmament. We would not, in fact, agree to 

give up weapons. Ra ms 

_. The President differed with this judgment, saying that he thought 
we would doso if we could be sure that all had done so. He said this is the 
only time in its national history that the United States has been “scared” 

- and this is due simply to these tremendous weapons. Mr. Dulles said that 

7 * Strauss’ draft announcement, also attached to Dulles’ account of this. meeting, 

| emphasized the danger of.atomic arsenals and their inevitable acquisition by other 
nations. The draft called for a 2-year cessation on production of U-235 plutonium under 
U.N. supervision and a gradual transfer of existing nuclear weapons material to peaceful 
uses. Coincident with these moves, an agreement could be reached on subordinate ques- 
tions such as concurrent suspension of testing, testing with limited fall-out, or testing for 
peaceful uses only. See the Supplement. | | : i:
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we couldn’t be sure that all weapons had been destroyed—there is no 
way of turning back history. 

General Twining said he didn’t see how cutting out tests would 
really reduce world tension, because everyone knows we already havea 
stockpile large enough to completely obliterate the Soviet Union. The 
President said that, as in the case of Sputnik, world opinion, even if not 
well founded, is a fact; world anxiety exists over tests, and causes ten- 
sion. The President accepted that the abolition of tests would probably 
hurt us comparatively in a military sense; on the other hand, we need 
some basis of hope for our own people and for world opinion. As matters | 
now stand we are bearing the onus of having turned down an agreement 
calling for inspection. The President also recognized that if we announce 
we are stopping tests, we put great pressure on our allies to stop theirs. It 
might be better, as a result, simply to make a factual statement that we are 
going to complete the present series of tests, and have no more scheduled 
for the next couple of years. | 

General Cutler asked if we could announce limiting our tests to 
underground shots only. Admiral Strauss said it is difficult to learn what 
we need to know from underground shots. 

The President recalled that when the tests were first discussed with 

him, the schedule was to run from April through July, and now it appar- 
ently runs until September. He asked why this was. Admiral Strauss said 
the reason is safety—delaying until weather conditions are just right. He 
said it is easily possible that we would complete the tests in July. He went 
on to say that if there were a stoppage of tests without inspection and : 
someone surreptitiously conducted the test, there would be great recrim- 
ination as to which was the guilty party. The President said he did not 
think the United States would have great difficulty in getting the truth 
accepted on such a matter as this. 

On the broader question, the President said it is simply intolerable to 
remain ina position wherein the United States, seeking peace, and giving 
loyal partnership to our allies, is unable to achieve an advantageous 
impact on world opinion. Meanwhile, the Soviets are putting out just 
what they want the world to hear and believe. Mr. Dulles added that the 
image of the United States that is being created in contrast to that of the 
Soviets, largely through the Soviets controlling what comes out of their 
country, is very harmful to us. | 

Admiral Strauss asked why the announcement that we are working 
on clean weapons could not have a beneficial effect. The President said 
he recognizes that testing is not evil, but the fact is that people have been 
brought to believe that it is. | 

General Twining said that the press will turn this action around on 
to us to our disadvantage. The President recognized that the irresponsi- 
ble might charge that this is our Munich. General Cutler asked whether it
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would help to couple such an. announcement with a statement concern- 
ing an open test of a clean weapon. Secretary Dulles suggested that the | 
statement could be couched in the terms that we do not expect to have 
another series within the next twenty-four months, and that this will give 
us time to negotiate. In response to a question, Mr. Allen Dulles indicated 

that there is a better than fair chance that cessation of testing will be 

announced by the Soviets this week. | - a 

__ The President recalled that it is one problem to work something out 
between the United States and the USSR, and entirely another one when 
allies have to be consulted. He thought that, if the decision were made, | 

we could announce as an administrative action that no further tests are 
planned, and that we will see what we can accomplish during the next 
year or two. He recalled that we would probably have made an agree- 
ment with the Soviets on this matter except that we did not have a law 
which would permit giving material to the UK so as to avoid the neces- 
sity for their testing. Admiral Strauss thought that our unilateral state- 
ment would put a great deal of pressure on our allies, and Secretary 
Quarles said that an administrative statement gives him a great deal of 
trouble, since it is inconsistent with everything we have said before. He 
asked if we could not pick up the Khrushchev statement that the Soviets 

now have enough large weapons and say we are willing to cut off pro- 
duction. The President asked if we could usefully offer to limit our tests 
to underground bursts. Admiral Strauss suggested that we might say we 
would stop testing except when they have been approved by the United 
Nations. The President was not concerned over possible statements that 
we are doing something new—the fact is that we have been weighing 
and studying this whole matter for the last five years. oo 

_ Mr. Dulles thought that in light of the discussion, perhaps the best 
course of action would simply be to pass up the proposal. He said he 
wished. to tell the group, however, that if we cannot act along lines such 
as this, “we are going to get licked.” | 

_ The President recalled that Mr. Stassen had proposed to wait until 
the law was passed which would permit transferring material to Great 
Britain, and then enter into an agreement on testing with the Soviets. 
Admiral Strauss said that according to the work of the Bethe group, 
inspection will require 20 seismic, 20 acoustic, and 20 electro-magnetic 

7 stations—rather than a dozen or so, as he understood Mr. Stassen had 
reported. | | a 

_ Mr. Allen Dulles again raised the question whether the proposal to 
suspend testing could be for a shorter period. The President said he was 
thinking of a simple announcement that we are having a series of tests 
this year, several of which will be watched by UN observers. We then 
plan not to have any tests for the next two years, and to see what we can
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accomplish in the field of disarmament in the meantime—specifically to 
see if production can be stopped. 

Mr. McElroy said he thought it would not be possible to hold scien- 
tists for two years if no tests were conducted. It might be possible to hold 
them for one. The President said that he thought scientists, like other 
people, have a strong interest in avoiding nuclear war. Admiral Strauss, 
at this point, read a letter from Dr. Teller speaking strongly in behalf of 
conducting tests, and Mr. Quarles said he supported the same view. He 
said public opinion would be very adverse in the United States and Con- 
gressional problems would be very severe. 

Secretary Dulles, at this point, said that if this is the view that is held, 

we had better forget his proposal. _ 

The President said that if we get the new law, and the Soviets will 
accept the details of an inspection system, he was inclined to think that 
we must accept a suspension of testing. Mr. Dulles pointed out that it will 
be necessary to revise our disarmament position. This must be done in 
any case to prepare for the Summit meeting, particularly in regard to 
testing suspension and cut-off of production. The President asked the 
group, as the meeting came to an end, to think about what could be done 
to get rid of the terrible impasse in which we now find ourselves with 
regard to disarmament.° 

| G 
| | Brigadier General, USA 

5 According to a March 28 memorandum by Goodpaster, Strauss called him on 
March 25 to say that Secretary Dulles “had swung around to Admiral Strauss’ line of think- 
ing concerning the discontinuance of atomic tests.” Strauss said this change left a vacuum 
since neither announcement was adopted at the meeting on March 24. Strauss proposed to 
talk further with Dulles as to how to proceed. If the administration decided to proceed 
along Strauss’ line, a bipartisan meeting should be held with the Congressional leaders. 
(Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records, AEC, Vol. It)
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146. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for 
. National Security Affairs (Cutler) to President Eisenhower _ 

a - _ | Washington, March 24, 1958. 

Mr.President! ss | OC 

SUBJECT | | | os oe 
- Press Statement on Open “Clean” Bomb Test Next Summer rn 

_ 1. The OCB has concurred in the AEC recommendation that you 
approve an additional test shot (6 MT nuclear detonation) during this. 
summer’s Test Series at the Pacific Proving Grounds. To this additional 
test shot will be invited as observers fifteen qualified international scien- 
tists selected by the United Nations and a representative group of 
internationalnewsmedia. = © oo | 

2. The overriding factor in our consideration was to fulfill the state- 
ments made by you in Press Conference! and the Defense-AEC commit- 
ment September 15, 1958 (see attachment). Another strong factor was 
the propaganda advantage, ifappropriately handled. =. 7 

3. These factors overrode doubts arising from these facts: (1) the - 
scientific observers will not be permitted to use their own instruments, 

although they will fly in our observation planes, receive fullinstructions, 
be given atmospheric samples, etc; (2) the proof of reduced radioactive 
fallout is difficult and may not convince scientific observers desiring not 
to be convinced; (3) the radioactive fallout from a6 MT “clean” bomb will 
equal that from a 300 KT “dirty” bomb detonation (fifteen times Hiro- | 
shima). We felt that American scientists had made a significant first step 
towards developing the nuclear explosions safer (i.e., non-radioactive 
contaminating) for man to use. | OB 

__. 4, Tt has been unanimously recommended by the OCB, with AEC 
| participating, that you make the attached statement? at your next Press 

Conference, reading and releasing the text, and that you try to restrict 
additional comments (leaving them and details to the responsible 
departments and agencies). A “fact sheet” of significant points is also 
attached to advise you of difficult areas. Because of the great propaganda 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Cutler, Gen. Rob- 
ert L, 1958. Top Secret. - 

1 See Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1957, pp. 
519-520 and 532. | Oo, 

_ 2 Not found attached. 
3 The attached statement was styled a “semi-draft” and had several differences from 

the statement as made by the President on March 26. For the draft, see the Supplement. For 
the statement as made, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 977-978.
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implications in this significant open shot, it was felt that the first words 
should come from the President. The invitation to the United Nations to 
name scientific observers should go out this month. 

5. During Calendar Year 1958, the Soviet Union has exploded 
eleven nuclear detonations (six in the last two weeks). On March 14, 

Khrushchev publicly stated: “The level of armaments in certain coun- 
tries has reached such a state that the time will come, and perhaps it has 
come already, when these countries themselves, irrespective of whether 

or not an agreement on the cessation of the production of atomic and 
hydrogen armaments has been reached, will have to say ‘enough’... We 
are apparently, approaching the moment in which governments . . . will 
no longer be able to turn a deaf ear to this universal demand of the pres- 
ent day [prohibition of nuclear weapons]‘ and even failing to achieve 
agreement among themselves, will be forced unilaterally to discontinue 
manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons.” The Intelligence Report 
of March 24 states that the Soviet Ambassador to Austria recently told 
the Austrian Chancellor that the USSR will make a unilateral declaration 
suspending nuclear tests. An obvious occasion for sucha dramatic state- 
ment by the USSR would be the convening of the new Supreme Soviet 
which has been hastily called for March 27.5 | 

| Bobby 

| 4 Brackets in the source text. | 
°.See footnote 1, Document 145. | ,
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147. Report of the National Security Council Ad Hoc Working | 
_ Group on the Technical Feasibility of a Cessation of Nuclear 
Testing : | 

, | Washington, undated. 

a - SUMMARY 

1. The present AFOAT-1 detection system has excellent capabili- 
ties to detect and identify surface and air burst nuclear tests up to [less 
than 1 line of source text not declassified] within the USSR and China of 10 
KT or more and can detect [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. It 
can detect deep underground disturbances equivalent to [less than 1 line 
of source text not declassified] or over, but [5 lines of source text not declassi- 

fied]. | a | a 

2. A practical detection system can be designed which can detect 
and identify nuclear explosions in the USSR and China except for some 
underground tests of small size [less than 1 line of source text not declasst- 

fied). Such a system, adequate for safeguarding a nuclear test limitation 
agreement, would require:! — , 

a. the installation of about 70 observation stations in the territories | 
of the USSR and China; - " | 
__b. the right of immediate access of mobile teams to any areas sus- 
pected of having been the location of a clandestine underground test; 
and | | | ) ——- 
-¢. rights to overfly parts of the Soviet Union and China on certain 
occasions. — | | 

_ An additional system of about 30 stations and extensive air sam- 
pling coverage of the entire world would greatly improve the detection : 
capability of the existing Long Range Detection System for test explo- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Records of the Special Assist- 
ant for Science and Technology, Disarmament—Bethe Report. Top Secret; Restricted Data. 

| According to a March 28 transmittal memorandum from Lay to the NSC, this report.was 
prepared in accordance with NSC Action No. 1840. It was submitted on March 27 to Killian 
by the Ad Hoc Working Group, also known as the Bethe Panel after its chairman Hans 

_ Bethe of Cornell University. Other members of the group were Harold Brown of the Uni- 
versity of California Radiation Laboratory, Major General Richard Coiner and Colonel Les- 
ter Woodward of the U.S. Air Force, Herbert Loper of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
Mark Carson and Roderick Spence of the Los Alamos Laboratory, Doyle Northrup of 
AFOAT-1, U.S. Air Force, Herbert Scoville, Jr., of the CIA, and Brigadier General Alfred 
Starbird of the AEC. | | ) | 

In a March 28 covering letter to Cutler, Killian noted that the Working Group limited 
itself to the technical feasibility of monitoring nuclear tests and to the technical losses to the 

| _ United States and the Soviet Union from a cessation of tests. The complete report with cov- 
ering documents, table of contents, charts, and Appendixes A-E is in the Supplement. 

1 The separate views of the CIA member appear in section B6 of the Conclusions. 
[Footnote in the source text.] — | Oo 3 |
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sions in the remote areas of the world. Such a system is described in 
Appendix A and its capabilities are discussed in Section B of the Conclu- 
sions. With such a system agreed to and implemented, the Working 
Group feels that the USSR could not utilize testing to improve signifi- 
cantly its nuclear weapon capability, except for small yields without run- 
ning a great risk of being detected. 

3. The Working Group considers a cessation of tests before the end 
of the Hardtack series as undesirable and practically not feasible. 

4. Atthe end of 1958, the U.S. will have tested designs for warheads 
of all weight classes from 100 to 20,000 Ibs., [3 lines of source text not declas- 

sified]. However, the Soviet will probably have warheads by that time 
that will satisfy most of their major military needs. The U.S. will have 
usable warheads for missiles planned for early stockpile. For most mis- 
siles definitely planned for later stockpile entry, the U.S. will have the 
capability to design warheads of some yield, but these yields could be 
very substantially improved in most cases by further testing. The U.S. 
will need to keep ahead to offset Soviet advantages in missile require- 
ments and surprise capability. Both countries will be able to compensate 
tosome extent for lack of optimal development in warheads by increased 
capabilities in delivery systems. | 

' 5. At the end of 1958 the U.S. will still not have reached ultimate 
warhead performance as regards economy and weight. The U.S. will be 
rather close to ultimate performance in heavy warheads and reasonably 
well advanced in medium weight warheads. On the other hand, further 
very significant improvements may be required which could be 
obtained only by further testing in the lightweight, two-stage thermonu- 
clear warheads for application; for example, to the Polaris, the AICBM, 

and second generation missiles. Areas which will not have been 
explored sufficiently to permit the development of usable designs are 
low yield clean weapons and inexpensive small weapons for tactical 
uses. There will also be lack of information on effects of nuclear weapons 

| exploded at great altitudes and deep underground. 

6. The rapidity of deterioration of U.S. weapons laboratories will 
depend on the duration of a test suspension and the belief of the labora- 
tory staffs as to the permanency of the suspension. During a period of 
nuclear test cessation, there will be some improvement in Soviet capabil- 
ity through leaks and espionage. | a 

7. The Working Group has discussed the military effects of the defi- 
ciencies in nuclear weapons due to a test cessation but has not been able 
in the time available to assess these defects in detail. Thusithasnotcome | 
to an agreement as to whether a suspension or cessation of tests would be 
a net military advantage or disadvantage to the U.S.
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CONCLUSIONS OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON THE > 
TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF A CESSATION OF NUCLEAR TESTING 

| In response to the action taken by the National Security Council 
meeting on January 6, 1958, a technical panel of the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee, the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Central Intelligence Agency has made a study of 
the technical factors affecting an international agreement for the cessa- | 
tion of nuclear tests.2 The following conclusions have been reached: 

A. Capabilities of the Present U.S. Long Range Detection System 

1. [7-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] | | | 

Underground disturbances equivalent to [less than 1 line of source text 
not declassified] or larger can be detected witha certainty of [less than 1 line 
of source text not declassified] per cent but for about 70 such events per year, 
[1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. | 

_ Underwater explosions of 20 KT or larger conducted in deep ocean 
areas of the Northern Hemisphere and some parts of the Southern Hemi- 
sphere can be detected with 90-100 per cent certainty and probably iden- . 
tified as an explosion rather than an earthquake. | 

Since the present system was designed to detect tests conducted in 
the USSR, [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. Nuclear tests as 

| large as a [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. | 

B. The Technical Feasibility of Monitoring a Test Suspension, Including the 
Outlines of a Surveillance and Inspection System | 

This involves detection and identification of nuclear explosions car- 
| ried out in the following physical environments. 

1. At the Earth’s Surface and at Low Altitudes within the USSR and 
China. It would be feasible to detect and identify explosions at the earth’s 
surface and at low altitudes, having yields down to about [less than 1 line 
of source text not declassified] with the net of seismic, acoustic and electro- 
magnetic stations located within the USSR and China, described in 
Appendix A. Positive identification requires the [2 lines of source text not 
declassified). | | 

2. At Very High Altitudes Over the USSR and China. Electromagnetic 
detection techniques, based on theoretical predictions, show great prom- 
ise of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions created at very high 
altitudes. This is discussed in detail in Appendix B. A close net of some 40 
electromagnetic detection stations would suffice, subject to confirmation 

2A complete transcript of the proceedings of the Working Group has been deposited 
with the Office of the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. [Foot- 
note in the source text.] | | -
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of actual capabilities. Earth satellites could carry instrumentation for 
detecting and identifying the nature and location of nuclear detonations 
both within and outside the earth’s atmosphere. 

3. Below the Earth’s Surface. Nuclear explosions conducted well 
below the earth’s surface are most difficult to detect. (See Appendix C) 
With present seismic techniques it is possible to detect underground dis- 
turbances above [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] size with seis- 
mic stations located outside the USSR and China [1 line of source text not 
declassified]. With a net of seismic stations inside the USSR and China, it 
would be possible to detect earth shocks equivalent to [less than 1 line of 
source text not declassified]. But there would be a large number of earth- 
quakes of [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] energy and above 
that could not be distinguished from a nuclear detonation. Of some 2500 
earth disturbances in the USSR and China annually of [less than 1 line of 
source text not declassified] and above, about 88 per cent could be posi- 
tively identified as earthquakes with about 45 seismic stations properly 
placed within the USSR, leaving about 300 which could not be so identi- 

fied. Above a [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] however, there 
would be only about 35 earth disturbances each year that could not 
clearly be distinguished from a sub-surface nuclear test. (Gee Appendix 

A) 

It should be noted that the preceding discussion refers to the magni- 
tude of seismic signals, rather than the magnitude of nuclear detona- 

tions. It is quite possible that a [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 
could look like [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] to a detection 
seismograph due to the nature of the coupling between the explosion 
and its surrounding medium. The signal recorded by the seismic stations 
may not indicate the actual nuclear energy yield because (a) the relation- 

_ ship between the seismic signal and underground weapon yield is not 
sufficiently known and (b) the coupling between the underground 
explosion and the seismic disturbances might be poorer than predicted 
due to the presence of a compressible material and could be substantially 
lower than the underground test at Rainier. Signal to noise reductions as 
high as [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] could be experienced 
especially at the lower yields. On the other hand, it can be expected that 
further research and development will result in systems permitting 
improved discrimination between nuclear explosions and natural dis- 
turbances. Resolution of uncertainties of shock coupling will require 
additional nuclear tests conducted for the purpose of exploring this phe- 
nomenon. It is important that future U.S. nuclear test programs include . 
such special effects shots. If an international authority is established, it 
should undertake controlled nuclear testing aimed at improving detec- 

tion capabilities.
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Identification of seismic signals of unknown origin would require 
- anon-the-spot investigation for each of these events. With present tech- 

niques the location of the source of the disturbance could be determined 
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. Positive identification of the 
nuclear test would require direct access by inspection teams to the sus- 
pected location of the test, and the acquisition of radioactive samples by 
drilling. Even with access of inspection teams to the suspected area, loca- 
tion of the precise spot sufficiently accurate for drilling operations will be 
difficult. Conventional intelligence will provide an important and possi- 
bly essential back-up for physical detection means. Local, low-level 

| overflight for immediate post-test reconnaissance will be required. [2 
lines of source text not declassified] Co OC 

| 4. Tests Conducted Outside the USSR and China. Detection of nuclear | 
tests conducted in the Southern Hemisphere will require a net of about 30 
detection stations with components similar to those in the Northern 
Hemisphere and air sampling coverage extended to both hemispheres. | 
This system will be limited in detection and identification to yields of 
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified] and above. A very great diffi- 
culty with respect to nuclear tests conducted in the ocean areas would be 
in proving the nationality of the test, after a nuclear explosion had been 

| identified (e.g. a Soviet nuclear test at Eniwetok). The possibility of a suc- | 
cessful clandestine test by the USSR in the Southern Hemisphere would 
be considerably lessened by conventional intelligence back-up of the 
detectionnet. oe - 

Detection of nuclear explosions and the identification of surface and 
air bursts occurring in Red China could be accomplished by means of the 
proposed net of stations in the USSR and other neighboring countries 
with some degradation in capabilities. But, identification of sub-surface 
bursts would not be possible without direct access of inspectors to the 
sites. | “os | 

5. Detection Net. A net of about 70 detection stations located within | 
the USSR and China, as described in detail in Attachment A, backed up 
by inspection teams and aerial reconnaissance, would be essential for 
monitoring possible Soviet tests conducted in all feasible environments 
within those countries. Full operational status would require approxi- 
mately two years after an international agreement is reached although a | 
few stations could be installed earlier. Without such a detection system 
located inside the USSR and China, the detection coverage would be 

inadequate for safeguarding a nuclear test limitation agreement. Should 
there be an international agreement to pursue technical studies and 
design of the detection system of the type described in Appendix A, a 
substantial amount of information could be disclosed by the U.S. with- 
out revealing Atomic Energy Restricted Data although it would be nec-
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essary to disclose presently classified detection techniques and 
capabilities. | 

6. Risk of Detection. The detection system described above has been 
| designed to achieve a high probability of detection and identification of 

all nuclear shots in the USSR and China which give signals equivalent 
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. For the actual enforcement of 
a moratorium, such a high probability may not be required since it may 
only be necessary to achieve a situation where the Soviets cannot afford 
to take the risk of being caught in a clandestine nuclear test. This risk 
would increase rapidly if several tests were required. 

_ The CIA member of the panel believes that while a much lesser 
number of observation stations within the USSR, coupled with ground 
inspection teams, will not guarantee detection and proof of a very low 
yield, underground Soviet clandestine test, such a reduced system 
would provide sucha high probability of detection as to deter the Soviets 
from a significant clandestine test program. The CIA member of the 
panel also believes that aerial overflight of the USSR for purposes of air 
sampling should not be considered an essential adjunct to an elaborate 
inspection system within the USSR. Oo | 

The U.S. has estimated (SNIE 11-7-57) that if the Soviets have an 
over-riding need for the conduct of nuclear tests and if the risk of detec- 
tion is reasonably high, then they would probably prefer to denounce 
openly the moratorium and minimize the political disadvantages of 
such action by false accusations against the West. | 
_. 7, Weapons Development Implications of Detection Capabilities. If, pur- 
suant to a nuclear test limitation by the end of 1958, a detection system 
were installed sufficient to detect and identify nuclear explosions [less 
than 1 line of source text not declassified], it would be extremely difficult for 
the USSR to develop higher yield boosted warheads, assuming no fur- 
ther Soviet advances in this field are tested prior to test cessation. Further 
Soviet development of megaton weapons would also be seriously 
impaired except insofar as this can be accomplished by improving the 
primaries (the lower yield first stage of a two-stage high yield nuclear 
weapon). On the other hand the aforementioned developments would 
be possible to a limited extent if the detection capability were limited to 
yields above [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. In the case of 
boosted warheads, however, uncertainties in the precision of predicting 
actual yields of test devices in the [less than 1 line of source text not declassi- 
fied] region would complicate the problem of evasion. 

Efficient warheads below 1000 pounds in weight which may be 
needed for applications such as AICBM and Polaris, will require testing 

3 SNIE 11-7-57, “Feasibility and Likelihood of Soviet Evasion of a Nuclear Test Mor- 

_ atorium,” December 10, 1957. (Department of State, INR-NIE Files)
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at yields considerably higher than [Jess than 1 line of source text not declassi- 
| fied]. In the case of lightweight thermonuclear warheads it is probable 

| that test of a device at a substantial fraction of the actual yield will be 
required, such as one-fourth. For tests of [less than 1 line of source text not 

declassified] designs, somewhat smaller fractions of the actual yields 
would be sufficient, such as one-eighth, though substantially more than 
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified] would be required. 

 C. The Losses to the U.S. and to the USSR That Would Accrue From Cessa- 
ftionof Nuclear Testing? 

- 1. U.S. and USSR Nuclear Warhead Capabilities. Table 1 compares the 
present and expected position of the U.S. and the USSR nuclear weapons | 
developments according to warhead weight class; it is based on Appen- 
dices D and E. The yields of present U.S. warhead developments are 

~ measured yields unless otherwise noted. Throughout this report, dates 

given for U.S. nuclear warhead developments correspond to technical 
capabilities rather than dates they enter the U.S. stockpile. Present yield 
capabilities attributed to the Soviets are based on acoustic observations 
from the tests conducted prior to January 1, 1958. The estimates [less than 
I line of source text not declassified] are uncertain even if deduced from 
tests, and in addition in several cases the warhead capabilities are extrap- 
olations from test experience. Such a tabulation of [less than 1 line of source 

| text not declassified] is necessarily speculative and its surety cannot be 
comparable to the tabulation of U.S.capabilities. = 8 8 9 | 
_. US. capabilities indicated as of the end of 1958 reflect the best esti- 

mates of the weapons laboratories concerned (see Appendix D). In those 
weight classes where there is major doubt of results in the forthcoming 
Hardtack tests, models of different degrees of conservatism will be | 
tested. The estimates given in Table 1 of the USSR position at the end of 
1958 are mere extrapolations from the rate at which they have been 

improving their weapons technology (Appendix E). It is not at all clear 
that such tests will in fact be made. Unless necessary tests are conducted 
before the end of 1958 the Soviets will not have a capability in the lower 
weight classes or at the 20 MT level. For example; unless the Soviets suc- 
cessfully test in 1958 a 1000 pound high yield warhead or if a test suspen- 
sion is inaugurated prior to such test, we would not credit them at the 
end of 1958 with the estimated capability which infers a thermonuclear 
[less than 1 line of source text not. declassified] weapon capability at that 
weight. re rs 

2, Asymmetries in U.S. and USSR Nuclear Warhead Needs. With | 
| respect to the development of ballistic missile warheads, considering 

warhead alone, [3-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. However, the U.S. 
has military requirements not shared by the USSR. For example: (a) the 
U.S. requires a ballistic missile of 1500 mile range, compared with the 

apparent Soviet development of a missile with about 1000 mile range.
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Thus, for an equivalent propulsion system, a smaller warhead must be 
developed by the U.S. Similarly, the U.S. requires a submarine launched 
missile of range twice that needed by the USSR for a comparable geo- 
graphical coverage. (b) The comparative status of long range missile 
development gives the USSR the ability to carry a heavier warhead; (c) 
more compact and ready ICBM’s and IRBM’s would greatly improve 
USS. retaliation capability against surprise attack—the Soviets may not 
suffer this strategic disadvantage to the same extent; (d) small nuclear 
weapons are perhaps of greater value to the U.S. than to the USSR, 
because of our need to offset Soviet bloc superiority in manpower in a 
limited military operation. | 

3. AICBM Warheads. Neither the U.S. nor apparently the USSR cur- 
rently possess a satisfactory anti-ballistic missile defense system nor is 
the U.S. certain as to the character of an effective over-all system. The 
main problem here is one of detection of an enemy ICBM and discrimina- 
tion between it and possible decoys, of getting the AICBM to its target in 
time and of destroying the enemy ICBM without adequate knowledge of 
its design, rather than of obtaining any specified yield in the AICBM. 
However, it is likely that a lightweight, high-yield warhead will be 
needed to improve the effectiveness of the over-all weapon system based 
on the use of a ready, solid propellant rocket system. [7-1/2 lines of source 
text not declassified | 

[1 paragraph (7-1/2 lines of source text) not declassified] 

4. Very Small Warheads. As regards very small weapons, the U.S. has 
tested but not stockpiled satisfactory warheads of 11 inch diameter. To 
parallel the U.S. development in this field, the USSR needs to fully 
exploit the technique of boosting. Smaller diameters than 11 inches or 
lower weights with substantial yield (kilotons) can be achieved by the 
U.S. at present with increased expenditure of fissionable material. Rela- 
tively cheap weapons of low weight and yield [1 line of source text not 
declassified] cannot be developed without further testing. _ 

5. Boosted Warheads. It is estimated that by the end of 1958 the USSR 
will have a [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] and can be expected to 
make considerable progress in a number of directions consequent on 
these developments. | 

Boosting is highly important both to the development of cheap, very 
small warheads and cheap warheads of moderate size. Large numbers of 
small warheads will be needed for air and missile defense systems and 
solid propellant long-range missiles. The amounts of fissionable mate- 

: rial required to satisfy substantial weapons capabilities in these systems 
may not be reasonable in terms of the planned U.S. stockpile unless a 
way can be found further to reduce the amount of fissionable material 
required for each warhead. To do this will require further nuclear tests 
beyond those planned for 1958.
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6. Summary of Relative Position. To summarize the nuclear warhead 
position as of the end of 1958: the U.S. should be ahead of the USSR in 

nearly all weight classes but will not have reached ultimate performance, 
particularly with respect to economy of nuclear materials for the smaller, 
lighter weight warheads and clean weapons (see paragraph C-7). How- 
ever, the Soviets will probably have warheads by that time that will sat- 

| isfy most of their major military needs. The U.S. will need to keep ahead 
in lightweight, high-yield warheads to offset Soviet advantages in mis- 
sile requirements (see paragraph C-2) and surprise capability. 

- Bothcountries will be able to compensate to some extent for the lack 
of optimal development in warheads by increased capabilities in deliv- 
erysystems. a Oo | 

Unless some unforeseen breakthrough occurs indefinite continua- 
| tion of nuclear testing will result in each country’s achieving comparable 

capability in each weight class approaching the limits of what is practi- | 
cally achievable, differing only in relative time of accomplishment. There 
is a practical limit to the yield that can be achieved at any given weight. 
For large weights, the U.S. is now close to that limit; in lower weights | 
there is far to go. The Soviet rate of improvement after 1958 in all weight 
classes is likely to be greater than the U.S. due to their inferior position as 
of the end of 1958. However, it may take a longer time for the USSR to 
achieve a comparable position for such special requirements as economy | 
of design, cleanliness, and special effects. Some of these features, such as 

cleanliness, may not be of prime interest to the USSR. The limits for 
improvement in the economy of use of costly materials are set more by 
ingenuity than by laws of nature. _ i 

7. Clean Weapons. Clean nuclear weapons are being developed for 
special military purposes, primarily to reduce the hazard of radioactive 
fallout to troops and friendly populations when it is necessary to deto- 
nate the weapon near the ground. [7 lines of source text not declassified] 

_ As far as reduction of fallout is concerned, clean bombs exploded 
near the surface may be replaced by standard weapons exploded in the : 
air in such a way that the fireball will not touch the ground. However, 
certain hard targets require ground bursts, such as airfield runways if it 
is desired to make a crater, railroad yards if severe destruction of tracks is 

to be accomplished, or heavily entrenched troops. Where ground bursts 
are required, clean weapons are needed if reduction of fallout is neces- 
sary because of future military operations or other cogent reasons such 

as protection of non-belligerants.  _— a | 

_ The use of clean weapons in strategic situations may be indicated in 
order to protect the local population, especially to protect our European — 
allies from the consequences of attacks on the Western USSR or the satel- 
lite countries. In tactical situations, some hard targets may exist close to
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our own troops or friendly populations which would then call for the use 
of clean weapons. 

Possession of a clean tactical weapons capability may also contrib- 
ute toa political climate favorable to the introduction of nuclear weapons 
in a limited engagement. If both the USSR and the U.S. possessed clean 
weapons, a convention to use them rather than standard megaton weap- 
ons is conceivable. | 

[4 lines of source text not declassified] Improvements in yield especially 
for the lower weights referred to above could be obtained by further test- 
ing. Still lighter, clean weapons also will have to await further test series. 

| With decreasing weight, the weapons become relatively less clean. 
Although the degree of cleanliness can generally be expected to improve 
with further tests, it will be limited by the amount of neutron induced 

activity in the ground. There was a divergence of view among members 
of the Working Group as to the military importance of small clean weap- 
ons for tactical situations. oe 

8. Military Effects of a Test Cessation. The foregoing conclusions have 
been concerned with current and prospective warhead performance 
characteristics. The Working Group has not attempted to assess the mili- 
tary effects that would flow from stoppage of further weapons tests. In 
other words, it has not examined the effects on performance and avail- 
ability of weapons systems and alternate systems and strategies that 
might be devised to compensate for warhead performance limitations. It 
believes that detailed systems evaluation studies should be undertaken 
by the Department of Defense on a priority basis with the necessary 
allocation of a number of experienced scientific and military personnel 
to this task. 

9. Effects of a Cessation on Weapons Laboratories. The effects of a test 
suspension on the weapons research laboratories will depend on the 
terms of the moratorium, its duration and the general political climate 

and, in particular, on the belief of the laboratory personnel on the perma- 
nency of the test suspension. If laboratory personnel believe that the sus- 

| pension is temporary, which might be the case if the agreement called for 
the automatic resumption of testing if progress were not achieved on the 
general problem of disarmament, considerable work might be possible, 
leading to a backlog of ideas and untested developments to be tested 
upon resumption of tests. If the laboratory personnel believed that the 
test cessation would be made permanent, the weapons groups in the lab- 
oratories would certainly deteriorate rapidly. 

10. Soviet Gains Through Espionage. Some improvement in the Soviet 
position through leaks and espionage carried out over a period of years 
seems unavoidable. It should be assumed that, in time, USSR capabilities 

will tend to approach those of the U.S. even without testing.
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148. Memorandum of Discussion at the 361st Meeting of the 
National Security Council | 

| | | Washington, April 3, 1958. 

_ [Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Monitoring a Long-Range Rocket Test Agreement (NSC) Action No. 
| 1840 7! Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 

_ March 28, 19587) | | a 

| General Cutler explained the nature of this agenda item and noted 
that this report and the following reports were being presented to the 
Council for information only. He then called on Dr. Killian, who 

_ explained that this report was limited in its coverage to technical factors. 
All matters of policy, such as whether or not the United States should 
engage to cease nuclear testing, were excluded. Nor did the report reflect 
the judgments of the responsible departments of the Government. 

_ Dr Killian then called on Dr. Kistiakowsky, of Harvard University, | 
who had been Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group of representa- 
tives of the President’s Science Advisory Committee and of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, who summarized the conclusion of the Working | 
Group’s report on the monitoring of a long-range rocket test agreement. 

‘The National Security Council: 

Noted a report on the subject prepared, pursuant to NSC Action No. 
1840-c-(2), by an Ad Hoc Working Group of representatives of the Presi- 
dent’s Science Advisory Committee and the Central Intelligence Agency, 

- and transmitted by the reference memorandum of March 28, 1958. 

2. Technical Feasibility of Cessation of Nuclear Tests (NSC Action No. 1840; 
Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 

~ March 28 and April 2, 1958+) | 

At the outset of Council consideration of this item, General Cutler 

called on General Cabell, the Acting Director of Central Intelligence, who 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on April 4. | | | 

1 See footnote 15, Document 136. | 

2 This memorandum transmitted to the NSC the “Report of the NSC Ad Hoc Working 
Group on the Monitoring of Long-Range Rocket Test Agreement,” March 26, also knownas 
the Kistiakowsky Report after the group’s chairman. (National Archives and Records 
Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Min- 
utes Files) See the Supplement. 

: > The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1888, approved by the Presi- 
dent on April 7. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records 

of Action by the National Security Council) oe 
4 The March 28 memorandum transmitted Document 147 to the NSC. The April 2 | 

memorandum transmitted Documents 141 and 144 to the NSC.
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spoke briefly on the recent pattern of Soviet nuclear testing (December 
1957 and April 1958). General Cabell emphasized the great acceleration 
of this Soviet program in this period. There had been 13 distinct tests ina 
period of slightly more than three months. General Cabell felt that this 
acceleration indicated that the recent Soviet decision to renounce unilat- 
erally thermonuclear testing had been made as early as mid-1957. This 
theory explained the large number of tests held in the last few months. 
General Cabell also expressed his belief that if other nations did not join 
the Soviet Union in renouncing further thermonuclear tests, there would 
be strong pressures in the USSR to resume such tests. 

General Cabell was followed by Dr. Killian, who explained the back- 
ground of this agenda item and pointed out that, as in the case of the first 
item, this report consisted of a technical study rather than a study of 
policy. It accordingly did not indicate clear conclusions as to the military 
implications for the United States of a cessation of nuclear testing. 

Dr. Killian then called on Dr. Hans Bethe, of Cornell University, who 

summarized the findings of the Ad Hoc Working Group of which he was 
the Chairman. 

At the end of Dr. Bethe’s report, the President referred to his com- 
ments on the difficulty of distinguishing between deep underground 
nuclear explosions and earthquakes. The President wondered if it would 
be feasible for the Soviets to test a weapon of 10 megatons and make the 
test appear to have been an earthquake, thus evading detection. Dr. 
Bethe replied that we really knew too little about this problem to provide 
the President with a clear and categorical answer. 

The President inquired about the duration of the shock produced by 
such a 10-megaton weapon or by an earthquake. Would the earthquake 
shock last longer? Dr. Bethe replied in the affirmative in all probability, 
but he did not feel that duration could be considered a good criterion to 
determine whether there had been an earthquake or a deep under- 
ground nuclear explosion. 

Continuing on the same subject, the President noted that in certain 
areas of the Soviet Union, as many as 140 earthquakes occurred over a 

period of a year, which amounted to one every few days. Could not the 
Soviets conduct a secret underground nuclear test in such an area and : 

: induce observers to believe that this was simply an earthquake? Dr. 
Bethe believed that you could probably distinguish the one signal which 
came from the weapons test from all the other signals which were pro- 
duced by earthquakes. He felt this could be guaranteed in 90% of the 
cases. 

Secretary Dulles expressed himself as much struck by the fact that 
Dr. Bethe’s discussion of the requirements for detecting evasions of an 
agreement to cease nuclear testing by the Soviet Union required such a 
very large number of check-points (over 30) in the Soviet Union and



Communist China. This was a much larger number of stations than had 
been indicated to the Council as necessary 18 months ago. Secretary 
Dulles asked if this meant that the longer the United States waited to 
negotiate an agreement with the USSR for the cessation of nuclear tests, 
the greater the number of check-points on Sino-Soviet territory we 
would require to be sure that the Soviets did not undertake to evade the 
agreement. 

Secretary Dulles, in the same vein, inquired if Dr. Bethe and his 

panel had made any estimate of the number of check-points in the 
United States and in the Free World that the Soviet Union would insist on 
manning in order to assure itself that the United States and other Free 
World countries did not undertake surreptitious nuclear tests. Dr. Bethe 
replied that the number of check-points depended in general on the geo- 
graphical size of the area in question. Accordingly, the Soviet Union 
could reasonably demand only half as many such check-points in the 
United States as the United States would demand in the Soviet Union. 
Secretary Dulles, however, pointed out that if the Soviets wanted to be 

sure to cover not only the United States but the entire Western Hemi- 
sphere, they would insist on a very large number of stations on Free 
World territory. In our concern over what we feel we must require from 
the Soviet Union in the way of check-points on its territory, we must not 
overlook the demands that would be made by the USSR for stationsin 
the Free World. | 

| Subsequently, Secretary Dulles likewise commented on Dr. Bethe’s _ 
| finding that a reliable system for detecting evasions of an agreement to 

cease nuclear testing would under certain circumstances require U.S. | 
overflights of the Soviet Union and Communist China. He felt that this 
requirement would complicate enormously the effort to obtain an agree- 
ment with the Soviet Union to cease nuclear testing under a safeguarded 
inspection system. It would be much harder to induce the Soviet Union 
to agree to overflights than it would to induce the Soviets to permit the 
stationing of trained personnel on the ground at fixed points in the Soviet 
Union. > - 

Lastly, Secretary Dulles noted a comment by Dr. Bethe to the effect 
that if the inspection system he had described were actually to be 
installed in the Soviet Union, the Soviets could not attempt an evasion of 

the agreement without involving very great risks of detection. It was Sec- 
retary Dulles’ view that the consequences of the detection of a clandes- 
tine nuclear explosion in the Soviet Union were so serious that they 
themselves constituted a very considerable deterrent. Indeed, he felt that 
any inspection system which guaranteed as much as a 50-50 chance of 
the detection of a clandestine test would be sufficient to deter the Soviets , 
from attempting to evade an agreement to cease nuclear testing. Secre- 
tary Dulles felt that this judgment was of very great importance because
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he felt that the complete detection system, outlined by Dr. Bethe, would 
never be acceptable to the USSR. The President expressed his agreement 
with this latter judgment of the Secretary of State. 

Dr. Bethe replied that in his opinion the precise number of check- 
points on Soviet soil was not the decisive factor. The decisive factor was 
local access by the mobile inspection teams to any suspicious point in the 
Soviet Union. Any workable agreement with the USSR would have to » 
stipulate this requirement. 

General Cutler noted that the report by Dr. Bethe had not dealt with | 
the military effects on the United States of a decision to enter an agree- 
ment to cease testing nuclear weapons. He accordingly asked Secretary 
Quarles to summarize for the Council the views of the Department of 
Defense and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to the effects of a total suspen- 
sion or cessation of nuclear testing. Secretary Quarles briefly summa- 
rized these views, and noted his own agreement with the views of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff that it would be disadvantageous for the United 
States to enter into an agreement with the Soviet Union to cease nuclear 
testing even after the completion of the Hardtack series, which was to 

| begin this month and end in August. | 

The President said he had one point of significance which he would 
like to contribute to the discussion. He observed that all of us in the Free 

: World are very much concerned about the psychological effects of con- 
tinued nuclear tests. We must remember, however, that the Soviet Union 

rarely if ever informs its own people of the nuclear tests which it con- | 
ducts. Accordingly, the peoples of the Soviet Union are not as tense as the 
population of the Free World as a result of these nuclear tests. However, if 
one lives long enough under the kind of tension which is gripping the 
Free World, something is bound to happen. The President felt that we 
were facing a psychological erosion of our position with respect to 
nuclear testing, and that we must take this fact into account along with 
the other pro’s and con’s respecting the cessation of nuclear testing. 

Secretary Dulles endorsed the President’s statement, and observed 
| that when Secretary Quarles had expressed his judgment against the 

United States agreeing to cease nuclear testing, his judgment was based 
on military considerations only. There were other considerations which 
ought to be taken into account. 

The National Security Council:5 

a. Noted an oral briefing by the Acting Director of Central Intelli- 
gence on the pattern of recent Soviet nuclear tests. 

> The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 1889, approved by the Presi- 
dent on April 7. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records 
of Action by the National Security Council)
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b. Noted and discussed a report on the subject prepared, pursuant 
to NSC Action No. 1840—c—(1), by an Ad Hoc Working Group of repre- | | 

- sentatives of the President’s Science Advisory Committee, the Depart- 

ment of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Central 

Intelligence Agency, and transmitted by the reference memorandum of 

| March 28, 1958; and the views of the Department of Defense and the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, transmitted by the reference memorandum of April 2, 

1958. a oe 

- [Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 4. “Launching of SAC Alert Forces ("Fail Safe’)” 
(see Document 16), 5. “U.S. Policy Toward Libya,” and 6. “Preparations 
for a Possible Summit Meeting.” ] | a 

| | S. Everett Gleason 

149. Editorial Note | : 

On April 4, 1958, Soviet Chairman Nikita S. Khrushchev, who 

succeeded Marshal Nikolai A. Bulganin as Chairman of the Council of | 

Ministers, sent President Eisenhower a letter reiterating the Soviet inten- 
tion to discontinue unilaterally tests of any kind of atomic and hydrogen 
weaponsas of March 31, 1958. Khrushchev called upon the United States 
and the United Kingdom also to renounce further tests. For text of the let- 
ter, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1949, pages 980-982. 

~ On April 7, President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles discussed 
the response to Khrushchev. Dulles stated that a draft response had been 
sent to London where British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan had 
revised it and made minor changes which were incorporated into the 
draft. Neither draft has been found. Dulles then mentioned a proposal by 
Press Secretary James Hagerty for a high-level conference at the United 
Nations to agree ona nuclear testing ban and the cessation of the produc- 
tion of nuclear weapons. Eisenhower thought Hagerty “might have 
something” and that this “new approach” might “make Khrushchev 
squirm.” Nevertheless, Hagerty’s proposal was not included in the draft 
letter to Khrushchev. (Memorandum of telephone conversation, April 7, 

8:30 a.m.; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone 
Conversations) Hagerty’s proposal, in the form of a draft proposal to the 
President, is ibid. Both documents are in the Supplement.
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In his letter to Khrushchev, April 8, President Eisenhower noted that 
the Soviet Union was calling for a suspension of nuclear testing after just 
concluding a series of tests “of unprecedented intensity.” He cited past 
U.S. calls for disarmament, which the Soviet Union had failed to heed, 
and noted that the reduction of nuclear weapons was the real issue. Nev- | 
ertheless, Eisenhower stated, the United States would be prepared to 
work with the Soviet Union in anticipation of an agreed disarmament 
program on technical problems involved in international control for dis- 
continuing atomic testing. For the full text of Eisenhower’s letter, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pages 982-985. According to a 

| memorandum of a telephone conversation on April 8 at 10:48 a.m., 
Eisenhower and Dulles discussed whether the statement meant that the 
United States would be willing to have technical studies on inspection 
for a suspension of testing without also having technical studies ona cut- 
off of production of atomic weapons. Eisenhower thought the matter 
was “not an easy one,” and he and Dulles agreed that “supervision and 
control in any field, that is a step forward.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles 
Papers, White House Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement. 

150. Memorandum of Conversation | ae 

Oo Washington, April 8, 1958. 

SUBJECT , | 

Meeting with the Disarmament Advisers | 

PARTICIPANTS 

The Secretary The Under Secretary 
Ambassador Wadsworth General Alfred Gruenther 

Mr. Farley, S/AE General Walter Bedell Smith 
Mr. Spiers, S/AE Mr. John McCloy 
Mr. Weiler, S/AE : 

The Secretary said we were now reaching the point for taking deci- 
sions in the current review of disarmament policy, since quite soon we 
would probably open diplomatic discussions with the Soviets with 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 
Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Lawrence D. Weiler.
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respect to a possible Summit meeting. He said we anticipated our re- 

evaluation of policy would be studied by our NATO allies before any 

proposals were made to the Russians, and that we hoped to be ready 

within the next two weeks for discussions with our Allies. 

The Secretary said we are confronted by two aspects of the problem 

that do not necessarily coincide. The first is the expectation and desire of 

peoples of the world to achieve some progress with respect to arms con- 

trol. The second is the practical limitations of what can be done in this 

field. The Secretary said we cannot ignore the aspirations of humanity 

for some progress in disarmament, in spite of these practical limitations 

and we must avoid giving the impression that we lack concern for these 

aspirations. The Secretary referred to the adverse effect upon Germany’S 

moral position before the world that resulted from the position taken by 

the German representative at the 1907 Hague Conference, to the effect 

that making war more destructive and disagreeable was more likely to 

prevent wars than any attempt to limit the horror of war. The Secretary 

said that if we divorced ourselves from the aspirations of humanity we 

would run risks, that although imponderable, could have a very real 

effect upon our security position in the world. Thus we must sometimes 

appear to strive for those things which may seem to us to be impossible of 

achievement. _ | 

The Secretary said he had grave doubts as to the possibility of 

| achieving any broad agreement on the limitation of armaments with the 

Russians. He said he did not believe significant reductions would occur 

until steps were taken to give each side a greater sense of security and 

thus make it possible to reduce armed forces and armaments. The Secre- 

tary said that it might be possible to reach agreement with the Soviets on 

~ gome zones of inspection, which in turn might make it possible to have 

some thinning out of military forces within the inspected areas. He said 

that in addition it might be possible to do something with respect to outer 

space, although the Killian studies had indicated there were greater 

problems in this field than we had thought when the idea was first 

launched. | - | 

The Secretary then referred to the probable difficulties which he said 

we would have with some of our allies in any re-evaluation of disarma- 

ment policy. He said that, for example, the British would be opposed toa 

test cessation unless the Atomic Energy Act! were changed and we were 

willing to give them the benefits of all our testing. The Secretary said that 

whether the Act would be amended in satisfactory form and whether we | 

would then decide to give the British the information they desired was 

not certain at this time. He mentioned that in addition Congress was cer- 

1 Public Law 703, August 30, 1954; 68 Stat. 919. |
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tain to attach some strings to any changes in the Act. The British, the Sec- 
retary said, had in the meantime gambled everything on nuclear 
weapons in order to retain their status as a great power and this had 
increased their need for nuclear testing information. He said that while it 

| would be technically possible for the British to remain outside a US- 
USSR agreement to stop testing, public opinion in Great Britain would 
certainly force the British Government to quickly follow suit in case of a 
US-—USSR agreement. | | 

_ The Secretary then referred to the French effort to test nuclear weap- 
ons as soon as possible in order to get into the nuclear club, and noted 
that by the time the French have conducted their tests other countries, 
such as Italy and possibly Germany, may attempt to achieve a nuclear 
capability. | , - | 

The Secretary referred next to the reluctance of our European allies 
to see any agreement concluded in the nuclear field which did not also 
include some agreements in the conventional field. N evertheless, he 
said, if there is one thing that is beyond effective control itis conventional 
armaments and armed forces. The Secretary said it would be almost 
impossible to police such an agreement and that in addition the Soviets 
could increase their forces almost overnight from two to six million men 

7 without too much trouble, whereas we would not be able to do this. In 
| addition, each side had its own special armed forces which it wished to 

exclude: for the United States it was the national guard, for the French it | 
was the reserve. Similar problems applied to most conventional arma- 
ments. The Secretary said, however, that he believed some worthwhile 
controls in the field of conventional armaments could be obtained if we 
could ever reach an agreement with respect to such major delivery sys- 
tems as long-range submarines, heavy bombers, and missiles, but that so 
far no one had been successful in tackling this difficult and complicated 
problem. | | ne : - | 

The Secretary said he had made these introductory remarks in order 
to indicate some of the practical problems we had to face. He next wished 
to discuss some modifications we are considering in present policy. 
... The Secretary said the first change under consideration involved a 
suspension of nuclear tests for two years, with a United States declara- 
tion that we would resume testing if an agreement ona cut-off of fission- 
able materials production had. not been reached by the end of the 
two-year period. He said the British and French would not like this but 
perhaps it was prudent for the United States to make this shift from the 
present requirement for prior agreement toa cut-off. He said our present 
inclination was to agree to a test suspension coming into effect as soon as 
a more or less pro forma agreement had been reached which would per- 
mit us to place a few inspectors on the existing Soviet testing grounds, 
and that following this we would negotiate to put into effect amore com-
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plete inspection system. He said that in this regard the recent study by 

Dr. Killian’s group goes so far with its inspection requirements as to be | 

impractical.? He said this report was quite properly a counsel of perfec- 

tion but that as a practical matter if you could create a high degree of risk 

of detection of clandestine testing, that would be sufficient because the 

disadvantages to the Soviet Union of being caught would be so great as | 

to discourage them from trying. The Secretary said that even if you could | 

| create a 50-50 chance of detection that might be enough. He said that he 

had asked that the Killian group look at what would be required in order 

to give us such a 50-50 chance of detection. He added that he had doubts 

that the Soviets would accept even such a modified inspection arrange- 

ment but that we should put them to the test. He said that if we got intoa 
period of atwelve months’ test suspension without any real inspection, it 

would not do us any great harm, since it would merely mean extending 

the present six-month period we have betweentests.§ 

The Secretary said that while the British and French would not likea 

test suspension, they would have to follow us in order for the present 

governments toremainin power, a 

_ The Secretary. said that with respect to the production cut-off, we 

were proposing the alternatives, which each party could choose, of clos- 

ing down their production of fissionable material or of accepting the 

more comprehensive inspection that would go along with an arrange- 

ment merely not to devote the production of fissionable material to 
weapons purposes. He said Admiral Strauss had suggested the first 

alternative but that the British were very upset at the prospect of such an 

arrangement as this and that this was one issue upon which they would 

break with the United States if we did not have an alternative, such as the 

second arrangement. Mr. Farley explained that Admiral Strauss was 

thinking of a temporary two-year suspension of production while the 

more comprehensive inspection arrangements were being installed. Mr. 
Farley also noted that it might be possible to develop an arrangement _ | 

under which certain plants would be closed down, thus simplifying the 
| inspection problem. The Secretary said that a mere two-year production — : 

halt would not be worthwhile, if that was what Admiral Strauss had in 

The Secretary then turned to the question of inspection zones. He 

said we were thinking of the same position as we had advanced before, 

but were also considering proposing the smaller European.zone 

approved last year by NATO but not submitted in the London negoti- 

ations. He said we were also considering an even smaller European zone 

which General Norstad had been studying. This latter zone would cover | 

* See Document 147. : | 7 | ve oo
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Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. The Secretary said he had 
always had reservations about presenting zones in terms of political 
boundaries and preferred geographical coordinate because it lessened 
the political implications. He said we had not yet received the views of 
the Joint Chiefs or of Chancellor Adenauer on this smaller zone. The 
Chancellor, he said, had not in the past liked the idea of mobile Soviet 
inspectors in the Federal Republic and we would therefore have some 
problems with him regarding the extent of mobility to be allowed the 
ground inspection teams. The Secretary noted that the Joint Chiefs, on 
the other hand, feel quite strongly about the need for mobility, but that 
this was a detail we would have to work out. | 

The Secretary said that along with the European zone would go an 
Arctic zone, which could be of great importance. He said we had con- 
cluded that it was not practical to have zones of inspection for parts of the 
United States in return for inspection zones in Siberia, as Governor Stas- 
sen had suggested, because of the political difficulties that this would 
raise. 

The Secretary then discussed the question of force levels. He said we 
were thinking of proposing a first step reduction to 2.2 million men, 
which was about 300,000 less than we had now, and that this would be 
tied to acceptance of some inspection zones. He noted that General Nor- 
stad had indicated that if he obtained an inspection zone in central 
Europe he would think it advisable to thin out some of his forces there. 

The Secretary said we were repeating our proposal for deposition of 
some post World War II armaments in international depots, but that this 
would merely mean transferring some obsolete arms from present ware- 
houses to international depots. | 

The Secretary then referred to our past proposal regarding the useof _ 
outer space only for peaceful purposes, noting that while it had origi- 
nally been put forward as a minor aspect of our proposals it had now 
become a major item. He said we have some problems with our Euro- 
pean allies in this area because they tend to think that we are seeking 
some arrangements which would protect ourselves but which would 
bring them little improvement in security; at the same time they believe 
they need IRBM’s to maintain a retaliatory capability. He said he 
believed this to be a shortsighted view because we would all be safer if 
we did not have long range missiles coming to the fore. He said if our 
security, in the form of some measure of immunity for the United States, 
can be achieved, the fact that we would always be ina position to bring 
our power to bear in case of aggression would increase all free world 
security. Aside from our allies’ views, however , he said, the problems in 
dealing with outer space are complex, and itis difficult to separate peace- 
ful activity from military progress. However, while the problem is a com- 
plex one it is one worth pursuing.
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Mr. McCloy asked if Khrushchev had rejected the outer space item | 

for a summit agenda. The Secretary said the Soviets had tied outer space 

controls to elimination of Western bases, which was not an acceptable _ 

arrangement. | 

Mr. McCloy asked if disarmament was likely to be the only item dis- 

cussed at a Summit meeting, to which the Secretary replied that German 

reunification and other questions would also be discussed. The Secretary 

commented that if we could obtain German reunification this would per- 

mit significant armament reductions. He said we were restudying the 

proposal for a European security treaty which we had put forward at the 

1955 Summit meeting as a means of bringing about German reunifica- 

tion. He said this had been a good plan but was so complicated that it had 

been a failure from the standpoint of propaganda. The Secretary said that 

, as far as getting German reunification on the agenda, we would probably 

end up by getting the same agenda headings as were agreed to for the 

1955 Summit meeting. a 

General Gruenther asked if there was strong opposition within the 

government to the proposal for a separate nuclear test cessation. He said 

he had talked with some people in AEC who believed they were just 

beginning to tap possible new developments for testing in higher alti- | 

tudes. The Secretary said there was opposition within the government, 

but that he did not believe there was as much glitter in future testing pos- 

sibilities as some thought. He said much of the talk about exploding 

materials in outer space as a means of preventing missiles from getting 

through was not really worth much, and that this was Dr. Killian’s view. 

He said there are great difficulties in connection with any nuclear testing 

in outer space, and mentioned present difficulties with regard to pro- 

jected Pacific tests as an example. He said scientists have a tendency to 

want to go on and on with tests, and that all scientific advances are not 

necessarily in our interest. | : 

The Secretary commented that we also had to consider the psycho- 

logical effect of continued testing. He said he had proposed that we 

deflate the anticipated Soviet announcement on unilateral cessation of 

testing by announcing that we would stop testing after Hardtack for a 

period of two years. He said he had acquiesced in the decision not todo 

this because it would have placed Macmillan and Adenauer ina difficult 

position. Nevertheless, he said, we must recognize that we can lose the 

whole struggle with the Soviets if we fail to take into account such 

imponderables as world opinion, and it is in this area that we have been 

taking a beating. The Soviet had been trying to advance their cause by 

achieving their objectives through respectable means and avoiding new 

Koreas and the like. While this was, in a way, a good development, we 

must recognize that we also need to consider world opinion. |
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The Secretary said that if we could get an agreement to suspend tests 
on January 1, 1959, we could havean agreement to have adequate inspec- 
tion installed by January 1, 1960 if the test cessation were to continue. He 
agreed with General Gruenther’s observation that, asa practical political 
matter, it would be difficult to resume testing once we had stopped, par- 
ticularly if it is over a question of the details of inspection. The Secretary 
added that while it might be difficult to resume a full scale testing it 
would be possible to have small tests underground to develop small 
clean tactical weapons and peaceful applications of nuclear explosives. 

Mr. McCloy asked if such things as registration of attempts to 
launch vehicles to the moon were what we had in mind for measures to 
regulate outer space. The Secretary said this would be one example. 

Mr. McCloy agreed that we faced a serious threat to our moral posi- 
tion in the world. He said people tend to think we are more intransigent 
than the Soviets. He said that at the same time people also appear to have 
the view that we are not as strong militarily as the USSR, and are con- 
cerned about this. He cited his recent conversation with Nehru in this 
regard, and noted that Nehru had told him he was convinced that neither 
Khrushchev nor anyone of importance around him wanted war with the 
United States. 

Mr. McCloy and General Gruenther asked if we will not runa risk of 
appearing to go toa summit meeting merely to agree to Soviet proposals 
if, as appears to be the case, the only issue the Soviets will agree to discuss 
that holds any chance of agreementisa test cessation. The Secretary com- 
mented that we had to consider the position of our allies, and that all of 
them, for domestic political reasons, are determined to have a summit 
conference this year. He said we had gone along as far as we had on the 
summit question because of our need to help Mr. Macmillan who had 
cooperated so well with the United States in the past and who needs a 

| summit meeting to survive politically. The Secretary said he was fearful 
that a a summit meeting will mark a great political defeat for the West, 
and in this regard he referred to the list he had given in his recent press 
conference of prices the Soviets wanted us to pay before we even got to 
the summit. 

General Smith said that if the United States went to the summit and 
came away without an agreement on anything, the Russians would be 
the only winners. He said failure to reach any agreement might also 
increase tensions and thereby increase the chances of war. The Secretary 
noted in this latter connection that twice within recent weeks Khrush- 
chev had told Western diplomats that if the West does not accept the sta- 
tus quo in Eastern Europe it means war. The Secretary said he did not 
believe Khrushchev meant this in a literal sense but that it does indicate 
the Soviets are seriously concerned with the situation in Eastern Europe.



Arms Controland Disarmament 597 

General Gruenther said he granted that “the hand was turning” in 

the direction of a test cessation, and he was aware that we would prob- . 

| ably lose the next round in the General Assembly if this question came 

up, but that he was concerned as to where would we go froma test cessa- 

tion, and what we would get in return so that it would not appear to be 

merely a United States acceptance of a Soviet proposal. He said he would 

like to see a test suspension tied to one of our own proposals, such as 

inspection zones. — Oo | 

The Secretary said the other proposal in our package besides test 

cessation that is practical for negotiations and would also be of some 

value to us is inspection zones in Europe and inthe Arctic. 

The discussion then turned to the future function of the advisors, 

and the Secretary said he wanted to be able to talk with them again, in 

order to get their further views. He mentioned General Gruenther’s 

suggestion of tying a test suspension to inspection zones as an example 

of useful ideas that could grow out of such discussions. The Secretary 

said he would try to hold another session with the advisors as soon as 

possible = = | : - | 

sem eee nnn mcm Et EET LP CSCS A LC TNL COL te 

151. Memorandum of Conversation _ : oe : 

| ee Be Washington, April 11, 1958. 

| SUBJECT | | | | - oo 

Report.on Disarmament and Inspection by President's Science Advisory 

Committee _ | | | a | 

PARTICIPANTS | Ce | 7 

Secretary Dulles | | 7 | 

Dr. Killian — ae a | : 

Dr. James Fisk _ oo | 

Mr. Jerome Wiesner oe oe | : : 

“Mr. Philip J. Farley, S/AE | : 

Dr. Killian said that the Science Advisory Committee had just con- 

cluded a meeting in Puerto Rico during which thorough consideration | 

had been given to a number of aspects of disarmament. Because of the 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64D 199. 

Secret. Drafted by Farley. , : De |
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urgency of the Committee’s recommendations, he had asked for this 
opportunity to present the conclusions to the Secretary. The Committee’s 
report was being completed and would be presented to Mr. Farley’s dis- 
armament working group at its meeting on Monday, April 14. 

Dr. Killian said that the main conclusions of the Committee were: 

(1) An inspected agreement for suspension of nuclear tests at the 
conclusion of the forthcoming Pacific series would be greatly to the 
advantage of the United States. , 

(2) R suspension of tests of strategic missiles entered into before 
mid-1959 would be greatly to the disadvantage of the United States. 

(3) A proposal for an inspected nuclear test suspension peginning at 
the conclusion of the Pacific series should be made publicly before the 
series begins. 

Dr. Killian reviewed the analysis and supporting arguments leading 
to the Committee’s conclusions. The Secretary expressed great interest. 
He doubted that a proposal on nuclear test suspension could be made 
before April 21 since a number of our allies were concerned in this matter. 
Dr. Killian explained that the significance of the April 21 date was that 
the first shot in the Pacific series was scheduled to occur then, and once 
the U.S. had resumed testing the Soviet Union would under the terms of 
its announcement be free also to resume testing. Dr. Killian observed that 
in addition to the technical considerations advanced by his Committee 
he felt that a test suspension would be advantageous to deal with the Nth 
country problem and expressed concern particularly over the prospect 
that France might produce nuclear weapons. The Secretary observed 
that we were seeking amendment to the Atomic Energy Act to permit us 
to help our allies in nuclear weapons programs. Mr. Farley pointed out 
that representatives of the Executive Branch had testified that there were 
no present plans for nuclear weapons cooperation with any country 
except the United Kingdom and that great care had been exercised to 
make clear to the French that they should not expect early assistance 

| from the U.S. if the Act was amended. 
The Secretary expressed interest in the conclusion of the Committee 

as to the difficulties of inspecting the production and use of long-range 
missiles. Dr. Killian said the problems of inspection of these activities 
were very difficult and the necessary inspection would go far beyond 
anything presently contemplated in Western disarmament proposals. 
He observed that the dimensions of the problem might be illustrated by 
the statement that any bicycle shop could work on missiles parts and any 
silo might be a launching pad. The Secretary said that this appeared to 
complicate the problem of carrying out the President’s proposal that 

" The report has not been found. Regarding the April 14 meeting, see footnote 1, Doc- 
ument 153.
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outer space be used only for peaceful scientific purposes. Dr. Killian said 

that this matter should be approached very cautiously. | 

The Secretary referred to the study of inspection requirements for a | 

nuclear test suspension.” He recalled that at the NSC he had suggested 

that further studies be conducted to see what lesser number of inspection _ 

installations in the Soviet Union might be sufficient to give an adequate 

deterrent against attempted Soviet clandestine testing. Dr. Killian said » 

that he would look into this. Mr. Farley said that his personal view was 

that the number of inspection stations in the Soviet Union was not of 

great importance since even our existing detection network around the 

periphery of the Soviet Union picked up virtually all Soviet shots. The 

difficult problem was the need for mobility of inspectors to ascertain 

whether detected underground explosions were indeed nuclear in 

nature. oe 7 | : 

- ? Document 147. | | , | 

ns 

152. Memorandum of Conversation Between Secretary-General | 

- _Hammarskjéld and Secretary of State Dulles | | 

| | | Washington, April 15, 1958. 

Atthe dinner given by Sir Leslie Munro I had an extended conversa- 

tion with Mr. Hammarskjold, in latter part participated in by Mr. Wilcox 

with respect to a meeting of the UN Disarmament Commission. | 

expressed strongly and positively the view that the Commission ought 

~ to meet. I said that it would be a very serious blow to the prestige of the 

United Nations, and certainly to its standing in the United States, if the 

Commission thus established by the UN, failed to meet merely because 

the Soviet Union’s one member of the Commission did not want it to 

meet.! This would, in effect, be conceding a veto power and power of nul- 

7 Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation. 

Secret; Personal and Private. Drafted by Dulles. . 

1 By the terms of U.N. General Assembly Resolution 1150, November 19, 1957, the 

General Assembly agreed to enlarge the U.N. Disarmament Commission by 14 members. 

The Representative of the Soviet Union declared that his government would not partici- 

pate in any future negotiations of the new or old Disarmament Commission or its Subcom- 

mittee. For text of Resolution 1150, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 916-917.
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lification to the Soviet Union which would indicate a subservience, even 
__ Servility, of the Organization and would produce very bad future results. 

I said that I did not think it necessary for the Commission to do any sub- 
| stantive business. Indeed if the Soviet Union was not there, it could not 

do very much in the way of disarmament. It might notetheabsenceofthe 
Soviet Union and recess, or it might note that since disarmament was 
presumably being discussed between the East-West talks at Moscow, it 
would be better to defer independent action. But it seemed to me that a 
meeting was imperative and should be held before the end of the month 
which was a date in the UN Resolution as a date by which at least some 
action was expected.2__ | | 

The Secretary-General indicated that he agreed in principle that the 
Disarmament Commission should meet and that the Assembly action 

| should not be nullified by the Soviet Union. On the other hand he indi- _ 
cated that he was reluctant to see a meeting under conditions which 
might interfere in some way with the disarmament negotiations which 
might be conducted at Moscow, ora subsequent meeting of Foreign Min- 
isters, or Heads of Government. He suggested that in some way the 
Soviets might take umbrage at a meeting of the Commission and use that 
as an excuse for breaking off disarmament talks elsewhere. | 

The Secretary-General also said that he did not have any clear 
_ responsibility in the matter. — . oe 

I expressed the view that it was, I thought, unrealistic to think that 
the Soviet Union would break off disarmament talks on a pretext so 
slight as that a duly constituted Commission of the United Nations held a 
meeting at which it transacted no substantive business but merely 
recessed or adjourned. (There was a curious reluctance.on Mr. Ham- 
marskjold’s part, which he was unable to justify rationally, but which 
made me wonder whether he had not perhaps given some private com- 
mitment to the Russians when he was in Moscow recently.) , 

| : - JFD 

* On November 14, 1957, the U.N. General Assembly passed Resolution 1148, which 
called upon the Disarmament Commission to reconvene its Subcommittee to establish a 
group of experts to study inspection systems for disarmament measures. The Subcommit- 
tee was instructed to report to the Disarmament Commission by April 30, 1958. For text of 
the resolution, see ibid., pp. 914-915. |
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153. Interim Report of the Working Group on Disarmament Policy 

| oe Washington, undated. 

1. The working group on U.S. Disarmament Policy, consisting of 

representatives of the Departments of State and Defense, the Atomic 

Energy Commission, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Office of 

the Special Assistant to the President (Dr. Killian), was established on 

April 7, 1958, by the Special Cabinet Committee on Summit Prepara- 

tions. The group was directed to make an initial report on April 15 asses- 

sing the adequacy of existing U.S. disarmament policy and the 

opportunities for new U.S. initiatives in this field. | | ae 

2. The working group reached no agreement in the course of its 

three meetings (April 9, April 14 and April 16)! on specific new U.S. ini- 

tiatives on disarmament, but did conclude that: | | | 

a) present U.S. policy is adequate in score and objective, and cov- . 

ers the major substantive areas on which the U.S. should seek agreement. 

b) present U.S. policy should be re-examined and modified to 

increase its effectiveness from the standpoint of U.S. political and mili- — 

tary security objectives. | | 
c) the concept of “inseparabiity, of the various components in 

present U.S. policy appeared to be a bar to progress in disarmament 

negotiations and make the West vulnerable before world public opinion. 

d) the U.S. position should be so formulated and presented as to 

remove the basis for criticism of its complexity and rigidity without com- 

promising our basic disarmament objectives. Oo | 

e) a more specific U.S. position on outer space should be devel- 

oped. | | | | 

3. The group recognized that the immediate key issue was US. 

willingness or unwillingness to modify the present position on nuclear 

testing and its relationship to other elements of disarmament policy.The 

representatives of the Department of State, CIA and Dr. Killian’s office 

favored a revision of policy to provide for a separate inspected suspen- 

sion of nuclear tests. The representatives of the AEC did not favor sucha | 

change but suggested certain alternative revisions involving limitation 

of nuclear tests (described in paragraph (d), below) if over-riding politi- 

cal considerations required a change in U.S. policy. The Department of 

Defense representative is of the opinion that the decision regarding sus- 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.0012/4-1758. Secret. Sent under cover 

of amemorandum from Farley to Reinhardt, April 17. The members of this group from the 

Department of State were Wadsworth, Farley, Spiers, Baker, Morris, and Owen; from the 

Department of Defense, General Alonzo Fox and Colonel Fred Rhea; from AEC, Admiral 

Paul Foster and James Goodby; from CIA, Robert Amory; and from Killian’s staff, Spur- 

geon Keeny. 7 7 

! Memoranda of conversation, April 9, 14, 16, are ibid. |
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pension of nuclear weapons testing will not be taken pending a further 
assessment of the military and political factors which bear upon this 
problem. He felt, therefore, that the working group should address itself 

| _ to the reformulation of the U.S. position under two separate assump- 
_ tions: (1) that the U.S. decides it is prepared to agree to an immediate test 
suspension, and (2) that the U.S. decided it is not prepared to agree to an 
immediate suspension. | | 

More specifically the proposals of the Departments represented 
were as follows: 

a) The Department of State representatives presented a proposal 
for a two-year inspected test suspension, conditioned for its continuance 
beyond this period on Soviet agreement to a cessation of production of 
fissionable material for weapons purposes. | 

_b) The Department of Defense representative informally presented 
for discussion purposes a less extensive revision of the U.S. position loos- 
ing the link between the nuclear provision and other elements of the 
August 29 proposals. This was intended to illustrate how the U.S. posi- 
tion might be presented in less complex terms. _ | 

c) othe CTA representative suggested that the U.S. should announce 
in the near future a unilateral two-year test Suspension to begin Septem: 
ber 1, 1958, and the U.S. should simultaneous y announce a unilateral 
suspension of fissionable material production for weapons purposes 
beginning immediately and invite UN inspection. The suspension 
would end after one year if the Soviets did not reciprocate. 

d) The AEC representative believed that the U's. should propose a 
limitation of testing involving unrestricted testing underground and a 
limit of 20 tests per nation per year above ground, all of the latter to have 
a yield of no preater than 100 KT each. However, no limitations should be 
accepted unless it was linked to Soviet acceptance of some other disar- 
mament measures. | 

| 4. The group recognized that other areas of U.S. disarmament 
policy were equally important and should be examined and reformu- 
lated. The Department of State representatives presented specific 
suggestions for reformulation of U.S. proposals covering the nuclear cut- 
off, surprise attack zones, conventional manpower and arms reductions, 
and outer space control. These have not yet been discussed due to lack of 
time. | 

5. The working group recognizes that the question of separation of © 
the nuclear test issue from other elements of a disarmament agreement 
must be resolved at a higher level of the U.S. Government. Pending such 
a decision, the group will continue to review other aspects of the U.S. dis- 
armament position with a view to determining what specific modifica- 
tions may be recommended.
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154. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| a Washington, April 17, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 

Dr. Killian — oe 
| General Goodpaster | 

[Here follows discussion of the missile program.] 

Dr. Killian next took up the report of his scientific group on cessation 

of nuclear testing.! He pointed out that this is a controversial subject on | 

which the observations of his group are limited to technical aspects only | 

| and must of course be balanced against other considerations. Some of the | 

conclusions reached by his group are: the inspection system for verifica- 

tion of test cessation requires a more extensive system than is now in. 

existence. It is feasible to install a system which would give the required 

. degree of assurance. Such a system could serve as an opening wedge for 

a system of inspection for disarmament generally. Cessation of testing, in 

the judgment of the group, would leave the United States in a position of © | 

technical advantage for a few years, which will otherwise be lost. The Sci- 

| ence Advisory Committee considers that we should stop testing after the © 

Hardtack series. They believe it would be to our over-all advantage to do 

so. They think, however, that provision should be made for further tests, 

under international controls for peaceful and scientific purposes. 

Dr. Killian next reported that the group had studied the questions 

that are involved in the possibility of stopping the testing of guided mis- 

siles. We believe that the Soviets have fired at least five very long range 

missiles, of which three had nose cones that returned to the earth. With 

the background of their proven 700-mile and 1000-mile missiles, the 

: Soviets could complete all the necessary missile firing tests within the 

next six months. The United States will not have an operational ICBM 

prior to mid-1959. Within six months we cannot havea reliable IRBM and | 

ICBM. » Oo — ae | 

Accordingly, an advantageous course of action is open to the Soviets 

to announce unilaterally the cessation of tests in six months or so. They 

could continue scientific use of rockets and gain from such use all the fur- 

ther information they need. The acceptance of a stoppage of tests before 

mid-1959 would be highly disadvantageous to the United States. 

Accordingly, any proposals for limiting the use of outer space should be 

very carefully studied. : 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster. | | | 

" See Document 151. - |
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In light of the views of the group on nuclear tests and missiles tests, | 
the committee felt that an early announcement is needed on stoppage of 
nuclear testing. They consider that major advantages may accrue from 
such a statement and from such action. They added that an early — 
announcement on nuclear testing would reduce the danger of pressures 
on us for cessation of missile testing. | 

The President thought that it would be difficult for the Soviets to 
generate pressure on us for a stoppage of missile testing. Our policy 
would probably require so many conditions to be met before sucha stop- 
page could be agreed that early agreement would be unlikely. He added 
that he had never been too much impressed, or completely convinced by 
the views expressed by Drs. Teller, Lawrence and Mills that we must con- 
tinue testing of nuclear weapons. | : | 

In concluding, Dr. Killian said that while his committee favored 
stopping of testing, many top officials do not agree, including those of 
AEC and Defense. The latter are concerned particularly with regard to 
the warhead for the AICBM. On this point the Science Advisory Com-. 
mittee thinks that the other problems involved in the AICBM are much | 

- the greater ones, and that we have warheads which could serve satisfac- 
torily, although perhaps not with the ultimate in efficiency. 

| | : G 
_ Brigadier General, USA 

eee 

155. Memorandum From Secretary of State Dulles to President _ 
Eisenhower _ | 

Washington, April 30, 1958. 

On April 26 I met with the recently appointed group of disarma- 
ment advisers: General Gruenther, General Smith, Robert Lovett and 
John McCloy. Lewis Strauss, Donald Quarles and James Killian were 
also present to state their views. We had a very thorough discussion of 
the present situation.! 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series. Secret. The source 
text bears the following notes by Eisenhower: “Foster and I are to talk further reference to 
final para. D” and “File, D.” 

' Under his April 30 covering memorandum, Dulles also sent Eisenhower the memo- 
randum of conversation of this meeting, dated April 26, which Eisenhower initialed. (Ibid ) 
See the Supplement.
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There was a consensus that steps must be taken to put clearly before 

the world the U.S. devotion to peace and to reduction of the arms burden. 

| Only by concrete actions can we counteract the false picture, all too prev- 

alent abroad, of the United States as a militaristic nation. — oo | 

| Nuclear testing was recognized to bea key to progress in this direc- 

tion. So long as we continue to insist upon our freedom to test, the wide a 

opposition to our position shields the Soviet Union from pressure to 

agree to the positive U.S. proposals for the stopping of bomb production 

and for “open skies”. Continued testing will undoubtedly lead tofurther 

: refinement of our nuclear arsenal—though Dr. Killian makes a persua- | 

sive case that continued testing will help the Soviet weapons program 

more than it will ours. But the slight military gains appear to be out- | 

weighed by the political losses, which may well culminate in the moral 

isolation of the United States in the coming years. = 7 

This analysis was accepted by the four advisers. They cautioned, 

however, that we should not enhance Soviet prestige by remaining — 

inflexible on the nuclear testing issue until a Summit meeting. U.5. agree- | 

ment toa test suspension at the Summit, they seemed to feel, would give 

the Soviet Union a double victory: acceptance of the Soviet thesis on 

nuclear testing, and confirmation of the Soviet argument that meaning- | 

ful agreement can only be reached at the Summit. Rather, we should 

make known our readiness to agree to an inspected test suspension in a 

manner and ata time of our own choosing. By thus disposing of this issue 

we might reduce pressures for a Summit meeting or, if it were held, 

assure that the meeting would deal with broad political issues which, it 

was felt, would be the proper function of any meeting that you attended. 

It was suggested that any announcement we made.on the subject of 

suspension of testing might be formulated as a suspension for six 

months, for example, on the assumption that an agreement would | 

within that period be reached as to the detailed nature of the inspection - 

required. If this agreement were reached, then there would be a further 

suspension of say a year on the assumption that during that period the | 

system would be installed. If at the end of the period it actually was 

- installed and functioning, then the suspension would continue on the 

assumption that progress was being made on other aspects of disarma- 

ment. Perhaps we could indicate that any resumption would be limited 

to confined underground tests or to very high altitude tests, neither of 

which would pollute the atmosphere. | | So 

_ By coupling our announcement on nuclear testing witha reiteration | 

of our proposals on the nuclear cut-off and inspection against surprise 

attack, we could put the ball back in the Soviet court on these matters as 

well as on their willingness to accept inspection of a test suspension. 

The nature of our discussion was such that perhaps this summary 

| gives a greater impression of definiteness than was, in fact, the case.
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However, I felt that there was a consensus among the four disarmament 
advisers along these lines. I do not know, however, that Admiral Strauss 
and Mr. Quarles wholly agreed. 

I believe that the time is now ripe for a decision that we will agree to 
a contingent nuclear test suspension after completion of the testing pro- 
gram now under way, on such conditions as are suggested. | 

If this decision is taken in the appropriate way, I also recommend 
that you charge me with the responsibility for developing with AEC, 
Defense, CIA and USIA, recommendations as to the manner and timing 
of our announcement of our readiness to agree to an inspected test sus- 
pension, in order to obtain maximum benefits in strengtheningourhand 
on the Summit meeting and in regaining the initiative in the disarma- 
ment field. The United Kingdom in particular, also France and perhaps 
NATO would need to be consulted. The attitude of the United Kingdom | 
and France will be much influenced by the prospects of getting the 
Atomic Energy Act amended.2 

JFD © 

* On May 1, Eisenhower and Dulles discussed the issues raised in this last paragraph. 
Fisenhower reminded Dulles that unless the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was amended to : 
allow nuclear sharing with the United Kingdom, the British would not agree to a cessation 
of nuclear testing. They discussed tactics for passing the draft bill, which the Eisenhower 
administration had submitted on January 27, 1958, to amend the restrictions placed on the 
release of information to other nations under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. (Memoran- 
dum of telephone conversation, May 1, 11:47 a.m.; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, 
White House Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement. 

Eisenhower and Dulles talked again on May 2. and agreed that, in order to be passed, 
the draft bill would have to grant the Congress the right to veto, within 30 days by concur- 
rent resolution, any atomic exchange agreement negotiated wth another nation. (Extract by 
David E. Boster of memorandum of conversation, May 2; Department of State, Secretary’s 
Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199) See the Supplement.
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156. Memorandum by the Secretary of State’s Staff Assistant = | 

(Boster) ee | a 

Oo Washington, May 14, 1958. 

The following is asummary of a conversation between the Secretary | 

and Dr. Killian on Wednesday evening May 14, regarding the suggested 

reply to the Khrushchev note of May94 

_. Mr. Killian suggested that an additional phrase, reading “andafinal 

report not later than 60 days”; be added on the last line after “30 days 

after convening” .* a SB 

Mr. Killian stressed the importance of getting our own plans and 

team definitely decided upon as a matter of urgency since quite a lot of 

preparation would need to be done. The Secretary suggested that there 

should perhaps be a meeting with Killian, Strauss and McElroy or per- | 

haps others to decide how to proceed. | - 

- Mr Killian said he was prepared to urge that we try to choose three 

distinguished American scientists, setting the level very high in order to 

force the Soviets to do the same, and to provide them with a competent 

staff. Mr. Killian said that these scientists would need to be pried loose 

from their present positions but was sure that this could be done. The 

Secretary noted the possibility that we would not know the views of 

these scientists in advance. Mr. Killian said he thought their views would 

be known but that there would be a problem of avoiding individuals 

| who had socommitted themselves as to indicate that there is no chance to 

| negotiate or be flexible to a particular end. a a 

_ TheSecretary said that hehad talked with Selwyn Lloyd in Cophen- 

hagen’ about this problem and that Lloyd had indicated that they would 

like very much to be able to continue testing the smaller [less than 1 line of 

source text not declassified] weapons for a while longer and wondered 

whether we could not work out the inspection problem in two phases. 

The first to be a simple form of inspection sufficient to detect the large 

explosions and debar those; and in the second phase to install a more 

elaborate inspection system for the smaller weapons. Mr. Killian said 

5 -, Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64D 199. 

ecret. — , | | | : , : : - 

_ 1 For text of the exchange of letters, May 9 and May 24, between Khrushchev and 

Fisenhower, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1036-1041 and 1043-1044. The 

draft reply has not been identified. _ | | | 

2 Killian’s suggestion was incorporated into the May 24 letter, | 

3 On May 6, as reported in memorandum of conversation of that date. (Eisenhower 

Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President) , oO
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that this might be feasible but there would be the problem of under- 
ground tests and he would have to look at the question with care. 

| D. E. Boster# 

* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

ees 

157. Memorandum of Conversation Between Secretary of State 
Dulles and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
(Strauss) 

Washington, May 16, 1958. 

Admiral Strauss discussed with me the question of suspension of 
testing. He indicated that if we thought it politically important it might 
be possible to announce before the end of the Hardtack series that future 
testing would only be done under conditions which would assure no 
fallout. He gave me in this connection the report of his General Advisory 
Committee, copy attached.! 

Ireported on Lloyd’s desire to extend the period for the testing of the 
smaller, e.g., less than one megaton, weapons, and my reply to Lloyd that 
it might be possible to deal first with detection machinery covering the 
big explosions with a second phase which would be introduced only 
later dealing with the smaller tests. Admiral Strauss seemed to think this 
might be possible. 

I spoke of the composition of the experts who might function if this 
was agreed on with the Soviet Union. He suggested that there should be 
experts designated as jointly agreed between AEC, Defense, CIA and Dr. 
Killian. I said I thought we should have a meeting on this subject in the 
near future and I would try to set it up for next week. 

I said we were not clear as to whether the Soviets would accept UK 
experts or merely wanted U.S. and Soviet experts. Strauss suggested that 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation. Top Secret; Personal and Private. Drafted by Dulles. 
" The AEC Advisory Committee stated in the report, dated May 7, that the United 

States was approaching a crisis on continuation of testing because of the widespread uneasiness, often based on exaggerated and unsound arguments, over radioactive fallout. 
Therefore the Committee recommended a Presidential statement before the end of the 
Hardtack series that the United States was willing to restrict tests so that fallout would be 
sharply reduced. For text, see the Supplement.
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in the latter case we might keep in touch with the UK and perhaps have 

the meetings in London. | Se 

Admiral Strauss spoke very highly of General Norstad’s testimony 

before the Joint Congressional Committee and suggested | should thank | 

him. Admiral Strauss thought that the amendments could be put 

through, particularly if we would accept the formula for disapproving 

agreements with other governments by a concurrent resolution. I asked 

how it would be if we accepted it by a two-third’s vote. Admiral Strauss 

said he thought this might squeeze through and he would talk to Pastore 

about it if we wished. | | coe | 

I recalled my conversation with the President yesterday, in which 

the President indicated that there was doubt whether Admiral Strauss 

would continue to serve beyond his present term. The Admiral 

expounded on his reasons for this. I said that if he should not continue to 

| serve, I felt that his services should be kept available to the Government 

and that he might, for example, be a consultant in the State Department 

with a mention to be a sort of “ambassador-at-large” for atomic peace — 

matters, having in this respect the personal rank of ambassador, if and as 

he went abroad. Admiral Strauss indicated that something like this 

would be agreeable to him. | | ee 

| | | _ JFD 

—_ 

158. Memorandum of Conversation _ : : ce 

Washington, May 19, 1958. 

SUBJECT oe | | 

- Nuclear Test Detection—Technical Negotiations with U.S.5.R. | | 

PARTICIPANTS 
| 

Department of State fo | 

The Secretary | , ; 

Ambassador James J. Wadsworth | 

C—Mr. Reinhardt 
| 

S/P—Mr. Smith : | 

S/AE—Mr. Farley 
| 

~ EUR—Mr. Kohler . | | 

S/AE—Mr. Spiers - oe 

S/S-RO—Mr. Miller | 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. , 

Secret. Drafted by Spiers. |
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Office of the President - 
: Dr. Killian 

Department of Defense 
General Loper 
General Fox 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Allen Dulles 
Herbert Scoville 

| Atomic Energy Commission 
General Starbird 

__ The Secretary advised the group that the British Embassy had just 
informed us of London’s approval of the revised draft reply to Khru- 
shchev’s letter of May 9, 1958.1 He noted also that the Swiss Embassy had 
agreed to the selection of Geneva as the location of the proposed talks. 
The Secretary read the draft reply and said that France and Canada 
would be contacted shortly. He said that the new approach involving a 
multinational Western delegation would create difficulties in prepara- 
tion for the talks, and that it was important to get organized quickly. He 
said that it would be up to the United States to provide the chairman and 
spokesman for the Western delegation, and that we would choose the 
representatives from other countries, who would serve as individual 
experts and not as government representatives. The first problem we 
faced was who should serve as chairman of the delegation. 

Dr. Killian asked whether the first order of business should not be 
rather settlement, at least in outline, of the terms of reference for the dis- 
cussion. The Secretary said that the Department had given some prelimi- 
nary thought to this problem. The Geneva talks should be technical in 
nature, although the delegation could not be freed from considerable 
political guidance. As an illustration of some of the problems of a non- 
technical nature which might arise during the discussions, he alluded to 
Selwyn Lloyd’s idea about installing an inspection system in phases and 

| beginning with a ban on tests of 1 megaton or above. Dr. Killian 
interjected, with respect to this idea, that, whereas it had not been stud- 
ied, it would no doubt raise many difficulties in view of the fact that tests 

, of weapons in the smaller yield ranges would provide information of 
value in the development of larger yield weapons. The Secretary said 
that he had not meant to go into the question of whether the British idea 
was a good one or a bad one. Obviously, a United Kingdom objective is 
not to arrest future weapons development. 7 

' Dulles requested British approval of the draft reply during a meeting with Ambas- 
sador Sir Harold Caccia on May 18. (Memorandum of conversation, May 18; ibid.) See the 
Supplement. For text of Khrushchev’s May 9 letter and the U.S. letter as sent on May 24, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1036-1041 and 1043-1044.
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Returning to the question of selection of a chairman, The Secretary 

said that the chairman should bea scientist of considerable prestige, with 

an ability to handle men and compose differences. This would be a par- 

ticularly important attribute in view of the fact that members of the | 

delegation will not all be Americans. | | 

The Secretary felt that the delegation chairman, once chosen, should 

participate in the process of working out terms of reference. _ 

_ Dr. Killian agreed and said that he hoped the terms of reference 

would charge the group with designing an “all-out” system and then 

indicating the capabilities and limitations of various lesser systems. The 

Secretary said that this was along the lines of our own thinking, and that 

he, himself, thought that we may decide, as a matter of political judg- 

ment, that the U.S.S.R. would not be willing to undertake the risk 

involved in violating a system with a 50-75% capability of detection. He 

thought that the technical group should come up with various alterna- 

tive possibilities from which the responsible political authorities could | 

choose. Dr. Killian inquired as to the number of people the Secretary 

thought should be on the U.S. delegation. The Secretary said that he did 

not have any firm view, that he thought the bulk of the members should 

be from the U.S., that there should be enough to-do the job but no more, 

and that the delegation should have call on an unlimited number of tech- 

nical people. Perhaps the delegation should consist of 3 U.S. scientists, 2 

from the UK, 1 from France and 1 from Canada. At this point the Secre- 

tary left the meeting, asking Mr. Farley to determine whether it was pos- 

sible to get a list of nominees for delegation chairman. a 

General Starbird presented the following list: E.O. Lawrence, Nor- 

| ris Bradbury, Commissioner Libby, General Fields, or General Nichols. 

Dr. Killian inquired as to what attitude the delegation chairman 

should have on the general proposition of test suspension. Mr. Farley 

| thought that we should avoid selection of any of the “extremists” on this 

issue, but that we should not necessarily avoid choosing a chairman who 

has at some point expressed an opinion on the issue, if he is generally 

knownasaman of scientific objectivity. From the political point of view it 

would be better to select a chairman who is known to be in favor of test | 

suspension in order to avoid the possibility of future Soviet charges, in 

case of failure of the talks, that we had selected a man whose initial pre- 

dispositions doomed the technical discussions. | | 

Mr. Scoville suggested James B. Fisk, of the AEC’s General Advisory 

Committee, and Dr. Bethe. Se 

Dr. Killian suggested the following names: Dr. Bacher, General 

Fields, Dr. Bethe, Dr. Lawrence, Dr. York, Dr. Rabi, and Dr. du Bridge. 

Mr. Smith said that he thought from the public relations’ point of 

view, it would be desirable to avoid choosing someone who was known 

asa “weaponeer.” Dr. Killian agreed and said that from the point of view
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of experience and ability to get along with foreigners, as well as with the 
Secretary General of the United Nations, Dr. Rabi would be the ideal 
choice. | | 

Mr. Farley suggested that representatives of Dr. Killian, the AEC, 
CIA and the Department of Defense, phone him during the course of the 
day with an indication of the order of preference, on the basis of the crite- 
rion discussed during the meeting, among the names mentioned, in 
addition to any others which might be thought of in the interim. 

—eeeeeeeSSeSSSSSSSSSSSS 

159. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

: Washington, June 18, 1958, 11:45 a.m. 

The following members, consultants and staff of the Science Advi- 
sory Committee met with the President: Drs. Killian, Bacher, Berkner, 
Bethe, Bronk, General Doolittle, Drs. Fisk, Haskins, Kistiakowsky, Land, 
Purcell, Rabi, Robertson, Weiss, Wiesner, Zacharias, Brode, Dryden, Hill, 
Piore, Scoville, Waterman, Mr. Beckler. 

_ Dr. Killian opened the discussion, reporting on preparations for the 
technical discussions at Geneva on atomic testing. He said that good 
progress is being made in developing the views of the United States 
team. He mentioned that there may be some problems of declassifica- 

| tion, i.e., actions may have to be taken to declassify certain material _ 
essential to the discussions. The President said he would be prepared to 
take a liberal stand on this, in view of what we hope to accomplish 

__ through the conference. Dr. Killian said the question must also be consid- 
ered as to how to follow up the report that the group brings in, and as to 

| the kind of support organization that will exist in the United States for 
the group during their discussions. Some planning and preparations 
must be made for this. The President said he understood this to be simply 
a question of what is the next step, and that the idea is to prepare plans on 
the assumption that United States views are adopted at the conference. 
Dr. Fisk said that a specific type of question that will arise is as to the 
measures that will be proposed in the event it is found that explosions 
below a certain size could not be detected with certainty. 

Dr. Killian next asked Dr. Bethe to present some considerations con- 
cerning clean weapons. Dr. Bethe said that in the Hardtack series a num- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret; 
Restricted Data. Drafted by Goodpaster.
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ber of the clean weapons tests have not been successful, in that the yield 

has proven to be very much less than that sought. This result occurred, he | 

said, because the laboratories tried to reduce the weight of weapons to 

certain desirable figures [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. He 

thought these results may show that we are close to the limit of what we 

can attain in “cleanness” of weapons. He added that ground bursts of 

large weapons seem to produce radioactivity equivalent toa fission com- 

ponent of approximately [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 

(although this has a short half life—about twenty-four hours). The Presi- 

dent asked whether, inasmuch as the Soviets test on land, they are suffer- | 

| ing worse effects from fall-out than we are. Dr. Bethe said that the Soviets 

are using air bursts, probably to minimize this effect, but that even so. 

their fall-out problem is worse than ours. Dr. Bethe concluded by saying 

that tests of standard weapons in the Hardtack series have been quite 

successful. , | | 

[Here follows discussion of the missile program, the space program, 

the possibility of establishing a Department of Science during the Eisen- 

hower administration, and the role of the individual in scientific | 

inquiry.] | | 

Brigadier General, USA 

160. Memorandum of Discussion at the 370th Meeting of the 

National Security Council | 

| | Washington, June 26, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security | 

The Director of Central Intelligence announced that the Soviets had 

yesterday stated that they would not send their technical experts to 

Geneva to discuss means of detecting tests of nuclear weapons unless the 

. United States agreed that the goal of the Geneva talks should be the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 

. Drafted by Gleason on June 27. | |
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immediate cessation of such tests.! Otherwise, said ‘the Soviets, they 
would be “deceiving” the peoples of the world. This constituted an 
extraordinary overnight change since the Soviet note of June 24.2 

_ This change of tactics constituted, in Mr. Dulles’ view, one more 
manifestation of the increasingly hard policies which the Soviet was fol- | 
lowing in the field of international relations. We could expect more of the 
same. Nevertheless, it was difficult to explain this precise change. It was 
hard to believe that the Soviet note of June 24 on the subject had been 
written on Gromyko’s sole authority. Perhaps, after sending his note, 

| Gromyko had touched base with Khrushchev, who encountered Opposi- 
tion in the Presidium to the acceptance note of June 24 and had therefore 
proceeded to make the change announced in the note of June 25. 

Secretary Dulles thought he had a possible explanation of the 
change in tactics. He pointed out that after our Government received the 
note of June 24 agreeing to the Geneva meeting, we had, at the request of 
Gromyko, provided the Soviets with the general headings of the topics 
we wished to have discussed at the Geneva meeting. It had been sug- 
gested that provision of these headings may have induced the Soviets to 
make their final swing away from the Geneva meeting, because the 
headings would show that the United States intended to be very thor- 
ough in its investigation of the means of detecting tests of nuclear weap- 
ons. Such thoroughness could have alarmed the Soviets and given them 
second thoughts about the matter of opening up the Soviet Union to 

| inspection. Thus, if the conference were to have failed because the 
Soviets had refused to accept an adequate inspection system, this would 
ruin all the Soviet propaganda in favor of banning atomic tests. | 

The President still thought it was hard to explain the sudden change 
from acceptance to rejection. Mr. Allen Dulles thought the change in the 
Soviet point of view reflected factors more fundamental than those just 
stated by Secretary Dulles. They were obviously taking a much harder 
line toward Poland, Yugoslavia, etc. Mr. Allen Dulles said he tended to 
believe that differences of view existed in the councils of the Kremlin, 
although we don’t yet know what these differences are. Certainly the 
recent meeting of the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party 
did something more than agree to a change in the delivery of grain to the 
state. Poland was clearly not toeing the line with the USSR in the matter 
of the Hungarian executions. It may be a Soviet objective to force con- 
formity onto the Poles. In any case, Mr. Dulles said he felt that he must 
warn that the United States faced heavy sledding ahead in its dealings 
with the USSR. | | | 

" For text of the June 25 Soviet aide-mémoire announcing this decision, see Documents 
on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1080-1082. | | 

: ? The text of the June 24 Soviet aide-mémoire naming the participants for the confer- 
ence from Czechoslovakia and Poland is ibid., pp. 1078-1079.
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The President looked mildly astonished, and asked Mr. Allen Dulles 

to be more specific as to what was going to happen. Was he trying to scare a 

the President with some prospect of imminent war? Mr. Dulles replied 

that this was not his intention, but that he was warning, for example, that 

the Soviets may force the resignation of the Gomulka regime in Poland. 

[Here follow the remainder of Allen Dulles’ briefing on Lebanon, 

Indonesia, Burma, and the Vietnamese-Cambodian border and Agenda 

Items 2. “Capabilities of Forces for Limited Military Operations” (see 

Document 27) and 3. “Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria.” ] 

4. Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (NSC 5725 /1; Memo for NSC from 

| Executive Secretary, same subject, dated June 19, 19583) 

The National Security Council: | | 

| Noted the Semiannual Report by the Atomic Energy Commission 

and the Department of State on the Implementation of NSC 5725/1, 

transmitted by the reference memorandum of June 19, 1958; as summa- 

rized at the meeting by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

5, Atomic Energy Program, 1953-1958 — | oe 

| (The text of Admiral Strauss’ reports on Items 4 and 5 is filed in the | 

minutes of the meeting. Also note that Admiral Strauss asked for and 

received permission to make public the unclassified portions of his 

report.) | oe a 

/ [Here follows Agenda Item 6. “Comparative Evaluations Group.” ] 

| | | | oe S. Everett Gleason 

3 Neither printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records 

of the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File, 370th Meeting, Tabs) 

161. National Intelligence Estimate : 

NIE 100-2-58 a Washington, July 1, 1958. 

- [Source: Department of State, INR-NIE Files. Secret. Extract—3 

pages of source text not declassified.] :
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162. Memorandum of Conversation Between President : 
| Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles | 

| | Ottawa, July 10, 1958. 

The Secretary and the President discussed the growing pressure 
from the point of view of foreign relations, on the United States Govern- 

| ment to make some move toward cessation of nuclear testing. The Presi- 
dent said that he was disposed to tell the Atomic Energy Commission 
that, in view of the probability that we shall have to take a political deci- 
sion soon, they should tack on to their present Hardtack Series any addi- 

_ tional tests that they and Defense really consider are needed. : | 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 
_— Secret. Drafted by Joseph N. Greene, Jr., Dulles’ Special Assistant. The meeting was held in 

the Embassy Residence. Eisenhower and Dulles visited Ottawa July 8-11 for discussions 
_ with Canadian leaders. Eisenhower and Prime Minister Diefenbaker discussed disarma- 

ment and proposals for safeguards against surprise attack on July 9. (Memorandum of con- 
versation by Merchant, July 9; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, International Series, 
Canada) For text of the joint statement issued on July 9, see American Foreign Policy: Current 
Documents, 1958, pp. 469-470. | 

, : : 
: 

= 

163. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| Washington, July 12, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | 
Dr. Killian a 
General Goodpaster | 

Dr. Killian referred to a request he had received from the Secretary of 
State to make a technical study of measures to detect and discourage sur- 
prise attack.! He went on to say that the technical aspects of this question 

_ aresoinextricably involved with military and political factors that he did 
not think that a meaningful study limited to technical phases alone could 
be prepared. The President said he was inclined to agree and suggested 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on August 4. . 

' Dulles sent Killian a letter on July 3 requesting that the President’s Science Advisory 
Committee explore the scientific and technical aspects of the surprise attack problem. 
(Ibid., White House Office Files, Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, 
Disarmament—Surprise Attack) In a July 10 letter to Dulles, Killian reported that after 2 
days of preliminary discussion, the Science Advisory Committee had reached the conclu- | 
sions as described by Killian. Killian’s letter is ibid. Both letters are in the Supplement. |
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~ that Dr. Killian might advise the Secretary of State that he would be glad 

to have some of his people look at the problem, together with Defense 

and State personnel. The effort could be kept small, utilizing an informal 

working group for the purpose. —_ ee : 

| Dr. Killian said the question is chiefly related to warning—to find 

| out whether hostilities are being prepared for. We have been talking | 

chiefly about the northern rim. Inspection relating to attacks launched 

from there, or passing over that area, would seem to have some promise. 

The President commented that the original idea we had of Open Skies 

| was chiefly related to attack involving aircraft, and that it may not be so 

“effective when projected forward into the missile era. However, for the © 

next several years the greatest threat of destruction continues to be the 

military aircraft; missiles will not be ready in such quantity. What we are | 

aiming to determine is that bases within such and such a line have not 

been brought to a state suggesting imminent attack, 

After further discussion the President thought that the most effec- 

tive procedure would be to send a note, signed by himself, asking them 

jointly to go forward with this study, and making Dr. Killian and his 

group available to work in coordination with them. 7 

- | Brigadier General, USA 

164. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| : Washington, August 4, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | a 

Dr. Killian | | | 

General Goodpaster . oo | 

7 Dr. Killian first reported that the Geneva negotiations on inspection 

systems for atomic tests have gone quite well—better than expected. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster on August 4. oo | , | | 

1 On July 1, experts from Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the United States 

_ conferred with a delegation of experts from the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 

Romania at the Palais des Nations in Geneva. The conference was to study the possibilities 

of detecting violations of a potential agreement on suspension of nuclear tests. The discus- 

sions lasted until August 21. :
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The real crux comes this week when an attempt is made to put a full sys- 
tem together and reach agreement on it as to its adequacy. Whether these 

| discussions will end with or without agreement, Dr. Killian suggested 
| we must be prepared to react quickly. The President commented that our 

position must await NSC consideration of the documents brought back. 
We should not try to anticipate this, but could be following the matter 
sufficiently closely that little additional time would be required. Dr. Kil- 
lian said the question before us will be whether to support a cessation of 

| tests. The President thought that if full technical agreement is reached, | 
the weight of argument for doing so would be very great. | | 

| The President asked me to speak to Acting Secretary Herter about _ 
this, with a view to getting together representative from Defense, AEC, 
Dr. Killian’s office, and other interested parties. They should then draw 
up a plan of action which might include a brief but definite statement 
that the United States, having received the results of the negotiations, is 
considering as a matter of urgency what can be done through diplomatic | 

| processes in relation to this question of test cessation to promote peace 
and stability. (I later called Governor Herter and found that action is pro- 

: _ ceeding generally along the lines the President had in mind, and that 
Governor Herter would take the matter up at the OCB meeting on 

: Wednesday, if not before, to develop a recommended position.) | 
| Dr. Killian next referred to the Johnson Island test shot last week. It. 

was highly successful, having achieved a very large explosion at a height 
of fifty miles. The effect on radar seems to have been less than antici- 
pated. The effect on radio was greater than anticipated—and blacked out 
Pacific communications for about two hours. The glare was greater than 
expected. This test was correlated with a test planned in late August, 
which should include an explosion at about 375 miles height. 

| [Here follows discussion of missile tests and other developments. ] 

| G. 
| Brigadier General, USA 

2A memorandum of the telephone conversation, August 4, 3:10 p.m., is ibid., Herter Papers, Telephone Calls and Miscellaneous Memos. See the Supplement.
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165. Letter From Acting Secretary of State Herter to the President's 

- Special Assistant for Science and Technology (Killian) 

a Washington, August 5, 1958. 

— -DEARJIM: We are giving urgent consideration to the course of action | 

the United States should take following the present Geneva talks. 

Tam sending you with this note a suggested revision of our policy on 

nuclear testing, which Mr. Dulles has generally approved. For your per- 

sonal information, I am enclosing also a copy of the staff paper which 

summarizes briefly our reasons for favoring this course of action rather 

than a limited test moratorium which Phil Farley tells me John McCone 

has discussed with you. _ | OC | 

I would welcomea chance to hear your views as to the proper course | 

of action and your comments on our proposal. | | 

Sincerely yours, oe | : 

| 7 , ae | . | Chris 

- Enclosure 1! a ; | 

PROPOSED REVISION OF NSC POLICY PAPER ON - 

a DISARMAMENT?” | | 

5a. All parties will agree, independently of agreement on other pro- 

visions of section I. vo OO OS ° 

(1) to refrain, as of the effective date of the agreement, from nuclear | 

testing until 36 months thereafter. (The suspension would not continue 

beyond a 12-month petiod unless satisfactory pre. was being made 

in the installation of the inspection system in (2) below.) | | 

(2) to cooperate in setting up during the first 24 months, or earlier if 

mutually agreeable, an effective international inspection arrangement to 

monitortests. — SS | - 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Office of the Special Assistant 

for Science and Technology. Secret. Copies were sent to McCone, Quarles, and Allen Dulles 

on August 7. (Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 / 8-758) 

_ | Secret. There is no indication of drafter on the paper, but a note on Farley’s memo- 

randum (Enclosure 2 below). indicates that this revised paragraph was prepared by the 

Working Group on Disarmament Policy on April 28. a 7 

- 2 This was a working paper and not a numbered NSC paper. The rest of the paper has 

not been found. : | a |
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_b. TheU.S. willannounce that it will resume nuclear tests at the end 
of 36 months if agreement to an adequately inspected cut-off of the pro- 
duction of fissionable materials for weapons purposes has not been 
achieved. 

c. The U.S. will announce that it will refrain indefinitely from 
nuclear tests if the monitoring system referred to in paragraph 5a(2) is 
operating to the satisfaction of each party concerned and if the inspection 
system for the cut-off has been installed to the satisfaction of each party 
concerned and if the cut-off has been put into effect. 

d. The U.S. will announce that if tests are resumed, it will give 
| notification in advance of dates and approximate yields of such tests; 

provide reciprocal limited access to tests; and conduct such tests under- 
ground. | | 

e. Provisions will be made for the continuation, under interna- 
tional auspices, of any nuclear explosions necessary for the development 
of peaceful application of such explosions. 

Enclosure 2? 

Memorandum From the Secretary of State’s Special Assistant 
for Disarmament and Atomic Energy (Farley) to Secretary of 
State Dulles 

Washington, August 1, 1958. 

SUBJECT 

Proposed Policy on Nuclear Tests 

Discussion: 

1. We believe that with the Geneva talks approaching a conclusion, 
early policy decisions must be taken on the question of nuclear tests. Dr. 
Fisk, Ambassador Thompson and Embassy London have also expressed 
this view within the past week (Denuc 103, Moscow 248, London 661, 

| 

| 3 Secret. Drafted by Vincent Baker with concurrences from Smith of S/P, Kohler and McBride of EUR, Reinhardt, and Walmsley.
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attached as Tab C).4 In your letter to Prime Minister Macmillan on June 

| 135 you indicated that we hoped to be able to approach the UK shortly on 

this matter in the light of information developed in the Geneva talks;and _ 

the UK reminded the Department last week of its desire to discuss the © . 

question with us upon conclusion of those talks. The approach of the 

United Nations General Assembly, the release of the United Nations 

Radiation Committee scheduled for early August, and the possibility of | 

the question of tests arising indirectly in connection with the proposed 

Special Security Council Session are additional factors which demand 

consideration of this question. © oo a 

2. OnJuly 30 Chairman McCone handed youa message sent to him 

by Commissioner Libby and Dr. Edward Teller (Tab B).° The message 

suggests that to avoid our being forced by public opinion into.a complete | 

test cessation we might propose (1) to limit the offsite fission fallout per — 

year to one megaton equivalent each year released by the U.S. and the 

same amount by the USSR, or alternately (2) to ban completely offsite 

fallout and permit underground testing by everyone. = | 

3. Whileany measures which notably reduced fallout would lessen 

public concern about the health hazards of continued testing, we believe 

the AEC proposal is insufficient from the political standpoint and that it 

has the following specific disadvantages: = | - 

~ (a) It would be viewed as a retreat from previous Western proposals 

which have called for suspension of tests rather than test limitations, and 

would seem an illogical sequel to the Geneva talks directed toward 

methods for enforcement of a possible test suspension. | 

~~" (b) It would not be accepted and hence would enable the USSR to 

continue to exploit the testing issue and its own unilateral suspension in 

world-wide propaganda and to avoid the question of a production cut- 

off by continuing to hide behind the issue of a test suspensio’ 

(c) By the same token, it would bean easy way for the USSR to avoid 

the inspection to which it has otherwise become | argely committed as a 

result of the Geneva talks. | | SO 

_ (d) It would not inhibit the development of nuclear weapons capa- > 

bilities by fourth countries, a problem which has been of some concern to 

the U.S. and one whichis of apparently increasing concern to the USSRas — 

well a Oo — 

~ (e) Itwould not have the effect of a test suspension in freezing weap- 

ons development of the U.S. and USSR at a time when we retain some 

4 Denuc 103 from Geneva, July 25 ; telegram 248 from Moscow, July 26; and telegram 

661 from London, July 30, are in Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /7-2558, 

700.5611 /7-2658, and 700.5611 /7-3058, respectively. See the Supplement. —_ 

> The text of this letter was transmitted in telegram 8917 to London, June 13. (Depart- 

ment of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /6-1358) See the Supplement. : 

_ © This message was attached to a memorandum of conversation by Dulles, July 30. 

(Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Memoranda of Conversation) See the Supple- 

ment. OS , |
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important advantages in weapons technology (according to technical studies prepared by the Science Advisory Committee). 
(f) A limitation of fallout toa fixed amount would, according to past technical consideration of similar limitation proposals, be difficult to 

enforce by inspection. 

4. .The policy recommendations which you discussed in general 
terms with the panel of disarmament advisers and approved for discus- 
sion with other agencies in April, we believe, afford the best basis for 
decisions at this time. In summary, the nuclear test proposal we have dis- 
cussed with the other agencies and revised inthe light of their comments, 
is the following: The nuclear provisions of our present proposals (test 
suspension and cut-off) would be made separable from the other ele- 
ments of the package, but testing would remain linked, as far as the US. 

| is concerned, to the cut-off which would becomea condition subsequent. 
Nuclear tests would be suspended for three years beginning as of the 
effective date of the agreement.” The suspension would not continue 
beyond twelve months unless satisfactory progress was being made in 
the installation of the inspection system. The U.S. would declare at the 

: outset that testing would be resumed if agreement on an adequately 
inspected cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapons pur- 
poses had not been reached at the end of three years. Conversely, we 
would announce that the suspension would be extended for an indefi- 
nite period if agreement is reached on the installation of a control system 
to assure that no further fissionable material is produced for weapons 
purposes. The U.S. would announce that, if it became necessary to 
resume testing, the U.S. would henceforth test only underground. 

5. This proposal would, we believe, turn to our advantage each of 
the factors mentioned in paragraph 3 above which weigh against the 
AEC proposal. It would be a logical follow-up to the Geneva talks, 
deprive the Soviets of the propaganda advantages of the testing issue, 
enable us to begin arms inspection within the USSR, inhibit fourth coun- 
try programs, and could freeze our present weapons advantage. It 
would, by removing the test issue, enable us to place more effective 
emphasis in the nuclear cut-off as the condition subsequent. Most impor- 
tant, it would be evidence of United States willingness to go the “extra 
mile” to help achieve more meaningful measures of disarmament and 
thus go far to counter the image which is all too prevalent abroad ofa mil- 
itaristic United States. 

7A three-year period isa minimum fora meaningful inspected agreement since from 18 tons months will be required for installing the inspection system. [Footnote in the source 
text.
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6. Attached as Tab A8 is a proposed revision of the paragraph on 
nuclear tests in present NSC policy which would incorporate the 

| changes recommended above. The other disarmament policy recom- 
mendations discussed in the interim report to the Cabinet Committee 
(Tab D)? need not, in our view, be decided until the studies on surprise 

| attack now underway under the leadership of Dr. Killian have been com- 

pleted. | a ae 

Recommendations:'° ae | | | 

1. That you meet at an early date with Chairman McCone, Dr. Kil- 
lian, Secretary McElroy and Mr. Allen Dulles to seek agreement on the 
nuclear provisions of U.S. disarmament policy along lines suggested in 
Tab A.! _ | 

2. That you then seek a Presidential decision in the proposed revi- 
sions in policy as early as feasible. | 

§ See Enclosure 1 above. | ae 
-? DDS Memo #16, Report of Working Group on Disarmament Policy, April 28, 1958. | 

[Footnote in the source text. The report has not been found.]. we 

10There is no indication on the source text whether these recommendations were 

approved. | | Oe a : | 
1 Killian responded in an August 6 memorandum to Herter pointing out that if the 

United States wanted to ease international tensions, freeze Soviet nuclear capabilities, or 
move toward a cessation of production of nuclear materials, the Department of State paper 

7 was the course to follow. If, however, the United States wanted to continue research and 

development in nuclear weapons while partially responding to public concern about fall- 
out, then a test moratorium might take the form suggested by the AEC (see footnote 6 
above). In any case, Killian suggested that the decision was one for the NSC and the Presi- 
dent to make. (Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /8-658). See the Supplement.
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166. Memorandum of Conversation oe 

| Washington, August 8, 1958. 

SUBJECT | . 

| Proposed U.S. Policy on Nuclear Testing 7 

PARTICIPANTS | 
State | | | 

The Secretary | | a , 
The Under Secretary oe 
Ambassador James J. Wadsworth,S/AE . 

Mr. Philip J. Farley, S/ AE | 
Mr. Fisher Howe, S/S Oo 

- Mr. Vincent Baker, S/AE 

7 Defense | | 
Mr. Donald A. Quarles . 

| Lt. General Clovis E. Byers _ oo | 
Captain Clifford S. Foster 

AEC 
Mr.John A.McCone | | | 

: General Alfred D. Starbird 

| White House — | 
Mr. Gordon Gray | | oo | 
Dr. James R. Killian | | Oo 
Dr. Jerome Wiesner . 

CIA | . a 
Mr. Allen Dulles | 

Secretary Dulles stated that in his view action will be required in a 
short time to alter our present policy on unrestricted testing of nuclear — 
weapons. The UK is disposed to go along with a change in this policy in 
view of amendments which have been made in the Atomic Energy Act.1 
There is less certainty that the French will do likewise. In any event, there 
is much to be done within this government and between governments __ 
before a change in policy can be announced. He said that Chairman 

Source: Department of State, Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64D 199, | 
Secret. Drafted by Vincent Baker and approved by Executive Secretary Fisher Howe on 
August 15. | | 

. 1 In accordance with provisions in P.L. 85-479; approved.on July 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 276), 

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 936) was amended to allow increased exchange of 
atomic weapons information and material with allies, specifically the United Kingdom. On 
July 3, Eisenhower sent Congress the text of an agreement with the United Kingdom to 

: exchange classified atomic information for mutual defense purposes so as to permit the 
British to purchase a U.S.-built nuclear submarine reactor with a 10-year nuclear fuel sup- 
ply. Under the terms of the new law, Congress had 30 days to veto the agreement, which it 
did not, and therefore the agreement became effective.
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McCone had given him a paper suggesting a course of action whereby 
tests could be conducted underground without limit, or continued 
above ground so long as the offsite fission yield was limited to the equiv- 
alent of 1 megaton per year for the U.S. and for the USSR.? The conclusion 
in the Department, he said, is that these measures are not adequate to 
meet the international situation. We reach this conclusion regretfully for 
we recognize the importance of testing and would like to see it contin- 
ued. The Secretary stated he would nevertheless, in the present circum- 
stances, feel that he had to recommend to the President a contingent 
suspension of all nuclear explosions except those for peaceful uses under 
international supervision. The contingencies would be: 1) progress in © 
installing a system for monitoring a test agreement; and 2) progress in 
future disarmament steps, in particular the cut-off. He did not believe 

retention of underground testing or limitation of testing to an agreed 
maximum in the yield would be adequate. He did not say this because he 
liked to; his original reaction had been favorable to this kind of program. 

- However, he did not believe the Soviets would agree to it, and we would 

be subject to severe psychological reverses if an agreed monitoring sys- 
tem emerged from the Geneva talks and were not put into effect. Suspen- 
sion of tests, he said, can be looked upon as a first step toward a 
disarmament agreement. We realize that it is not disarmament but it is 

| part of the disarmament package. If it is made contingent on further 
steps, we will have shown a desire to progress toward a disarmament 
agreement. Such a step would also bring a certain degree of penetration 
of the Iron Curtain in this field which could be useful as a basis for further 

steps. On the basis of these factors he felt that we should not stand on 
"present policy. | 

Mr. Quarles said that he shared Secretary Dulles’ view of the AEC 
proposal. He considered it to be a rational proposal if we had a real free- 
dom of choice; but when we embarked on the Geneva exercise we aban- 
doned that course and by implication committed ourselves to embark on 
test suspension if inspection could be agreed upon. He accepted Secre- 
tary Dulles’ judgment that politically this is the situation, and that we 
cannot back out of it. The logic of the Geneva exercise seems to be that a 
reliable system can be agreed upon for larger above-ground tests, and for 
‘some small above-ground tests, and for some underground tests. If we 

agree on inspection and control, we should limit our political agreement 
to suspend tests to those greater than the minimal value which can be 
monitored by the system. Thus we must include not only explosions for 

7 peaceful purposes but tests below the minimum yield that can be reliably 

j 

—_— 
* See footnote 6, Document 165.
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detected. Also, we should make effective inspection a condition prece- 
dent to test suspension. | | 

Dr. Killian said he had at first shared the AEC view but now shared 
the views that had been expressed in the meeting. The problem was not 

| one of radiation hazard but one of another kind as a result of the Geneva 
discussions. He agreed with Mr. Quarles that there is no point in trying to 
eliminate tests below the level that can be enforced. 

Dr. Wiesner added that the Soviets can pick the size of tests to be pro- 
hibited if we get several alternative monitoring systems agreed at 
Geneva—if they want maximum elimination of tests, they must accept 
broad inspection. 

Mr. Farley pointed out that several alternative systems had in fact 
_ been discussed: 1) a system of 650 stations which, on the basis of the 

standards adopted by the conference, would detect and identify explo- 
sions down to 1 kiloton; and 2) a 170-station system which, it was esti- 
mated, would detect and identify with 90% reliability explosions down. | 
to 5 kilotons, with a limited capability for smaller shots. 

Dr. Wiesner pointed out that there is a level somewhere below the 25 
kiloton level where the Soviets could make greater progress than we 
could by continued testing. 

Mr. McCone said that in examining this problem we must also con- 
sider current military needs. The emphasis in present tests is on develop- 
ment of defensive systems: warheads for the anti-missile missile, for 
ground-to-air missiles, and for air-to-air missiles. The enemy has 

| emphasized fallout, but the enemy’s purpose is to stop our development 
of defensive weapons. There are other areas of current military need: for - 
example, light weapons of the explosive power that the Defense Depart- 
ment says it needs. Now we have achieved only part of the yield desired 
for the Polaris warhead. Our clean bombs are large; they are not field 
weapons. We need clean bombs for field use. He said that he had sub- 
mitted the AEC plan for limitation of tests very informally. He recog- 
nized that it would be difficult to phase this proposal with the Geneva 
conclusions. However, although he had not been in the Government at 
the time the Geneva talks were undertaken, it had been his impression 
we had not committed ourselves toa change in policy in undertaking the 
talks. We must weigh such a change, he thought, from the standpoint of 
the security of this country. | 

secretary Dulles said that he was conscious of national security 
requirements. However, unless we take a radical step now, our failure to 
do so will in effect be a step to “go it alone” as a militaristic nation in 
world opinion without friends and allies. This will become apparent in 
the course of the year. You could count now nations that will turn from 
us. Many say it is irrational to turn from us; we have a powerful case for 
continued testing. But the Government of Japan cannot stand with us;
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India will not; the Governments likely to come into power in the UK and 
in Germany will not. Few will want to be our friends and allies, want us 
to station our facilities on their soil and be willing to stand with us. Stop- | 
ping tests, of course, exposes us to certain dangers; but the danger of 
being isolated, encircled and strangled is even greater than the threat of a 
massive atomic attack so long as we retain our retaliatory power. 

Mr. Quarles said we do lose militarily in a test cessation. Conse- 
quently, we would hope to associate tests with nuclear cut-off or other 
measures that are in our interest. But now we are talking of the separa- | 

| tion of test cessation from other measures, at least temporarily. | 
_. Secretary Dulles stated that we will be separating nucleartestsonly 
temporarily from other measures. In this connection he observed that 36 
months seemed longer than necessary, and that a 24-month suspension 
would be very much better from the standpoint of keeping people in the 
laboratories. He also mentioned that Section e in the draft before the 
meeting seemed to be too narrowly drawn and did not make clear that — | 
explosions for peaceful purposes would be continued. = 

General Starbird, connecting on Section e,3 said that Project Plow- 
share would be slowed up by its provisions. Under it we would either 
have to reveal advance designs or to employ old designs for peaceful | 
uses. The same sensitive designs are needed for our best weapons as are 
needed for peaceful uses, namely, clean and small explosive devices. 

The Secretary said it was not our intention to give away design data. 

General Starbird thought peaceful-uses explosions could be used to 
conceal weapons tests if there was not very close international supervi- 
sion. a Oo | 

Mr. Quarles suggested as a matter of procedure that the meeting 
should develop major points of substance through discussion and refer 
the proposed policy back to the drafting group for revision in light of the 
discussion. Secretary Dulles mentioned that we have a time problem in. 
planning our procedures. The report of the UN Radiation Committee 
would be made public Sunday. This would lead to distorted but never- 
theless unfavorable criticism of the U.S. position on tests. Shortly there- 
after the Geneva technical talks were expected to end. Then, in 

mid-September, the UN General Assembly would begin. 

| ° Section e of paragraph 5 of Enclosure 1 to Document 165. Subsequent references to 
subparagraphs of paragraph 5 are also to this document. . | 

4 On August 10, the U.N. Secretary-General released the 228-page report of the U.N. 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation. One of the principal conclusions 
of the report was that more research was needed to assess the effect of low-level doses of 
radiation received over long periods of time. The Committee stated that even the smallest 

amounts of radiation could produce deleterious genetic, and perhaps somatic effects. 
| (U.N. Doc. A/3838 and Corr. 1) For an extract from the report, see Documents on Disarma- 

ment, 1945-1959, pp. 1056-1074. | | 7 |
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Mr. Farley stressed the need to keep the initiative by following up | 
promptly on the Geneva talks. He pointed out that any delay would lead 
to a Soviet propaganda barrage, which in turn could be used to make any 
subsequent change in U.S. policy appear to be a result of Soviet pressure. 

Mr. Quarles outlined the following points of substance relating to 
the proposed revisions in the policy. In paragraph 5a (1) and throughout 
the text he proposed the substitution of 24 months for 36 months as the 
duration of the suspension. Paragraph 5a (1) also should be amended to 
reflect the fact that the agreement by which tests would be suspended 
would include provision for the installation of an effective system of | 
inspection. The paragraph should also be revised to show that testing _ 
could be continued below the level of yields reliably detectable above 
ground and underground. | 

_ Secretary Dulles asked if this meant that we would keep our free- 
dom to test below 5 KT if the system presently under discussion in 
Geneva were agreed, and if Mr. Quarles were satisfied that this would be 
in our advantage. Mr. Quarles said we should retain such freedom, and 
that he proceeded on the assumptions: first, that anything we cannot 
detect the Soviets will do, and secondly, if they are going to doit, there are 

| ways that we also can use experimentation in the lowerand fractional KT _ 
range to advantage. Referring again to paragraph 5a (1), Mr. Quarles said 
that we should make as a condition precedent to any test cessation that a 

| method for inspecting that cessation must be agreed. 

Dr. Killian pointed out that in incorporating the idea of marginal 
yield in the policy, and avoiding any obligation to suspend tests below 
that value, we afforded an opportunity for the laboratories to continue 
useful work. : | 

_ Mr. Quarles, referring to paragraph 5a (2), said the draft should 
clearly indicate that the inspection system referred to was the same as in 
paragraph 5a (1). He presumed this was the intent of the present draft. In 
paragraph 5b of the draft Mr. Quarles suggested the substitution of 24 
months for 36. In paragraph 5c he felt a revision should make clear that 
we would refrain indefinitely from nuclear tests under two conditions, 

both of which must be met: first, that the suspension plan and system of 
inspection in paragraph 5a (1) was in effect and operating satisfactorily; 
and secondly, that an agreed plan for the cut-off of the production of fis- 

, sionable materials for weapons purposes was operating satisfactorily. If 
there were good faith performance of both agreements, the test suspen- 
sion would continue. | | 

| _ Secretary Dulles said that if you had a 90% probability of detection 
in the 5 KT range you would have perhaps 50% probability in certain | 
ranges below that. If tests in these lower ranges were detected, he asked 
whether you could determine that the test was above or below the allow-
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able 5 KT limit. If you detect a test can you prove that the Soviets have 
violated an agreement, he asked. | ea 

: Mr. Quarles said it would not be ascertainable with precision; that it 
would require adjudication; but that you also havean area of uncertainty 
that would require adjudication in distinguishing earthquakes from 
nuclear explosions. Mr. Farley mentioned that this would be relatively 
less difficult since you would, under the system we propose, be able to 

_ investigate earthquakes onthespot. | ne 

Mr. McCone said that there has to date been only one nuclear explo- 

sion underground, namely, the Rainier shot of 1.7 KT. We are, then, 

designing a system to detect underground explosions on the basis of 
hypothetical conclusions on which there is little evidence to date. | 

Secretary Dulles asked whether Defense could carry on necessary 
testing underground. Mr. Quarles said we also need tests above ground 

_to determine the capabilities of defensive weapons. Underground tests 
would give some but not all of the information needed. 

Mr. McCone said that our experience with the Soviets has been that 

they won’t talk about things in which they arebehind and hope tocatch _ 
| up. They will not, for example, talk about cessation of production of fis- 

a sionable material. Our halting of laboratory work through a test suspen- 
sion would tend to equalize our position into one of stalemate with the 

_ USSR. He wondered if we could have a shorter period for a test suspen- | 
sion in order that the competent organization within our laboratories 
mightnotbelost. = | a | 

Mr. Quarles thought paragraph 5b of the proposed policy meant we 
- would try to negotiate in good faith on implementation of the cut-off 

during the period of the test suspension. Mr. McCone said this was not 
7 his understanding of the proposal. It was our attempt to get Soviet 

acceptance of the principle of the cut-off, with its implementation to be 
: negotiated during the test suspension, which had failed in London. It _ 

| was hard to envisage reaching agreement with the Soviets on the cut-off 
at the outset of the test suspension. BF | 

Dr. Killian asked about the duration of the test cycle, whether it was | 
not still two years. General Starbird said the cycle was now almost con- | 

_ tinuous since the laboratories prepared for two years for tests in the 
Pacific area and conducted simultaneously a two-year cycle of prepara- 

| tions for tests on alternate years in the United States. 

Dr. Killian mentioned that the laboratories under the test suspen- 
sion as proposed by Defense could concentrate work on excepted tests in 
the smallerranges. | | | 

| Dr. Wiesner referred to the 650-stations system discussed in Geneva 
~ which could detect tests down to 1 kiloton, and asked whether the 

Defense Department would want to conduct tests of, say 50 tons even if 

| |
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that system were in operation. Mr. Quarles said yes, that all tests below 
the reliable range of detection should be continued. 

Mr. Allen Dulles said that CIA estimates the Soviet would not 
attempt to violate an agreement not to conduct any tests if there were 
substantial risk of being caught; instead, it would either conform or find 
excuse to denounce the agreement. — en | | 

The meeting adjourned with agreement that the drafting group 
should prepare a draft reflecting the suggestions that had been made. 
Secretary Dulles added that the Department of State would reserve on © 
the continuation of tests in the smaller ranges, and noted that AEC also 
reserved its position on the proposed draft. 

- 167. Editorial Note | | a 

On August 12, 1958, at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel in New York, Sec- 

retary Dulles and President Eisenhower discussed nuclear testing. 
According to the memorandum of conversation by Dulles, the discus-_. 
sion went as follows: , 

: “I said that another matter that was urgent was the reaching of a 
policy decision on nuclear testing. It seemed likely that there would bean 
agreement at Geneva and that coupled with the United Nations Com- 
mission Report made it urgent that we arrive at a new policy. I said that 
State was working actively with Defense and AEC on this subject and 
that Ithought some split would develop which the President would have 
to resolve. The President said he was thinking in terms of a total suspen- 
sion except of underground tests. I said I thought that the Defense 
Department would not like this because in a confined area some charac- 
teristics of the explosion could not be accurately estimated. The Presi- 
dent said that he did not think that this should be a reason against 
limiting the test to underground areas. _ | | 

“I suggested to General Goodpaster that he try to arrange a __ 
restricted meeting of those directly interested as soon as I could be back 
in Washington. The President said he had already asked Goodpaster to 
plan for this.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the 
President) See the Supplement. : 

| Dulles and Eisenhower were attending the U.N. General Assembly 
session, which the President addressed on August 13. For text of his 
address, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, 1958, pages 606-616. : :
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168. Memorandum of Conversation | oo 

| a Washington, August 13, 1958. 

SUBJECT | be ey | 

U.S. Policy on Nuclear Tests | - CO | 

PARTICIPANTS | | | 
State | | 

| The Under Secretary | | 
Mr. Philip J. Farley, S/AE 

Mr. Fisher Howe, S/S , | | 

Mr. Vincent Baker, S/ AE 

Defense | : 
Mr. Donald A. Quarles 

Lt. General Clovis E. Byers | 
Captain Clifford S. Foster | 

AEC ee | 
Mr. John A. McCone 

General Alfred D. Starbird 

| CIA 
Mr. Allen Dulles - 

White House | . | : 
Mr. Gordon Gray | 
Dr. James R. Killian, Jr. | 
Mr.Spurgeon Keeny —s_ , o 

Mr. Bromley Smith | 

‘Mr. Herter outlined the procedures anticipated in connection with 
the conclusion of the Geneva technical talks. He said that the conference 
might agree on a report as early as August 15, and the United States | 

| should in any case be prepared no later than August 22 to make an 
announcement on the change in policy now under consideration. The 
Secretary, he said, was considering the possibility of a unilateral 
announcement on nuclear tests in which the UK would join. The Secre- 
tary was inclined to feel that the French would not join in the policy 
announcement.! . a | se | 

| Mr. Quarles asked what areas of agreement had. been developed | 
thus far in Geneva. Mr. Keeny said he had just returned from Genevaand 
there was substantial agreement on the number of posts, the nature of 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /8~-1358. Secret. Drafted by Vin- | 
cent Baker. a So 

| 1 Herter and Dulles, who was in New York, discussed by telephone at 1:14 p.m. on 
: August 13 the issues raised during this meeting. (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Gen- 

eral Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement. |
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inspection and the technical requirements of an organization to conduct 
the inspection. As to control posts, he said that agreement seemed likely 
on 160-170 posts as the total number on a global basis. The conference 
had defined the kind of equipment they would have, the method of their 
operation, including their requirements for monitoring aircraft flights 
under certain conditions. As to inspection, he thought the conference 
would probably agree on mandatory on-the-spot inspection of unre- 
solved events of either a seismic or acoustic nature. The Soviets were 
now sticking on the word “suspicion” as a requirement for on-the-spot 
investigation, and the West was insisting on the right of immediate, 
unimpeded investigation of any “unresolved” events. As to the control 
organization, the U.S. draft dealt in simple terms on essential rights of 
the control organ and provided that a technical organization would 
decide upon inspection of individual events on the basis of pre-agreed 
criteria. The Soviets, he said, continued to raise matters that would 

involve political decisions, i.e., the relationship of the.control organ to the 
UN and whether there should be national or international staffs for 
observation. The Western delegation believed, however, that the Soviets 

would withdraw the political parts of their proposals in order to achieve 
agreement. The conference had agreed on a system which would detect 
with an 80%-90% level of confidence explosions of 1-2 kilotons in the 
atmosphere, and, with a similar degree of reliability, underground tests 
of 5 kilotons. The system would have some capability in the 1-5 kiloton 
range. The conference had not agreed on a system for detection of high 
altitude tests, although various possibilities had been discussed. 

Mr. Quarles asked for clarification of the 80%-90% probability fig- 
ure. Mr. Keeny said that it meant two quite different things as applied to 
above ground and underground explosions respectively. In the case of 
explosions in the atmosphere, the system provided 80%-90% probability 
of detection and identification. In the case of underground tests, 90% of 

events with an energy of 5 kiloton explosions would be identified as 
earthquakes. 10% would require inspection to be identified, but 100% 
would be detected. Since identification of 10% of such events would 
require evidence beyond that of the instrumentation provided in the sys- 
tem, the criterion of “suspicion” might not be adequate as a basis for on- 
the-spot investigation. It was the unanimous view of the delegation, 
however, that agreement on these matters will be achieved. The Soviets 
had made important concessions already and it seemed improbable that 
they would not go on at this stage to reach agreement. | 

Mr. Gray said we must also consider the possibility that the Soviets 
might walk out of the conference, even at this stage. Mr. Dulles agreed, 
commenting that Khrushchev had been known to change his mind quite : 
suddenly, as in the case of the recent summit negotiations.
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_ Mr. Herter asked whether political or technical matters might serve 
as the basis for such a break in the conference. Dr. Killian said the Soviets 

- could denounce the whole system as being too complex and say it was 
_ designed for espionage. Mr. Quarles said that would be the easiest kind 

of propaganda for the West to counter. Dr. Killian agreed, saying that the 
_record of the conference would be made public and would support the 

| Western position. Mr. Keeny observed that if the Soviets walked out now 7 
the Western case would be well documented. Dr. Killian agreed that this 
would be true, at least if sophisticated people looked at the report. Mr. 

_ Farley added it would be hard for the Soviets, even to an unsophisticated 

audience, to deny their own acceptance of on-the-spot investigation or to 
deny the flexibility in the Western position in moving from a 650- to a. | 
170-station system. | | 

_ Mr. Herter observed that we should begin studying the verbatim 
- records to prepare our defense on points of disagreement in case the 

- Soviets should break up the conference. He asked whether the 170 posts 
were to be spaced by agreed criteria. Dr. Killian said they were. 

Mr. Gray asked whether Communist China would be included in 
the system. Mr. Keeny said the disposition of posts had been decided 
merely on a global basis sub-divided by continents and that specific 

-. countries in which posts would be placed had not been discussed. It 
_ would be possible to avoid putting posts in Communist China if we were 

_ willing to degrade the capabilities of the system, but we would have to 
have inspection rights to investigate unresolved events in China, 
whether or not there were posts there, if the system was to have any 

- meaning. —— | | 

| Mr. Quarles said he believed the kind of question most likely to 
cause a break in negotiations would come after the technical phase. Such 
 questionsas location of the control posts and the nationality of inspectors 

-- could lead to protracted propaganda operations of the kind we wit- | 
7 nessed at Panmunjom. | | 

Mr. McCone asked whether we could counter or avoid that kind of 
situation by a unilateral declaration on test limitation for a period. We 
could, for example, call off all tests which create off-site effects and say 

that underground tests, being an internal matter of no direct interna- 
tional concern, would continue. We could point out with satisfaction 

_ what the technical people had agreed on certain technical aspects of the 
| system and that accordingly, we would now take this step to further the 

_ prospects of agreement. Mr. Quarles said he could not agree that a unilat- 
eral declaration of this kind would be in our interest, since it would 

| reduce our bargaining power in negotiation of the political aspects of a 
control system.
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Mr. Herter commented that Dr. Fisk had submitted some comments 
on the possibility of excepting underground explosions. Mr. Farley read 
Dr. Fisk’s comments as summarized in Denuc 157.2 

Mr. Quarles said he thought we would be vulnerable if we put for- 
ward an exception for peaceful uses as a part of our proposal, since the 
whole thing is just a proposal on nuclear weapons tests and has no direct 
bearing on peaceful uses. 

Mr. McCone raised the question of detectability of underground 
tests, saying that Dr. Teller believes they could be dampened, but added 
that Dr. Mark does not. 

_ Dr. Killian said that dampening looks increasingly difficult from a 
technical point of view. Mr. Keeny said the delegation became much less 
concerned about this problem as it studied the question, and that damp- 
ening effects, say on the order of 10, were not a practical possibility in the 
view of the delegation. : 

Mr. Herter asked the difference in value from a military standpoint 
between tests underground and those above ground. General Starbird 
said that confining tests to underground explosions would rule out sys- 
tems tests of a kind which are especially important for systems operating 
at high altitude or under water. We can, however, test individual compo- 

nents of these systems underground, and that is far better than no test- 

ing. — 

Mr. Herter asked if we would want from a military standpoint the 
unlimited right to a test above ground. Mr. Quarles said if we had an 
unlimited freedom of choice we would. | 

Dr. Killian mentioned that there is uncertainty regarding the haz- 
ards of such testing but there is no scientific finding of fact of any definite 
ill effects from such tests. 

Mr. McCone said that if tests were continued above ground we 
would limit such tests to a point that they produced no increase in the 
level of radioactivity now in the atmosphere. Dr. Killian mentioned that 
any test limitation of this kind would not follow in logic from the Geneva 
talks. Mr. Quarles said it was hard to see such a limitation as productive 
in the cold war as against the Soviet position that there should be no tests 

| at all. He would not think it desirable, even as an internal measure during 
negotiations, because we would be doing less than the Soviets have 
done. Mr. Quarles would prefer the posture of favoring further negoti- 

* In Denuc 157 from Geneva, August 12, Fisk commented that a commitment to con- 
duct future tests only underground “appears particularly technically unwise,” and public 
announcement of this policy would endorse the Soviet position on the hazard of fallout 

_ and increase the problem of continuing tests in the atmosphere and at high altitudes in the 
event a test agreement was not reached. (Department of State, Central Files, 
700.5611 /8—1258)
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ations, this time on the political side of the control problem, but again 
without commitment as to the relationship of test cessation to other mea- 
sures of disarmament. | | 

Dr. Killian said he believed we should either do as Mr. Quarles sug- ee 
gested or say that we were willing to proceed with a complete test sus- 
pension rather than a limitation of tests. | | 

Mr. Herter commented that underground testing was quite differ- 
ent in its implications from a political standpoint from testing above 
ground. Mr. Quarles said he believed the logic of the Geneva procedure 
would be to seek first technical agreement on controls, secondly, agree- 
ment on the political phases of controls, and thirdly, agreement to stop 
tests possibly within the broader context of agreed disarmament steps. 
He would not favor a unilateral declaration, even ofa partial suspension, 
since this would not show up well against the moves the Soviets have 
already made. Mr. Herter said that Mr. Quarles’ analysis did not deal 
fully with what we would do if we get agreement on the political phases 
of control. He asked whether we would still test without limitation up 

until the time the agreement is ratified. | | : 

Mr. McCone said that negotiations would be likely to go on indefi- 
nitely, and that we should not stop tests indefinitely while waiting. Dr. 
Killian commented that the talks at Geneva had accomplished some- 
thing never achieved before in the way of serious discussions of disarma- 
ment controls. Mr. Quarles said he agreed, and welcomed this 

| development, but thought we should not commit ourselves in advance 
on our position with respect to continuation of testing. | 

_ Mr. Gray said the distinction between technical and political aspects 
of control seemed undesirable from a public relations standpoint. If we 
planned to discuss the distinction, probably instead of calling it “techni- 
cal vs. political” we should perhaps call it “technical vs. practical” 
aspects of control. Mr. Farley stated that in a political negotiation it — 

| would be difficult to avoid dealing with the political question of condi- 
tions under which we would suspend tests. | 

Mr. Gray said that the President must decide if we are to break a test 
suspension away from the cut-off in the present package. Mr. Farley said 
we would need agreement on conditions under which tests would be 
suspended in a political negotiation in order both (a) to break the disar- 
mament impasse and (b) to take advantage of the inspection to which the 
Soviets had agreed at Geneva. 

Dr. Killian mentioned some of the policy decisions which would be 
required if such agreement were to be sought. Should we depart from 

_ present NSC policy by separating testing from the cut-off? Should we 
| include Red China? Should we define safeguards as being less than 100% 

certainty? Should we continue to seek cessation of production of fission- 
able materials for weapons purposes? Is it in the U.S. interest to hold
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stocks of fissionable materials at present levels? Is it our policy to seek 
further refinements in our defensive capabilities? Would we reassure the 
world about the problem of fallout by our proposal? Would it benefit us 
from an intelligence and political standpoint to penetrate the Iron Cur- 
tain? Do we want to avoid a resumption of tests by the USSR? What 
would be the relative effects on the US and USSR of test cessation now? 

Mr. McCone, referring to the final question, said that we are ahead in 
nuclear weapons development but since the USSR reserves the privilege 
of a first strike, they may have what they feel they need for this purpose, | 
while we have a greater need for the more complex defensive weapons. 

Mr. Quarles said he believed we were all agreed on the relative capa- 
_ bilities of the two countries; the difference is in our assessment of how — 

much a cessation would hurt each. The USSR has certain geographical 
_ advantages. Defense and AEC think that a test cessation would hurt the — 

US more than the USSR. The Bethe Panel, on the other hand, believes a 
test cessation would be to our advantage, since the problems of defensive 
weapons at this stage are not so much in the nuclear as in the electronic 
field. Defense would like to go back to the President recommending con- 
tinued endorsement of the August 29 disarmament proposals, and sup- 
plementing these proposals with a recommendation that we move 
rapidly toward negotiation of the political aspects of control. The real 
question is whether we recede from the London package proposal and if 
so, what kind of suspension would be in our interest. 

Dr. Killian asked whether Mr. Quarles still held to the idea of excep- 
tions for underground tests in the lower ranges. Mr. Quarles said that he 
held the U.S. should have the right to test below the threshhold of capa- 
bility of the inspection system, but that whether or not we exercise that 
right should be a national policy decision rather than a matter for 
international agreement. 

It was decided that discussions of these matters would be continued _ 
| at a further meeting on Friday3 

—____ 
° August 15; see Document 170.
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169. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary 

of State Dulles and the Under Secretary of State (Herter) - 

| | | | August 14, 1958, 12:54 p.m. 

- TELEPHONE CALL TO MR. HERTER | 

H said the two pending issues of importance are the Taiwan Straits 

and cessation of nuclear testing. | | 

[Here follows discussion of Taiwan.] 

On the other it is clear with Killian, McCone and Quarles there is : 

basic opposition to doing anything at all. He thinks by tomorrow they 

will havea pretty clear concept of their own position, so they can have an 

outline before the Sec and the Pres. Killian says as a scientist he wants to 

goon. The Sec said he advocated cessation. H said he mentioned that yes- 

terday. It should be complete without exceptions. McCone is for it except 

underground. Quarles wants to make it inseparable from the first phase 

of the disarmament package. He is willing to move a little away—but 

says no offer on cessation until there is a firm agreement on inspection. It 

looks as if they will close at the end of the week in Geneva. The political 

questions are still wide open. After H finished on this the Sec responded 

by saying he said at press conf we would have to insist on observation 

points and they are waiting for us to ask in Communist China and they 

will say recognize us first. There is the question of who would supervise | 

the thing—international bodies or neutrals. Quarles thinks the political 

questions are insuperable and so no offer until they are adjusted—this 

from Herter. H said it is not in shape yet to put up to the Pres. The Sec 

asked when and H said there would be another meeting tomorrow by 

noon. Farley worked all night on papers. The Sec said he probably won't 

be down until Wednesday.! 

_ [Here follows discussion of the Middle East.] 
Then H said in connection with the preliminary draft statement for 

the Sec or the Pres to make when Geneva folds up—it will welcome the 

progress etc. and take the initiative for an early conference re political 

problems with the same group perhaps. H said the Sec had referred to 

two stages but the first thing would be where and under whose auspices | 

inspection should be made—back in framework of the UN—there is the 

question of being prepared for something when it breaks. The Sec thinks 

weshould announce unilaterally suspension provided the Russians con- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations. Tran- 

_ scribed by Phyllis D. Bernau. Dulles was in New York and Herter was in Washington. 

1 August 20. |
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tinue theirs. H thinks McCone would go along with that. Quarles would 
fight it. The Sec said he would say on the assumption the Russians will 
continue their business and we will do the same for 12 months except for 
underground and in the meantime we will develop all political angles to 
see if there is a basis for continuing it. We have to say something before 
the GA meets. H said Killian might go all the way for limited period of 
time. The Sec asked H to have Farley draw up something. H said the Sec 
may want to consult with the Br and Fr in arriving at a position. The Sec | 
would like something by Monday.? H should push it with the Pres to 
have something to discuss here. H will try to get something up tonight. 

— * August 18. / - | oo | 

————$ $e 

170.. Memorandum of Conversation 

| Washington, August 15, 1958. 

SUBJECT | 

U.S. Policy on Nuclear Tests 

PARTICIPANTS 

State 

The Acting Secretary 
Mr. Philip J. Farley, S/AE 

| Mr. Fisher Howe, S/S 
Mr. Vincent Baker, S/ AE 

Defense 
Mr. Donald A. Quarles 

| Lt. General Clovis E. Byers 

Captain Clifford S. Foster 

| AEC 

Mr. John A. McCone 

General Alfred Starbird 

CIA 
Mr. Allen Dulles 
Mr. Darcy Brent 

White House 
Mr. Gordon Gray 
Dr. James R. Killian, Jr. | 
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny 
Mr. Bromley Smith 

| Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/8~-1558. Secret. Drafted by 
Baker.
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Mr. Herter stated that Mr. Farley had conferred with the Secretary 
this morning in New York on the proposed policy statement on nuclear : 
tests! and would be back in about twenty minutes. In the meantime he 
wanted to discuss current developments in Geneva. In this connection he 
read Denuc 163 of August 14? which had just been received. 

_ Following a brief discussion of the status of negotiations in Geneva, 
Mr. Herter turned to the draft announcement on the proposed test sus- | 
pension which had been taken to New York as a basis for consultation 

- with the Secretary, and read the draft to the group. He said that an 
appointment had been made for 2:30 Monday, August 17, with the Presi- 

| _ dent to discuss a statement along these lines.° | 

| _ Mr Farley arrived and pointed out the changes in the draft under 
| consideration which had been suggested by the Secretary.* | 

The discussion then turned to a definition of issues posed for deci- 
sion by the draft statement. In this connection Mr. Quarles noted that a | 
suspension of tests as of the date of the beginning of negotiations was 
proposed in the draft statement, whereas the policy paper under consid- 
eration in previous meetings had referred only to a suspension as of the 
effective date of the agreement. He referred to tests presently scheduled | 

| by the United States and the United Kingdom. _. 

Mr. Gray noted that another issue to which the President's attention 
- should be called is the question of Communist China and its relationship 

to the proposed test suspension agreement. Mr. Herter noted that if 
Communist China demanded recognition as the price for agreement, 
this demand—rather than U.S. policy—would be the stumbling block on 
the road to agreement in the eyes of the world. Mr. McCone said we 
might let the UK or Scandinavians do any actual negotiating with Com- 
munist China, since they have recognized its government. _ | | 

Dr. Killian said that he had already prepared a paper defining some 
of the issues which the President would have to be aware of in making a 
decision, and distributed the paper for information.° | | 

' Apparent reference to Enclosure 1 to Document 165. | 7 
2 In this telegram, the Delegation at Geneva reported that “there appeared to be fur- 

ther meetings of the minds on most significant points other than numbers of posts, discus- 
sion of which Fedorov obviously postponing to last.” (Department of State, Central Files, 
700.5611 /8-1458) | a . 

_ 3 For text of the statement as made on August 22, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1945-1959, pp. 1111-1112. A draft version of this statement, August 18, with Eisenhower’s 
initials and revisions in his hand, is in the Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles— 

Herter Series. See the Supplement. : | 
4 These changes have not been identified. | 7 
5 This undated paper, entitled “Policy Questions Raised by the Discussion of Test 

Cessation or Limitation,” was transmitted to Goodpaster by Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr., of Kil- 
lian’s officé on August 15. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary 
Records, Nuclear Testing) See the Supplement. | :
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Mr. Gray noted two additional issues: one was the separation pro- 
posed between the test suspension and other elements of our present dis- 
armament position; another was the redefinition of the term 

“safeguarded” in our present disarmament policy which would, under 
the new proposal, in effect mean “largely safeguarded”. 

Mr. Herter asked whether the safeguards agreed in Geneva would 
in fact be adequate. Dr. Killian said we could never have complete cer- 
tainty, but the Geneva control system would represent the achievable 
goal in this direction, and it was unlikely that significant testing could go 
on. | | 

Mr. Quarles asked whether the redefinition of “safeguarded” meant 
. that in the proposed policy statement testing in the lower ranges would 

be suspended even though the control system was not highly reliablein 
these ranges. Mr. Gray said this was its meaning. Mr. Quarles indicated _ 
agreement and said he thought tests in the lower ranges should continue. 

Dr. Killian stated that the system agreed at Geneva, he believed, 
would pose a risk of detection so great even below the five kiloton range 
that no country would attempt tests. — | a 

Mr. McCone noted that the proposed policy statement involved 
other issues of NSC policy as well, for example, the policy of reliance on 
nuclear weapons and the policy of promoting a vigorous program for 
research and development. , 

Dr. Killian stated that if disarmamentis alsoa real goal of U.S. policy, 
the two policies to which Mr. McCone referred would necessarily have to 
be adjusted in some degree even though we could—and should—of 
course, continue an active research and development program. Mr. 
Herter referred to the importance of disarmament as a goal of U.S. policy 
as reflected most recently in the President’s speech in the special session 
of the United Nations General Assembly. 

Mr. McCone said there was also the issue of a suspension applicable 
to tests above ground as distinct from underground tests. Dr. Killian 
mentioned there was the additional problem of the phasing of a suspen- 

| sion in relation to other measures. Mr. Herter asked whether Mr. McCone 
would accept a phasing which would permit the suspension of tests in 
the atmosphere first, to be followed at a later time by a suspension of 
underground tests. Mr. McCone said he would, and that a complete sus- 

pension might be justified at a later date if there were sufficient progress 
in disarmament as a whole. By the time such progress were achieved, 
however, he thought it would be more generally recognized by public 
opinion that peaceful uses can be advanced by underground testing. It 

° For text of Eisenhower’s address to the Third Special Emergency Session of the U.N. | 
General Assembly, August 13, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight , 
D. Eisenhower, 1958, pp. 606-616.
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might even then be advisable to continue underground tests for this pur- ) 
_ pose. Dr. Killian observed that a return to underground testing forpeace- 

ful purposes after the period of complete test cessation might be 

psychologically more advantageous than proposing an exception for | 

underground tests in the first instance. Mr. Quarles noted that some test- 
ing for peaceful purposes in the small ranges might be continued below 
the threshhold of effective monitoring. Oo | ae 

~ Mr. McCone asked how practical the threshold is from the stand- | 
. point of enforceability. Mr. Brent said that we can detect tests in the five- 

to-ten kiloton range above ground with existing equipment. The 
practical threshold would be very low indeed if this system were supple- 
mented by that agreed upon in Geneva. Si eee 

|  Asto phasing possible steps, Mr. McConesuggested wemightfrom 
- September 1 of this year to January of 1960 agree to limit testing to fully - 
contained underground firings and to cooperate in establishment of the 
system for test detection, while continuing our efforts to reach agree- 
ment on conventional reduction, the peaceful uses of outer space, the 

_. nuclear cut-off and reduction of stockpiles of fissionable material. We 
might then say that whena satisfactory monitoring system was in opera- 
tion and there was sufficient progress on disarmament, we would adopt 
such further limitations on testing as seemed appropriate in the light of 
the degree of effectiveness of the monitoring system and the general 

| international situation. The United States should reserve its right to 
reconsider at a later date what limitations were appropriate. Dr. Killian 

observed this would mean underground tests would continue until 
there was a general disarmament agreement. Mr. Quarles said that such | 
a package might look very much like our present first stage disarmament | 
package and thereby lose some of its political appeal. Mr. McCone said 
that under this proposal the AEC could carry on the program which 
Defense has indicated that it needs, and that otherwise, AEC would be 
seriously handicapped in carrying out this program. = 

Referring to the draft Presidential announcement, Mr. Dulles sug- _ 
gested that a specific date such as September 14 or the first of October 
might be mentioned. Mr. Herter said that a date could be added along 
with a statement that the United States hoped that by that date the 
negotiations would have begun. He asked Dr. Killian’s view on the | 
advisability of continued underground testing. Dr. Killian said if we 
wanted a test suspension agreement, continuation of underground test- 
ing might be disadvantageous. The Soviets could use this partofourpro- _ 
posal to charge bad faith on our part, or at least unwillingness to suspend 
tests completely. Mr. Brent said that from an intelligence standpoint the 
Soviets do not appear to be testing at all, and that sucha proposal would 
amount to proposing that the Soviets begin testing underground. Mr. 

| Quarles said it might be better to state our proposal for continuation of
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underground tests ina different way, perhaps by offering to discontinue 
any tests which would put radioactive materials into the atmosphere. He 
said this proposal had an additional logic, namely that we are closer to | 
agreement on the means of detecting earlier tests than on detecting © : 
underground tests; accordingly, there would be a plausibility in reserv- 
ing for a time our position on underground tests. 

Mr. Brent noted that in previous discussions our proposals had not 
called for a unilateral test suspension. Mr. Farley said this was because 
we had in the past been discussing a policy proposal to be incorporated 
in a negotiated agreement. The additional unilateral step would have as 
one purpose that of preventing the Soviets from resuming tests during 
negotiations on the agreement. Mr. Quarles said that the early unilateral 

~ move also had the rationale of a) avoiding contamination of the atmos- _ 
) phere and b) facilitating the political negotiations on the test suspension | 

agreement. | 

Mr. Gray asked whether Defense still held to the threshhold idea. 
Mr. Quarles said that the Joint Chiefs would not comment upon thedis- _ 
tinction between underground tests and those in the atmosphere 
because they held to the present package policy. They would comment 
on alternatives only after there had been a decision to change the present 

_ policy. The Office of the Secretary of Defense, however, would want to 
hold to the threshold concept—not necessarily to announce that we 
would continue tests in the lower ranges but not to give up the idea of our 
freedom to act at our discretion below the range of enforceable limita- 
tions. | 

Mr. Gray said in defining the issues more clearly it would be helpful 
to know how long AEC would propose to continue underground tests. 
Mr. McCone said he favored their continuation only in the first phase. 
However, he did not consider underground testing any more a matter of 
international concern than explosions, for example, of dynamite. ) 

While Mr. Herter left the meeting to talk to Secretary Dulles, who 
was calling from New York, Dr. Killian said that by way of defining the 
issues, he would be glad to read an unfinished draft now in preparation 

__ inhis office on the pros and cons of test suspension. He read this paper to a 
the group.” | 

_ Mr. Herter returned from his conversation with Secretary Dulles, 
noting that the Secretary believed that once we admit that testing above 
ground constitutes a real hazard, it would be very difficult to go back to 
testing above ground. It would be the more difficult after it had been stig- 

’ The August 15 paper, entitled “Principal Arguments for a Test Cessation,” was 
transmitted to Goodpaster by Keeny, August 15. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office 
Files, Staff Secretary Records, Nuclear Testing) See the Supplement. No specific “con” 
paper has been found.
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matized by a clear distinction drawn between tests above and below the , 
| ground. | 

Mr. Herter said there was the need for scientific decision also on the 
effects of the two kinds of suspension on our security requirements. Mr. _ 
Quarles said he believed we could state the distinction in a way to meet 
the problem Secretary Dulles had raised, especially as the United States 
has consistently held that testing in the atmosphere would not constitute 
a hazard. Dr. Killian believed we would find it more difficult to maintain 
this position in view of the report of the UN Radiation Committee.’ Mr. 
Quarles said that applying the line of reasoning which the Secretary had | 
suggested, it might be harder to resume any form of testing if once we 
suspended any form of testing. a | 

Mr. Gray noted there was a consensus in the meeting on much of the 
draft Presidential statement. He suggested that a redraft should be pre- 
pared with brackets indicating the principal issues, such as the proposed 
exception for underground testing and for tests below the threshhold of 

reliable detection. On the threshold question Mr. Quarles said that this : 
issue would arise only after it had been decided to separate a test suspen- 
sion from the rest of the package. We might then announce that there 
would be no tests which would lead to atmospheric contamination. 
Then, at a still later date, after a system of detection were agreed, say a 

year from now, we could decide on the threshold problem in the light of 
the capabilities of the agreed system. : | 

- Dr Killian asked whether the Department of Defense agreed that 
the purpose of the negotiation was to establish a monitoring system fora 
complete test cessation. Mr. Quarles said yes, that we should be prepared 
to accept a complete cessation if the negotiations result in a system which | 
would justify it. Mr. Quarles would like to preface the document with the 
statement that the first decision by the President would be the issue of 
separability. | 

It was agreed that Mr. Farley should prepare a revised draft of the 
Presidential announcement with brackets indicating the principal issues 
involved. | | 

8 See footnote 4, Document 166.
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171. Record of Meeting _ 

Washington, August 18, 1958. 

REVISION OF U.S. POSITION ON FIRST PHASE DISARMAMENT 

Meeting held August 18 from 12:00 to 2:05 P.M.; chaired by Acting 
Secretary Herter and attended by Deputy Defense Secretary Quarles, 
accompanied by Lt. Gen. Byers; Chairman McCone, accompanied by 
Gen. Starbird; Allen Dulles, Dr. Killian, Gordon Gray, and others. 

Secretary Herter introduced a revised draft of a statement to be 
made by the President at the conclusion of the Geneva Technical Meeting 
in the event that substantial agreement is reached on feasible methods of 
monitoring a cessation of nuclear tests. The draft, in its operative para- 
graphs, presented most of the differences of opinion by means of brack- 
ets. A copy of the draft is attached.! The positions of the participants 
appear to be as follows: 

a. State favored the unilateral one-year suspension of all nuclear 
testing, during which time an effort would be made to negotiate with the 
USSR and the UK, other nations accepting responsibilities under the 
agreement in which monitoring stations would be established (Commu- 
nist China, France) participating as appropriate. The agreement to be 
negotiated would involve the terms of cessation, as well as the practical 
measures required to install an effective monitoring system. During the 
course of the meeting, State retreated from its position of desiring to 
negotiate a 24-month cessation of testing to a position of stating that the 
U.S. was prepared at the beginning of each year of extension of unilateral 
test suspension to continue withholding tests for an additional year, 
depending on whether satisfactory progress was being made in instal- 
ling an effective monitoring system and satisfactory progress toward 
other substantial arms control measures. State was flatly opposed to per- 
mitting the continuance of underground testing. It also opposed limiting 
the statement to the mere announcement that we would participate in 
negotiations to draw up a test monitoring system. 

b. The Joint Chiefs, in a formal letter to the President, restated and 

reaffirmed their opposition to test cessation, as well as separation of a 
test cessation agreement from other proposals in the London “package”. 
(Apparently the letter to the President is identical with the copy of aJCS 
letter which Deputy Secretary Quarles gave to Mr. Gray two days ear- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Executive Secretary’s Subject Files, 
Policy re Use. Secret. Drafted by Bromley Smith on August 20. 

' See footnote 3, Document 170. The draft was not attached and has not been found.
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lier.2 There is no copy of the letter sent to the President in our files.) The 
JCS argument included their belief that if tests ceased they would never 

_ bestarted again, even though a cessation agreement provided the condi- 
tions under which testing could legally be resumed. _ 

c. Defensealso opposed any change in existing arms control policy, 
but was prepared to live witha change if the President decided that polit- 
ical considerations were controlling. In the event a change was made, 
Defense accepted the State position on unilateral cessation, except for its 
desire to continue underground testing. In any agreement to be nego- 
tiated, Defense continues to stand by the “threshold” concept, i.e., that 
no agreement would require the U.S. to promise to withhold tests which 
were below the capability of the monitoring system to detect. The Secre- 
tary of Defense apparently stated his views in a letter addressed tothe _ 

President from which Deputy Secretary Quarles read extracts. Thereis 

no copy of this letter in our files. an | | | 

_ d. AEC opposed any agreement involving cessation of testing. It | 
was prepared to accept an agreement regarding the installation of amon- 
itoring system. AEC also opposed an agreed cessation of testing, but was 
prepared to accept unilateral limitations on testing. For the first year, the 
US. would limit testing to aboveground explosions. As progress was _ 
made toward agreement on a monitoring system and on other disarma- 
ment measures, the U.S., again unilaterally, would at appropriate times 
state its willingness to further limit testing. At no time, however, would it 

be prepared to agree to promise not to continue tests below the “thresh- 
old”. | | 

Chairman McCone was very strongly opposed to a cessation of test- 
ing. He said the offer suggested by the State Department was not neces- 
sary, went far beyond what the situation demanded, and was not in the 
U.S. national interest. He argued that in our national territory the firing 

of nuclear weapons underground concerned no one but the U.S. All radi- 7 

ation would be contained in underground tests and no one would be 

affected other than the citizens of the United States. He did not accept 
Secretary Dulles’ reasoning, as stated by Acting Secretary Herter, that if 
we agreed to halt aboveground tests and continue underground tests, 
the resumption of aboveground tests, in the event no agreement was 
reached with the USSR, would become almost impossible because by 
implication we have admitted that aboveground tests were harmful. Mr. 
McCone said that the effect of the State proposal would be to place us at 
the mercy of the Russians—during the suspension period our laborato- 
ries would be disbanded and in the event we wished to resume testing 

| 2 Reference is toa memorandum from the JCS to the Secretary of Defense, August 15, ° 

| which was then apparently sent asa letter to the President. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman 
File, Nuclear Testing) See the Supplement. -
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we would not be in a position to do so for several years. He again recited 
the cost of a suspension to the U.S., citing the efficient warhead Polaris, 
the anti-missile missile, small low-range battlefield tactical weapons, etc. 

e. Dr. Killian did not state a flat view, but reaffirmed his belief that 
to be meaningful, cessation of tests must be total. He referred again to the 
unfortunate effect which a conditional suspension would have on the 
Russian scientists, and toa lesser extent, on the U.S. scientific community 
which had been proceeding on the assumption that the monitoring sys- 
tem was being set up to monitor a total cessation. He pointed out that 
about half of the time of the Geneva meeting had been spent in discus- 
sing methods of monitoring underground tests. He said that as regards | 
aboveground tests, our present capability, without stations in the USSR, 
was substantial and could be greatly improved by additional stations 
outside the Soviet Union. Hence, a monitoring system for aboveground 
tests could be set up without an agreement with the USSR. He said the 
issue involved whether the U.S. was honestly interested in obtaining an 
agreement for cessation of tests, or whether it was merely adopting a 
position on testing to meet a public relations problem caused by the 
agreement reached at Geneva. (In the earlier discussion with Mr. Gray | 
before the State meeting, Dr. Killian referred to a tightly-held report of 
the Science Advisory Committee? which concluded that it would be in 
the over-all U.S. interest, vis-a-vis the USSR, to cease testing. He pre- 
ferred not to include the scientists’ conclusions in any written docu- 
ment.) : 

Dr. Killian asked whether Congressional consultations would be 
required. The point he-was trying to make he had made earlier to Mr. 
Gray, i.e., does the President act alone, following a discussion with his 
advisers, on the question of suspending tests, or should he consult mem- 
bers of the Legislative Branch. Secretary Herter replied that when a 
treaty was involved, Congressional consultation would be required. He 

| did not respond to the broader issue raised by Dr. Killian. Secretary 
Herter said Secretary Dulles would confer with the British and French 
Foreign Ministers in New York prior to any announcement. 

° Not found. See Document 151. |
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172. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower _ 

So | | Washington, August 18, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT ae 

° 7 Secretary Herter, Mr. McCone, Secretary Quarles, Mr. Allen Dulles, Mr. Gordon 

| Gray, Mr. Wadsworth, Dr. Killian, Mr. Farley, Lt. Gen. Clovis Byers, Mr. Keeny 

_ Secretary Herter showed the President a proposed policy statement 

regarding possible suspension of atomic testing by the United States if a 

_ technical agreement is reached at Geneva.! The President stressed that 

we must make clear that if we do not get agreement on test controls we 

will resume testing on some certain date. He also asked if high altitude 

tests are subject to detection. Mr. Keeny said that they are, in that the tech- 

nical means are known, but Mr. Quarles added that means now existing 

would not be able to detect a high altitude shot. _ a 

Mr. Gray brought out that the paper shown to the President did not 

- carry the agreement of Defense, including the JCS, nor of AEC. Mr. | 

Quarles said the Joint Chiefs consider that the net effect of the proposed _ 

test suspension will be disadvantageous militarily. They feel that we 

should maintain our previous position unless the political advantages of 

the proposal outweigh the military disadvantage. If such a determina- 

_tion is made then they feel that the memorandum as presented is gener- 

ally acceptable. The President recalled that Dr. Rabihad come in and said 

that the United States is technically ahead of the Soviets, who lack one 

important discovery, and that the United States would gain technically 

by stopping the tests. I commented that the situation with regard to the 

balance of advantage in technical terms through cessation is not clear, 

and that differing views seem to have been presented. Dr. Killian com- 

mented that his group felt that technically the U.S. would gain relatively 

through cessation of tests. Mr. Quarles and Mr. McCone said that their | 

advisors did not agree with this assessment in technical terms, and Mr. 

Quarles added that militarily the disadvantage to the United States was _ 

| even greater. The President stated that disagreement as to the balance of 

advantage is an element in the whole argument. 

The President then indicated he saw some reason to make an excep- 

tion to the general statement so as to permit tests for peaceful purposes. 

_ Mr. Wadsworth said he thought that half of the impact would be lost if 

exceptions were included. The President recalled that Secretary Dulles 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

z Goodpaster. According to Eisenhower’s Appointment Book, this meeting lasted from 2:35 

| to3:43 p.m. (Ibid) . | 

1 See footnote 3, Document 170.
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had said that the accepting of underground tests would be a tacit admis- 
sion that above-ground tests are harmful. He thought the Russians 
would not accept our proposal. After further discussion he indicated 
agreement to omitting the exception. | 

Secretary Herter asked as to consultation with the Congress. The 
President thought that the top four Congressional leaders, plus perhaps 
a very few others, might be informed of this action shortly in advance of 
its being taken. Secretary Quarles suggested omitting certain references 
to the UK, and Mr. Herter said that there are real problems concerning 
the UK. Mr. Gray said that the question of our relationship with Commu- 
nist China is implicitly raised, since no inspection system could be effec- 
tive without stations in Communist China. The President stressed that he - 
did not accept any implication of recognizing Communist China. . 

Mr. McCone said that the Commission unanimously opposes the 
cessation of tests. The President said he recognized that fact, but that the 
Commission is not concerned with the question of world political posi- 
tion. He felt that our world situation requires that we achieve the political 
benefits of this action. In a discussion as to whether the atomic laborato- 
ries will lose their key personnel the President said he questioned 
whether they would leave. | a | 

In concluding, the President said that, with changes as he had indi- 
cated on his draft, he found the statement acceptable. Mr. Herter stated 
that we are still waiting for word from Geneva of final agreement. Mr. 
Quarles left with the President a memo by the JCS.2. | | 

| | Brigadier General, USA 

2 See footnote 2, Document 171. a 

so 

173. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, August 19, 1958. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Chairman McCone 
Mr. Gordon Gray 
General Goodpaster | 

CO , 
Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster. | 7
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[Here follows discussion of custody of large nuclear weapons by the 

AEC or Department of Defense. ] — | - | 

Mr. McCone next talked briefly about the proposal to cease the test- 

ing of atomic weapons. He said he is sympathetic with the President’s 

desire to find a way to move forward with disarmament after five and 

one half years of effort. His Commission has strong feelings on this, but , 

will accept the President’s decision. Mr. McCone said he would like to 

ask reconsideration on one point—that of including, as an exception, 

fully contained underground tests for peaceful purposes. He cited the 

possible use of atomic explosions to extract oil from the Athabaska 

sands, and to achieve useful heat power by using the salt domes of the 

southwest. These uses could be made subject to UN agreement and 

inspection. The President said he had been searching his mind for some 

way to allow this exception. Mr. Wadsworth however had thought we 

would lose the political gains we are seeking if we try to make this excep- 

tion. The President added that he had agreed with Secretary Dulles thatif 

the Geneva meetings resulted in agreement—no matter what our mili- 

tary might say—then we would make a public statement on this matter. 

The President said he would be sympathetic, if we would not therefore 

lose the entire effect of our action, to including the exception to having 

‘fully contained underground explosions conducted for peaceful pur- 

poses under UN observation. He asked Mr. McCone to take this matter 

up with Secretary Herter. The President added that Mr. Herter had told 

him that the protocol is expected to be signed at Geneva on Thursday, 

and that we hope we can make our announcement immediately thereat- 

ter. The British have, however, been showing some opposition to the 

project. Mr. McCone said he would get in touch with Secretary Herter at 

once. 

a a  G. 

| , Brigadier General, USA 

ee 

174. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, August 20, 1958, 5:20 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | oo 

| _ Secretary Dulles . Oo . 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records, AEC 

Vol. II. Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster. _ | :
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Under Secretary Herter oe | 
Mr. Wadsworth | 
Allen Dulles | 
Secretary Quarles 
Mr. McCone 
Dr. Killian 

General Persons | 
General Goodpaster | 

By the time of this meeting messages had come in from the British 
requesting assurance that information on two technical points relating to 
nuclear weapons would be made available to them in the event of a test 
suspension.’ The President asked if we are making that information 
available to the British in the exchange planned for next week. Mr. 
Quarles said that we plan for an initial exchange next week not going as 
far as to provide what the British request. The President stated most 
strongly that we cannot conduct our operations on sucha basis. We have 
got to be prepared to provide them such information needed for their 
further weapons developmentas will be precluded by carrying out such 
a suspension. Mr. McCone said that the AEC has told the Joint Commit- 
tee on Atomic Energy that we are going quite far toward providing the 
information the British are seeking. A copy of the President’s assurance | 
to Macmillan that we would be generous in furnishing everything per- 
mitted by the law had been checked with the other AEC members, and all 
supported that undertaking.? Mr. Quarles said that we could give Mac- 
millan what he asked within the scope of the law; it is just a question of 
conducting discussions and finding out what they really need. The Presi- 
dent then recalled that he had indicated to Macmillan that there were two 
areas we would not be ready to talk about immediately. 

Mr. Quarles suggested that the President approve the initial list of 
information to be exchanged and instruct our negotiators to move ahead 
as the British needs are developed. The President said he wanted to turn 
this around, and give Macmillan the assurance he seeks.3 Mr. Quarles 

" These messages were from Macmillan to Eisenhower, August 20. (Department of 
State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204) See the Supplement. The technical points 
concerned reduction of weight of large-yield weapons and invulnerability of nuclear 
weapons to pre-initiation. (Memorandum from Strauss to Eisenhower, August 20; Eisen- 
hower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Strauss, Adm. Lewis) See the Supple- 
ment. | 

2 The assurance was in the form of a letter, transmitted in telegram 1969 to London, 
August 20. (Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /8-2058) See the Supplement. 

3 On the next day, Eisenhower informed Dr. Libby of the AEC of “his philosophy” on 
exchange of atomic information with the British. The President stated that “such exchange 
should be full and generous; any attempt to do otherwise with true allies is bound to alien- 

| ate them.” Eisenhower reminded Libby of British assistance to the United States during 
World War IT in intelligence, development of atomic weapons, radar, and jet engines. Libby 
assured the President that he understood the President’s point of view and would seek to 
carry it out. Memorandum of conference with the President on August 21 by Goodpaster, 
August 23; Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records, AEC 
Vol. II) See the Supplement. a
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then suggested that the President advise Macmillan that we intend to 

give the information; that we are ready for an initial exchange; and that 

we are ready to go beyond this as discussions may indicate. The Presi- 

dent said this seemed good to him, if we made clear that in successive 

steps we will tell the British what we know regarding their two ques- 

tions. | | a 

_ \ The President asked Mr. McCone to check with Dr. Libby and Gen- 

eral Starbird as to the testimony they were giving to the Joint Committee 

on Atomic Energy at the same time of the meeting in order to make sure 

that there is no difference between their testimony and the position as 

developed during the discussion. a 

' Atthis point, all except the State Department representatives left the 

meeting. oo | os | 

oe _ A.J. Goodpaster* 

| ) | Brigadier General. USA 

4 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. : a 

175. Editorial Note Oo a 

On August 20, 1958, in anticipation of the release of the Communi- 

qué and Report of the Geneva meeting on nuclear testing, Secretary 

~ Dulles in New York sent Acting Secretary Herter a telegram commenting 

on the draft Presidential statement to be released at the time of the report. | 

Dulles stated that while he accepted the draft (see footnote 3, Document 

170) as a statement of policy, he thought that since its function as a public 

statement was “to influence world opinion and gain good will,” it | 

should be simplified and redrafted to accent the positive. Dulles empha- | 

sized that his redraft was not an attempt to retract or modify already 

agreed language and included in the telegram a suggested text as fol- 

lows: | | 

“The United States welcomes the successful conclusion of the 

Geneva discussions on technical requirements for monitoring testing 

agreements. : 

“Important questions remain to be resolved before a test monitoring 

system can be established. These include the organization of the control
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system and its relationship to the United Nations and national govern- 
ments, the implementation of staffing and on-the-spot inspection, and 
the participation of the authorities on whose territories control posts 
should be located. | 

“In an effort to resolve these questions, the United States is prepared , 
to join with the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom; the other nations 
which have tested nuclear weapons, in negotiating an agreement for an 
effectively inspected suspension of nuclear tests. Representatives of 
other countries having authority over areas within which control posts 
should be established would of course be consulted. The progress and 
results of these negotiations might be duly reported to the United 
Nations and its organs with disarmament responsibilities, through the 
intermediary of the Secretary General. 

“The United States is also prepared, unless testing is resumed by the 
Soviet Union, to withhold further testing of atomic and nuclear weapons 
for a period up to one year beginning October 1, 1958, while agreement is 
being reached both as to the terms of suspension of testing and the 
detailed arrangements for inspection. Further, if agreement on the terms 
of an effectively inspected suspension of nuclear tests can be achieved, 
the United States is prepared to suspend testing on a year-by-year basis, 
subject to a determination at the beginning of each year of extension that 
satisfactory progress is being made (a) in installing and operating the 
agreed inspection system, and (b) in reaching agreement on and imple- 
menting major and substantial arms control measures, such as the 
United States haslong sought. 

| “As the United States has frequently made clear, it does not consider 
that suspension of testing of atomic and nuclear weapons is in itself a 
measure of disarmament or limitation of armament. The significance of 
an agreement for a monitored mutual suspension of tests is that it may 
lead to other and more substantial agreements relating to limitation and 
reduction of such weapons and to other essential phases of disarma- 
ment. This is our hope.” (Secto 8 from USUN, August 20; Department of 
State, Central Files, 700.5611 /8-2058) See the Supplement. 

At a meeting with Dulles on August 20, British Foreign Secretary 
Lloyd insisted that a relationship between Western readiness to suspend 
testing and Soviet willingness to join in negotiations for an agreement to 
supervise suspension of testing must be established or the West would 
concede to the Soviet Union a fundamental principle without exacting a 
price. Dulles therefore agreed to insert at the beginning of the fourth | 
paragraph of the statement the phrase, “If this is accepted principle,” so 
as to establish the link between the two parts of the statement. (Memo- 
randum of conversation between Lloyd and Dulles, August 20; Depart- 
ment of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199) See 
the Supplement. oe
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At 8:50 a.m. on August 21, Secretary Dulles telephoned President | 

Eisenhower in Washington to inform him that he had talked until mid- 

night of August 20 with Lloyd, that the British were satisfied with the 

draft Presidential statement, and that he was awaiting the French reac- 

tion from Foreign Minister Couve de Murville. (Memorandum of tele- 

phone conversation; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House | 

Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement. ee th es 

- In Secto 13 from USUN, August 21, 4 p.m., Dulles sent Herter his | 

views on the importance of including in the Presidential statement a sen- 

tence that reads: “The agreement should also deal with the problem of — 

detonations for peaceful purposes, as distinct from weapons tests.” 

| Dulles stated that he did not believe suspension of testing should deny to | 

mankind the “vast new power for human betterment” of atomic energy 

“as in creating new harbors and waterways, making available under- 

| ground sources of water, oil, minerals, etc.” Dulles stated that once the 

distinction between nuclear power for peaceful purposes and weapons 

testing was established, the United States could conduct in good faith 

explosions for peaceful and economic purposes. Dulles realized that this 

additional sentence might provide a “possible loophole” for the Soviets: 

during the one-year suspension, but he thought it was worth the risk. 

(Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/ 8-2158) See the Supple- 

ment. ae . ce | on 

- On August 21, the Conference of Experts To Study the Possibility of 

Detecting Violations of a Possible Agreement on Suspension of Nuclear 

Tests completed its work and issued a Communiqué and Report. The 

Western Experts and the Delegations from the Soviet Union, Poland, 

Czechoslovakia, and Romania had been meeting at Geneva since July 1. 

Their conclusions suggested that it would be technically possible to 

supervise and enforce an agreement to eliminate nuclear weapons test- 

ing. The Communiqué and Report of the Conference are printed in Docu- 

ments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pages 1090-1111; Department of State 

Bulletin, September 22, 1958, pages 452-462; and American Foreign Policy: 

Current Documents, 1958, pages 1331-1332 and 1336-1341. oo 

~ On August 22, President Eisenhower made a statement on the suc- 

cessful conclusion of the Geneva meeting of experts and offered to with- 

hold further testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons, unless testing was 

resumed by the Soviet Union, for one year from the beginning of the 

negotiations among nations with nuclear weapons for a test suspension 

and establishment of an international control system to enforce it. Fisen- 

_ hower’s statement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 

pages 1111-1112; Department of State Bulletin, September 8, 1958, pages 

378-379; and American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pages 

1332-1333. In a note to the Soviet Union, August 22, the United States 

transmitted Eisenhower’s statement and proposed that negotiations 

| SO |
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toward the end described by the President beginin New Yorkon October 
31, 1958. The text of the note is in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 
page 1114. 

On August 29, Soviet Chairman Khrushchev gave an interview to 
Pravda, which represented the first official Soviet response to the Western 
proposals of August 22. On August 30, the Soviet Union sent a formal 
note to the United States recapitulating Khrushchev’s statement. In a 
memorandum of August 30 to Secretary Dulles, Director of the Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research Hugh S. Cumming, Jr, analyzed the Khru- 
shchev statement and concluded that the Soviet Union was ready to 
negotiate with the West, but that it appeared intent, by diplomatic 
means, popular pressure, and through U.N. action, to put maximum 
pressure on the West to meet Soviet terms in the negotiations. (Depart- 
ment of State, Central Files, 711.5611/8-3058) See the Supplement. 
Khrushchev’s interview of August 29 and the Soviet note of August 30 
are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pages 1114-1120. | 

eee 

176. Memorandum of Discussion at the 378th Meeting of the 
_ National Security Council | 

Washington, August 27, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and 
Agenda Item 1. “Recommended Revisions of National Security Council 
Intelligence Directives.” ] 

2. Geneva Technical Conference on Nuclear Testing | 
Dr. James B. Fisk, Chairman of the U.S. Delegation to the Confer- 

ence, said he and his colleagues were grateful for the opportunity 
afforded them of participating in the Conference, and hoped the results. 
would be useful. His report would cover (1) the substance of the techni- 
cal agreement, (2) certain aspects of the negotiations, (3) a brief appraisal 
of certain Western and Soviet strengths in the nuclear weapons field, and 
(4) some of the problems lying ahead. 

Dr. Fisk recalled that the charter of the U.S. Delegation had been to 
examine methods for the detection and identification of nuclear weap- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Boggs on August 28.
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ons testing, and to devise a system to monitor test suspension. He 

wished to emphasize the word “suspension”, which had been agreed 

upon after long argument over “suspension” versus “cessation”. The 

limitations inherent in any system designed to monitor test suspension 

had always been in the background of the Delegation’s thinking.Dr.Fisk = 

said any system for monitoring test suspension has important parame- 

ters: (1) the yield of the explosion to be detected, (2) the probability that _ 

detection can be achieved, (3) the number of control posts necessary to 

achieve detection, and (4) the environment of the tests (whether under- 

ground, at high altitudes, etc.). Dr. Fisk noted parenthetically that under- 

ground tests turned out to be the principal problem. | i 

It was evidentat the outset, said Dr. Fisk, that the greater the number 

of control posts established, the smaller would be'the number of inspec- 

tions required. This presented great difficulty ‘for the Soviets, who 

wanted relatively few control posts as well as very little inspection. It 

was clear that detection of high-yield tests would not be difficult, but that 

detection of low-yield tests would require a large number of control 

posts and a large number of inspections. The United States started the 

Conference by suggesting a system which would detect one-KT explo- 

sions and would require 650 control posts. In rebuttal the Soviets insisted 

that they could accept no more than 100 control posts. By hard work and 

long argument, a technically agreed system was devised without horse- 

trading. ee 

_ The system agreed upon will probably detect 5-KT explosions, even 

under the most difficult circumstances, and will detect one-KT explo- 

sions under conditions similar to those which have existed for most 

nuclear tests in the past. The system involves 180 control posts—110 on 

the continents, 60 on islands and peninsulas, and 10 on ships. These posts 

would have the capability of detecting, with a 90% degree of probability, 

~ explosions of 5-KT or greater, and a capability, with less than 90% reli- 

ability, of detecting lower-yield tests. However, Dr. Fisk warned, the sys- 

tem would also have serious limitations. For example, it might not be 

able to detect tests in some areas of the ocean and on some seismic 

islands. There would also be difficulty in detecting shallow under- 

ground shots, as well as high-altitude shots. | Oo 

Dr. Fisk then turned to a description of the negotiations. He said the 

Conference was a technical conference with heavy political overtones. 

The Soviet Delegate had once remarked that science must not interfere 

with the task of the Delegates. At the beginning of the Conference the 

| Soviets brought to bear heavy pressure for a commitment that the United 

States would suspend nuclear testing. After painful argument, followed _ 

by a day’s adjournment, the Soviets dropped this pressure, apparently 

| on the basis of fresh instructions from Moscow. One Soviet tactic 

throughout the Conference was to say the job of the Conference was
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easy; the way to stop nuclear testing was just to stop it. At one time the 
Soviet Delegates attempted to demonstrate the ease of detecting nuclear 
tests by handing the U.S. Delegation a long list of U.S. tests which the 
Soviets had detected. However, this list contained a number of non-exist- 
ent U.S. tests, and this fact was pointed out to the Soviets. Another Soviet 
tactic was to press for the minimum simplest system and one which 
would involve the least interference in the territory of the USSR. The 
Soviet technical arguments were weighted to support these tactics. How- 
ever, there was also an element of objectivity in the Soviet attitude, so that 
in the end it was possible to reach agreement on all technical points. 

Dr. Fisk emphasized that from the mid-point of the Conference until 
its adjournment, it was evident that the Soviet Delegation wanted to 
reach agreement. As a result, the Soviets made what the U.S. Delegates 
regarded as important concessions—namely, (1) they agreed to over- 
flight of the USSR under certain circumstances; (2) they agreed to inspec- 
tion, and (3) they accepted the main points of the system proposed by the 
United States. | 

Dr. Fisk said he believed the Soviets were anxious for an agreement 
because of the Fourth Power problem; thatis, they may have had in mind 
the possibility that a fourth country, possibly even including a satellite, 
would achieve a nuclear weapons capability. | 

On the last day of the Conference, the Soviets addressed to the U.S. 
Delegation a plaintive inquiry as to whether the United States was about 
to announce the suspension of nuclear tests. Apparently, said Dr. Fisk, 
the Soviets had some prior intimation of the President’s announcement 
on this subject. | | 

Dr. Fisk said the caliber of the Soviet team was high. The Soviet Dele- 
gates were technically sound, and were ably led by an outstanding scien- 
tist, who was also a Lieutenant General and a Communist Party member. 

During the negotiations Dr. Fisk had formed the impression that the 
Soviets had devoted little attention to tactical nuclear weapons, either 
because they consider such weapons unimportant or because they know 
relatively little about them. ) 

Dr. Fisk then reported that the caliber of the Western team was also 
high. The U.S., U.K., French and Canadian Delegates had worked as a 
single team. Dr. Fisk felt that the strength of the West in the nuclear field 
lay in close ties between the United States and the United Kingdom. He 
said that the Western team had revealed very little sensitive material in 
the course of the negotiations, and had almost certainly obtained as 
much information as it gave. 

Turning to problems lying ahead, Dr. Fisk warned that the system 
agreed upon at the Technical Conference was only an outline and that 
important political and organizational problems, as well as problems of 
technical implementation, remain to be solved. He thought, however,



ee 

| Arms Control and Disarmament 657 

that if political negotiations take place they will havea solid foundation | 

in the technical agreement. He suggested that between now and October 

31 the United States should give careful consideration to any proposals 

for nuclear tests before actually carrying out such tests. ao 

The President asked what Dr. Fisk meant by his last observation. Dr. 

Fisk replied that any decision to conduct additional tests would have an 

impact on the success or failure of subsequent political negotiations. He 

was not saying there should be no tests, but was only suggesting that the 

effect of such tests on the political negotiations should be carefully , 

weighed. a | oo ry 

The President asked how the Soviets indicated that they might have 

had advance information as to his Friday statement. Dr. Fisk said the 

: Soviets had asked him whether the United States was about to make an 

announcementon suspension of nuclear tests, and the way in which they 

had put the question led him to the belief that they had some prior 

knowledge of such an announcement. Oo 

The President said he wished to compliment Dr. Fisk on his patience 

during the Technical Conference. | re | 

Secretary McElroy asked Dr. Fisk whether he could say any more 

about the Soviet attitude toward the small nuclear weapons. Dr. Fisk said 

the Soviets had indicated no interest in tactical weapons. During the dif- 

ficult arguments over high-altitude explosions, they had played up the 

Sputniks and seemed disinterested in some of our technical arguments. 

When we had pointed out the possibility of shielding tests in order to 

reduce gamma rays, the Soviets had remarked that thousands of pounds 

of shielding would be required. Soviet arguments of this nature had.led 

Dr. Fisk to the belief that the Soviets were not sophisticated in the field of 

_tactical nuclear weapons. | | oo es 

~ Mr. Allen Dulles pointed out that the Soviets had exploded a num- 

ber of low-yield weapons. Dr. Fisk agreed, but said there had been no evi- 

dence of Soviet underground shots. | a 

Secretary Herter said the senior U.S. diplomatic official in Geneva 

had extolled the skill of Dr. Fisk in the technical negotiations. Perhaps Dr. 

Fisk had missed his vocation in life. The President said Dr. Fisk might 

look upon this compliment as the kiss of death, Oo 

| The National Security Council:! Oo eg 

Noted and discussed an oral report on the subject by Dr. James B. 

Fisk, Chairman of the U.S. Delegation. | oe 

1 The following sentence constitutes NSC Action No. 1979, approved by the Presi- 

dent on August 27. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66.D 95, 

Records of Action by the National Security Council) | | |
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[Here follow Agenda Items 3. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security” (see Document 33), 4. “U.S. Policy Toward the 
Sudan,” and 5. “U.S. Bases in Morocco.” | 

Marion W. Boggs 
| Director 

| NSC Secretariat 
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177. Letter From the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
(McCone) to President Eisenhower | 

| | Washington, August 28, 1958. 

DEAR Mk. PRESIDENT: On January 29, 1958 the former Chairman of 
the Commission wrote informing you of our plans for nuclear testing for 
calendar year 1958 and requested authority to expend the nuclear mate- 
rials necessary for the test activity.’ The major effort envisioned at that 
time was Operation Hardtack to be conducted in the Pacific beginning in 
April. Hardtack was initiated on April 28 and after a certain number of 
firings was further extended to include additional shots which were . 
approved by you on June 13, 1958. 

| In addition to Operation Hardtack, our 1958 plans included a num- 
ber of safety tests to be conducted as needed throughout the calendar 
year, and a short series of low yield devices to be fired underground at 
the Nevada Test Site during October and November 1958. On June 13, 
1958 you approved these firings, and preparation for the Fall series is 
well under way. 

In light of the anticipated test suspension, the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and the Department of Defense have reviewed weapons devel- 
opment requirements. In this review it was determined that certain test 
shots, which could be fired by October 31, 1958 would be essential to the 
advancement of our weapons technology. On August 22, Iinformed you 
orally of our capabilities in this regard, and on August 27 we discussed 
the matter further.2 

In keeping with these discussions, our present plans include nine 
| nuclear detonations at the Nevada Test Site. Six of the shots proposed 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Presidential Actions—Atomic. Secret; Restricted Data. | 
' Not found. 
* No other records of these discussions have been found.
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had been previously planned for the Fall 1958 series. The attachment* 

indicates the approximate dates of the firings, the conditions under 

which the shots would be fired, the expected yield and the expected con- 

tribution to our weapons program. It should be noted that five of the 

Nevada shots are sub-kiloton and the largest is 20 kilotons. We shall 

review further this list during the forthcoming week to see whether cer- 

tain other small yield detonations at Nevada should be added to, or sub- 

stituted for, those listed. In addition to these nuclear firings we plan to 

conduct up to seven “one-point” safety tests underground at Nevada 

during the same period to establish that no significant nuclear reaction 

would result if the devices concerned were detonated accidentally. 

The attached letter from the Department of Defense to the Atomic 

Energy Commission outlines the Department of Defense requirement 

for this series of tests.4 As you will recall, in our discussion of August 27, | 

it was determined that the proposed high-yield, follow-on ICBM test at 

the Eniwetok Proving Ground requested by the DoD should be elimi- 

nated and this change has been arranged by us. a 

‘We request that you approve the conduct of the tests as outlined 

 above.5 We shall consider the Nevada firings as a second phase of Hard- 

tack and make an announcement of the firings at the earliest appropriate 

_ time. The special nuclear materials authorized for expenditure by your 

endorsement of June 13, 1958 to our letter of June 12, 1958 will be suffi- 

cient to cover the tests conducted thus far in 1958 together with the other 

tests herein described. | | | | 

Respectfully yours,® So | 

| | | | 

> See the Supplement. 

4 Dated August 23; see the Supplement. ) 

5 Anoteon the source text indicates that Eisenhower approved this recommendation | 

) on August 29. oe | - Oo | 

| 6 Printed from an unsigned copy. A note on the source text indicates that the original 

letter was given to General Starbird of the AEC. , |
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178. Record of Meeting a 

Washington, September 23, 1958. 

| PREPARATIONS FOR NUCLEAR TESTING NEGOTIATIONS 

Ambassador Wadsworth chaired a meeting in the State Department 
this morning attended by General Byers for Defense, Mr. Robert Amory 
for CIA, Mr. Spurgeon Keeny for Dr. Killian’s office, Ronald Spiers, the 
State Department officer in charge of the test suspension negotiations, 
and representatives from AEC. 

__ Ambassador Wadsworth circulated a State Department draft of a 
treaty on suspension of nuclear test explosions,! and requested that 
Department comments be available in time for a meeting on September 
29,2. 

Ambassador Wadsworth stated that issues on which the working 
group could not agree would be referred to the Cabinet-level committee 
created by the President to prepare for a possible Summit meeting. He 
assumed that the final position to be taken by the U.S. Delegation would 
be discussed and approved by the National Security Council. He ques- 
tioned Mr. Spiers as to whether he agreed. Mr. Spiers said he doubted 
that the final position would be discussed by the NSC. 

Mr. Keeny summarized a paper listing 10 problems which need to 
be studied prior to the departure of the Delegation for Geneva. They are: 7 

1. Cost Estimates—An order of magnitude estimate as to the cost of 
the entire monitoring system should be made. Funding the U.S. share of 
the cost is a problem which needs consideration. 

2. Site Selection—Before the Delegation leaves, the U.S. should 
know exactly where it wishes to have monitoring stations located in the 
United States, in the UK and elsewhere abroad. Such a list would be 
shown to the Soviet Union early in the negotiations in an effort to avoid 
needless argument on the basis of generalized statements as to the loca- 
tion of monitoring stations. 

| 3. High Altitude Detection—The Geneva experts made no recom- 
mendations on how to monitor high altitude tests. The U.S. was reluctant 
to discuss such tests because of the security implications, including such 
matters as Argus effects, etc. The Russians were hesitant for fear that 

| high altitude test detection methods would make available to us intelli- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, Executive Secretary’s Subject Files, 
Policy Re Use. Secret. The source text bears no drafting information. 

! Not found. | 
2 No record of this meeting has been found. |



gence other than that applicable to monitoring test suspension. The 

method for detection of such tests must be in the treaty. The recent U.S. 

tests in the Pacific provided us with the information necessary to draw 

up an acceptable monitoring technique. Satellites may be required to 

monitor high altitude tests. If so, it is conceivable that the first space 

activity to be undertaken on an international basis would be the launch- 

ing of satellites and communications with them as part of a test suspen- 

sion monitoring system. | a 

4. Peaceful Purposes—The treaty must define and seek to limit 

nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, if the objective of the weapons 

test suspension is not to be defeated. | 

5. Communications Systems—Language must be included in the - 

treaty to insure satisfactory communications in order to make the test | 

monitoring successful. Technical information as to the kind of a system 

required is needed on an urgent basis. : 

6. Personnel—Decisions must be made promptly as to the staffing 

of the test monitoring organization, who is to appoint the officers, how 

many are required and what competence they should have. | 

_ 7, Automation—The U.S. Air Force operation in data processing 

should be studied with a view to providing guidance as to what is 

required for the greatly expanded system requisite to test monitoring. 

8. Phasing of Installation—The Geneva technicians did not discuss 

the major problem of phasing of the installation of the monitoring sta- 

tions. Since all stations cannot be built at once, a choice will have to be 

made as to whether priority on construction should be given to stations 

in one area, or whether the first stations to be constructed should be scat- 

tered throughout the world resulting in a loose system but a more wide- 

spread one. Involved in this problem is the question of stations in 

Communist China and the political issues arising out of the necessity of 

establishing monitoring stations in countries not participating in the test 

| suspension treaty. | | 

9. Organization of the System—Problems involving the administra- 

tion of the system should be given urgent study. | | 

10. Definitions—Agreed U.S. definitions of the terms used will be 

necessary. For example, what is a nuclear explosion. Possibly some defi- | 

nitions will have to be included in the treaty itself. _ | 

Ambassador Wadsworth indicated that as soon as the technical | 

delegate to the negotiations was named, the Department would consult | 

| with him, and immediately thereafter send letters to the appropriate 

departments and agencies requesting their assistance in preparing 

information appropriate to their area of competence. , | 

The AEC indicated that, informally, Mr. Northrop was working on 

the problem of peaceful uses—Plowshare. oe ; |
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General Byers indicated that General Rodenhauser, Commanding 
General of AFOAT-1, Assistant for Atomic Energy Matters, had already 
put his staff to work on problems falling in his area of competence. 

eee 

179. Memorandum of Conversation 

| Washington, September 30, 1958. 

SUBJECT | | | | 
October 31 US-UK-USSR Negotiations on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests 

‘PARTICIPANTS : 

State 
_ Ambassador James J. Wadsworth | 

Mr. Ronald I. Spiers, S/ AE | 

Mr. Vincent Baker, S/ AE | 
Mr. George Spiegel, S/ AE | 
Mr. Donald R. Morris, S/ AE 

_ AEC , . 
Commissioner Willard F. Libby 
Dr. Edward Teller | 
Brig. General Alfred D. Starbird | | 

_ Captain John H. Morse 
| Dr. Harold Brown 7 

Dr. George Kavanaugh : 

Dr. Killian’s Office’ | 
~ Mr. Spurgeon Keeny 7 

Dr. Libby said he had asked for this opportunity to meet with 
Ambassador Wadsworth as Chairman of the United States delegation to 
the October 31 negotiations to discuss with him the importance of Opera- 
tion Plowshare for the development of peaceful uses of nuclear explo- 
sions and some of the aspects of the control system which had been 
agreed upon at the Geneva Conference of Experts on nuclear test detec- 
tion. | | 

Dr. Teller said he had noted three things of importance in the Geneva 
. conclusions: | 7 

1. The detection of nuclear explosions of less than one kiloton yield 
had not been discussed. | 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /9-3058. Secret. Drafted by Don- 
ald R. Morris.
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2. While in its initial evaluation of a detection system for detecting 

underground nuclear explosions down to one kiloton yield the U.S. 

delegation had decided 650 detection stations would be re uired, it sub- 

| sequently under Soviet delegation pressure, increased the minimum 

detectable yield to five kilotons and agreed on a control system with 

160-170 stations. 
3. No concrete system was proposed for the detection of any 

nuclear explosion above 30 to 50 kilometers, and for explosions at thou- 

sands of miles from the surface of the earth. - 

These points indicate loopholes in the proposed system. Firstly, it 

may be impossible with sucha system to detect underground explosions 

of less than five kilotons. Secondly, it may be practically impossible to 

detect explosions at great altitudes, especially in interplanatary space. 

Dr. Teller said he felt thought should be given to the wisdom of prohibit- 

ing events which cannot be detected by a control system. He therefore 

would like to speak in terms of whether clandestine tests of small devices 

or tests in interplanetary states are worth worrying about. — | | 

_ Withregard to the first item, Livermore for the past year has devoted 

. about one-third of its efforts on the development of nuclear weapons 

with yields less than five kilotons. They deem these developments so 

important for defensive purposes and for tactical weapons that they 

have telescoped several projects in order to test them during the forth- 

coming series prior to October 31. For instance, in this series Livermore is 

testing six weapons of less than five kilotons of which three or four are in 

the one kiloton range. Dr. Teller suggested that the present evaluation of 

the relative positions of the US and USSR in nuclear weapons develop- 

ment does not have much validity in the small yield range because, since 

| we cannot detect such explosions at long distances with our present 

detection system, we do not know what the Soviet Union has done in this 

yield range. © | 

With regard to high altitude tests, he wished to stress that the United 

States had performed such experiments for the first time this summer. 

We observed some very important phenomena from these explosions, 

notably severe interruption of radio transmissions and electromagnetic 

disturbances with important implications to our ballistic missile defense 

efforts. These effects are just now beginning to be analyzed and their full 

importance will not be known for some time. Tests of nuclear weapons 

carried out in interplanetary space thousands and thousands of miles 

from the surface of the earth would be relatively easy to execute and 

would probably be undetectable. For instance, a payload could be 

launched into outer space containing a bomb in one-half and measuring | 

instruments in another half. After this payload had travelled for several 

days or even weeks and reached a considerable distance from the earth, 

the two halves could be separated by remote control. After they had been 

separated by about fifteen miles, the bomb could be detonated by remote
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_ control and the phenomena of the explosion measured by the detection 
instrumentation -would be telemetered back to the earth in appropriate 
coded form. Such test would be quite easy for the Soviet Union to per- 
form at the present time given their missile payload capacity. Ina year’s 
time the US could probably perform them also. It should be noted that 
the launching of such a projectile would not involve the complicated 
problems of re-entry nor of the guidance required for orbiting a satellite 
or reaching a specific area, such as the moon, and thus would be rela- 
tively simple. | 

Dr. Teller then described what he feels to bea further loophole in the 
technical considerations discussed at Geneva. He noted that the only 
information which exists concerning the coupling of the energy of an 
underground nuclear explosion to the earth to cause earth motion is that 
provided by the single underground explosion set off by the United 
States in 1957, known as Rainier. On the basis of theoretical consider- 
ations he and his associates believe it is possible to reduce the coupling of 
the energy of nuclear explosion by one-third or even one-tenth. This pos- 
sibility should be explored either by individual nations or by some 
international organization by conducting experiments to test theoretical 
techniques. Unless this is done it might be possible to test a weapon of 5 
kiloton yield or greater under decoupling conditions underground and 
evade detection. | - 

Dr. Teller said he felt there were two suggestions as to how the 
United States might proceed in the October 31 negotiations to meet these 
points which he had raised. The first would be to support a provision in 
the treaty that nuclear tests which could not be detected by the system 

| would not be prohibited. For instance, underground tests of less than 5 
kiloton yield might be allowed. He wished however to point out two 
weaknesses to this suggestion. The first is that it would be very difficult 
to determine whether an explosion had been indeed less than 5 kilotons. 
While the site of the explosion could be inspected for yield determination 
with some degree of accuracy this would require advance notice so that 
the international inspectors could be on hand. A second weakness 
would be that if decoupling techniques are developed, larger explosions 
could be made to look like yields of less than 5 kilotons. 

A second suggestion would be to limit not the size of nuclear test 
explosions which would be allowed by the agreement, but rather the size 
of the effect of these explosions. For instance, it might be agreed that 

: earthquakes with magnitudes less than 4.5 on the Richter scale would 
not be investigated. This would then mean that underground nuclear 
explosions giving seismic indications of 4.5 magnitude would be allow- 
able under the agreement. | | 

_ Dr. Libby noted that the AEC felt quite strongly that the term 
“nuclear explosion” in any agreement must be defined to allow safety
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tests of nuclear weapons which hopefully involve no yield of nuclear | 

energy and developmental explosions at the Laboratories involving 

yields of nuclear energy of only a few hundred pounds of TNT equiva- 

lent. | — | eS | | 

Turning to the subject of the use of nuclear explosions for peaceful | 

purposes, Dr. Libby noted that for two years the AEC has been working 

on Operation Plowshare. Recently all information, with the exception of 

the design of the nuclear devices which would be used, about this project 

has been declassified: This program envisaged the use of nuclear explo- 

sions for such projects as: earth moving, which could be accomplished at 

one-tenth to one-fiftieth of the present cost with conventional tech- 

niques; the crushing of rock over-burdens to permit access to mineral 

deposits; the creation of energy stores in the earth; the creation of useful 

| radioactive isotopes; and similar civil projects. The AEC believes that 

such a program can be carried out within the context of an agreement to 

suspend nuclear weapons tests with international inspection of these 

projects. Dr. Libby said it was their estimate that international inspection 

would prevent the instrumentation of such explosions that would be 

necessary in order to gain any information useful in weapons develop- 

ment. He said the AEC presently would not be willing to grant reciprocal 

access to the device which would be used but would insist on the concept 

of concealment in a “black box”. He added the final thought that these 

projects hold untold possibilities for the future benefit of mankind and 

that he personally felt quite strongly that it was wrong to limit or stop 

any scientific development which might contribute to the benefit of man- 

kind by legislation, treaty or any other means. | oe 

| _ Mr. Spiers said that the ‘ ‘black box” concept could create a great psy- 

chological barrier to acceptance of the continuation of peaceful uses 

explosions. He suggested that a comprehensive analysis be made of the 

loopholes that such an approach would create for the USSR as opposed 

to the disadvantages from our point of view of managing sucha program 

on the basis of full exchange of information, i.e., opening up the “black : 

box”. If the latter approach were found possible, the program would 

involve substantially fewer political difficulties vis-a-vis both the USSR 

and world opinion. Dr. Libby agreed this should be explored.
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180. Memorandum From Members of the Inter-Agency Group on 
Surprise Attack (Kistiakowsky and Minshull) to the 
President's Special Assistant for Science and Technology 
(Killian) a 

_ Washington, September 30, 1958. 

SUBJECT 

Surprise Attack Policy Considerations oO * 

In 1955 the President made the Geneva “Open Skies” proposal.! At 
that time aerial inspection coupled with an “exchange of military blue- 
prints” and the most rudimentary form of ground inspection could have 
provided an effective safeguard against a surprise attack. Furthermore, 
if such an inspection system had been implemented, it would have tested 
inspection techniques that, if successful, could have formed the frame- 
work for monitoring future phases of disarmament. 

In addition, the proposal was attractive to this country for three 
quite different secondary reasons. First, by making such a proposal this 
country was in a position to test Soviet intentions in the disarmament 
field. Secondly, the proposal provided an excellent propaganda move for 
this country, indicating our good faith and sincere desire for peace. 
Finally, it was realized that if an inspection system were implemented, it 
would provide a means for raising the Iron Curtain and increasing the 
chances for hard intelligence from USSR. 

It should be recognized that if the Soviets had accepted the 1955 pro- 
posal, it would have been for one or both of the first two reasons. The 
final three reasons were important to this country but could not have 
appealed to the Soviet Union. — 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Surprise Attack Policy. Secret. The inter- 
agency group was formed pursuant to Eisenhower’s July 14 request. (Letter from Kistia- 
kowsky to Dulles, August 15; ibid., Surprise Attack Panel). 

In an April 28 letter to Khrushchev, President Eisenhower suggested that as a means 
of moving toward disarmament, the United States and the Soviet Union should instruct 
their technical experts to study among other things the practical problems and feasibility of 
inspecting against surprise attack. (Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1 959, pp. 1006-1007) 
After a lengthy exchange of correspondence on the subject (letters from Khrushchev to 
Eisenhower, May 9 and July 2; notes from the U.S. Embassy to the Soviet Foreign Ministry, 
July 31 and September 8; and a note from the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the U.S. Embassy, 
September 15; all ibid., pp. 1036-1041, 1084-1090, 1126, and 1129-1131), the two sides were 
close to an agreement on a technical conference that would include experts from countries 
other than the United States and the Soviet Union. On October 10, the United States agreed 
to a meeting of experts at Geneva, beginning on November 1, 1958. (Note from the US. | 
Embassy to the Soviet Foreign Ministry, October 10; ibid., pp. 1145-1146) 

! The text of the proposal, which Eisenhower made at Geneva on July 21, 1955, is ibid., 
pp. 486-488. , |



_ Advances in weapon technology in the past three years and the 

advances expected in the next few years will greatly modify the value of 

an inspection system as a safeguard against surprise attack. The advent of 

the ICBM and the greatly increased readiness capability of manned 

bombers makes it necessary to go one step beyond inspection and 

toward limited disarmament before one can obtain a substantial reduc- 

tion in the danger of surprise attack or accidental war. The Inter-Agency | 

- Working Group on Surprise Attack appointed by Secretary Dulles, Sec- 

retary McElroy, and Dr. Killian concluded that to obtain an effective safe- 

guard against surprise attack from modern manned bombers would 

require an inspection system that monitored and agreed upon limitation 

of bomber readiness (for example, an agreed upon maximum number of 

bombers airborne at any given time). In the case of ICBM’s the Working 

Group felt that an inspection system that monitored and agreed upon 

maximum force level (i.e., total number of missiles) would be required to 

afford real protection against surprise missile attack. The Inter-Agency 

Group concluded that the value of.an inspection system without such 

_ arms controls is limited to the secondary values that existed in 1955.2 

In the test cessation technical discussions, Dr. Fisk had an easily 

definable technical objective. It was to determine the technical feasibility 

of designing and operating an inspection system to monitor a test cessa- 

tion agreement. It was only because of this simple, easily definable tech- 

nical objective that the talks were successful, and that Dr. Fisk was able to 

| keep the meeting from digressing into political areas. If the forthcoming 

Geneva talks on surprise attack are to be successful, they too must have 

an equally simple technical objective. Oe 

In 1955 sucha technical objective would have been easily defined. It 

would have been to determine the technical feasibility of designing and 

operating an inspection system to monitor or “to see that there is no dan- 

gerous concentration of military land forces or of air or naval forces.” The 

advances in weapons technology have made such an objective obsolete. 

2On September 30, at 9:30 a.m., Killian and Fisenhower discussed the work of the 

Inter-Agency Group as follows: | —— a a 

| “Dr. Killian said that the study group is having a very hard time on the Surprise 

Attack project. It is very difficult to get prepared for the discussions. One key question is as 

to the scope of the project, ie., as to what should be monitored, and specifically as to 

whether limitation of arms and control of size of forces should be among the things being 

monitored. The President thought the first step is to determine what are the fields or areas 

wherein by certain actions we could limit or eliminate the danger of surprise attack. Then, 

what are the means of doing this, i.e., through observation or inspection; then what pro- 

_ grams should be carried out to establish these means; then finally in what areas or in what 

respects could these measures be expected to be effective. Dr. Killian concluded by saying 

that the President may have to decide, before the matter is resolved, as to whether to 

| include limitation of arms and inspection of such limitation in the Surprise Attack pro- 

posal.” (Memorandum of conference with the President by Goodpaster, October 2; Eisen- 

hower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) See the Supplement.
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No country needs to mass a “dangerous concentration” of military 
equipment to launch a surprise attack. Thus, if the forthcoming discus- > 

| sions are to be productive, the technical objective must be modified. 

The conclusions of the Inter-Agency Working Group indicate that a 
reasonable technical objective for the forthcoming meeting would be to 
determine the technical-military feasibility of designing and operating an 
inspection system to monitor agreements that would result in reducing the 
danger of surprise attack. If the Geneva discussions parallel the Inter- 
Agency Group’s thinking, some of the “agreements that would result in 
reducing the danger of surprise attack” might involve limitations on 
bomber readiness, limitations on total numbers of ballistic missiles, and 
limitations on the deployment of conventional land forces. 

If this country were to go to Geneva to discuss only the technical fea- 
sibility of an inspection system as a safeguard against surprise attack in 
an environment of totally unrestricted military forces, the delegation 
would find itself in a very difficult position. First of all, as the Inter- 
Agency Working Group has indicated, an inspection system without 
force limitation is practically useless as a means of safeguarding against 
surprise attack. The very attractive secondary effects (for this country) of 
an inspection system, employed within the Soviet Union, are such that 
they cannot form the basis of technical discussions. Furthermore, the 
past Soviet discussions on the matter of inspection and disarmament 
indicate that Soviets feel thatan inspection system by itself provides little 
protection against surprise attack. Thus, if during the course of the meet- 
ing, the Soviets pursue the effect of limited arms control or partial disar- 
mament and we refuse, we would provide the Soviets with an important 
propaganda wedge. 

_ Theactual agreements on limitations of forces are political in nature 
and therefore no discussions of them will be accepted in the forthcoming 
meeting. By this are meant discussions of force levels of both sides, loca- | 
tion or types of air bases or missile sites, etc. 

Since, however, it is clear that surveillance of unrestricted forces 
provides but a small measure of relief from the threat of massive surprise 
attack, the meetings may, upona successful completion of discussions of 
surveillance without limitations, turn to the discussion of techniques of 
monitoring of hypothetical situations in which limitations on forces are 
imposed. No discussion of specific limitations, e.g., number of missile 

. sites on both sides will be allowed, but the problem of monitoring an 
undefined restriction on the number of operational missiles may be 
proper under conditions defined above.
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Unless the delegation has the freedom to actually explore the techni- 

cal feasibility of such safeguards against surprise attack, they will be 

[3-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. a - 

| | | _ G.B. Kistiakowsky _ 

oo. oS | W.H. Minshull, Jr. 

181. Memorandum of Conversation Between Secretary of State 

_ Dulles and President's Special Assistant for National Security 

Affairs (Gray) | - — — 

| | | Washington, October 8, 1958, 11 a.m. 

He talked about the organization of the work on nuclear test suspen- 

sion and surprise attack, pointing out that on the basis of the record there 

was a committee of Dulles, McElroy and Anderson on nuclear test sus- 

pension, and one of Dulles, McElroy and Killian on surprise attack. He 

doubted whether Anderson, particularly in view of his present absence, 

was necessary on either committee, and suggested that the two commit- 

tees be combined as Dulles, McElroy and Killian. I said this was agree- 

able to me. He indicated that on nuclear test suspension there was 

considerable difference of opinion within the Administration on the 

question of permitting tests below the threshold of detection, permitting 

peaceful uses, and whether our agreement was contingent upon prog- 

| ress in other disarmament matters. I said I thought all these matters had 

been settled by the Presidential statement which had been earlier 

approved. Mr. Gray said this might be so, but many people in the Gov- 

ernment did not take it that way and he thought the issue should be 

resolved. | | oe 3 - - 

We spoke of the complications of detection of surprise attack zones 

as the result of the missile situation. I said I doubted we would really be 

prepared by the first of November but that probably ways could be 

found for postponement without a bad public relations reaction. | 

pointed out that our own position was not yet entirely firm, and much 

less had we reached agreement with the British and French, and perhaps 

others who might compose the Western delegation. oO 

[Here follows discussion of the functioning of the NSC.] a 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Memoranda of Conversation. Secret; 

Personal and Private. Drafted by Dulles. | .
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182. Memorandum by the President's Staff Secretary (Goodpaster) 

Washington, October 10, 1958. 

The following questions would seem to be of basic importance to the 
next phase of U.S. efforts to arrange a suspension of nuclear weapons 
testing: | ae 

a. Should the suspension be limited strictly to that which can be 
verified, with high degree of reliability, by detection, reporting and 
inspection? - | 

b. Should nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes be explicitly 
reserved from the provisions for suspension? 7 

c. Should provision be included with respect to acceptable “prog- 
ress on other aspects” of disarmament, and, if so, should it be explicit and 
detailed? 7 

| d. Should the suspension expire in the absence of positive action, or 
should positive action be required to terminate it? 

e. On the assumption that no control system will be meaningful 
without the use of Chinese Communist territory, how should the United 
States be prepared to proceed if Red China refuses to participate in the 
system in this way or, if it agrees to participate, sets as the price of its par- 
ticipation worldwide diplomatic recognition and/or admission to the 
United Nations. Oe 

f. Is the participation of France in the agreement deemed to be 
essential and if so how is this to be achieved? a | | 

- | A.J. Goodpaster! | 
. | _. Brigadier General, USA 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary’s Records, 
Nuclear Testing. Secret. Gordon Gray and Goodpaster took part in a visit by NSC-OCB 
staff to the Nevada test site October 3-5. Goodpaster prepared an October 10 memoran- 
dum for the record concerning the trip and an October 9 memorandum of his discussions 
during the visit with Dr. Edward Teller. (Both ibid.) See the Supplement. 

Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. |
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183. Memorandum of Discussion at the 382d (Special) Meeting of 
the National Security Council ae 

| - _ Washington, October 13, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and | 
Agenda Item 1. “Evaluation of Offensive and Defensive Weapons Sys- 
tems” (see Document 35).] oo a ; . 

2. Significant World Developments Affecting U.S. Security | 

The Director of Central Intelligence first reported on possible Soviet 
lunar probe activities. He said that there had been Soviet test missile fir- 
ing on September 23 which was only picked up by ELINT. The unusual 
nature of this test activity suggested that it was directed toward three 
possibilities: (1) a moon probe; (2) some unusual type of satellite; or (3) 
part of the research and development for substantial space activities. 
There was no evidence that the missile fired went anywhere, and it is 
very likely that it was not picked up on our detection systems. __ 

_ Mr. Dulles then pointed out that the Soviets have made nine nuclear 
tests since September 30, ranging from 2 megatons to 5 kilotons in yield. 
One may have been more than 2 megatons, but this would still be less 
than the highest Soviet test yield. There were two, or possibly three, tests 
of low kilotonnage that were not announced. Some of these tests were 
fired within a short time of each other from opposite sides of the island of 
Novaya Zemlya. We could not tell much about the character of these tests : 
until the debris was fully analyzed. Because of the close proximity of 

| some of the tests, the debris may be mixed up. The purpose of these tests 
may include a check-out of stock-pile weapons, an attempt to achieve 
weight reduction, or an over-all technological motivation to improve the 
Soviets’ relative position. Mr. Dulles pointed out that the Soviets would 
have to make over 80 tests to have as many as we have had from the 
beginning of our testing. ee, - | 

Secretary Dulles said that he understood that the Soviets had stated 
that they intended to have only as many as the United States and the 
United Kingdom since the Soviets had announced the suspension of test- 

ing last spring. a 
_ Inanswer to a question by Mr. McCone, as to how long the Soviets 

had been organizing for these recent tests, Mr. Allen Dulles thought they 
were probably ready to continue tests when they announced their sus- 

- pensionn . © — a | 

| Source: Eisenhower Library; Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Lay‘on October 14. © ae - | |
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Secretary Dulles expressed the view that the Soviets certainly must 
not have assumed that we would call our tests off when they announced 
their suspension. He therefore thought that the Soviet announcement of 
test suspension was phony in the first place. 

The President commented that the speed with which the Soviets had 
conducted tests indicated they must have a good ground organization. 
Mr. Allen Dulles said most of the tests were air-bursts. 

[Here follows additional discussion of Agenda Item 2, concerning 
the Taiwan Strait crisis. ] | 

oe James S. Lay, Jr. 

184. Memorandum of Discussion at the 383d Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

_ Washington, October 16, 1958. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Status of National Security Programs: The Atomic Energy Program (NSC 
5819)! | oe a , 

The Special Assistant to the President, Mr. Gordon Gray, introduced 
the new Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. McCone, who 

stated that he would give the first portion of the report on the status of the 
atomic energy program. In the course of his report, Mr. McCone dealt 
with the following main subjects: First, U.S. commitments for the pur- 

| chase of uranium ores at home and abroad for the next several years; 
second, availability of fissionable materials—U -235, plutonium, and tri- 
tium—in the light of requirements of various kinds; third, the aging and 
deterioration of U.S. reactors and forthcoming problems of replacement; 
and. fourth, the program for nuclear power for peaceful purposes. On the 
latter subject, Mr. McCone indicated that the U.S. goal was to achieve 
economically competitive nuclear power in the United States in ten 
years, and in friendly foreign nations in five years. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Gleason on October 17. 

1 NSC 5819, “Status of National Security Policy as of June, 1958.” (National Archives 

and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the National Security Council, Official : 
Meeting Minutes File, 383rd Meeting) The portion of this paper on the atomic energy pro- 
gram is in the Supplement. |
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Following Mr. McCone, the remainder of the status report was pre- 
sented by Dr. Willard F. Libby, of the Atomic Energy Commission, who | 
discussed the following subjects: The U.S. basic research program; the 
program for the study of radioactive fallout; isotopes; the non-military 
uses of atomic explosions (Project Plowshare); forthcoming Plowshare 
plans; the U.S. atomic weapons program (Hardtack I); and the Hardtack 
II series of tests now proceeding in Nevada. (Copies of the reports by Mr. 
McCone and Dr. Libby are filed in the minutes of the meeting.) 

The President asked a question with respect to the use of atomic 
explosions to recover oil, and was answered by Dr. Libby. Thereupon 
Secretary Quarles indicated a desire to comment on the Department of 
Defense atomic weapons requirements. He pointed out that the Depart- 
ment of Defense had yesterday sent to the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission its estimates of its requirements over the next ten 
years for both plutonium and U-235. Secretary Quarles indicated that 
the minimum requirements for small tactical nuclear weapons would 
continue to exceed the plutonium estimated to be available. The Presi- 
dent, with a smile, stated that he was at least perfectly certain that Secre- 

tary Quarles was not going to reduce the requirements for fissionable 
materials. | 

The Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Roger Jones, 
asked whether these Defense Department requirements took account of 
the material discussed by Admiral Sides at the special meeting of the 
National Security Council on last Monday afternoon. The subject of this 
meeting was the evaluation of offensive and defensive weapons sys- 
tems. : 

| Secretary Quarles replied to Mr. Jones by stating that the Defense 
Department requirements were based on all the latest available informa- 
tion, including that presented at the special Council meeting on 
Monday.’ [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] | 

Mr. Jones pointed out that in view of the constant criticism by the 

| Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy of the alleged failure 
of the Department of Defense to indicate its future requirements, which 
criticism extended also to the Administration as a whole, it would be 

worth while to advise the Joint Committee that the Defense Department 

had just sent to the Atomic Energy Commission its requirements over the 
next ten years. | 

2 Both in the National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of the 

| National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File, 383rd Meeting. See the Supple- 
- ment. 7 - | | . | 

3 October 13; see Document 183. |
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The National Security Council:4 

Noted and discussed the report on the status of the atomic energy 
program on June 30, 1958, prepared by the Atomic Energy Commission 
and transmitted as Part 3 of NSC 5819; as supplemented by an oral pre- 
sentation by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and AEC Com- 
missioner Libby, on developments in the program since June 30, 1958. 

[Here follow Agenda Item 2. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 3. “U.S. Policy Toward Iran,” and 4. “U.S. Policy 
Toward the Near East.” 

S. Everett Gleason 

4 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1996, approved by the Presi- 
dent on October 20. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

185. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for 
National Security Affairs (Gray) to the President's Staff 
Secretary (Goodpaster) 

Washington, October 22, 1958. 

There was another three-hour meeting yesterday on surprise attack 
and test cessation.! I feel now that the whole situation is quite well under 
control. 

There is now agreement on the terms of reference for the surprise 
attack conference. I have examined very carefully into the question of 
whether the basic division which existed has been glossed over or 
resolved. It is my conviction that there is at the moment no division. One 
could arise during the conference if the negotiators found it desirable to 
request some broadening of the terms of reference. This would have been 
dependent upon satisfactory progress in earlier phases of the negoti- 
ations. If the negotiators ever get to that point then the President may be 
called upon to make a decision which, under the circumstances, I now 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary’s Records, 
Nuclear Testing. Secret. 

! The first meeting was on October 16. (Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda 
of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199) No record of the October 21 meeting has been found.
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feel cannot be made in advance of the conference and may never have to 
be made. | 

Also, the test suspension instructions are in much better shape, __ 

although there remain some difficulties which could be resolved this 
| week. It is not yet clear to me whether the President will be called upon to 

express a view with respect to these points. | | 

In any event, however, I will undertake to bring him up-to-date at 
the earliest opportunity and I would welcome your presence. == 

| _ GG 

: 186. Editorial Note OO 

Atthe 384th meeting of the National Security Council on October 30, 

1958, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles briefed the Council on 
Soviet nuclear testing during his report on “Significant World Develop- 
ments Affecting U.S. Security.” According to the memorandum of dis- 
cussion of the meeting by Gleason, October 31, the report and discussion 

were as follows: Oo | | 

“Mr. Allen Dulles pointed out that the Soviets had conducted eight 
| nuclear tests since he had last briefed the National Security Council on 

this subject [see Document 183]. Indeed, they had conducted 16 tests 
since September 30. Two of these tests involved nuclear weapons of eight 
and ten megatons, roughly twice the size of any previous Soviet nuclear 
explosion. All of these tests had taken place in the northern proving 
grounds. The Soviets had gone into this test series with terrific speed and 
in what appeared to be rather haphazard fashion. 

“The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. McCone, 
said that the AEC shared Mr. Dulles’ opinion just expressed. The AEC 
could not believe that the Soviets had learned very much with the kind of | 
instrumentation they had been using in this recent series of tests. 

“Secretary Dulles asked about the wind direction in the northern 
proving grounds. Mr. Allen Dulles replied that the winds went generally — 
to the east, and that the Japanese had picked up the bulk of the debris 

| from these explosions. | SC | i 

“Mr. Allen Dulles went on to state his belief that the Soviets may be 
on the point of stopping nuclear testing, at least in this northern area,
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though the public and secret evidence on this point differed. Secretary 
Dulles directly queried Mr. Allen Dulles as to whether the Soviets would 
stop nuclear testing by the October 31 date. Mr. Allen Dulles replied that 
CIA people thought this quite possible.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman 

File, NSC Records) | 

187. Memorandum of Conversation Between President 
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles 

| | Washington, November 3, 1958. 

: ALSO PRESENT | Oo | 
- Allen W. Dulles. | | 

Mr. Allen Dulles reported on the information regarding thetwopre- __ 
sumed nuclear detonations that were indicated as having occurred in the 
Soviet Union on November 1 and November 3. I said that in view of this | 

we contemplated instructing Wadsworth to talk to the head of the Soviet 
delegation in Geneva, indicating that we had these indications and ask- 
ing whether the Soviet Union desired to comment on the matter. Isaid we 
did not plan to give any publicity to our information until after the Soviet 
Union had had a chance to respond and also I thought that in the mean- 
time we should try to get agreement on what our own program should : 
be, if it appeared that the Soviet Union was planning to carry on testing 
during the Geneva talks. | 

The President approved of this approach to the Soviet Union. He 
said that so far as we were concerned, he thought that we might in any 
event havea respite from testing. He said that Dr. Teller had been talking 
to him and had indicated that the urgent testing up to October 31 had 
been so intense that there had been more testing than thinking, and that 
some period for appraisal and new planning was, in Dr. Teller’s opinion, 
advisable. | | | 

I said that we would try to get agreement as between the Depart- 
ment of State, Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commis- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President. Secret; Per- 
sonal and Private. According to the President’s Daily Appointment Book, this meeting was 
held from 11:17 to 11:30 a.m. (Ibid.) |
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| sion as to what line we would take. I also mentioned that it would be 
| important to coordinate with the British, who seemed to favor the contin- 

ued suspension of testing by them and ourselves, presumably because 
they had no plans readied for further testing at this time. _ Cs 

| Se | JED | 

188. Memorandum of Meeting With President Eisenhower _ 

| _. Washington, November 5, 1958, 11:45 a.m. 

Present were members of the U.S. delegation to the surprise attack 
technical military discussions in Geneva beginning November 10, (Mr. 
William C. Foster, General Otto P. Weyland, and Dr. George B. Kistia- 

_kowsky),andtheundersigned. = | : a 

The President opened the meeting by inquiring about the departure 
time of the delegation. Mr. Foster responded indicating that they would 

- depart in the early afternoon of November 5 and there ensued a brief 
exchange about travel conditions and the weather 

_ Mr. Foster pointed out to the President that the delegation was to 
meet with the experts of the other four powers on the Western “side” 
(UK, France, Canada, and Italy) on Friday! in Geneva, after having spent 
a week in consultations with their representatives in Washington. He 

described the consultations here as quite satisfactory. ss” 

: _ The President indicated that he had expected a searching inquiry at 
his press conference earlier in the morning about the surprise attack con- 
ference but it was not forthcoming.? Mr. Foster said to the President that 
an explanation might lie in the fact that he had had on November 2nd, at 
the request of the State Department, an off-the-record press conference 
which was attended by 50 people and lasted 50 minutes; and this may 
have accounted for the lack of interest in the question at the President's 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries, No classification 
marking. Drafted by Gordon Gray on November 6. Copies were sent to Ann Whitman and : 
Andrew Goodpaster. - _ : Oo 

| ! November 7. — ee Se 
_ * For the transcript of the press conference, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the 
United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, pp. 827-838. a



I  _ _____ 

678 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

press conference. Mr. Foster said that he had emphasized the technical- 
military nature of the impending discussions and described our 
approach to the conference as being objective and serious. He then indi- 
cated that he would like, following the meeting with the President, to 

make a statement to the press in the same vein expressing the President’s 
interest in the conference and its purposes. 

The President agreed that such a statement? should be made saying 
that he felt it was well to publicize this effort. 

Mr. Foster then reported to the President that he and his group had 
had fine support from the scientists in government, the military, the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency, and the State Department. He felt that an excel- 
lent team had been put together for the assignment. The preparation, he 
pointed out, had been difficult and massive, inasmuch as the whole spec- 

trum of weapons and detection, inspection, and control techniques had 
necessarily been examined. 

The President said that he understood because the problem was 
how to establish techniques to eliminate or minimize the chances of sur- 
prise attack; and that this is a very difficult task. He observed that follow- 
ing the rejection of his open skies proposal at the Geneva Conference in 
1955, he himself would have had great difficulty in knowing how to go 
about the undertaking. | 

Mr. Foster said that if now the Soviets were willing to discuss open 
skies, his delegation was prepared to suggest photographic measures in 
real technical detail. Indeed, he felt that the delegation was prepared to 
discuss in detail and with clarity almost any problem which would arise 
in the discussions at Geneva. He also indicated that if the Soviets were 
not willing initially or at any point to get down to the business of the con- 
ference, the delegation was also prepared to argue questions of agenda, 
etc. | 

The President said that in his own experience this kind of discussion 
requires a great deal of patience. He said that talking with the Russians 
necessitated on occasions patience to the degree of wearing one’s self 
thin, because there have been occasions when, almost at the last moment, 

the Soviets have arrived at something acceptable to us. He said that the 
inherent problem was that of people who are characterized by honesty 
and good intentions combatting people who are dishonest and whose 
intentions are not good. Thus we will take and agree only to those things 
that we can prove. | 

The President then adverted to his press conference in the earlier 
morning saying that with respect to such phrases as “spending radicals,” 
he had made it crystal clear that he was not talking about the Democratic 

° Not found.
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Party assuch, but the “radical free spenders” in the Democratic Party. He 
emphasized that he said at the press conference that we must find some 
way to balance the budget and that this means scrutinizing expenditures 
every place, from Defense on down. He said that the United States is los- 

ing gold reserves and that we have a situation which will be intolerable 
_ unless we are able to bring expenditures in line with receipts. 

Mr. Foster responded that in his opinion, the very thing that he and 
his delegation were about to engage in was the basis for hope for the 
future—that successful disarmament would make our budget problems 
easily manageable. _ re 

The President agreed, saying that we should think of all the things 
we might do if we had a Defense budget of only $25 billion, for example. 

Mr. Foster then said that it should be understood that in the forth- 
coming conference we can only begin to shape the tools which may be 

- used in the future, but that he was hopeful for progress and success in 

thiseffort. Oo | ee 

The President then said that he would like to make one particular 
request of the delegation: he indicated that it is entirely possible that the 
Russians might become freely talkative, and he would be most eager to 
have their views toward Communist China. He wondered if the Soviets 
were not really becoming concerned about Communist China as a pos- 
sible threat to them in the future. | ae 

Mr. Foster indicated that they would actively bear this request in 
mind. He said that it had occurred to him that there may be some chance 
that an exchange of views of this sort was one of the things the Soviets 
had in mind when they agreed to the discussions, expressing his view 
that if the Soviet Union were not worried, they certainly should be. 

_ The President then said that somehow we must find a mechanism 
which will disclose and assist in the elimination of duplicating weapons 

_ systems and weapons systems of purely an interim nature, and which 
would identify those areas in which we had too much procurement. He 
felt, he said, that if we could ever succeed in getting the position of Direc-_ 
tor of Research and Engineering in the Defense Department filled, this 
would be a big step toward accomplishment of this requirement. _ 

| Mr. Foster recalled that he had said something along this line to the | 
Presidenta yearago. | | Be 

| At this point the President said that he understood that it was 
desired that pictures be taken of the delegation with him, and asked me 
to get the photographersin. = a | oo | 

7 Gordon Gray
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189. Memorandum of Discussion at the 392d Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, December 23, 1958. 

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting, 
Agenda Items 1 and 2 concerning Canada, and Agenda Item 3. “A 

| National Petroleum Program.” ] 

4, The Geneva Conferences on Nuclear Weapon Tests and on Surprise Attack 

Mr. William C. Foster, U.S. Representative at the Geneva Conference 

of Experts on Surprise Attack, reported that this Conference accom- 
plished a great deal, despite newspaper stories to the contrary. The Con- 
ference, a long step forward, had been useful in three ways: (1) The U.S. 
and its allies had presented a united front against the Soviets; (2) The U.S. 
had, as a result of probing at the Conference, learned a great deal about 
the sensitivities of the Soviet Bloc. For example, it was clear that the 

Soviets would not permit inspection of missile-firing sites without 
receiving a great quid pro quo; (3) The complexity of the problem was 
now clearly apparent; but the resources of skill developed during the 
meetings will be available for future use in the national interest. 

Continuing, Mr. Foster said it was clear the Soviets would permit 
inspection on their territory only if inspection-was associated with some 
form of armament limitation. A purely technical form of military inspec- 
tion to insure against surprise attack, therefore, appeared to be ruled out. 
The Soviets had indicated that their acceptance of inspection would 
depend on a one-third reduction of armed forces in Europe and the 
“denuclearization” of Germany. Mr. Foster hoped that the U.S. would 
seek to find a way of meeting this Soviet position. He would recommend 
that a high-level U.S. group study the problem and that a task force con- 
sult with the U.S. Ambassador in Moscow before another conference was 
held. 

Mr. Quarles said he talked with Mr. Foster yesterday and was in 
agreement with him. Mr. Quarles believed the Surprise Attack Confer- 

_ ence had enabled us to learn a great deal about Soviet attitudes. Mr. Fos- 
ter said the Conference had unfortunately ended on an intemperate note 
because the Soviet delegate had been instructed by his government to 
reverse himself on the communiqué.! As a result, the Soviet delegate had 

_ made an intemperate attack on the U.S. at the end of the Conference. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 
Drafted by Boggs. 

For the report of the conference as issued, see American Foreign Policy: Current Docu- 
ments, 1958, pp. 1405-1406. : | . 

2 Apparent reference to the December 18 statement by the Soviet Representative, 
printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1325-1334.
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Secretary Herter wondered whether an early report on our future 
position in this field was not required. The Soviets would probably make 
propaganda capital out of any reluctance on our part to reconvene the 
Conference after January 5. Mr. Foster agreed that the need for action 
was urgent; he hoped personnel would be assigned to study of the sub- 
ject on a priority basis. The President asked Secretary Herter to initiate 
the necessary studies on the subject. Se os | 

Ambassador James J. Wadsworth, U.S. Representative to the Con- 

ference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Tests, reported that the atmos- 

phere of this Conference was different from that of the meeting described 
| by Mr. Foster. A gathering of experts last summer had cleared away 

much of the underbrush in the nuclear testing field. Accordingly, the 
Conference began:with five weeks of argument over the agenda, after 
which substantive matters were discussed. The first four articles of a pro- 
posed treaty were agreed on. Three of these agreed articles deal with con- 

~ trol, to which the Soviets pay much lip service. The Soviet idea of control 
_ involvesa veto by each nuclear power on the control commission and the 

_ staffing of control posts and inspection teams largely by the host coun- 
try—e.g. in the USSR control would be exercised by 150 Russians plus 1 
or 2 Westerners. In the course of the Conference, however, the Soviets 

_ had modified their positions considerably. Ambassador Wadsworth felt 
that the British would concede a great deal if necessary to avoid a break- 
down of the negotiations. He believed the Conference had been a suc- 
cess, though a long road lay ahead. He looked forward to resumption of 
the negotiations in January. — a ces es 

, The President thanked Mr. Foster and Ambassador Wadsworth for 
theirinteresting reports. Oo 

The National Security Council = | 
a. Noted and discussed an oral report by Mr. William C. Foster, as 

U.S. Representative to the Conference of Experts for The Study of Pos- 
sible Measures Which Might Be Helpful in Preventing Surprise Attack 
And For The Preparation of A Report Thereon to Governments. 

._b. Noted the President’s directive that the Department of State 
_ should continue to take the lead in developing the United States position 
for further meetings of the Conference referred to ina above. _ a 

aN oted and discussed an oral report by Ambassador James J. 

Wadsworth, as U.S. Representative to the Conference on the Discontinu- 

ance of Nuclear Weapons Tests. Oo : 

3 The following paragraphs and Note constitute NSC Action No. 2028, approved by 
the President on December 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 
66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) 

| |
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Note: The above action, as approved by the President, subsequently 
transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate implementation of b 
above. 

[Here follow Agenda Items 5. “Significant World Developments 
Affecting U.S. Security,” 6. “U.S. Policy Toward Iraq,” and 7. “Report by 
the Director, U.S. Information Agency.”] 

| Marion W. Boggs 

190. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, January 5, 1959. 

| OTHERS PRESENT | 

Dr. Killian 

Dr. Fisk | 

General Goodpaster | 

Dr. Killian referred to the problem which Gordon Gray had dis- ; 
cussed with the President on Saturday'—that new data on underground 
tests indicates that the threshold of detectability is in the order of 20 KT 
rather than 5 KT. He thought we should get out astatement, making clear 
that we are being realistic and responsible in our approach. | | 

The President said he had no objection to giving out the facts, but he 
would object to tying the release exclusively to the Hardtack II series. The 
Soviets would instantly say “Haven’t you known this all along?” and 
charge us with bad faith. The President thought we could simply say that 
we have been refining our findings and conclusions over the years and 
we find them at variance with earlier data. Dr. Fisk commented that the 
change is in fact essentially the result of Hardtack II. 

The President said he had thought two things would be involved as 
a result of this finding—a vastly greater number of stations, or exclusion 
of weapons up to 20 KT from the scope of the treaty. Dr. Killian confirmed 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on January 6. 

' January 3. No other record of Gray’s meeting with the President has been found.
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that there will be a need for more stations, or more inspections, or both. 

He did not think the basic nature of our proposal was invalidated by this 
data. He did believe we would be subject to criticism if we did not relate _ 
our statement to the most recent tests. The President said we must think 

of our own people and those around the world, and avoid an impact on 
them which would tend to cause loss of confidence on their part. Refer- 
ring to the point that the Hardtack II tests were necessary before we 
could know what the inspection requirements were, the President said | 
that people would ask why we had not made these tests before we had 
started the negotiations. He referred also to the question why we did not 
indicate clearly the tentative nature of our findings on which the negoti- 
ations were premised. For these reasons he said he had wanted, before 
making the statements, to see if we couldn’t put them on the basis of 
refinement of analysis. At this point Dr. Killian read a proposed text 
which the President indicated was agreeable to him.? | | 

Dr. Killian referred to the broad purposes to be served by an agree- , 
ment on suspension of testing as establishment of the principle of moni- 
tored inspection, and breaking through the iron curtain. The President 

indicated agreement, and commented that he is considering severing 
test suspension from the requirement for progress on disarmament gen- 

| erally, in order to keep the focus on valid inspection. 

| G. 
Brigadier General, USA 

2 For text of the January 5 statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 
1335-1336. , 

191. Memorandum of Conversation With President Eisenhower 

a Washington, January 12, 1959, 9 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | - | | 

_ Secretary Dulles | | 7 
Secretary Herter. | | | 

Secretary McElroy a a | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by John Eisenhower on January 19. oe
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General Twining | | 
Mr. McCone 
Mr. Gordon Gray | | | 
Mr. Farley (State) | 
Mr. Irwin (Defense) 

General Loper | 

General Goodpaster . 
Major Eisenhower . . 

Secretary Dulles opened the meeting by presenting the basic policy 
program [problem?] of whether the United States should change its hith- | 
erto held position in the Geneva negotiation with respect to the discon- 
tinuance of nuclear testing that such discontinuance of testing should be 
linked with overall disarmament. Secretary Dulles pointed out that ini- 
tially the U.S. Government sought an agreement which would be subject 
to termination on a year-to-year basis if satisfactory progress were not 
made toward other disarmament measures. Mr. Dulles indicated that the 
State Department view, which accords with the view of the U.S. Delega- 
tion, is that this has been found to be difficult of formulation as a treaty 
article, and has exposed us to the charge of wishing to connect extrane- 
ous matters which conceivably could be under the control of others. He _ 
pointed out that the Soviets are pressing us hard on the matter and it 
appears to the Department of State that they will use it as a breaking 
point rather than the issue of the control system which we conceive to be 
the real heart of the matter. The President stated that this had been his 
Opinion for some time. | : | 

Secretary McElroy then presented the viewpoint of the Department 
of Defense. In so doing, he called attention to the fact that Defense had 
always been reluctant to stop testing. He recognized that there are politi- 
cal reasons for so doing, but prefers that those reasons be evaluated in 
agencies other than the Department of Defense. The position of the 
Department is that separation of these issues represents a further chip- 

| ping away of our military position. The Soviets will continue to chip 
away and we should receive concurrent gains if we give way on this 
point. Actually, Secretary McElroy is not so concerned over the issue of 
separation of testing and disarmament, but he is vitally concerned with 
the next two steps, which are, (a) the question of periodic inspection of 
the performance of control arrangements, and (b) the issue of the man- 

ning of the control sites. - 

The President stated that two years ago he had visualized much 
propaganda mileage to be gained by a positive stand on this question on 
the part of the U.S. It had been his belief that the Soviets had no intention 
of allowing a true agreement on nuclear testing and that we would make 
many gains by pressing the issue. However, he had given way on this 
position in the light of resistance on the part of Defense and AEC. In the — 
meantime, Dr. Rabi of the Science Advisory Committee had pointed out
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the advantage weapons we hold, and we had started negotiations. How- 
ever, because of the delay (much of it to get the results of Operation Hard- | 
tack in the field of anti-ICBM, antiaircraft, etc.), we now will not, in the 

President’s view, get the propaganda benefits which we would have | 

received two years ago. 

The President feels, however, that if we can get an agreement with 

respect to reciprocal inspection, the establishment of such a mechanism 
would be a great advance toward reducing the danger of war. He 
pointed out the further advantage to the Free World of obtaining a set of | 
qualified observers within the USSR; he emphasized that any agreement 
which we sign must contain within itself a self-enforcing mechanism. — 

While agreeing with the Defense Department position on periodic 
inspection of the inspection system and of control post inspection man- 
ning, the President stated he visualized two courses which negotiations 
might run: (a) agreement based on recognizing the limitations of detec- 
tion equipment, such as allowing explosions up to 20 KT underground, 
etc., or (b) an agreement going all the way—i.e. no explosions per- 
mitted—involving many, many stations. Either system must prove itself 
everyday. | OR a | 

Some discussion on Soviet intentions followed in which the Presi- 
dent, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of Defense all agreed that 
the U.S. historically labors under the disadvantage in all its treaties of 
intending to fulfill these agreements, whereas other nations may not. In 
addition, the Secretary of State observed that the Soviets will probably 
insist ona veto in the control commission, and in this case, this would be 

agoodissuetobreakon. = | | 

~ Anexamination of the draft reply to Macmillan! then followed. (The 
difficulties in wording were later worked out between State and Defense 
and approved by the President.) | | , 

- The discussion then took a somewhat philosophical turn with the 
President reviewing his theme that we should have pressed this issue 
some time ago in order to obtain the maximum propaganda value. He 
reiterated his belief that the Russians have no intention of making this 
system work. He agreed with Secretary Herter, however, that we would 
rather break the negotiations on the issues of control mechanism rather 
than the issue of linking of testing with disarmament. 

General Twining then focused on the issue of the timing of evalua- 
tion of treaty enforcement. Specifically, he asked whether we are going to | 

| The draft has not been found. a | | | 
| ? In the final text of this January 12 letter to Macmillan, Eisenhower agreed to drop | 

U.S. insistence that any agreement on testing cessation have as an explicit requirement that | 
there also be progress on disarmament in general. (Department of State, Presidential Cor- 
respondence: Lot 66 D 204, Eisenhower to Macmillan) See the Supplement. 

-
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wait for two or three years before we evaluate whether the treaty is work- 
ing. He expressed the view that we should be able to stop at any time. Mr. © 
McElroy pointed out the possibility open to the Soviets of ambiguous 
breaches which are not sufficiently clear for us to abrogate a treaty. Mr. 
Irwin, in this connection, expressed the view that by breaking the link 
between test suspension and disarmament, the way is clear for more fre- 
quent inspection of progress in setting up the inspection posts and con- 
ducting inspection operations. | 

The President recognized that there are plenty of pitfalls in this mat- 
ter and asserted that we must “read all the fine print” carefully. He visu- 
alized that in view of the complicated nature of treaty enforcement, we 
would probably have to allow two years from date of signing before we 
expect the control mechanisms to be implemented. Thereafter, its success 

should be subject to annual review. In addition, he visualized that we 

would have to allow for limitation in the present state of the testing art 
and allow testing underground below certain limits. General Loper 
added a thought that a specific scheduling of the establishment of the 
inspection system by phases should be spelled out in a treaty annex, a 
draft of which is already in existence.3 oo 

| The Secretary of State now called attention to some of the difficulties 
of carrying out a treaty of this type on the U.S. side. He stated that we 
tend to focus on the obstructionism of the Soviets, but called attention to 

the fact that implementing legislation would be difficult to obtain, partic- 
ularly since it involves State as well as Federal legislation. 

In response to a question from the President as to the size of each 
control post, Mr. McCone and General Loper described a post as com- 
prising approximately 30 people and involving perhaps a square mile of | 
territory. (This does not mean that the government must own the entire 
square mile, but must have access to certain areas by easement.) Due to 

our new discoveries, this estimate of the size of control posts is larger 
| than those made initially. In this connection, Mr. McCone pointed out 

that our techniques of detecting shots are undergoing continual evolu- 
tion. We have fired only three underground shots. He pointed out that 
these techniques should be recognized as being in a state of evolution 
even after the treaty is enforced. 

To this the President responded that such an approach would be 
possible if we were dealing with sensible people, but not when we are 
dealing with the USSR. We should take a definite standard and adhere to 
it, making the Soviets live up to that standard. He further pointed out 
that the world must approve of what we are doing. He agreed with Mr. 
McCone that the world is most concerned with atmospheric contamina- 

° Not found. For text of the agreed parts of a draft treaty, including annexes, as of 
December 5, 1960, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 376-387.
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tion, for which we have an effective method of detection at this moment. 
He reiterated that a treaty would probably have to specify a lower limit 
on the size of explosions that are barred with an added proviso that no 
contamination be put into the atmosphere. 

The Secretary of State pointed up a final diplomatic consideration, 
which is that our reversal of position as to the size of explosion which | 
may be detected underground (within the current state of the art) will | 
appear to the Soviets as a matter of bad faith. In Geneva the experts came 
out with unanimous conclusions on this matter and passed the question 
to the politicians. While the matter is in the hands of the politicians, we 
have now revised our technical estimates on nuclear detection capabili- 
ties. If the Russians did this, we would object strenuously. All present 
agreed that this fact has put us in a bad spot. a | 

As a final thought, the President stated our treaty should include 

provision that specific schedules for annual construction, and operations 
should be reviewed by interested parties for satisfactory progress. He 
agreed that inspection must visibly indicate reasonable progress at all 
times. We cannot allow the concept, for example, that a country might 
plan for 2-1/2 years with a view to accomplishing necessary construction 
in the last 6 months. | | | 

| | oe | John S.D. Eisenhower 

192. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| oe Washington, January 12, 1959. a 

_ OTHERS PRESENT a | OB 
Dr. Killian a | 
Dr. Kistiakowsky_ . 7 , 
General Goodpaster  __ | | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that, as the Geneva meetings on Surprise 
Attack went along, he became more and more impressed with the haz- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster. According to Eisenhower’s Appointment Book, this meeting lasted from 
10:35 to 11:15 a.m. (Ibid.) | eT
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ards to the United States of a system of inspection against surprise attack. 
While we tabled papers asserting the value of such a system,! privately 
he had growing concern about it. Such a system would reveal detailed 
information on our deployments, our readiness, and the protective 

strengths and arrangements for our striking forces. If the system failed to 
give us warning, it would have given great net advantage to the Soviets. 
This advantage becomes especially great with ballistic missiles and 
supersonic aircraft. | 

The President recalled that he took initiative in 1955 (at Geneva) in 
proposing aerial inspection against the “means of delivery” of highly 
destructive weapons; at that time such means of delivery were aircraft. 
Except for that proposal, he said he had never been wedded to the con- 
cept of inspection against surprise attack. In particular, he questioned the 
significance of the far north, which to him is simply an area of passage. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky added that, as against missile launching subma- 
rines, no way to monitor was seen. He added that both the scientists and 
the military men of the group came to feel that the only fruitful approach 
to this is to couple inspection with arms limitation. Through such a 
means, a reduction in the threat would be accomplished, without it being 

dependent for us upon obtaining split-second warning. There would be 
ample time to observe whether forces had in fact been reduced to and 
held at agreed levels. Such a limitation, in the case of aircraft, might pro- 
vide that only so many could be in the air at once. Total numbers of mis- 
siles might be limited. As to submarines, not more thana certain number 
might be allowed to be on station. Lo | 

The President recognized the difficulties but pointed out that, if we 
do not follow this line, we must face the question what line do we follow. 

| He did not see much hope for a world engaged in all-out effort on mili- 
tary build-up, military technology, and tremendous attempts at secrecy. 
One reason for seeking an inspection system in connection with the 
atomic testing is that if we get one such system we may then be able to go 
on to another. He recognized that this matter is very difficult, but added 

that, with aerial inspection, we can find out where great military con- 
centrations are located, and what is their state of readiness. Even if the 
Soviets should be contemplating a massive surprise attack, if they wish 
to secure the results of such an attack they must prepare forces to move 
into the devastated areas, and these we could see. He concluded by say- 
ing that, in the long run, no country can advance intellectually and in 
terms of its culture and well-being if it has to devote everything to mili- 
tary build-up. | 

" For texts of the major papers submitted by the Western Experts at the Geneva Sur- 
prise Attack Conference, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1223, 1230-1264, 
1275-1297, and 1306-1316. |
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Dr. Killian said that in view of the gravity of this matter there is a 
need to havea more sustained study under way. He suggested setting up 
study groups, and a standing group of top governmental officials con- 
cerned who would follow the matter. They would go deeply into the 
problems involved in monitoring surprise attack. Dr. Kistiakowsky com- 
mented at this point that the Soviets have had a high-powered group at 
work since the end of World War II on disarmament. They were very well | 

up on this subject, as evidenced by the fact that when our delegation 
made proposals at Geneva, the Soviets instantly showed knowledge of 
the weak points and the implications of such proposals. The President 
agreed with the suggestion. He thought that someone should draw upa 
charter for the effort, showing just who would participate—i.e., from 
what agency, having what qualifications—whose time would be 
devoted to the effort, and who would comprise the top-standing body. 

To indicate the need for a competent body in this area the President 
cited the importance of a periodic inspection of the inspection system 
and operations incident to supervision of suspension of atomic weapons 

tests. oe a , Ee 

Dr. Kistiakowsky added the point that everything to this point has 
_ been done on paper. He thought there was need for a high-level com- 

| mand (actually a task force) under the Joint Chiefs of Staff whose job 

would be to conduct monitoring and inspection, carry out maneuvers 
and tests against various combinations of forces and develop the neces- 
sary doctrine. The President thoroughly agreed. Dr. Killian recalled that 
our group at Geneva had proposed that we set up in the United States a | 
small pilot system to see just how the proposals would work. © 

_ Dr Killian next said that there is a group studying ways of improv- 
ing the inspection system for the supervision of test suspension, thus off- 
setting the effects of the findings of the Hardtack II series of tests (which 
indicated that the test system devised last summer at Geneva is less effec- 
tive than was then thought). The President said he saw possible meritina 
scheme which allowed underground tests up to perhaps 10 KT. A corol- 
lary would be, however, that we would have to tell if test shots greater , 
than this size were fired. a | 

Dr. Killian next referred to some of Dr. Kistiakowsky’s impressions 

and observations about the Soviet missile capability, since these impres- 
sions ran counter to our best intelligence estimates. Dr. Kistiakowsky 
said he was very much impressed with the importance that the Soviets 
attach to long-range ballistic missiles. These are in fact a focal point in 
their whole defense concept. They referred to it as a special area not sub- 
ject to discussion at the Geneva meeting. He said it is his opinion that 

| they now have an operational long-range missile force. The President 
said he could accept this possibility, but still holds a question as to the 
numbers and accuracy of such weapons. He then asked the question, if
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the Soviets should fire these weapons at us, where this action would 
leave them. They would still be exposed to destruction. In his mind there 
is the question whether this is a feasible means of making war; he 
granted that it is a feasible way of destroying much of the nation’s 
strength, but the resulting retaliation would besuch thatit does not make 
sense for war. He said he thought it would be at least a few years before 
the Soviets could conceivably have enough missiles so as not to have 
grounds to fear retaliation. : 

| | G. 
| | Brigadier General, USA 

ce 

193. Letter From Secretary of State Dulles to the President's 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology (Killian) 

| _ Washington, January 21, 1959. 

DEAR Dk. KILLIAN: The recent Geneva Experts Conference on meas- 
ures to reduce the danger of surprise attack suspended its meetings 
without setting a date for reconvening, although the participants, in their 
report to governments, expressed the hope that “discussions on the 
problem of preventing surprise attacks will be resumed as early as pos- 
sible” .1 However, it was the view of the Western Experts that we should 
not resume discussions until the governments had resolved the differ- 
ences between the two sides regarding the scope and nature of the dis- 
cussions. Our Delegation reports that the Western Experts also generally 
held the view that the West should not resume discussions with the West- 
ern side’s terms of reference limited to studying methods of “inspection 
and observation” which might be useful in preventing surprise attack. In 
part because of Soviet unwillingness to engage in discussions within 
sucha limited framework, the West would have been left with little more 

to say than what was presented during the first four weeks, and at the 
same time we would not, in fact, have been able to engage in a full mili- 

tary-technical analysis of the problem. — | 

In future discussions of the surprise attack problem, we will prob- 
ably have to be prepared to engage in an examination of disarmament 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology. Secret. 

' The quote is from the report of the Conference on Surprise Attack, December 18, 
1958, printed in American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 1405-1406.
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measures which might affect the surprise attack problem, and it is pos- 
sible that such discussions may not be limited to the more narrow techni-- 
cal aspects. Whatever the scope and the forum of the next series of | 
meetings dealing with surprise attack, it is inevitable that the United 
States will have to be prepared in the near future to discuss the surprise 
attack problem together with, or within the context of, arms control 

measures. It is necessary, therefore, that we examine the problem of sur- 
prise attack in a broader framework than was used for the studies con- 

_ ducted prior to the recent technical conference. 

This examination would be facilitated by a high-level study of the 
surprise attack threat and of the value to the United States of various pos- 
sible measures to reduce that threat, including arms limitation measures 
which might be in our interest. Such a study should be directed by a per- 
son appointed by the President and having wide experience in this area. I 
believe Mr. William C. Foster should be asked to assume this responsibil- 
ity. The study group under his direction would report to the group which 
the President has asked to coordinate future preparations in the fields of 
test suspension and surprise attack: the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Direc- 

tor of Central Intelligence, and the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology. I would anticipate that such a report could be 
made within ninety days. | | 

The main burden of the study should be carried by full-time person- 
nel. However, it would be desirable to have a panel of consultants who | 
could at appropriate times during the study contribute their views. Mr. 
Foster would, of course, be assisted by a full-time staff with appropriate 
representation from the Departments of State and Defense, Dr. Killian’s 
Office, Central Intelligence Agency, and the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, plus additional personnel of high competence in this field. Mr. Fos- 
ter should be able to draw upon the services of the staff of the U.S. 
Delegation to the recent surprise attack discussions; I understand there is 
general agreement that this group represents an assemblage of experi- 
enced talent which would be difficult to duplicate. | 

Enclosed is a draft memorandum to the President which sets forth 
the terms of reference for the study.” | oe 

Because of the urgency of moving forward with this work, I hope 
that you will advise me of your views as soon as possible so that the 
memorandum can go forward to the President. a 

Sincerely yours, Ho 

John Foster Dulles 

2 The draft memorandum to the President and attached terms of reference for the 
study group are in the Supplement. a |
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194. Memorandum of Conversation 

Washington, January 26, 1959. 

SUBJECT 

Conference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Tests—Report of Panel on Seismic 
Improvement 

PARTICIPANTS 

State 

The Under Secretary 
Mr. Philip Farley—S/ AE 
Mr. Charles Sullivan—S/AE 

Mr. Ronald Spiers—S/ AE | | 
Mr. Donald Morris—S/ AE | 
Mr. Robert Rich—S/S . 

White House | 
Dr. James Killian 

Mr.GordonGray > 
Mr. Bromley Smith . , 
Mr. Spurgeon Keeny | 

AEC 
Chairman McCone 

Admiral Paul Foster | 

CIA 
Mr. Allen Dulles 
Dr. Herbert Scoville 

DOD | 
Col. Fred Rhea 

At Mr. Herter’s request, Dr. Killian explained that the four promis- 
ing approaches outlined in the first report of the Panel on Seismic 
Improvement! were, of course, based on preliminary considerations and 
that the members of the Panel were presently formulating recommenda- 
tions for further studies. In particular, Dr. Street of Livermore Laboratory 
is preparing an estimate of what further underground nuclear explo- | 

| sions would be needed to provide more data. These recommendations 
will be reported at the second meeting of the Panel on February 9. He 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /1-2659. Secret. Drafted by Mor- 

ris and approved by Spiers and Farley. Herter approved the memorandum on January 27. | 

' The Report of the Panel on Seismic Improvement, January 7, concluded that “four 
promising approaches are within the present limits of technology and should be consid- 
ered.” The four approaches were: 1) analysis of long-period surface waves, 2) a network of 
unmanned auxiliary seismic stations, 3) larger arrays of seismometers at manned control Oo 
posts, and 4) detectors in deep holes. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Addi- 
tional Records of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament) The 
report and appendix are in the Supplement.
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noted that the report was in general optimistic and said he felt it was con- | 
ceivable that within the recommendations set out in the report, signifi- 
cant improvement of the capability of the Geneva System for dealing 
with the underground problem could be expected. Nonetheless, he felt 
we should have more data on this question if possible. | 

Dr. Killian said he felt it important that the U.S. Delegation be 
informed of the work of the Panel. However, he did not believe the 

Delegation should be authorized to provide the Soviet Delegation with | 
more than the broad conclusions reached by the Panel and that details of 
the Panel’s recommendations should be withheld until after the Febru- 

_ary 9th meeting and the techniques have been further evaluated. In this 
connection he thought it would be useful to have as soon as possible the 
quantitative analysis by AFOAT-1 of the effects on the capabilities of the - 
Geneva System of the four approaches recommended by the Panel. Colo- 
nel Rhea noted that this analysis should be available by January 29. 

Mr. Farley recalled that when we tabled the Hardtack II data on Jan- 
uary 5, we informed the Soviet Delegation that our scientists were study- 
ing the implications of this new data and asked that their scientists join 
ours in Geneva to consider what the data would mean to the Geneva Sys- 
tem. Thus, he felt we should give them as much of the Panel findings as 

possible, in order to show that we were trying to find solutions. He noted 
that our public position with regard to this problem will depend largely 
on what people think were our motives in making this data available to 
the Russians. He also drew attention to the fact that Senator Humphrey 
had described the Panel’s conclusions in some detail on the Senate floor 
on January 20 so that the Panel’s findings were coming into the public : 
domain. a 

| | Mr. McCone said he felt that the longer we pursue our present posi- 
tion in the negotiations, the more difficulties we will encounter. He did 
not believe that our present position on the prohibition of underground 
nuclear tests will be accepted in the U.S. and noted that there is a wide 
school of thought which believes that the inadequacy of the data on seis- 
mic detection necessitates more tests to improve our knowledge in this 
field. He said that the AEC feels two or three years of experimentation 
will be required to obtain sufficient data to enable us to design a good | 
system for monitoring underground tests. a | | 

For this reason the AEC wished to reaffirm its proposal that our | 
position in the negotiations be changed to provide only for a discontinu- | 
ance of atmospheric testing, with provision for a carefully developed | 
plan of experimentation forthe development of a system for monitoring 

| underground tests. Otherwise, he believed that the U.S. would be pursu- ; 
ing a reckless course by relying on techniques which are based on inade- 
quate appraisal and are too new to be fully understood. We would be 

| | oe |
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running a great risk of finding ourselves committed to an area of agree- 
ment which we would ultimately not be able to accept. 

Mr. Herter reminded the group that we had proposed the present 
negotiations on the basis of the conclusions reached last summer by the 
Conference of Experts who had generally agreed that all nuclear explo- 
sions down to 5 kiloton yield could be monitored with 90% reliability. 

_ Now, of course, we are faced with the lessened capability of the Geneva 
System as a result of the new data. However important the resolution of 
this difficulty may be, he wished to note that Secretary Dulles feels that 
our tactics in the negotiations should be such that if the Conference fails 
for any reason, the break should be based on an issue such as control, 

which would be attributable to the Soviet position, and not on one on 
which we would bear the blame. Mr. Herter noted that, therefore, we are 

trying to focus discussion in the negotiations on the most critical mat- 
ter—the question of adequate organizational arrangements for control. 
Until we are satisfied with the Soviet position on this matter, we believe it 
unwise to expose ourselves to the possibility of a break because of dis- 
agreement on the new data. oe 

Colonel Rhea said he believed the Department of Defense would 
support Mr. McCone’s position and that they would not support an 
agreement which would outlaw tests beyond the reach of detection. 

_ Mr. Farley recalled that the Conference has not yet reached the point 
where the Soviets are faced with agreeing that every unidentified event 
can be inspected. | | 

Mr. Gray asked Mr. McCone why the Commission thought a pro- 
_ posal seeking agreement on banning atmospheric tests alone would 

have appeal to the Russians. Mr. McCone replied that the AEC feels it 
would meet world public opinion because it would eliminate the prob- | 
lem of nuclear fall-out which seemed to be the primary concern. He 
wished to recommend this position not as a fall-back position, but as one 
on which we would take the initiative now in the negotiations. 

Dr. Killian pointed out that it would be dangerous to propose an | 
agreement to ban atmospheric tests, since that would imply that the fall- 
out hazard was real. If the Soviets refuse, our only fall-back from the new 

position suggested by Mr. McCone would be a unilateral cessation of 
| nuclear tests. He felt that such a unilateral deprivation which left the 

Soviets free to test as they wished while we could test only in outer space 
and underground would be very dangerous for the U.S. He noted that 

_ there was substantial disagreement among scientists as to the value of 
underground testing. Oo | , 

Mr. McCone agreed that whereas we could expect to make some 
progress by testing underground, it would be far less than that by testing 
in the atmosphere. He personally did not feel that outer space testing was 
feasible in the near future. _
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~ Dr. Killian said he wished to make clear that an absolute and perfect 

control system could never be designed. The important considerations 

in control were the percentage capability and the deterrent aspects which 

asystem would have. It is very likely, he felt, that the Geneva System as it 

stood prior to the Hardtack data would have been sufficient as a deter- | 

rent to any future testing. He believed that the scientists who are now 

considering the implications of the Hardtack I data will conclude that 

the Geneva System can be restored to its former capability. He stressed 

| that the Geneva Experts’ report was not “mistaken”, but had been over- 

taken in some respects by new data. It is important to remember that sci- 

ence must always adjust to new data and that we must look to the 

probabilities and possibilities of improvement. It is, therefore, highly 

desirable that we pursue agreement on a system in the current negoti- | 

ations that recognizes these possibilities and that will allow us to conduct 

: such experimentation as may be needed to provide more data. 

_ Mr. Farley said he believed we should make the Panel Report avail- 

able to our Delegation with full contingent instructions as to what they 

may transmit to the Soviet Delegation. These instructions should enable 

them without delay to transmit a version of the Panel Report to the Soviet 

Delegation in the event of a press leak. He noted that we should also 

decide whether the information should be transmitted to the United 

Kingdom and to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and the Hum- 

phrey Disarmament Subcommittee. Moreover, in view of the Humphrey 

statement on the Senate floor, the public should at least be informed of 7 

the existenceofthe Panel = SO 

| Tt was agreed: (1) that the Delegation be provided with a copy of the 

| first report of the Panel and that the State Department prepare instruc- | 

tions to the Delegation with regard to transmitting the general findings 

| of the Panel to the Soviet Delegation; (2) that the Panel Report be trans- 

. “mitted to the United Kingdom; (3) that the Congressional Committees be 

informed of the existence and the work of the Panel in non-specific terms, 

with an explanation that the Panel has not yet finished its work; (4) that 

the line in any public discussion be similar to thatin (3). 

_ Mr Herter noted that Mr. McCone had recommended an immediate | 

| change in our position at the negotiations which would provide for an 

agreement dealing only with atmospheric tests. He explained that the 

State Department considers this proposal as a fall-back position and that 

Secretary Dulles would be very much opposed to any immediate alter- 

ation in our present policy. He said he felt we should be sure that those 

| | who advocate such a policy change do so from the point of view of our 

| national military security. He asked Mr. McCone if he wished to press for 

! an immediate decision on this matter. — ae 

| Mr. McCone replied that he had a deep conviction that the United | 

| - States would ’be in serious trouble if the Soviets accepted our present
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position in the negotiations and that the situation will become increas- 
ingly bad unless we revise our approach. He would like, however, to dis- 
cuss more fully with the full Commission the question of seeking a 
meeting with the President on the AEC recommendation. | 
' Mr. Gray said he felt that if the AEC and the Defense Department 
conclude that a change in policy should be undertaken, their recommen- 
dation should be taken to the President for discussion. 

In response to a suggestion by Dr. Killian that we move ahead to | 
plan for a program of underground tests to gain more data on the ques- 
tion of seismic detection and identification, Mr. Farley suggested that we 
would want to design a program which would provide an evaluation of 
any positive approaches such as the four suggested by the Panel. We 
would be in a far better position in making such a proposal if it could be 
shown that its purpose was not simply to prove difficulties but to test 
ways to overcome these difficulties. | 

__ Dr. Killian noted that Mr. Herter had asked him to convene a Panel 
of Experts to review the question of outer space detectionand proposeda 
Panel under the Chairmanship of Dr. Panofsky of Stanford University. 
The other members of the Panel would be: Dr. Hans Bethe of Cornell Uni- 
versity, Dr. Morris Bradbury of Los Alamos Laboratory, Dr. Arthur 

| Donovan of the Space Technology Laboratory, Dr. Richard Latter of Rand 
Corporation, Dr. Pickering of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, Dr. Abe Sil- 
verstein of NASA, Dr. Edward Teller of Livermore Laboratory and Dr. | 

| Whitson of ARPA. It was agreed that Dr. Killian should convene sucha 
Panel as early as possible. Cs oe — 

—. eee 

195. Memorandum of Conversation | | 

- Washington, January 30, 1959. 

SUBJECT | 

U.S. Position in Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations 

PARTICIPANTS 

The Secretary 
S/AE—Mr. Ronald L. Spiers : | oO | | 
Mr. John A. McCone, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission : 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 
Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Spiers.
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Mr. McCone said that he had asked to see the Secretary in order to 

explain again the position of the AEC with respect to the Geneva nuclear 

test negotiations and to leave with the Secretary a letter setting out this 

position.! Mr. McCone, referring to the Berkner report,* said that the 

improvements which might be worked out and incorporated in the 

Geneva System to compensate for the difficulties disclosed by the new 

data from Hardtack II were theoretical and must be tested experimen- 

tally before they could be relied upon. Mr. McCone noted that the report 

itself was highly qualified in its conclusions. It pointed out a very impor- 

tant point: That we had no experimental data on the detection of nuclear 

explosions detonated in geological environments other than that in 

which the few underground tests to date have been conducted. We were 

basing our entire approach in the Geneva negotiations on a disturbing 

paucity of data. The AEC was unanimous in the view that we should — 

change our approach in the negotiations and attempt to secure an agree- 

ment banning atmospheric tests with a provision for the ending of 

underground tests when further experimentation had cast more light on 

the problem. | Oo | 7 | 

Mr. McCone said that the AEC recognized that the responsibility for 

how the U.S. position was played out in the current negotiations lay with 

the Department of State. The new Hardtack data placed the U.S. in an 

awkward position and he could understand the reluctance of the Secre- 

tary to consider a shift in our position at this point. He wished to empha- 

size, however, that there was a deep and serious split among the 

scientists, who were lining up in a way that they did during the great 

debate over the development of the H-bomb. If and when agreement was 

reached with the Soviet Union and it was presented to Congress for con- 

sent to its ratification there would be a bitter argument that could be 

extremely damaging to this country. He added that the AEC was not 

putting forth its ideas simply with the objective of continuing nuclear 

testing. They were perfectly ready to end atmospheric tests. This would 

give us some measure, although modest, of penetration in the Soviet 

Union. A year or two later, after more experiments had been conducted, 

it might be possible to agree on a system of detection of underground 

| tests with which everyone would be satisfied. Accordingly it was the | 

strong view of the AEC that if there was an opportunity in the negoti- 

ations to change our directions we should take advantage of it. 

| The Secretary said that he did not doubt that there would be an 

opportunity to change our direction. He felt that there was not one 

' The letter, dated February 2, is ibid., Central Files, 700.5611 /2-259. See the Supple- 
ment. | 

2 Lloyd V. Berkner was the Chairman of the Panel on Seismic Improvement. Concern- 

ing its report (also known as the Berkner Report), see footnote 1, Document 194.
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chance in a hundred that the Soviets would agree to the controls that we 
think are necessary to police the agreement we had in mind. He enumer- 
ated the problems that related to the veto, to the nationality of staffs and 
to the problem of mobility of inspection teams. He did not feel that the 
alternative was either calling off the negotiations or proceeding on a 
fresh basis. If the 100 to one chance were to come about, and it appeared _ 
that the Soviets would accept our control requirements there would still 
be an opportunity to consider whether our approach should be changed. 
However, if the chance were so small that we would have to change our 
position, why do it? Such a change would allow the Russians to break off 
the negotiations with the United States bearing the entire blame for their 
failure. It was in some degree for public relations reasons that we had 
undertaken these negotiations in the first place, since we were losing a 
great deal throughout the world as a consequence of our position on 
nuclear testing. We do not want to be back where we started. The Secre- 
tary mentioned that he had just had a meeting with his panel of disarma- 
ment advisers and that this subject had been discussed. The advisers 
appeared to agree unanimously that the tactics that we were pursuing 
were proper. Accordingly, he felt that the State Department needed lee- 
way to work out the best tactics in dealing with the problem. He felt that 
the press treatment that had been given to the controversy over the 
course of the negotiations was most regrettable and was quite damaging 
to our position. The Russians were harping on these articles, claiming 
that they proved we were looking for a way to break the negotiations off. 
Mr. McCone agreed that the press treatment was unfortunate and said 

_ that he had been advised by one representative of the press that the State 
Department had been the source of information. | | 

eee 

196. Telegram From the Department of State to the Consulate | 
| General in Geneva | _ a 

| | Washington, January 30, 1959, 8:21 p.m. 

1158. Eyes only Wadsworth from Secretary. Have just completed 
talk with my disarmament consultants, namely Gruenther, Lovett, 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /1-3059. Secret; Priority. Drafted 
and approved by Dulles and cleared by Farley. — oo



McCloy and Bedell Smith.! Also McCone has just presented me with a 

formal communication from AEC.? Think you should be aware that there 

is growing apprehension in informed private circles in Defense and 

AEC, in Congress and in the country as a whole lest these suspension-of- 

: test negotiations involve us in agreements which are far from being “fool 

proof” so far as inspection and controls are concerned. I consider it of the 

utmost importance that we concentrate upon forcing the Soviets to show 

their hand with respect to controls and ascertain whether or not they will 

demand veto power in Control Commission on substantive matters and 

whether they will insist that the local control posts in the Soviet Union be | 

manned basically by Soviet nationals. If they demand both, or indeed 

either of these, then I believe our whole approach must be basically 

changed. Until we know this I believe it is dangerous to proceed with 

other aspects of the program. Iam confident that you can give the negoti- 

ations this direction, = | : oo 

With best personal regards, Foster Dulles. 

| | Dulles 

! The memorandum of the conversation, January 30, is ibid. See the Supplement. 

2 See footnote 1, Document 195. | oo ; 

197. Telegram From Secretary of State Dulles to the Department of 

State a | 

a London, February 5, 1959, 2 a.m. 

 Secto 7. Secretary, Macmillan and Lloyd this evening! had prelimi- 

nary discussion of Geneva negotiations on nuclear testing. Secretary 

. urged importance of focusing on controls issue, if necessary breaking off 

present conference on this issue. Suggested that U.S. and UK could at 

| that point propose to Soviets reciprocal forbearance atmospheric tests, 

| citing their injurious effects and detectibility outside country of origin. 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/2-559. Secret. Repeated to 

| Geneva for the U.S. Delegation. | | | | a Oo | 

1 February 4. | | oe | :
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He noted there is influential body of opinion in the U.S. holding that we 
should not agree to any test suspension except within the realm of detect- 
ability and expressed certainty U.S. Senate would not ratify a treaty 
incorporating current Soviet proposals on veto in control system, evenif, 
as he understood British were considering proposing, intention to 
denounce treaty in event veto used were announced. 

Macmillan wanted time for further consideration this matter. 
Although acknowledging merit of Secretary’s proposal in relieving 
humanity of dangers of atmospheric tests, he felt it left undesirably 
unsolved larger problem of achieving effective control of armament. He 
suggested, and Secretary indicated agreement, that Secretary’s plan 
might be modified to provide for continued negotiations on controls 
after initiation reciprocal forbearance on atmospheric tests. 

_ It was apparent that Macmillan and Lloyd were not fully in accord. 
Whole subject will be further considered Thursday morning.2. 

| | Dulles 

* The meeting on the morning of February 5 was reported in Secto 9 from London, | 
February 5. Dulles met again with Macmillan, Lloyd, and Ormsby Gore, and the British 
acknowledged that the object of the U.S. agreement to break the link between testing and 
disarmament was to focus on control. Therefore, the U.S. and British officials agreed to do 
so and give further study to the question of duration of the agreement and the fall back 
position of reciprocal forbearance of testing with continuing negotiations on control. 
(Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /2-559) See the Supplement. 

eee 

198. Memorandum From the Secretary of State’s Special Assistant 
(Greene) to the Secretary of State’s Special Assistant for 
Disarmament and Atomic Energy (Farley) 

. a Washington, February 12, 1959. 

I have told the Secretary on the telephone that you and Mr. Dillon 
are considering the next moves in the nuclear suspension test talks in 
Geneva.! The Secretary considers that the question of composition of the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations. Con- 
fidential; Personal and Private. . , 

' The transcript of the February 11 telephone conversation between Greene and 
Dulles is ibid. See the Supplement. |
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control organization is irrelevant as long as the Soviets would have the 

veto power. The Secretary said he was not sure but what we should call 

Wadsworth home advertising that he is coming home to consider the 

grave situation created by Soviet demands for a veto, and indicating it 

may not be worthwhile to carry on the talks any longer. | 

The Secretary said if we call the talks off, we would probably have to 

make a counterproposal—one less far reaching in scope, and along the 

lines that were discussed with Mr. Macmillan in London (Secto 7),?. and 

that have also been Mr. McCone’s idea and also more or less Senator 

Gore’s idea.3 Oo oe | co ee | 

This might be done by a letter to Khrushchev from the President; it 

should: also be considered whether we want to act unilaterally, or 

- together with the British. Macmillan might not want to write Khrush- 

chev in view of his forthcoming trip to Moscow. We should also consider 

whether parallel letters from the President and Macmillan would tend to 

put Macmillan in the position of an intermediary or negotiator in our 

behalf. — ns, | | - ee 

The Secretary suggested a formulation along the following lines for 

a communication to the Soviets: | - - 

_ “Your position on the veto power and all other substantive aspects 

of control destroys any real control. There is, therefore, no alternative but 

to devise a course of action which on the one hand will not require con- 

trols but which, on the other hand, will spare mankind the growing dan- 

ger of nuclear contamination. Therefore, we propose for the time being, 

and until further notice, not to have any more atmospheric explosions 

| and to confine any explosions to underground. We hope you will do the 

same. If you will do the same, then at least the main concern of mankind 

will be satisfied. If you don’t do it, then we will have to reconsider.” 

| _ The Secretary thought that in view of Governor Herter’s active con- 

cern with these matters in the past, he should be consulted about the next 

moves. If it could not wait until his return, then a telephone call might 

suffice. oo - | Ce 

~? Document 197. oe , pa 

3 On November 17, 1958, Senator Albert Gore orally proposed to Eisenhower that the 

United States try a new approach at the Geneva Conference to consist of a Presidential 

| announcement of unconditional and unilateral cessation of all atmospheric tests for 3 

years, a call for similar action by other nuclear powers, and concentration by the negotia- 

| tors ona limited treaty for permanent stoppage of atmospheric tests. Gore followed up this | 

| suggestion witha memorandum to the President on November 19, 1958. The Gore memo- 

randum is attached toa memorandum from Gray to Eisenhower, January 8, 1959, which 

2 also contains the views of the Department of State and the AEC on the Gore proposal. 

(Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Disarmament) See the 

Supplement. a oe LO
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The Secretary also asked that there be appropriate consultation with 
Congressional leaders on the matter. 

Joseph N. Greene, Jr.4 

4 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

SST Ser nrarusntstensssrnneareenee 

199. Memorandum of Meeting 

Washington, February 12, 1959. 

MEETING ON NUCLEAR TESTING: 

PARTICIPANTS | 

| Gordon Gray 

Dillon—G. Smith—P. Farley 
McCone—Starbird 
Allen Dulles 
G. Allen 
Beckler—Keeny 
(No Defense representation because Mr. Quarles was called to the President’s 

office) 

1. Mr. Gray explained that he had called the meeting of the group, 
the first in two and one-half weeks, because of the view held by Mr. 
McConeand Mr. Quarles that the U.S. position on nuclear testing, as well 
as our present public posture in the Geneva negotiations, needed to be 
discussed. Mr. Gray made clear that he did not expect any decisions to be 
made by Mr. Dillon in the absence of Mr. Herter who had been handling 
the test policy. . 

2. Mr. Farley, at Mr. Dillon’s request, gave a report on the progress 
of the Geneva negotiations: 

a. Soviet insistence on the veto and discussion of the Soviet posi- | 
tion on controls have been kept as the major issues. 

b. The Soviet position on controls has shifted froma very hard one 
to a more reasonable one, including Soviet requests for Western counter- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up. Confiden- 
tial. Drafted by Smith on February 13. The meeting was held in the Cabinet Room. A hand- 
written note on the memorandum by Gordon Gray reads: “This is in accord with my recol- 
lections. GG. 17 Feb. 59.”
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proposals to their stated views on controls. There is no evidence that the 

Russians would accept controls satisfactory to us but the negotiations 

should be continued until Soviet unreasonableness is made more clear 

publicly and their present posture of appearing willing to negotiate on 

controls is revealed as being insincere. | oe 

-. ¢ The Soviet public position on issues other than controls is better | 

than it should be. Therefore, Western efforts must be continued to make 

clear publicly the unsatisfactory nature of the Soviet final position. 

4. The USSR does not now appear on the verge of breaking off the 

negotiations. Three weeks ago they appeared to be leading up toa break. 

Now Soviet delegates in Geneva have told U.S. officials there that the 

Russians are prepared to stay indefinitely and, if there is to be a break, 

force the U.S. and the UK to make it. : | a 

3. In response to a question by Mr. Allen as to whether our aim in 

Geneva is a propaganda victory or the achievement of a test suspension 

agreement, Mr. Dillon replied: - | | 

. a. At the outset, we wanted an agreement if the Russians would | 

meet us on controls and inspection. We have now come to feel that the 

Russians will not sign an agreement acceptable to us. 7 7 | 

b. Data which we have learned since the Geneva technical negoti- 

ations last summer, if known then, might have led us to avoid undertak- 

ing the negotiation of a treaty. In addition, the new data has led us to 

believe that an agreement such as that visualized by the technicians last 

summer is less desirable now than we thought then. . | , 

--¢. Therefore, propaganda has now moved into the ascendency and 

our future tactics will seek to prevent the Russians from putting on us the 

onus for failure of the treaty negotiations. © Se | 

| _ d. Thetactical problem consists of concentrating the discussions on 

controls and disengaging at the best possible time. To do so, we will: 

(1) Introduce boiler-plate articles to keep the discussions going and — 

to avoid future Soviet accusations that we did not even try to discuss all 

aspects of the treaty. » ae 

: _. (2) Keep the talks on dead center until Prime Minister Macmillan 

returns from his visit to Moscow. Secretary Dulles discovered that Mr. 

| Macmillan’s views on nuclear testing treaty were unsatisfactory when 

he discussed the issue with him recently in London. The Prime Minister 

was “soft” on the question of controls and appeared willing to take a test 

cessation agreement at almost any Price illon said Secretary Dulles 

| had persuaded him differently an helped to bring him back toa strong” 

| er position, but that nothing should be done in Geneva or with the Britis 

| which would prompt the Prime Minister to go back to his earlier position 

| while discussing the issue with the Russians in Moscow.
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4. Mr. McCone said he unfortunately had to leave the meeting but 
urged that another meeting of the group be held promptly to discuss the 
substantive issues of the U.S. position. He pointed out: 

a. If we continue to negotiate with the Russians indefinitely in 
Geneva, in effect we have accepted a test suspension without an agree- 
ment. : 

b. The second Berkner report may turn out to be more pessimistic 
about improving the capabilities of an underground test monitoring sys- 
tem than the first. The Berkner reports are based on tests ina single geo- | graphic area and in a single geological formation. Further underground 
tests will be required to obtain authoritative data applicable to under- 
ground tests in differing areas and formations. The tec nology of a deep 
underground monitoring system requires further development. 

c. Increasing concern has been expressed to him by several Con- 
pressmen who feel that the U.S. may be led into an area where we almost 
ad to accept an unsatisfactory test suspension agreement. 

9. Mr. Dillon said the State Department had no intention of contin- 
uing negotiations in Geneva indefinitely, nor did it intend to abandon the 
present firm position on the detection and control system. He said that 
the talks would be broken off when it was possible to do so advanta- 
geously. In the meantime, in order to keep the discussions going, the U.S. 
Delegation would introduce only minor matters (details of control, staff- 
ing, finance, etc.). In response to a question by Allen Dulles, Mr. Farley 
said there were plenty of minor matters to discuss for a considerable 
period of time without tabling additional important substantive articles. 

_ 6. Mr. Allen stated his belief that the U.S. should now move to a 
position of seeking the cessation of atmospheric tests only. He expressed 
a fear that if eventually we planned to seek an atmospheric only test ban, 
it would be a mistake to try to put the Russians ina difficult propaganda 
position now because, if we succeeded, the Russians would be hostile 
toward an atmospheric test ban. 

7. Mr. Beckler, representing Dr. Killian’s office, asked whether the 
State Department's doubts regarding the possibility of negotiating a sat- 
isfactory nuclear suspension treaty were based primarily on technical 
considerations. He pointed out that many technical facts had not yet 
been determined. Further study by the scientists would be required 
before they were willing to come to firm conclusions regarding the capa- 
bilities of underground test detection. He said that thetechnicalsituation 
was not as bad as Mr. Dillon had made it out to be. He said there was no 
reason to be pessimistic, and therefore no decision to abandon efforts to 
obtain a treaty could be based on a statement that technically a satisfac- 
tory treaty was impossible. In reply, Mr. Dillon repeated State’s belief 
that the primary reason why the Department doubts that a treaty will 
result from the Geneva negotiations is Soviet insistence on the veto, and 
only secondarily on the technical difficulties of monitoring tests.
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8. Mr.Gray stated that it appeared that Defense, AEC and Mr. Allen 

favored giving up the present U.S. position and proceeding to try for an 

agreement prohibiting only atmospheric tests. He indicated his belief 

that if the President were asked to decide whether to continue negoti- 

ations as we are now doing or to change the U.S. policy as suggested 

~ above, he would favor the former position. | Be 

| Mr. Gray expressed his concern that possible policy differences 

were being aired in the press, that a Congressional hearing might lead to 

| full public airing of any differences, and that a charge might be made that | 

: although there are differing views among Cabinet members, there had 

| been no real opportunity for the proponents of these views to be heard. 

| Mr. Gray indicated that the group should meet again in the near 

| future for a discussion of the substantive issues, possibly before the 

completion of the second Berkner report, which will not be ready before 

| ° March 6. a | oe Oo 

: (Mr. Keeny, who met with the Berkner panel last week, indicated his 

i belief that the second Berkner report would not materially change the 

| conclusions reached in the first report. He said that he felt that the scien- 

| tists would not be willing to make firmer judgments as to the effective- | 

| ness of additional seismic techniques but would recommend further 

| underground tests not limited to one geographic or geological area. He 

| added that the scientists at their next meeting on March 5 would be pre- 

| pared to add their views on the question of concealing or covering 

| underground tests.) | Be 

| a | | | _. Bromley Smith! 

| a oo : 

| | 7 | . 

| a | 

| | , | 

ae . | 

' Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. Po : 

, |
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200. Telegram From the Delegation to the Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Tests to the Department of State 

Geneva, February 16, 1959, 11 a.m. 

Supnu 283. For Herter from Wadsworth. I have been giving careful | 
thought to the basic question of whether or not it is in our interest to go 
further with these negotiations. One thing is clear. We have to make up 
our minds right away. We have been focusing on the central issues of con- 
trol for just about a month. We have talked at great length about the key | 
issues of veto, staffing, and inspection. I think that as of this moment we 
are in a good position on all these points and that the differences between 
us and the Soviets are clearly registered. But we cannot expect to goon 
talking about these points alone without running real risk that these 
major issues will get blurred. The Soviets obviously have every interest 
in trying to make themselves look less bad and they are trying hard to 
fuzz up the differences between us. The British have acted very well so 
far but it is evident that because of their domestic public opinion they are 
itching to start compromising on staff, inspection, and even the veto ina 
way which could help the Russians to confuse and undermine our public 
position. I think therefore that we must now decide whether we are 
going to wind up these negotiations at least temporarily or whether we 
should start talking about other things, and begin the kind of compro- 
mises and negotiations which would be necessary if there were to be any 
possibility of making an agreement with the Soviets. 

_ Know that this is an important decision and that if we choose to _ 
arrange a recess of these talks it must be done in a way which does not 
seem to close doors upon further negotiations with regard to stopping 
tests or other fields of disarmament. And of course the U.K. would have 
to be consulted. I know that there are many important considerations, 
aside from those involved in these particular negotiations, which you 
must take into account in reaching a decision. I think though that it will 
be helpful to you to have my thinking about our position here. 

As you know, I have been cautiously optimistic from the start of the 
negotiations until after the Christmas recess. I have a tremendous emo- 
tional desire to make a success of these talks. However, [have reluctantly 
come to believe that it would be wiser for us to find some way of stopping 
these negotiations now for some time at least. Two things have led me to 
this belief. | 

In the first place it does not seem at all likely that the Soviets are will- 
ing or ready to make basic changes in their position and allow the degree 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /2-1659. Secret; Priority; Limited 
Distribution.
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of control that would be necessary for a treaty. If we go on with the | 

negotiations we will get into problems such as threshold and phasing | 

which can involve us in very real difficulties. Iam not confident that the 

possibilities of securing Soviet agreement are sufficient to warrant our | 

moving into these tricky and complicated issues where our position : 

from the point of view of public opinion is bound to be less favorable. © 

Secondly, although I naturally cannot judge what the thinking is at 
home I am afraid that the general effect of the new seismic data has been 

such that any control arrangements that the Soviets might possibly agree 
to would certainly not be considered “fool-proof” by our own people 
and might well not be considered even an adequate deterrent by the Sen- 

ate. | | | a 

We began these negotiations on the basis of the agreed conclusions _ 
of the experts. Our own people had the idea that this system would give 
adequate protection. But in the middle of the conference we found that | 
the system had been overrated, or is at least suspect. The net result is that 
even in the unlikely case the Soviets should agree to a treaty, the arrange- 
ment, whatever its provisions, would not in many quarters meet the 
expectations which have been created. We would, Iam afraid, have real 

trouble with our own public opinion and might well fail to get Senate 
consent to ratification. This, in my opinion, would be far worse for the 
U.S. than failure to agree here. _ . 

_ Accordingly, I believe that it is the wisest thing now to arrange a 
recess for these negotiations. I will give you my ideas in later messages 
on how this might be done with least damage and the things I think 
should be done by us here before a recess. But I believe you should know : 
that I think it best for us to wind up this phase of the negotiations as soon 
as possible. | | 

201. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

- Washington, February 17, 1959. 

| OTHERS PRESENT | - | | | 

Acting Secretary Herter | : } | 
General Goodpaster 

_ [Here follows discussion of Secretary Dulles’ illness and the possi- 
bility of a Foreign Ministers Conference. ] ' | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on February 18. , |
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Mr. Herter next recalled that Mr. Macmillan is going to Moscow in 
the next few days. Currently the Geneva talks on the suspension of 
atomic tests are practically stalled. We have concluded the Soviets are not 
going to give in on the inspection issue. They seek veto power, and we 
believe we may have to break off the negotiations. The President said 
that there must be no technical conditions bearing on this. If there is a 
break, it must be on the refusal of the Soviets to provide for inspection— 
on their insistence upon a veto. 

Mr. Herter said that with Macmillan’s trip coming up, he clearly 
wants to give in on this matter, because of his forthcoming elections. We 
must have an agreement as to what we are going to do and what proce- 
dures we are going to follow. He added that Mr. Wadsworth now 
believes that it will not be possible to get an agreement that the Senate 
would or should ratify. 

The President said that voluntary disengagement will be extremely 
difficult to explain. He thought the text of our instructions should havea 

| sentence to the effect that we have come to the conviction that the talks 

are bound to fail because of the intransigence of the Soviets in insisting 
on a veto in every phase of inspection; while we cannot foresee the exact 
conditions on which the break will probably take place, we must make 
clear that the one thing on which there cannot be retreat is insistence on 
an effective inspection system. Mr. Herter said he planned to tell Caccia 
just this today. The President said we should not tell anyone we are pre- 
paring to pull out. Instead we should say we believe negotiations are 
about to break down because of Soviet insistence on the veto. 

_ As to the next step in this case, Mr. Herter referred to Secretary 
Dulles’ ideas about a fall-back position. The President recalled that this 
related to atmospheric tests. Mr. Herter said that if negotiations break 
down the plan is then to make an offer regarding atmospheric tests, but 
not to suggest it to Macmillan now. He repeated that Mr. Wadsworth 
thinks we should break off negotiations now.! The President asked 
whether recessing would not be a better formula but Mr. Herter said it is 
not as dramatic as breaking off and shifting the discussion to the Disar- 

-_ mament Committee of the United Nations. The President suggested 
additional language to the effect that our problem is to be completely 

| prepared for disengagement on terms that would be understood by the 
whole world regardless of whether the negotiations are broken off by 
them or by us. The President added that without satisfactory control 

. arrangements he would rather handle the testing problem simply by 
making a unilateral statement. 

" See Document 200.
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[Here follows discussion of President Eisenhower’s upcoming trip 

to Mexico.]. | 

| Brigadier General, USA 

202. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, February 23, 1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | | 
Secretary Herter | mo : 

| General Goodpaster | | | 

The discussion centered on a draft of a proposed reply, prepared by 
the State Department, for the President to make to Mr. Macmillan on the 
subject of the Geneva negotiations for suspension of atomic testing.! Mr. 
Herter said that the British are now advancing the idea of agreeing ona 
certain number of allowable inspections that can be made each year. 

The President indicated he did not see much merit in this proposal. 
He also commented that a careful reading of Macmillan’s letter shows a 

| certain confusion as to what he means by control; his real meaning seems 
to be “detection.” The President recalled that he had agreed with Secre- 
tary Dulles that we do not have to have a system better than that agreed 
upon a year ago. We do, however, have to have the right to go in and 
inspect any questionable occurrence. oe, | 

In further discussion, the President extensively modified the State 
Department proposal, in order to concentrate very directly upon the 

question of the veto. This is the breaking point in the negotiations, pro- | 

vided always that the system of stations and procedures is reasonable 
and satisfactory. _ | 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on February 24. | oe 

1 The draft reply, attached to a February 22 memorandum from Herter to the Presi- 
dent, is in Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /2-2259. See the Supplement. The 

draft reply was in response to a February 20 letter from Macmillan, in which Macmillan 
suggested that it would be worth the risk involved in accepting something less than perfect 
control, “if we can create a control system which involves a sufficient degree of risk to a 
potential violator that he cannot get away undetected.” (Department of State, Presidential 
Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, Macmillan to Eisenhower) See the Supplement. |
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_ Mr. Herter commented that Secretary Dulles thinks there would be 
considerable merit, because of the complexity of this whole issue, in find- 
ing some way to break off the negotiations in Geneva—inasmuch as the 
Soviets apparently are not going to agree on an effective inspection sys- 
tem—and put the whole matter into the Disarmament Committee of the 
U.N. At that time we could focus on the question of atmospheric testing, 
and eliminate other features of the proposals. Mr. Herter said that Lord 
Hood is coming in to see him today, and planning to talk about the 
suggestion for agreeing upona fixed number of inspections per year. He 
asked if he might take up this reply with Lord Hood, and The President 
said he could give the message to Hood for delivery. _ a , 

_ Mr.Herter told the President that Mr. Macmillan had sent a copy of 
his note to the President to British negotiators:in Geneva. He suggested 

| that the President might send similarly a copy of his own reply. The Presi- 
dent objected vehemently and said there was to be no distribution of his 
private correspondence with Macmillan. He said that Mr. Herter could 
give thesubstance of the position approved by the President ina separate 
wire but that his text must not be disseminated. He added that if ever we 
know that Macmillan’s letters to the President are being distributed, that 
will finish the use of this method of communication. | 

[Here follows discussion of leaks of prospective appointments | 
within the Eisenhower administration. ] — 7 

a | G. 
. ___- Brigadier General, USA 

_ 203. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower - 

| | Washington, February 25, 1959, 3:25 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT , | 

Dr. Killian | , 
General Goodpaster | 

The President said he had asked Dr. Killian to stop in so that he 
might discuss one or two matters relating to the progress of the negoti- 
ations at Geneva for the suspension of atomic testing. He recalled that we 
have separated our proposals on suspension of testing from efforts in the 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on February 28.



direction of general disarmament in order to improve the possibilities of 

| obtaining an agreement. By eliminating any extraneous features we have 

centered the negotiation on the crucial point—the right to carry out | 
inspection untrammeled. The President thought that if we have stations 

- such that we can detect if the Russians test a weapon in the air, and can be | 

sure they are not setting off large weapons underground, then the idea of 
teams to be sent out from place to place seems rather secondary in impor- 

tance. a | | | | 

Practically, the President said he doubted whether such teams could | 
find the sites of underground explosions of a size say of 20 kilotons. He 
also commented that he and the Secretary of State were in agreement that 
the provision of teams is not a feature of too great importance in this 
scheme.! Accordingly, he is wondering whether we could not agree that 
the system will not apply to tests below say 10 kilotons—what would be 
prohibited would be tests in the atmosphere and tests underground 
above a certain size. He thought that if we bar some underground tests, 
but then cannot be sure they are not occurring, the tendency for suspi- 
cions to arise will be very great, and our whole nation will become more 
and more jittery. | | 

The President said what we are concerned about is that we do not 
want to be vetoed as regards the reading of instruments in the fixed sta- 
tions and making the decision to conduct an inspection. Dr. Killian 
agreed that this is vital. The President said that what is essential is the 
right to inspect. 

Dr. Killian then said that a great deal depends on the size of explo- 
sion which is set as the “threshold.” There exists a problem of possible 
concealment of underground tests, the difficulty of which is not yet 
understood, although we expect to have data and findings in about ten 
days. There is, at least theoretically, and perhaps practically, the possibil- 
ity of accomplishing “decoupling” of an explosion from its surrounding 
environment, and if this can be done the result would be to blur and fuzz 

the seismographic data, and hence invalidate the threshold concept. 

' Earlier on February 25, at 9:25 a.m, Eisenhower and Killian briefly discussed the 
negotiations at Geneva. The memorandum of conversation by Goodpaster reads as fol- 
OWS: 

“The President asked Dr. Killian to talk to Mr. Herter concerning our minimum posi- 
tion on inspection in connection with the negotiations on suspension of atomic testing now 
under way in Geneva. Specifically, he is to examine the limits of the position which might 
be acceptable to us. | 

“For example, they should consider the acceptability of a system adequate to give 
assurance against atmospheric shots and underground shots above a certain size. Under 
this concept, the suspension of tests would be limited to these particular modes. 

“Dr. Killian said he would go into the matter with Mr. Herter.” (Ibid.)
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With regard to Mr. Macmillan’s idea of setting an allowable number 
of test inspections each year, the basic problem is of course the one of dis- 
criminating between underground explosions and earthquake shocks. 
Unless there were authority to visit the site of shocks, there could be no 
confidence that they were not underground tests. Dr. Killian said that 
there is good indication that the capability of the Geneva system can be 
restored by the addition of new methods; although determination is not 
final, this might include the necessity to add to the number of observing 
stations. 

| I suggested that if the problem is in fact as the Russians are indicat- 
ing a deep concern over the misuse of this system to make it serve simply 
as an intelligence device, it might be possible to meet this concern 
through assurances and safeguards against the misuse or promiscuous 
use of the inspection system. The type of misuse about which they are 
concerned would be of the form of frequent inspection trips not based 
upon seismographic events which in fact require investigation. Without 
obstructing the right to conduct such inspections, means might be found 
to audit them after they are made to assure that they were not carried out 
without valid basis. The President thought there might be some merit in 
such an effort. | 

| | G 
| Brigadier General, USA 

$$ eee 

204. Telegram From the Department of State to the Delegation to 
the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Tests 

| Washington, March 10, 1959, 1:15 p.m. 

: Nusup 260. Eyes only for Wadsworth from Acting Secretary. British 
being advised our thinking on Geneva negotiations along following 
lines. 7 | | | | 

We are convinced present phase Geneva negotiations should be 
recessed at early date. If we do, we will be in position state openly to 

| world the principle of effective international control system not subject 
to veto or obstruction. If we do not recess soon, we will be drawn into 

prolonged inconclusive discussions confusing and obscuring basic 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/3-1059. Secret. Drafted by . 
Farley and cleared by Calhoun. |
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issues without making real progress. We have now tested possibilities of 
shift in Soviet position. However, Soviet reception of UK informal 
suggestions to Khrushchev appears to be that these are signs of Western 
readiness compromise on veto. | | | 

Our purpose in negotiations is to reach agreement on sound prin- 
ciples which will be good precedent for future disarmament agreements. 
Stopping nuclear tests is of secondary importance. These tests are 
already temporarily suspended and UK is aware of our tentative think- | 
ing that this reciprocal forbearance might be continued indefinitely for 

_ atmospheric tests if a test ban agreement proves unobtainable. Continu- 
ing present negotiations without pause to highlight principles involved 
will face us with widespread expectation of compromise on principles of 
international control just for sake of stopping tests and increasing com- 
plexity of debate will make it increasingly difficult to stand on principles. 

_ UK also advised we would welcome pause in order enable us to 
_ clarify our thinking on some aspects of control system. High altitude and 

| underground study groups just completing their work. Their conclu- 
sions require careful assessment as to implications for control system 
agreed on by experts. | | —_ | 

We further advise UK our view recess well before end of month will 
not interfere with progress toward negotiations with the Soviets on other 
outstanding issues and will actually assist in objective of reaching sound 
test suspension agreement. We do not want sharp or complete break and 
would handle a recess in such manner as to make this clear. If possible, a 
recess would be taken by agreement to enable delegates to report back 
their governments. We would of course continue withhold nuclear test- 
ing under terms announced in White House statements August 22 and _ 
November 7.! We suggest possibility letters from President and Prime 

_ Minister to Khrushchev explaining our approach to negotiations and our 
| continuing desire devise effective international control system. We state | 

readiness welcome discussion status negotiations in UN Disarmament 
| Commission since we believe principles we have insisted on would 

receive general endorsement. _ oy 

UK views requested prior Macmillan visit Washington. _ | 

" Regarding the August 22 statement, see Document 175. In the November 7 state- 
ment, Eisenhower announced that the Soviet Union was continuing to test nuclear weap- 
ons and thus the United States was not obligated to continue its testing suspension begun 
on October 31, 1958. Nevertheless, Eisenhower stated, the United States and the United 

Kingdom would continue to suspend testing “for the time being,” but “if there was not a 
corresponding renunciation by the Soviet Union, the United States would be obligated to 
reconsider its opinion.” The full text of the statement is in Documents on Disarmament, 
1945-1959, p. 1221. |
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In view approach to UK summarized above, Department will defer 
commenting on proposals for temporary recess in Supnu 323 and Supnu 
3252 at least until initial response received from UK. 

Herter 

| 

| 2Dated March 8 and 9, respectively. (Department of State, Central Files, 
700.5611 /3-959) Both are in the Supplement. 

ee 

205. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| Washington, March 17, 1959, 9:45 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Secretary Herter 

Deputy Under Secretary Murphy 

Assistant Secretary Merchant . 
Mr. Reinhardt 
Mr. Hagerty 
General Goodpaster 
Major Eisenhower 

| Secretary Herter explained the reason for his requesting this meet- 
ing: to summarize for the President matters which Prime Minister Mac- 
millan might bring up on his forthcoming visit. 

[Here follows discussion of a possible summit and Berlin.] 

The President now turned to the question of our position on nuclear 
testing. He feels it is no longer quite right for us to be rigid in the details 
on such matters as inspection merely because we have been rigid in the 
past. All available evidence indicates that nuclear testing is bad. The 
allowable dose of strontium 90 is being approached in some foods in 
some areas of the country. With this development, the President feels that 

| we would no longer test atomic weapons in the atmosphere. There is a 
requirement now for a system which both sides know would work. He 
realizes that some small test shots might not be detected, and elaborately 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

| by John Eisenhower. | | |
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placed underground shots are reported to reduce the shock effect on 
technical equipment by a factor of 1000 to 1. Therefore, he feels we would 
be best off by agreeing that small weapons may be tested. We should | 
work ona system which would operate without a veto and still be mean- 
ingful. This would comprise a definite promise to the world that we 
would cease testing inthe atmosphere. | | 

The President continued with the thought that the scientists will say 2 
that any nuclear war would be disastrous, at least for the Northern 
Hemisphere. This might point to a suspension of the use of all atomic 
weapons, around which we have built our forces, and require us to go 
back to conventional tactics. All this he cited in support of his idea that 
we should be working toward acceptance of a test ban, which may not be 
so good as we want, but would test whether both sides are acting in good 
faith. © , : | a . : 

| Secretary Herter stated that the negotiations are looking toward a 
three-week recess. Both sides have agreed only that they cannot agree on 
the veto system. The Soviets primarily fear espionage connected with 
inspection for underground testing. Secretary Herter believed that we 
can suspend atmospheric testing, possibly by the device of a renunci- 
ation on both sides or possibly by a treaty. Although the matter of the 
threshold has not yet been approached to the Soviets, it is expected that 
the Soviets will refuse any such proposal. - ae | 

_ The President then referred to Macmillan’s idea that inspections 

might be held to a certain finite “maximum number.” This the President 
regards as infeasible. He feels that Macmillan derives his enthusiasm for 
this idea from the fact that Khrushchev told him it might offer some 
hope. Secretary Herter stated that the idea of equality of sides had 
appealed to Khrushchev. Mr. Merchant added that the whole thing was 
pretty vague. | | Oo | 

- The President continued with his idea that one thing we must bring 
about is a system where each side has reasonable rights, which may not 
be stopped by veto. If we are unsuccessful in bringing about such an 
arrangement, we will foresake one opportunity to demonstrate that we 
can get one meaningful agreement. Secretary Herter mentioned that we 
have, in our negotiations, tabled many papers with regard to control 
terms, geared to prevention of their use as devices for spying. We have 
not yet approached the threshold question. He added that the Soviets 
have refused to go beyond scientific agreements of last summer. He and 
the President agreed that our technical agreements of that time had been 
a mistake. We had gone too far in basing an international agreement on | 
the data received from one underground test. We are now in anawkward 
position. | | | 

_. The President turned to the question of negotiations on prevention 
of surprise attack. Here there has been some divergence of views
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between the State Department and the Defense Department in regard to 

the feasibility of a study to determine what we can concede in this area. 

The President expressed some annoyance at this and said that the 

Department of Defense is not a policy-making agency. Defense policy 

should be confined to determining what should be our defense posture. 

| Accordingly, he directed Secretary Herter to initiate the organization of 

this study, and to send a memorandum to Secretary McElroy informing 

him that the President had directed that this study be conducted. The 

President will mediate any disagreements which come up in formulat- 

ing the study. 

[Here follows discussion of the Near East, the wool tariff, prepara- 

tions for Macmillan’s visit, and European security.] 

John S.D. Eisenhower | 

206. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, March 19, 1959, 9 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Secretary Herter 

Deputy Under Secretary Murphy 
Assistant Secretary Merchant 
Mr. Reinhardt 

Ambassador Whitney 
General Goodpaster 
Mr. Hagerty 
Major Eisenhower 

This was the second meeting involving informal briefings for the 
Macmillan talks. [Here follows discussion of possible U.S.-U.K. differ- 
ences over a summit meeting and the agenda of a Foreign Ministers Con- 
ference. ] 

The President then turned to the subject of nuclear inspection. Here 
he repeated the thoughts which he had expressed in the meeting of 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by John Eisenhower. :
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March 17th on the subject of development of a practical inspection sys- 
tem. The President is of the opinion that we should desert the scientists, 
and to some extent the Department of Defense in their insistence on 
obtaining a perfect system. What the President desires is a workable sys- 
tem which will give a true picture to the extent desired. He holds no brief 
for the number of inspection stations which must be set up in the USSR, 
be it 2, 15 or 40; he holds no brief for any one particular degree of toler- 
ance so long as the system is adequate to ensure the criterion agreed 
upon. Here Secretary Herter pointed out the difficulties which might be 
anticipated from the Senate in securing ratification of any agreement 
which allows for a threshold. He expressed the view that an agreement 
which could be restricted to atmospheric tests might be satisfactory. The 
President agreed emphatically with respect to atmospheric tests. He 
expressed the opinion that this would, in large measure, reduce the total 

number of tests conducted by virtue of the costly nature of conducting 
underground tests. He cited some technical data on the gigantic dimen- 
sions of a tunnel which must be created in order to scale down seismic 

reaction to a nuclear test. Although it is possible to reduce the seismic 
effect of an exploded bomb by a factor of 1000, such would be highly 
expensive a | 

Secretary Herter briefly mentioned the fact that the high altitude 
tests of 1958 had been made public yesterday without approval of the 
government. This brought a strong reaction from the President, who is of 
the opinion that some scientist had released the information. General 
Goodpaster explained the efforts to keep the release in perspective 
which had been made the day before. Mr. Sullivan, of the New York Times, 
apparently had notified Karl Harr that they were about to release the 
information which they had been holding back for some time at the 
remonstrance of Defense. In General Goodpaster’s view, the Times felt it 

was about to lose.a scoop, since the discussion of this test series was | 
becoming prevalent. The President referred to the publication of this 
matter in strong terms, and deplored any plans for releasing more 
information on the basis that some had already leaked. General Good- 
paster assured him that we have never authorized further disclosure of 
information. To set the record straight, General Goodpaster advised the 
President that part of the information which had been released was 
already available to the scientists through the IGY, due to the radiation 
readings which had been transmitted from the satellites. The scientists 
who had made these readings were not under governmental control. 

od Eisenhower is referring to the so-called “Latter Hole” theory, named for Dr. Albert 

Latter of the Rand Corporation. The theory held that if nuclear explosions took place in 
large spherical caverns deep underground, the air gap between the explosion and the walls 

_ of the hole would theoretically “decouple” the explosion so that only a small seismic signal 
would be emitted. The true size of the test would therefore be masked. —
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The President then turned away from this subject to continue with 
his thoughts on a nuclear test ban. For our first step, we should restrict 

our agreements to refraining from conducting tests in the atmosphere. 
We should not initially strive for perfection of detection of all shots, 
including those detonated underground. He recognized that there may 
be difficulty in securing agreement from the Soviets for any sort of test 
ban short of complete abolition. He recognized the Soviet position on the 
veto and their fear of espionage. He stated that he wanted Dr. Killian, Mr. 
McCone and somebody from Defense available to come to Camp David 
for these discussions. In view of the fact that only the West will adhere to 
the agreements, and in view also of the fact that very high altitude shots 
(he mentioned 300-mile altitude) will send almost negligible radiation to 
the earth, he desired to follow this approach and discuss the matter with 

the British. | - | 

[Here follows discussion of U.S.-U.K. economic issues, non-recog- 

nition of the German Democractic Republic, and administrative proce- 
dures for Macmillan’s visit.] - Oo | 

The President then mentioned once more the nuclear testing item, in 
an attempt to place it in the perspective of our overall position in the 
world. Anything we and the Soviets can do to build confidence in each 
other’s word is a step forward. We of the West are at present in the posi- 
tion of refusing everything brought up. This presents a poor image to the 
world, regardless of how spurious the Soviet proposals may be. 

| In passing, the President mentioned Khrushchev’s statement to 

Macmillan, to the effect that the Soviets have no interest in testing small 
weapons, and that their thinking is based on weapons of large megaton 
yield. Secretary Herter said this statement is being evaluated at the State 
Department. The President asked how you evaluate a liar. ae 

[Here follows discussion of access to Berlin and administrative | 
details for the Macmillan talks.] oe ae 

| _ John S.D. Eisenhower
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207. Memorandum of Conversation °° Oo | 

_ Washington, March 20, 1959, 11:20 a.m. | 

PARTICIPANTS | OS oo 
- Prime Minister Macmillan __ | President Eisenhower | 

Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd _ Secretary Dulles | | 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated topics] © 

_ [| [Dulles] referred to Geneva negotiations on ‘nuclear test suspen- 
sion and said that it now seems evident that there would not emerge. 
from that conference an agreement including control provisions accept- 
able to us. Isaid Isaw no prospect that the Soviets will abandon their con- 
cept of the veto, which has been borne out in the operations of the United 
Nations Security Council: that is, unless the Great Powers act in accord, 

they should not act at all. o 3 ot oe 

_ I said that I thought that since atmospheric tests are increasingly 
shown to be injurious to life, we should extend indefinitely our suspen- 
sion of them and hope that the Soviets would reciprocate. But, I said, I 

| was sure that opinion in the United. States would have no confidence in 
the possibility of a reliable control agreement being reached at Geneva. I 
recalled that Mr. Macmillan had himself suggested to me during my last 
visit to London the possibility that he and the President might address 
letters to Khrushchev setting out the proposition on atmospheric testing 
and the impossibility of an agreement to control specifically under- 
ground and high altitude tests unless the Soviets alter their position on 
the veto in the control system. | | 

__ Mr. Macmillan said he understood the scientists had changed their 
view of the dependability of the conclusions ona control system, reached 
in Geneva in 1958. The President said that it is his understanding that the 
scientists now find that the originally proposed 180 world-wide stations 

_ would be inadequate to detect underground testing of moderate propor- 
. tions. The President thought, however, that there might be present now 

elements of an agreement with the Soviets that there would be noatmos- 
| pheric tests and no underground tests exceeding, say, 100 kilotons. He 

understood that underground tests larger than this could in any event be 
detectable. The President emphasized that he would not be willing to 
enter into an agreement with the Soviets suspending underground tests 
unless he could be sure that we could detect violations. oe 

T remarked that I did not believe that we could, under any circum- 
stances, get a veto-less control system with Russia. | 

_ Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President. Secret; Per- 
sonal and Private. Drafted by Dulles and Greene. The conversation, which lasted for 1 

nour, was pela at Walter Reed Hospital. Macmillan and his party were in Washington
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| Mr. Macmillan said that he attaches great importance to reaching 
some kind of an agreement in the Geneva talks. 

Isaid that I thought itis perhaps now time to put Soviet intentions in 
this matter to the stern test by reacting firmly totheirextreme positionon 
the veto and showing some sense of outrage at the Soviet proposals. I 
thought that unless we reacted vigorously against this now, but went on 
to discuss other matters, we would have missed the psychological 
moment. Unless our reaction evoked better evidence than we now have 
of honorable intentions, we should not go with the present conference or 
set up a successor to it but could exchange views diplomatically. 

208. Memorandum of Conversation | 

MVW USDel MC 19 = =Camp David, Maryland, March 21, 1959, 4:40 p.m. 

SUBJECT oe | 

Nuclear Testing | 

PARTICIPANTS -, | - 

United States United Kingdom 
The President | The Prime Minister | 
The Acting Secretary | Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. Murphy Sir Frederick Hoyer-Millar 
Ambassador Whitney Sir Patrick Dean 
Mr. Merchant Sir Anthony Rumbold 
General Goodpaster | Ambassador Caccia 
Dr. Killian Sir Norman Brook 7 
Mr. McCone Mr. O'Neill 
Mr. Quarles Mr. Roper . 
General Twining | SS Mr. Bishop 
Mr. Reinhardt a 

Major Eisenhower a | 
Mr. Farley | | 

Mr. Herter said that the negotiations in Geneva for a suspension of | 
nuclear weapons tests had recessed until April 13.1 The principalissues _ 
on which there was a sharp difference between the United States and the 
United Kingdom on the one side and the Soviet Union on the other were 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel on Disarmament Policy. Secret; Limit 
Distribution. Drafted by Farley and cleared by Herter. 

1 The recess began on March 20.
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the veto, procedures for on-site inspection, and staffing of control posts. 
He briefly summarized the opposing positions. _ OS 

| The Prime Minister noted that at the last meeting the Soviet Union | 
had accepted the draft duration article proposed by the United States.” 
During his recent trip to the Soviet Union Khrushchev had told him that 
it was clear the proposed U.S.-U.K. control system was designed for 
espionage purposes. There are some 2,000 earthquakes a year and the | 
U.S. and U.K. propose a scheme which would enable any one of them to 

_be inspected plausibly. There would be plenty of occasions for obtaining 
military intelligence anywhere the U.S. and U.K. wanted. Mr. Macmillan 
had replied that the Soviets wanted a double veto on inspection, both 
over the sending of a team and the reaching of conclusions after its visit. 
He had protested that there was no intent to carry out 2,000 inspections a 
year. If this was what was troubling Mr. Khrushchev, the difficulty could 
be met by setting a ceiling on the number of inspections and allocatingto __ 
each side a certain share of these. Khrushchev had said this was an inter- 
esting idea. Gromyko later asked what number of inspections wehadin _ 
mind but Mr. Lloyd had left it indefinite. , 

The Prime Minister said that the real question now was what the 
technical situation is. Our experts last summer had agreed on a control 
system with a very high capability even for 5 KT underground shots. We 
went into the present talks with our eyes open on this basis. But now he | 
understood there were new facts indicating that perhaps a 100 KT shot 
underground could go undetected. It was important to get clear whether 
this was indeed the situation before we tried to decide on negotiating tac- 
tics. 7 | 

Dr. Killian said that there have been several developments. The first 
of these was the new data from the Rainier series. Instead of from 20 to 
100 earthquakes needing checking annually there might be about 1,500. 
Second, a restudy of the possibilities of concealment of underground 
shots showed the possibility of reducing the signal from an underground | 
shot to one-tenth or less of the actual yield. In theory the reduction in sig- 
nal size might be even greater. Dr. Killian emphasized that this was only 
theory and that one could not be sure without experimenting and test- 
ing. Such concealment would be very costly and would require a consid- 
erable engineering effort. The third development related to testing in 
outer space. It is apparently technically feasible to test out to 300 million 
kilometers. It is also technically feasible to design detection systems, 
using in the first instance earth satellites, and later solar satellites. Here, 

— * For text of the agreed duration article, which bound the signatories “indefinitely” 
subject to the “inherent right” to withdraw if the provisions were not fulfilled, see Docu- 

| ments on Disarmament, 1960, p. 380. co es
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however, account must be taken in turn of the possibility of shielding 
outer space tests from such satellite detection systems. 

The President observed that he had had some experience with 
earthquakes in the Far East and that earthquakes were much more dif- 
fused events than nuclear explosions, which came from a single point. 
Dr. Killian said that this was true and that when the signal from an earth- 
quake could be clearly distinguished from the background noise of the 
earth, it could in many cases be recognized and distinguished from a 
nuclear explosion. | 

Dr. Killian continued that the final development was the possibility 
that (leaving aside concealment) relatively simple ways had been found 
to restore now the capabilities of the Geneva experts system for 10 KT 
shots to what it had been thought to be for 5 KT shots. By three years of 
research, the capability could be fully restored down to 5 KT, and if some 
provision were made for additions to the system, the original estimated 
capability could be improved. | 

Mr. Quarles said that the developments summarized by Dr. Killian 
meant that the Geneva experts system might not distinguish events 
which could be tests approaching 50 to 100 KT. If events of this size could 
go undetected, then most of the additional nuclear weapons develop- 
ment work that the United States might want to do could fall within this 
range of undetectability. Mr. Herter and Dr. Killian pointed out that this 
limitation on the detection capability had a direct bearing on the possibil- 
ity of setting an upper limit on the number of inspections, as suggested 
by Mr. Macmillan. With such a range of uncertainty it would be very dif- 
ficult to fix a realistic ceiling. 

_ The President asked whether the idea of a threshold had been sug- 
gested to the Soviet Union. Dr. Killian said that it had not. 

The President inquired whether fallout appeared to be an increasing 
problem. Dr. Killian said that our appraisal of the fallout hazard has not 
changed significantly. However, scientists have always pointed out that 
this problem must be carefully watched and they are now concerned that 
new data now coming in may lead to a shift in the evaluation of the 
degree of hazard. Mr. Quarles observed that there appeared to be a 
higher rate of settling out of strontium—90 from the upper atmosphere so 
that more of this radioactive material comes to earth during its half-life. 

The Prime Minister said he thought it was important for us to 
rethink our position in the light of these facts. Our purposes in the testing 
negotiations were the following: (1) to get rid of fallout; (2) to limit the 
number of countries learning how to make nuclear weapons; and (3) to 

_ makesome forward movement in applying the principle of international 
control. He asked whether an agreement limited at least initially to cessa- 
tion of atmospheric tests would achieve these purposes. This would 
appear still to be a deterrent to fourth country nuclear weapons pro- |
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grams. Presumably the control system would be much simpler. Mr. 
Herter and Mr. McCone said that mobile inspection teams would not be | 
required for such a ban, but only a relatively few control posts and air- 
craft flights. The Prime Minister said that the other possibility apparently 
was to suspend the present negotiations, continue suspension of tests 
unilaterally, and continue efforts to solve the technical problems which 
have appeared. The President said that the United States would be pre- 
pared in such a situation to say that we would refrain from atmospheric 
tests if the Russians did. We would want to do some tests underground, 
particularly some for peaceful purposes. | | | 

Mr. Herter said that it must be understood that the new develop- 
ments on the detection problem raised very grave difficulties for the 
United States in seeking Senatorial approval of a treaty banning all 
nuclear weapons tests. Mr. McCone said that he was convinced that there 
would have to bea very persuasive case for our ability to detect tests, if a 

| treaty was to be ratified. He remarked also that we would have to realize | 
that there was a school of thought in the Senate which was skeptical of 
the kind of concealment or decoupling theories described by Dr. Killian 
and that we would be criticized for letting this possibility stand in the 
way of agreement. He agreed that it was possible to stop atmospheric | 
tests either unilaterally or by agreement. In the case of such.an agree- | 
ment, it appeared that seven or eight fixed control posts in the Soviet 
Union and about four in the United States would be adequate. It would i 
be harder to accept a halt in underground tests since there was much use- | 
ful work to be done in this field. _ | | 

_ The Prime Minister referred to the recently accepted duration article 
and pointed out that it gave a unilateral right to withdraw if we were not | 
satisfied with the installation or operation of the control system. He sug- 
gested that with this much of a free hand we might be safe to go into a 
comprehensive agreement and rely on this right of escape if we felt we 
were not sure the Soviets were living up to it. The President said he 
thought this would not be prudent since it would be very difficult in the | 
face of world opinion to exercise such a unilateral right of withdrawal. | | 

The Prime Minister said that he thought the issues relating to the | 
control system which Mr. Herter had summarized at the outset of the ses- 
sion might conceivably be negotiated out and agreed on. Was it wise to 
press ahead in our efforts to gain a treaty of the kind we were now seek- | 
ing in Geneva? Mr. Quarles said that he did not think we ought toagree to 
anything we did not feel confident could be controlled by the proposed 
detection system. An inadequate control system favored the dishonest. / 
He thought the conference should be steered toward an agreement for 
cessation of atmospheric tests but not outer space or underground tests. | 
This would take care of the concern with fallout and the health hazard. 
The President said that while this would take care of the health hazard it 

| | a CO 

7 oO |
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would not take care of the fourth country problem. Mr. Lloyd said that he 
thought the Soviet answer to a proposal for a limited agreement would 
be to say they would agree to stop all tests or none. Mr. Herter agreed that 
that had been the Soviet line and on this basis they had raised strong 
objections to our article permitting explosions for peaceful purposes. 
However, if they turned down an agreement for cessation of atmos- 

pheric tests, after having been the obstacle to an agreement on a compre- 
hensive test ban, they would take a licking in the propaganda forum. 

Dr. Killian said that he thought it was important to try to make some 
start on application of international controls by agreement. Mr. Herter 

said that he thought any proposal for a limited atmospheric test ban 
should include provision for continued study of control of underground 
and outer space tests. | 

Dr. Killian pointed out that there were troublesome problems in 
| defining the atmosphere, and that these problems of definition had real 

implications for both fallout and detection. | 

The Prime Minister asked whether we could just decide not to shoot 
off nuclear weapons in outer space. Mr. Quarles said that we have some 

things we want to do in outer space, though he thencommented thatper- 
haps we did not want to do them badly enough to actually shoot. 

_ The Prime Minister said he considered a decision on this matter of a 
nuclear testing agreement to be an epochal one. It was of great impor- 
tance to the survival of humanity to keep nuclear weapons from spread- 
ing. Mr. Herter pointed out that an agreement for cessation of nuclear 
weapons production was even more important in this regard. The Presi- 

| dent said that he too thought this was a very grave decision but unfortu- 
nately we just cannot be sure we could detect clandestine underground 
explosions. | | 7 

_ Mr. Lloyd said he thought we would be on a very bad wicket if we 

| changed our position. We proposed the experts’ talks and the present 

negotiations. If, after starting on October 31 on the basis of the experts’ 

report, and reaching agreement on most points, we now bring up basic 

new technical conclusions we will be in a very unfavorable position. Mr. 

Herter pointed out that we had not reached agreement on the veto. The 

Prime Minister said that clearly our line should be to have any break 

come on the veto, not on the technical issues. Mr. Herter and Mr. Quarles 

expressed agreement with this point. 

Mr. Macmillan said that the possibility which appeared to be emerg- 

ing was that we might say that, in the face of the Soviet insistence on the 

veto, we would go to an atmospheric test ban in order to simplify the con- 

trol system ina way which would remove the need for mobile inspection. 

This would avoid having to try to agree on a specific number of inspec- _ 

tions and yet remove the point which was of greatest concern to Khrush- 

chev. The President said that, if the Soviets wouldn’t buy sucha proposal,
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it would still be possible for us to go to a unilateral suspension of atmos- 
pheric tests. | So vo 

| The Prime Minister said that this matter would require more | 
_ thought. We had a few weeks during the recess to get our position 
agreed. Mr. Lloyd said that he would be in touch with Mr. Herter regard- 

| ing the next steps. | Oo | 

209. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| ; Camp David, Maryland, March 22, 1959, 2:30 p.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT a re oe 

| Prime Minister Macmillan, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, Ambassador Caccia, Sir Frederick 
Hoyer Millar, Mr. Dean, Sir Norman Brook, Mr. Bishop, Secretary Herter, Mr. 
Allen Dulles, Mr. Reinhardt, Ambassador Whitney, General Goodpaster - 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated topics] st 

Mr. Macmillan next brought up the fact that we have only until April 
13th to decide on the course we will follow with regard to resumption of 
negotiations on nuclear test suspension.! He thought we had only three 
choices—to try to force the Soviets to accept an agreement; to break off 
the negotiations; or to substitute another plan, perhaps the one restricted 
to banning atmospheric tests. | - | a 

_ The President thought the best course would be to break off the 

_hegotiations on the issue of the veto. We would then unilaterally 
renounce the conduct of atmospheric tests unless other nations were to 

conduct such tests. | a | 

_ Mr. Herter suggested a two-stage procedure in which we offer 
agreement on the banning of atmospheric tests. If the Soviets refuse, we _ 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 
by Goodpaster on March 28. . | a re ; | 

1 Ata meeting at 9a.m. on March 22, witha similar group, Macmillan raised the issue | 
of negotiations on test suspension. The brief exchange went as follows: | 

| “Mr. Macmillan next referred to the negotiations on test suspension and said he is : 
interested in discussing that question. Mr. Lloyd said we have a tremendous investment in | 
the Geneva Conference in terms of world opinion and must not let it fail. The President sug- | 
gested that world concern on this matter is heightened by the attention given to scientific : 
developments. He recalled that our people were more upset about Sputnik than were any | 
other people in the world. Our scientists have gotten our people to think that this is a race of 

~some kind.” (Memorandum of conversation, March 22; ibid.) Oe |
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would then make our self-denying statement regarding atmospheric 
tests. | 

Mr. Macmillan said that the Soviets have agreed on many provi- 
sions. He saw no use in pressing them to agree on controls if the controls 
are in fact going to be ineffective. He said he understood that the experts 
believe that the detection method will improve. Mr. Herter said he 
thought they had indicated only that they hoped these measures would | 
improve. 

Mr. Macmillan said that what disturbed him most was that if the 
Soviets test and we do not, they will gain in relation to us militarily. He 
did not think that the refinements that are in prospect for our weapons 
are worth too much. 

The President said that some of the weapons development is very 
important, since it reduces the weights of weapons, increases their yield, 

etc. Also, we have in mind certain peaceful uses of atomic explosions 
which are very important to us. 

Mr. Lloyd thought that the Soviets would make concessions in order 
to keep the negotiations going. He thought it would bea great mistake to 
let the conference break down. Failure would have a bad public effect 
around the world. A better formula would be to recess while reporting to 
the Heads of Government. Mr. Herter added that if we were to break off 
entirely, it is likely that the Indians and others would raise the issue for 
action in the United Nations. The President said he was inclined to agree 
that it would be better to recess to report back to Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd asked whether the U.S. Government would agree on the 
| approach involving an agreed maximum number of inspections per 

year—which might be not more than once a week or once a fortnight. As 

a practical matter he thought we would be thus limited by the fact that 

very senior personnel will be needed to make the inspections. Mr. Herter 

said that the Soviets have indicated they want to have ad hoc inspection 
teams, to be organized, subject to the veto, after the fact. Mr. Lloyd 
thought it would be necessary to have the administrative organization of 
the teams constantly in existence. The President said that the “numbers” 
proposal seems to contemplate as few as twenty-five inspections per 
year as against 2000 earthquakes indistinguishable by seismographic 

means from atomic weapons tests. He had a great deal of doubt accord- 

7 ingly concerning this approach. | 

| Mr. Macmillan raised for consideration the idea of keeping the 

negotiations going from April until May. Mr. Herter said we have 

already strung them outa great deal and have had nothing new from the 

Soviets in the last month. The significance of the veto is becoming 

blurred as a result. . | 

Mr. Lloyd said he thought we should keep the negotiations going if 

we can. He thought there was need for a technical examination of the
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new findings on underground tests and concealment to be carried out by 
U.S. and U.K. scientists and would like to send Mr. Penney over for this 
purpose. The President said it would be good to have him come over 
quickly. Mr. Lloyd recalled that the Soviets have refused to examine the 
technical data which we have submitted. | re 

_ Mr. Herter said that we have a Congressional problem, since the 
Congress is unlikely to accept any agreements that are unenforceable | 
and unverifiable. ... a 7. i 

Mr. Macmillan thought that the Summit may prove to be the only 
way forward in these negotiations. Mr. Herter commented that with 
regard to atmospheric tests, if we were to make an offer we could then go 

forward on that phase. At the same time we could offer to put the ques- 
tion of ground tests before the United Nations Disarmament group for 
consideration. Mr. Macmillan asked that Sir Patrick Dean and Mr. 

_ O'Neill talk this out with U.S. representatives, spelling out the major pos- 
sibilities that are before us as conceivable lines of action with respect to 
the Geneva negotiations. = oe 7 

Mr. Allen Dulles commented, with respect to Khrushchev’s state- 

ment that the Soviets are not interested in small atomic weapons, that the 

intelligence communities of both the United Kingdom and the United 
States feel that the Soviets are still very much interested in nuclear weap- _ 
ons for air defense. Sir Patrick Dean added that the intelligence commu- 
nities do not believe that the Soviets are cutting down on the production 
of “fissile” material. a | | 

_ Mr. Herter then told the group that three “minutes”? are being pre- 
pared on actions that have been agreed upon during the conference. He | 
hoped that they could be ready for a meeting of the President with the 
Prime Minister in Washington late the following day. The President 
asked me to review the main features of the discussion and the minutes 
to see that the United States and the British are fully agreed as to what has 
been agreed upon during the conference. He asked Mr. Macmillan to 
meet with him at 4 PM on Monday’ to check these out finally. _ 

Brigadier General, USA 

— *Notfound i | - _ 3 March 23. | : |



728 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

210. Editorial Note | 

Atameeting atSecretary Dulles’ residence on March 22, 1959, 5:20 to 

5:55 p.m., Eisenhower and Macmillan informed the Secretary of the ear- 
lier discussion of a test cessation agreement (see Document 209). The 
relevant portion of Dulles’ memorandum of conversation reads as fol- 

lows: | 

“On the Geneva test suspension negotiations, the President and the 
Prime Minister noted that the latter attached importance to finding some 
way to keep these negotiations going after they resume on April 13. He 

: hoped that they could spin out at least until a Foreign Ministers meeting 
with the Soviets. The President indicated his readiness to conclude an 
agreement suspending atmospheric tests; he recounted some of the 
briefing Dr. Killian had given the group at Camp David. This had led him 
to conclude that any explosion greater than 10 kilotons could be 
detected; he thought that it might be possible to get Soviet agreement on 
unmanned instrument detection stations. The reported Soviet ‘agree- 
ment’ to our Duration Article makes it appear possible that the Soviets 
might make further concessions. | 

“I recalled that we have made provision for effective mobile controls 
the sine qua non of any agreement. Co . 

“The Prime Minister noted that our most recent scientific informa- 
tion suggests that there is a risk of disadvantage to us if the Soviets sud- 
denly give in on the veto issue. Nevertheless, he thought that our gain 
would so outweigh any such disadvantage that we ought to assume the 
risk. The President said that he thought even an agreement limited to 
atmospheric tests, and including as few as three or four control posts, 
would be better than no agreement at all. I said that I thought that while 
our scientists can advise us on the size, composition and nature of con- 

trols, they are not in a position to make the required judgment as to the 
overall value to us of the establishment of mobile control personnel 
behind the Iron Curtain.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings 
with the President)
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211. Letter From Acting Secretary of State Herter to President 
Eisenhower | | a | 

; . | 

| Washington, March 28, 1959. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At a meeting yesterday in the Department of 
State we had a useful discussion of the position that we should take in the 
Geneva nuclear test negotiations when they reconvene on April 13, 

. 1959.1 Mr. Quarles, Ambassador Wadsworth, Mr. McCone, Dr. Killian, 

Mr. Allen Dulles and Mr. Gordon Gray participated in this discussion 
and there seemed to be agreement on the following points: — | 

1. Weshould go back to Geneva on April 13 and, in continuing the 
negotiations, press the Soviets further on their veto demands. 

2. We cannot accept any agreement to ban underground tests 
which permits the Soviets to stop mobile on-site inspection by the veto. 

_ 3. Ifthe Soviet position on the veto does not change, Prime Minister | 
Macmillan and you might propose an initial agreement on banning 
atmospheric testing under necessary controls which would not require 
any significant measure of mobile inspection, if at all. This would be 
presented as the first step of a program of continued negotiation toward 
an agreement for ending all tests as rapidly as the political and technical 
problems can be resolved. A limited program for underground testing, 
perhaps under international participation, might be undertaken as part 
of this effort to see whether the problem of detecting underground tests 
might be simplified. : Sn 

_ 4. Ifthe Soviets were to accept our position on the veto we would 
have to consider whether the control system, although admittedly not 
100 per cent foolproof, provided a sufficient measure of deterrence to 
violation, or whether it would be necessary to press for a threshold on 
underground tests. pS | po 

| If these decisions have your approval, we will go ahead in the next 
few days to work out a more detailed plan of action consistent with these 

principles for early discussion with the United Kingdominthehopethat 
we will have a common position by April 13, 1959.2. ne 

Faithfully yours, | a | | | 

| - | | Christian A. Herter 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series, March 1959. Secret. 

! The meeting took place on March 26. A memorandum of conversation of that date is 
Treatment of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. See the Sup- 

im rn President wrote the following note at the bottom of the page: “O.K., DE,,
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212. Editorial Note 

On April 13, 1959, President Eisenhower sent Chairman Khru- 

shchev a letter in which he recommended that in the absence of Soviet 
agreement to controls that would be effective in environments where all 
nuclear tests might be conducted, a phased agreement providing for dis- 
continuance of tests in the atmosphere up to 50 kilometers should be 
agreed upon. This agreement could be expanded as the political and 
technical problems associated with control of nuclear testing in outer 
space and underground were resolved at Geneva. For text of the letter, 
see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pages 1392-1393. 

Prime Minister Macmillan, in an April 13 letter to Khrushchev, 

expressed support for Eisenhower’s proposal. (Ibid., page 1398, foot- 
note 2) 

213. Telegram From the Department of State to the Delegation to 
the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests 

Washington, April 21, 1959, 7:08 p.m. 

Nusup 307. For Wadsworth from Acting Secretary. We have been 
considering question tactics in period prior to Geneva meeting Foreign 
Ministers May 11 and request USDel comments following soonest.! 

US is now in excellent position place onus on Soviet Union either 
accept phased approach suggested by US or to make significant moves 
toward US position on control issues which must be resolved if complete 
nuclear weapons test cessation under effective control to be agreed. 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /4-2159. Secret; Priority. Drafted 

by Farley and Baker, cleared by Kohler, and approved by Herter. 

1 In Supnu 382, April 22, Wadsworth responded that the suggestions in this telegram 
covered “very well what we should do in response to various approaches the Russians 
might take.” Wadsworth believed the Soviet Delegation would not give clear acceptance or 
rejection of the alternative U.S. suggestions and the conference should be recessed. (Ibid.) 
See the Supplement. : |
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In event of Soviet reply? accepting phased approach believe USDel 
| should table as many as possible of draft treaty provisions applicable to 

this approach by or during first week May and might look toward recess 
after a few meetings devoted to clarification and answering questions. 
Recess would be based on practical difficulties involved continuation 
during Foreign Ministers’ meeting, need for consultations, and desir- _ 
ability USSR opportunity study detailed proposals. Resumption date 
would be fixed early in June. In this event would see nonecessity forany _ 
formal discussion in side talks at Foreign Ministers’ meeting, though US 
might indicate Soviets would of course be free raise informally any 
broad questions relating to test negotiations in side talks with US and UK 
in course meeting Foreign Ministers and prior to resumption conference. 

In event USSR gives no answer or maintains that no answer neces- 
sary on phased approach until conference explores further possibilities 
for progress on issues involved in complete cessation, USDel may con- 
tinue tactic discussing and agreeing on relatively non-controversial 
articles that would be part of treaty under either alternative, while mak- 
ing clear these do not constitute significant progress and pressing Soviets 
for reply on alternative approaches. USDel should indicate that while of 
course willing hear Soviet suggestions any of outstanding issues USDel 
will be unable reach decisions or make concrete proposals these issues in 
absence Soviet answer as to broad course to be pursued. This would of 
course apply to composition of commission as well as questions of veto 
and on-site inspection since composition, voting procedures, and func- 
tions assigned to Commission re inspection necessarily interrelated. As 
to the staffing issue, believe as stated Nusup 3013 we should not indicate 
readiness to shift our basic position unless much more movement is evi- 
dent on Soviet side. Staffing issue resembles issue of composition of Con- 
trol Commission. Our posture on the two issues should be the same, i.e. 

_ that we are confident-they can be resolved and will not be barriers to ulti- 
_ mate agreement if basic elements of effective control are agreed. Purpose 

authorized Wadsworth’s statement of April 134 was to make this point 
and to lessen possibility Soviet could use movement on staffing issue as 
evidence of real progress and as excuse to evade answering on alterna- 

* To Eisenhower’s April 13 letter; see Document 212. 

3 Dated April 12. (Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/4—1259) _ 
* On April 13, Wadsworth suggested to the Soviet Delegation that if the Soviet Union 

were prepared to change its position on the veto, on procedures for on-site inspection, and 
on early discussion of concrete measures for high-altitude detection, the Geneva Confer- 
ence could proceed with the hope of concluding a comprehensive agreement. If the Soviet 
Union were unprepared to go this far, then the United States suggested, as a first step, an 
agreed suspension of nuclear weapons testing in the atmosphere up to 50 kilometers. 
(United Nations, Geneva Conference doc. GEN/DNT/PV.73, pp. 3-8) President Eisen- | 
howet aso made this suggestion directly in his April 13 letter to Khrushchev; see Docu-
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tive approaches. Purpose was thus not to invite detailed negotiation this 
issue but to remove it from list of decisive issues. 

__ If Soviet response to US proposal April 13 takes line that phased 
approach not acceptable, and that all nuclear weapons tests must be 
banned from time treaty enters into force, USDel should take position | 
that it is up to Soviets to drop demand for comprehensive veto, accept 
effective arrangements for on-site inspection, and enter into joint consid- 
eration of technical problems of outer space and underground detection 
and identification in order make comprehensive agreement possible. 

USDel presentations should carry clear implication that if USSR 
unwilling accept either (a) limited initial phase or (b) broader agreement 
based on effective inspection provisions, we see no basis for continuing 
present conference. In event Soviet rejection phased approach or in 
absence Soviet answer or major new proposal on basic issues believe 
USDel should look toward recess during first week May with question 
reconvening dependent Soviet response at time Foreign Ministers’ meet- 
ing on basic issues and on course to be pursued. Department would con- 
sider it desirable for US and UK in side talks at Foreign Ministers’ 
meeting to emphasize to Soviet Foreign Minister essential requirements 
for complete cessation, press USSR for answer as to basic approach tobe . 
pursued, and to consider in light Soviet attitude whether and when con- 
ference should be reconvened and terms of resumption. 

Department considering. pros and cons of release of slightly modi- 
fied version Berkner Report on Seismic Improvements next week 
regardless Soviet response to previous US proposals. Request any com- 
ments USDel may have as to desirability, tactics and timing such release.° 

| | | | Herter 

>In Supnu 383, April 22, which also commented on the Department's suggested. 
actions, the Delegation opposed release of a modified version of the Berkner report on the 
grounds that the Soviet Delegation could cite technical difficulties as being the real motiva- 
tion for the U.S. decision to recess the negotiations. (Department of State, Central Files, 

700.5611 /4—2259) See the Supplement. |
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214. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Herter to , 
: President Eisenhower | | aoe 

| | - Washington, April 23, 1959. 

SUBJECT =e | | 
Voluntary Temporary Moratorium on Underground and High Altitude Tests 

On April 11 you directed that the interested agencies give urgent 
consideration to Prime Minister Macmillan’s proposal that we offer to 
accompany a controlled agreement for suspension of atmospheric tests 
with a temporary moratorium on other nuclear weapons tests provided 
the Soviet Union did likewise.! 7 

This question has been carefully examined with the Secretary of 
Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for Science and Technology. We have concluded that proposing an 
extended uncontrolled moratorium on outer space and underground 
tests, even if the Soviets agree to negotiate a controlled suspension of 
atmospheric tests, is an undesirable course of action at the present time. 
Such a proposal would undercut our basic principle of effective control, 
and would be unlikely to increase Soviet interest in serious negotiations. 

Consideration of this question has served to draw attention to the 
urgent need for decisions, as soon as possible and well in advance of the 
expiration of the present one year voluntary withholding of nuclear test- 
ing, on United States nuclear testing policy in the event negotiations are __ 
unsuccessful or reach agreement only on controlled suspension of 
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere. We have agreed that studies 

| . Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series, April 1959. Secret. 
. The source text bears Eisenhower’s initials. : 

1 At the April 15 meeting of the principals, Farley reported on the British proposal as | 
follows: — ; oo : 

“In Mr. Herter’s absence Mr. Farley explained that during the course of consultations 
with the U.K. last week regarding the phased approach to a test cessation agreement pre- 
sented by Amb. Wadsworth in Geneva on Monday, Prime Minister Macmillan had pro- 
posed to President Eisenhower that.we supplement our proposal for a first stepinspected _ 
agreement on the cessation of atmospheric tests by offering a unilateral moratorium on 
testing underground and in outer space for a finite period while further negotiations on 
extension of the agreement to these areas are in progress. The State Department felt that 
such a move at this time would not be wise from a negotiating point of view and Mr. Herter 
had so recommended to the President. The President accepted Mr. Herter’s recommenda- 
tion but noted agreement with Prime Minister Macmillan that sucha course of action might 
have to be reconsidered at some point. The President had therefore directed that the British 
proposal receive urgent and objective consideration within the US.Government.” (Memo- 
randum of conversation by Morris, April 15; Department of State, Central Files, 
700.5611 /4—1559) See the Supplement. } re S
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| looking toward such decisions should be initiated promptly and should 
embrace future requirements for nuclear weapons testing, improvement 

of methods of detection, fall-out considerations, and factors of cost and 

practicability involved in testing underground and in outer space. 
Arrangements for these studies are being worked out by the Department 
of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Special Assistant to 
the President for Science and Technology. 

I am enclosing for your information a more detailed paper on this 
subject.? 

Christian A. Herter 

2 The enclosure, dated April 17, is attached to an earlier draft of this memorandum, 
dated April 20. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Disarmament, Nuclear Policy) Both are in the 
Supplement. oe : : 

215. Memorandum From Secretary of State Herter to President 
_ Eisenhower 

| | | Washington, April 27, 1959. 

SUBJECT ) | a : 
Disarmament Policy Review | 

Our current disarmament policy was formulated in 1957, and it is 

now urgent that a further study be undertaken to review and make rec- 
| ommendations regarding United States disarmament policy. Terms of 

reference for the proposed study, which have the concurrence of the 
Department of Defense, are enclosed. These terms of reference are con- 

: sistent with current national security policy, pertinent provisions of 
which are also enclosed.! — a | 

_ The Departments of State and Defense agree that this study should 
be undertaken jointly by the two Departments. Because of the wide 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.0012 / 4-2759. Secret. On April 22, 

Herter succeeded Dulles who resigned because of illness. : - 

! Enclosure 2, not printed, is a copy of paragraphs 3-6 and 40 of NSC 5801/1, “Basic 
National Security Policy,” May 5, 1958, which is printed as Document 24.
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range of interests involved and the need for clear and undivided lines of 
responsibility, however, I would recommend that the study be con- 
ducted by an individual named by me who enjoys your complete confi- 
dence, on the analogy of the study of base rights conducted by Frank 
Nash. The full support and assistance of appropriate departments and 
agencies, including primarily the Departments of State and Defense, 
should be provided, including assignment of qualified officers to aid in. 
the study. a a | 

If you approve this recommendation I would be glad to have an 
opportunity to discuss with you the question of persons who might be | 
called upon to conduct such a study. | 

| _ Christian A. Herter? 

Enclosure 1° | | 

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR DISARMAMENT sy 
POLICY REVIEW | 

| An urgent study should be undertaken jointly by the Departments 
of State and Defense to review and make recommendations regarding 
United States disarmament policy. | 

_ The basic question to be considered is whether there are comprehen- | 
sive or partial measures of arms control and reduction which would con- | 
tribute to the achievement of our national security objectives. | 

In considering this question, existing detailed United States disar- 
mament policy and positions should be reviewed. These positions were 
last systematically formulated in 1957 and only relatively minor modifi- 
cations have been made since that time. The last proposals for compre- 
hensive disarmament were advanced by the United States in 1955. 

In reviewing existing policy and making recommendations, such 
questions as the following should be considered: : 

1. The extent to which measures of arms control and reduction 
might contribute to our national security objectives. | 

2. The extent to which vigorous and imaginative efforts to achieve | 
arms control and reduction would be to the advantage of the United | 
States from the point of view of gaining the support of our allies and the 
peoples and governments of uncommitted areas of the world. : 

* Printed from a copy that indicates Herter signed the original... re 
3 Secret. , a | : a 

f
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3. The nature of a comprehensive arms reduction arrangement 
which might be in the interest of the United States and the possibilities 
(including the technical feasibility) of achieving such a comprehensive | 
arrangement through single or multiphased agreements. 

4. The nature of limited or partial arms control or reduction meas- 
ures (including regional measures) which might be in the interest of the 
United States, the timing and technical feasibility of such measures, and 
their inter-relationship with each other with a comprehensive arrange- 
ment. 

5. The relationship of disarmament agreements to settlement of 
outstanding political issues and to the development of collective secu- 
rity arrangements. 

6. Technical and organizational requirements for enforcement, 
with particular attention to the role of the United Nations and of 
appropriate UN organs in enforcement of disarmament agreements 
(particularly agreements involving radical reduction of national military 
establishments). | . 

Conclusions and recommendations should be submitted by Janu- 
ary 1, 1960. | | 

Negotiations are currently under way with regard to nuclear test 
suspension, and discussion of aspects of disarmament may be antici- 
pated in the near future in a Foreign Ministers’ meeting and a possible 
subsequent Summit meeting or in competent organs of the United 
Nations. Advice or special reports on matters of immediate urgency may 
accordingly have to be requested. In particular, in view of the possibility 
of resumption of surprise attack discussions recessed in Geneva last 
December, priority attention should be given, within the framework of 
the general study, to consideration of various types of international 
agreements consistent with United States security interests which might 
reduce the danger of surprise attack or unintentional war. 

The full support and assistance of appropriate departments and 
agencies will be provided, including assignment of qualified officers to 
aid in this study. All necessary data, including military and technical 
data, pertinent to the study will be made available.
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216. Memorandum of Conversation oS 

7 | Washington, May 5, 1959, 8:35 a.m. 

SUBJECT. oe es os 
U.S. Position in Geneva Nuclear Test N egotiations | | | 

PARTICIPANTS a - So 
The President | Se, Oe 
The Secretary of State, Mr. Herter | a | a 
Mr. Quarles, Deputy Secretary of Defense a I. | 
Mr. McCone, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission a ee 

Mr. Allen Dulles, Director, Central Intelligence Agency Oo 
Dr. Killian, Special Assistant to the President on Science and Technology 
Mr. Gordon Gray, Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Gen. Goodpaster eo , oe Se . 
Mr. Farley, S/AE > - Bm 

_ The Secretary of State read the statement of the issue before the Pres- 
ident, as set forth in the attached memorandum (Tab A). 

_ Mr. McCone said that AEC had approached the present negotiations 
on the premise that the United States was prepared to ban tests under an 
agreement which provided reasonable safeguards. The experts had 
agreed at Geneva.on a control system which would monitor under- 
ground tests of 5 kt with.a 90% degree of assurance. Experience at Hard- 
tack as assessed by the Berkner Panel had shown that the system would 
actually not have this capability, although certain improvements would 
permit regaining most of the originally estimated capability. Initial 

| results of the studies of Hardtack experience were tabled in Geneva on 
| January 5, but the Soviet Union has so far refused to discuss these data or 

their implications. oe OB oe 

_ Mr. McCone said further that continued study had identified the 
possibility of concealing underground explosions through detonation in 
specially designed chambers or holes which would cause decoupling by 
a factor of 10 to several hundred times. A report to this effect has been 
provided to the United Kingdom and to interested Congressional com- 
mittees but has not been made public. Recent calculations by Dr. Teller 
indicate that a 1.7 kt explosion could be detonated in a hole of 120 feet 
diameter with virtually no detectable signal, and a 200 kt explosion 

might be detonated in a hole of 360 feet diameter with a resultant yield 
equivalent toa 1 kt explosion. Dr. Killian said that the decoupling report 

_ referred to by Mr. McCone was a theoretical study and that the agreed — 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 
Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Farley. | a
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study itself indicated a requirement for much larger holes than those 
reported as calculated by Dr. Teller. 

Mr. McCone continued that AEC believes a dependable detection 
system for underground shots cannot be installed without extensive fur- 
ther study and experimentation. Thus AEC believes that the U.S. policy 
at this time should be to adopt the phased approach which was the 
second alternative of the President’s letter to Khrushchev and Ambassa- 
dor Wadsworth’s statement, both on April 13.! The other alternative—a 
complete monitored cessation of tests—would give the Soviet Union a 
serious opportunity for clandestine testing in view of the limited capabil- 
ities of detecting underground shots. 

Mr. Quarles said that he did not disagree with Mr. McCone’s point of 
view. If there were a choice, the Department of Defense would prefer the 
phased approach. However, in his judgment the United States was now 
ina position where it was very difficult to back up to this approach. [tis in 
his opinion acceptable for the United States to take the chances involved 
in pursuing the Macmillan proposal provided that the on-site inspec- 
tions are unobstructed and are in sufficient number to protect us. Pursu- 
ing the present line of negotiation would be likely to cause the Soviet 
Union to back out on the veto questions or on the question of a proper 
number of inspections, and thus enable the United States to avoid sucha 
retreat. The President’s April 13 letter to Khrushchev and the presently 
proposed reply to Khrushchev’s latest letter? played this tactical game 
about as well as was possible in present circumstances. _ 

The President referred to recent increases in fall-out levels in the 
| United States, partly due to increased Soviet testing in the past two years. 

He said that we were going to be forced by public opinion in the United 
States to stop tests unilaterally. We must find a reasonable and decent 
way to do this by agreement if possible, even if the arrangement is not 
necessarily a perfect one. | 

There was a good deal of discussion of the number of earthquakes of 
various sizes which might require inspection, of the relationship 
between a number of earthquakes and the threshold for inspection, and 
of the advantages of conducting inspections by choice rather than ona 
random basis. _. | 

| The President said that an arrangement for a reasonable number of 

inspections was important, and that otherwise we would be faced either 
with the need for unilateral stopping of tests or by a renewed testing race 
in which we might break ourselves by over-insurance. He remarked that, 

' See footnote 4, Document 213. 

2 For text of Khrushchev’s April 23 letter to Eisenhower, see Documents on Disarma- 

ment, 1945-1959, pp. 1396-1398. For Eisenhower’s reply to Khrushchev as sent on May 5, 
see ibid., pp. 1403-1405. 

|
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if we agreed toa limited rather than unlimited number of inspections, we 
might then ask that the number of manned or unmanned stations be 
increased to compensate. Mr. Herter said that he did not think it was 
desirable to broach discussion of the acceptable number of inspections 
yet. oo 

Dr. Killian referred to some of the other considerations in deciding 
| whether a test suspension would be desirable. These included piercing 

the Iron Curtain, both for its revolutionary political significance and for 
its intelligence advantage to us. No inspection system could be 100% 
sure, but it might bring with it other advantages in addition to its actual 
detection capabilities. — 7 | | 

In response to a question from the President, the Secretary of State 
said that the issue was whether we would go ahead probing the Soviets 
on the veto and on relevant technical questions, prepared to enter into an 
agreement if they met our demands on those points. | 

The President said that, if we can break down the veto and get reli- 
able people into the Soviet Union for control posts and inspections, an 
agreement to this end would be worthwhile. We would be in a terrible 
position to change now to an agreement limited to atmospheric tests. He 
agreed with Mr. Quarles that this would be the simplest and most logical _ 
approach, but you could not expect to get Soviet agreement to that. Thus 
we should go ahead on present lines, prepared, if they callourhand,to 
play as long as there is no veto and a reasonable control system. 

Mr. Herter said that, if we probe, they will probably not meet us on 
the many outstanding issues. We would then be able to come back to the 
atmospheric ban with a reasonable posture before world opinion. Mr. 
McCone said that he thought we would not be able to test again in the 

_ atmosphere anyway. The President and the Secretary of State, while 
| agreeing with this remark, said that we should not show our hand on this 

too soon. | | BS 

_ Mr. Herter distributed a list of unresolved issues (Tab B). The Presi- 
dent observed that the negotiations clearly had a long way to go. It 
looked as though we would end up with a unilateral declaration that we 
would no longer conduct tests which pollute the atmosphere. Mr. 
Quarles said that he hoped this decision would not be taken. If the Soviet 
Union tests in the atmosphere, we will want to conduct a few tests care- 
fully circumscribed to limit fall-out. | 7 | 

The President said that the implication of this approach was a con- 
tinued arms development competition. Dr. Killian said that the judg- 
ment of many technical experts was that we would gain in relative 
military posture if the Soviet and U.S. tests could be stopped and the : 
respective weapons development programs of the two countries frozen 
at their present status. | oO
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The President said that we should go ahead with the prepared letter 
to Khrushchev and the present negotiating course. He referred to the 
importance of this positive approach for U.S. posture before world opin- 
ion and the eyes of our allies. 

Mr. McCone referred to the problem of China. The Secretary of State 
said that we had a provision on extension of the treaty to China and other 
key areas which would be introduced in due course. It was undesirable 
to raise this matter prematurely, however. He referred to the duration 
clause accepted by the Soviet Union as one protection to us. The Presi- 
dent said that China was a problem but a second stage and almost sepa- 
rate problem. He repeated that the United States must not show an 
intransigent attitude in the negotiations. He referred to his interest in 
data on the effects on life in the northern hemisphere from use of either 
the U.S. or Soviet nuclear stockpile. Dr. Killian said that he thought this 
matter deserved careful study. Mr. McCone said that some work had 
been done on this and referred to the Net Evaluation Subcommittee. The 
President said that he thought this group had taken too many disqualify- 
ing assumptions and that he was not satisfied with the answers he had 
received so far. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 a.m. 

Tab A3 

U.S. POSITION ON CESSATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS 

Problem: 

The basic policy issue is whether the United States is still prepared, 
in the light of current technical data including information on possibili- 

| ties of concealment of underground tests, to enter into an agreement for 
complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests. The latest Khrushchev let- 
ter and the statements of the Soviet representative at Geneva indicate _ 
that the Soviet Union may be prepared to shift its position on key issues 
which have barred agreement. While further U.S.-U.K. probing is neces- 
sary to ascertain whether the Soviets will indeed abandon the veto and 
accept the Geneva control system with a limited number of on-site 
inspections, if we continue this probing we will become further com- 
mitted to a complete cessation if the Soviets meet our demands. 

The President may wish to hear the views of his advisers as to 
whether, in the light of current technical data, the detection of under- 

* Secret; Limit Distribution.
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ground tests is a manageable problem and a treaty banning under- __ 
ground as well as other tests could be adequately monitored. = = 

Recommended U.S. Position: | - | oe | 

Assuming an affirmative answer to the above question, the U.S. 
position should be: | | | | 

1. Provided the Soviets will abandon the veto throughout opera- 
tion of the control system and permit a reasonable number (not “a few”) 
of unhampered inspections, we should be prepared to conclude 
promptly an agreement for controlled cessation of nuclear weapons tests 
along lines presently pursued by Ambassador Wadsworth at Geneva. 

2. Such an agreement, to be acceptable to the U.S., would have to 
_ provide that: | | | os at - | 

a. Not only the veto on dispatch of inspection teams, but other 
vetoes and opportunities for obstruction be abandoned by the Soviets _ 
(see list of unresolved issues). _ a 

b. The extent of on-site inspection would have to be consistent with 
scientific facts regarding possible suspicious events and with the detec- 
tion capabilities of the control system if there is to be an adequate deter- 
rent. | | oe i oe 

3. US. tactics should be to probe the Soviet position on a and b 
above before entering into discussion ona possible quota of inspections. 

4. The U.S. approach at present should be along lines stated in the 
proposed reply to Premier Khrushchev and in the draft treaty articles 
which have been tabled by the Western powers at Geneva. 

5. The U.S. should continue to hold in reserve the alternative of an 

atmospheric ban if the Soviets will not abandon the veto or accept a rea- 
sonable level of inspection. _ | - 

| | — | | 

Tab BF | | 

SOME UNRESOLVED ISSUES IN NUCLEAR TEST NEGOTIATIONS 
. | ) : 

Comprehensive Veto: While the Soviets have said that if a quota of | 
inspections were adopted they would drop their veto in the Commission . 
on the dispatch of the inspection teams, they continue to demand a veto 

¢ Confidential; Limit Distribution. — oo So ,
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a. All matters relating to violation of the treaty including decisions 
| on the basis of results of on-site investigations; | 

b. Recruitment and dismissal of all personnel including those of 
inspection groups; ) 

| c. Location of control posts, routes of aircraft flights, and new 
methods of observation and apparatus in the control system; 

d. Budgetary, financial, administrative and economic matters. 

On-site Inspection Arrangements: Questions remain. as to (a) 
Approval of routes for inspection groups; (b) Will there be access to the 
closed areas of the Soviet Union; (c) Composition of inspection teams; 

and (d) Whether permanent inspection groups could be set up in the 
USSR. re | 

Criteria for Inspection: The Soviets have not stated on what technical 

criteria inspection would be based and who would apply these criteria. 

Staffing: The Soviets still insist on host country nationals as heads of 
control posts and on their holding all but 4 or 5 of the 30 technical posi- 
tionsinthe post. == : | 

High Altitude: The Soviets still refuse to discuss methods of high alti- 
tudedetection. OO : 

New Seismic Data: The Soviets still refuse to discuss the implications 
of the new seismic data on capabilities of the system or means of improv- 
ing it. a | 

Experimentation: The Soviets have not responded to our proposals 
for a joint program of experimentation, including nuclear tests, to 
improve and check detection capabilities. 

Phasing of Control System: Arrangements for bringing other areas of 
the world into the control system must still be worked out. 

a 

217. Telegram From Secretary of State Herter to the Department of 

State | | 

| 7 | Geneva, May 20, 1959, 5 p.m. 

Secto 81. Department pass Defense. I met May 19 with Lloyd and 

Gromyko again to seek Soviet agreement for technical discussions on 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /5-2059. Secret; Limit Distribu- 

tion. Repeated to London and Moscow. Herter was in Geneva May 11-June 20 to attendthe — 

Foreign Ministers Conference. For additional documentation on the conference, May 

11-August 15, see volume VIII. _ . | .
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capabilities detection and identification seismic events and technical cri- 
teria for inspections. Pointed out if scientists are to meet prior to June 8 
resumption nuclear test talks, decision needed as soon as possible. Gro- 
myko was completely intransigent, denied any area of agreement in our | 
discussion of May 14 except high altitude. a | 

___ -Gromyko stated he wanted position of Soviet Union made clear, that 
there is no relationship between the number of “suspicious events” and 
the number of inspections. He stated number of inspections is a political 
matter. He repeated this point several times and posed a direct question 
to both Lloyd and me as to whether we agree there is no connection 
between “suspicious events” and the number ofinspections.LloydandI 
both took the position that Soviet Union can use any basis it wishes for 
determining number of inspections. I stated that while ultimately a deci- 

_ sion on the number of inspections would be made by appropriate policy 
officials in the U.S. Government and that although the Soviet Union can 
use any basis it wishes to determine the number of inspections, the U.S. 
decision on numbers of inspections will be made after considering all 
factors, particularly the findings and advice of our scientists. 

_ We emphasized to Gromyko that no agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear testing can possibly be reached until there is agreement on the 
criteria to be applied to inspection of unidentified events. We spent ! 
greater part of meeting trying to explain this point to Gromyko, who ! 
expressed view we were only trying to justify more inspections. 

-Gromyko recited usual Soviet line expressing concern that our pro- 
posal for technical talks represents a step backward from agreement 
already reached and that Soviet Union would oppose any attempt to dis- 
avow findings technical experts last summer. We pointed out to Gro- 
myko that we were not trying to disavow findings of experts but to 
improve the scientific basis upon which an. agreement on nuclear test 
cessation can be reached. | a | | | 

Lloyd suggested that Gromyko give us his views on this matter in : 
writing, particularly after Gromyko seemed to imply that if we accept 
the. Soviet position that there is no relationship between “suspicious 
events” and the number of inspections we might find some basis for 

ed According to Supnu 433 from Geneva, May 14, U.S. and British officials worked out 
a memorandum that they believed summarized the agreement of the May 14 Gromyko- | : 
Herter—Lloyd meeting. The three Foreign Ministers supposedly agreed, in light of the most | 
recent scientific and technical information, that technical representatives should meet on ! 
June 1 to consider recommendations for detecting nuclear explosions above 50 kilometers 
and in outer space, improvements for distinguishing between underground explosions : 
and earthquakes, and specific technical criteria that had to be satisfied by data from the : 
control system before an inspection could be undertaken. (Department of State, Central | 
Files, 700.5611 /5-1459) See the Supplement. A memorandum of the conversation of the 
Foreign Ministers on May 14 (US/MC/31) is in Washington National Records Center, RG | 
59, Conference Files: FRC 83-0068, CF 1338. ; 

—_ : |
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technical talks. Gromyko at first agreed to submit his views to us in writ- 
ing, then seemed to back away from this approach as not being particu- 
larly productive since he felt that our views on this subject were so far 
apart. | 

If Gromyko presents us an unacceptable paper on this subject, it.is 
my intention to inform him that I see no point in further discussions and 
after registering disappointment at the Russian attitude on this subject, 
will inform him that we will have to see what progress is made after the 
testing negotiations resume on June 8.2 I shall also point out to Gromyko 
that if his attitude is an indication of the way the Soviet Union will coop- 
erate in an agreement on the suspension of nuclear testing, the situation 
does not look promising. | 

= Herter 

* The Geneva negotiations on nuclear testing were in recess from May 12 to June 8. 

| 
| | 

218. Editorial Note 7 

At the 407th meeting of the National Security Council on May 21, 
1959, Under Secretary of State Dillon briefed the Council on the results of 

the Geneva Foreign Ministers Conference. Gleason’s memorandum of 
discussion reads as follows: | 

“Secretary Dillon added the thought that there had been a couple of 
fairly significant developments at the private dinner meeting of the For- 

, eign Ministers. In the first place, Secretary Herter had informed Gro- 
myko that the U.S. would never consent to a Summit Meeting under 
threat. Secondly, there had been a flop in the matter of the nuclear test 
negotiations. The sudden hope of progress in this area had ended 
abruptly almost as soon as it had been born. If the Soviets do not retreat 
from the position recently taken by Khrushchev who had stated a will- 
ingness to study only high altitude test suspension, the prospects for any 
real agreement seemed to Secretary Dillon to be very slim. | 

“The Vice President inquired whether Secretary Dillon meant to 
convey that the Soviets would not agree to the suggestions on test sus- 
pension made in the President's recent letter to Khrushchev. Secretary 
Dillon said they would not agree to these suggestions.” (Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)
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President Eisenhower’s most recent letter to Khrushchev is that of 
May 5, the text of which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 
1945-1959, pages 1403-1405. In a May 14 letter to Eisenhower, Khru- 
shchev expressed willingness to discuss at a technical level concrete 
measures for the detection of explosions conducted at high altitudes for 

_ the purpose of including such measures in the system of control. For text 
of that letter, see ibid., pages 1409-1411. | 

219. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for 
International Organization Affairs (Wilcox) to Secretary of 
State Herter | | | 

| Washington, June 1, 1959. 
| | 

SUBJECT _ | | CO | 
Resumption of General Disarmament Talks = | 

You have asked me to consider ways in which discussions on gen- 
eral disarmament could be carried forward if there is an agreement in 
Geneva that such discussions should be undertaken. There are three 
principal possibilities in this regard. _ | a 

1. Within the Framework of the Security Council. Lloyd has suggested 
the possibility of having the Security Council take up the question of dis- | 
armament. While the Council in the past has undertaken such discus- 
sions, it is unlikely that a Western initiative in this regard would be 
acceptable to the Soviet Union since the composition of the Council is 
unfavorable to it. It is true, of course, that the present Disarmament Com- 

mission reports both to the Security Council and the General Assembly. | 
However, a move to the Council, particularly in light of the Assembly 
resolutions which have been adopted on disarmament in recent years 
would be interpreted as an attempt on our part to circumvent the 
broader interests reflected in the 82-Nation Disarmament Commission. 

It is unlikely that the Soviets would opt for the Security Council as the 
forum for initiating general disarmament talks and carrying them for- 
ward by means of some appropriate sub-group of the Council. Such an 

Source: Department of State, IO Files: Lot 61D 91, Subject Files, Disarmament. Confi- 
dential. A note on the source text indicates that Herter saw the memorandum.
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arrangement could be made, however, and would be acceptable to the 
United States if there was agreement between East and West. 

2. Within the Disarmament Commission. Under the resolution 
adopted at the last Assembly the Disarmament Commission was recon- 
stituted on an 82-Member basis and requested to report to the Security 
Council or the Assembly any “constructive proposals and recommenda- 
tions”.! In light of the history of this resolution and the interest mani- 
fested at the last session by the overwhelming majority of members in 
bringing disarmament discussions within this framework, the choice of 
the Disarmament Commission would be whole-heartedly supported, 

~ and wecould count on positive cooperation both from our Allies and the 
uncommitted countries. This would give us a real psychological advan- 
tage, and the French desire to bring the Disarmament Commission into 
the picture perhaps reflects some appreciation of this fact. Moreover, the 
Soviet Union has accepted this forum. We are confident that if the Disar- 
mament Commission should be called that we can get the necessary sup- 
port so that it will adopt the Assembly rules of procedure. (You will recall 
that there was a considerable argument during the last General Assem- 
bly on this point.) From the standpoint of procedure it would be possible 
to havea brief general discussion within the Commission, after which an 

arrangement providing for various sub-groups on certain aspects of our 
original package, and in particular surprise attack, could be arranged. 

We should anticipate that the Soviet Union will insist upon parity in 
any sub-group which the Disarmament Commission establishes. We 
should also anticipate that the Disarmament Commission will be dis- 
posed to grant parity or quasi-parity in the sub-groups largely on the 
ground that if agreement is to be achieved through quiet discussions the 
two states most directly concerned must be satisfied with the arrange- 
ments for representation. We do not believe that agreement to parity or 
quasi-parity (6-44 formula for example) in a sub-group of the Disarma- 
ment Commission will necessarily have adverse effects throughout the 
UN system since we would not be yielding on this principle in the parent 
body. At the same time it would have to be recognized that there would 
be a number of UN members who would tend to cite our agreement in 
this case in other circumstances such as the Outer Space Committee and 

| other Committees of the Assembly. In summary, we believe it would be 
advantageous psychologically and politically for the West to use the Dis- 
armament Commission as the instrumentality for further general disar- 
mament talks, provided we are willing to take on such liabilities as may 
be involved in agreeing to a parity-type arrangement in various sub- 
committees. | 

’ Resolution 1252 D, adopted by the U.N. General Assembly on November 4, 1958; 
for text, see American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 1299-1301. |
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3. Outside the Framework of the UN. It would of course be feasible to 
resume discussions outside the UN along the lines of the present nuclear 
test negotiations. The problem of parity would be faced outside the UN, 
as it has been in this instance, and talks on, for example, surprise attack, 
could be undertaken in a political framework rather than the past techni- 
cal approach. While such an arrangement would be satisfactory to the 
world at large if it is agreed to between East and West, the majority of UN 
members would probably prefer to have these discussions pursued 
within the UN. They, nevertheless, as a manifestation of their interest in 

achieving agreement, would go along with such an arrangement. Even 
in these circumstances, consideration would have to be given tosome 
means for bringing the results of the negotiations into the framework of 
the UN. At the same time, pressure might develop for convening a meet- 
ing of the Disarmament Commission, particularly if an impasse should 
seem to be developing in the discussions outside the framework of the 
UN? a | | 

The above possibilities have been set forth without account having 
been taken as to whether we are prepared to undertake general disarma- 
ment discussions in the near future. From our preliminary discussions 
with S/ AE, I have the impression that there may be serious political and 
technical difficulties in the early undertaking of general disarmament 
talks. | | oe : 

Historical Footnote : - 

_ Comment: Thinking through the various alternatives it should be 
kept in mind that the disarmament problem has been handled ina num- 
ber of forums. These include: | | , | ae 

(a) The U.N. Disarmament Commission—made up of the Security : 
Council plus Canada. : | - | | 

(b) the U.N. Disarmament Commission Sub-Committee—consist- 
ing of Canada, France, USSR, UK and US. 7 | 

(c) The Enlarged UN Disarmament Commission—made up of 25 
members. This was enlarged still further to 82 members in 1958. 
_ (d) The Conference of Experts on Nuclear Test Cessation—made up | 

of experts and advisers from Canada, France, UK, US, Czechoslovakia, } 
Poland, Rumania and the USSR. | oe 

~ (e) The Technical Conference on Surprise Attack—made up of US, 
UK, France, Canada, Italy, USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania and 
Albania. —_ | | | | | 

* Ina June 8 memorandum to Herter, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna- 
tional Security Affairs, John N. Irwin II, opposed Wilcox’s idea of separating specific disar- 
mament topics from the general disarmament package of 1957. Irwin also observed that ) 
the newly-enlarged Disarmament Commission was “unwieldy” and that if a sub-group | 
were established, the United States should control its composition. (Department of State, ! 

IO Files: Lot 61 D 91, Subject Files, Disarmament) See the Supplement. | 

| :
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(f) The Conference on Nuclear Tests Cessation—made up of US, UK 
and USSR. 

220. Notes of Meeting | 

| . | | | | Washington, June 5, 1959. 

Notes by McCone of the Meeting, June 5,1 959 at 7:30 AM attended by: 

Acting Secretary of State Dillon 
Acting Secretary of Defense Gates 
Gordon Gray © 
Dr. Killian 
Allen Dulles 
John McCone 

_ The meeting convened at 7:30 AM. At 8:00 AM the group was joined 
by General Loper, General Starbird, Dr. English, Dr. Killian, Philip Farley 
and one or two others. 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the opening of the 
Geneva Test Conference on June 8, most particularly the disposition of 
the Berkner Reports.! 

Secretary Dillon stated the State Department believes the Berkner 
and Panofsky Reports? should be made public. The security information 
should be edited out of them. Careful attention should be given to how 

Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Chairman’s Reading File, 1959. Secret. 
Prepared by McCone. | | : 

1 Reference is to the Panel on Seismic Improvement, or the Berkner Panel after the 

panel’s chairman Lloyd Berkner; see footnote 1, Document 194. For the Berkner Reports as 
published, see the summary report of March 31, released on June 12, printed in Documents 
on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1378-1392, and the Department of State summary, June 12, 
printed in American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1959, pp. 1313-1317. In addition, the 
Department of State published in July 1959 a detailed technical report by the Berkner Panel 
entitled The Need for Further Research in Seismology. 

2 The Report of the Working Group of the Panel on High Altitude Detection, chaired 
by Dr. Wolfgang K.H. Panofsky (Director of the High Energy Physics Laboratory, Stanford 
University) was not made public. The panel considered the problem of identifying nuclear 
explosions in the region between 50 and 100,000 kilometers above the earth. The group con- 
cluded that detection of nuclear explosions at distances of 100,000 kilometers was possible, 

but there were problems with so-called “low altitude” (50-200 kilometers) explosions and 
concealment. (Memorandum from Panofsky to Killian, May 1; Eisenhower Library, White 
House Office Files, Additional Records of the Special Assistant for Science and. Technology, 
Disarmament, Hi. Alt——Misc.) See the Supplement. | | |
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they are released. All Agencies should agree on the procedure and be ofa 
single mind so that all would answer questions from the press and others 
in a consistent manner. The President should be informed regarding the © 
implications of the release. | 

_ Secretary Gates stated that the Berkner Report should be released 
and could be released. Dr. Killian asked if he referred to the entire Berk- 
ner Report. General Loper said, “Yes.” Defense, therefore, went on 
record as favoring the release of the Berkner Report and indicating they | 
also favored release of the Panofsky High Altitude Report. __ . | 

Dr. Killian stated that our objectives in the Geneva Conference 
should govern our strategy and tactics of which the release of the Berk- 
ner and Panofsky Reports were a part. He raised the following: _ 

1. Are we endeavoring to reach a comprehensive test suspension 

on all testing. If this is the case we should go one way. > | 

2. If our objective is to reach the phased approach, that is, atmos- | 
pheric and then underground and high altitude later, we should con- | 
sider tabling the reports at once. | ee 
- 3. If our objective is to break off the negotiations this would be 
aided (perhaps to our embarrassment) by the improper handling of the 
reports, most particularly the findings and conclusions with reference to 
concealment. ae | 

Therefore, Dr. Killian concluded that the policy with respect to the 
release of the reports relates to our objectives in the Conference. — 

. Secretary Dillon then suggested we move rapidly, but protect secu- 
rity. He asked whether security was involved. General Starbird replied 
that there was some restricted data in each of the reports but this could be - 
easily removed. General Loper stated there was some military and intel- 

— ligence information of a sensitive nature which likewise could be 

removed. It was, therefore, agreed that the reports must be rewritten if 
they aretobereleased.. Be 

' Mr. Dulles stated that the release of the reports would give some 
intelligence information. In his opinion they would not oppose their 
release if they were “sanitized.” = ee | 

- McCone then stated AEC’s viewsas follows: =” 
_ We-continue to support the policy of the President that all tests 

should be suspended by agreement providing, and only providing, that 
the agreements can be safeguarded. We do not agree to any procedure 
under which we would suspend testing in any environment if the agree-_ 
ment cannot be safeguarded. It is our opinion, as a result of intensive and 
careful study of this question that an agreement to suspend under- 
ground shots cannot be properly and safely safeguarded by known 
technology. Therefore, we continue to advocate research, experimenta- 
tion and testing either by the United States alone or jointly with the
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Soviets and British or through the United Nations as a means of develop- 
ing this technology. We believe means of properly safeguarding can be 
developed through this experimentation. McCone pointed out that Dr. 
Northrup had stated that from three to five years would be required for 
such experimentation and, furthermore, it was possible even then results 
would not bring fortha satisfactory system. However, in McCone’s opin- 
ion, and that of the AEC, this was the reasonable course to pursue 
because of the possibilities of finding a successful solution. 

For that reason the AEC advocates the phased approach. With 
respect to high altitude, McCone suggested we pursue technical discus- 
sions with the Soviets but in the June 8 meeting we emphasize that these 
discussions, while important, should not be exaggerated because in the 
final analysis it was very questionable in our mind whether this country _ 

| or the Soviets would ever at any time conduct an extensive program of 
high altitude testing. The reason is that the cost of the test would be 
extremely high and in all probability expenditures of lesser proportions 
would produce propulsion engines for our missiles which would permit 
utilization of weapons already in being. Therefore, the need for develop- 
ment of light high yield weapons would not be essential. 

There seemed to be no disagreement among the group with these 
points. Dr. Killian agreed particularly with respect to our position on 
high altitude and its excessive costs. 

McCone then went on to suggest that the Berkner Report be tabled 
and that this report and all prior data which we have submitted be used 
to force technical discussions on underground detection. McCone rec- 
ommended that if the Soviets did not agree to such technical discussions 
we should then withdraw from any further discussion of suspending 
underground tests and direct the negotiations to suspending atmos- 
pheric and high altitude testing. 

There was not full acceptance of this proposal, but no real objection 
was expressed. 

It was concluded that: 

1. The summary of the Berkner Report should be released and the 
volume having to do with further research, experimentation and devel- 
opment should be released. Some, including AEC representatives, had 
not seen the summary and it was agreed that General Starbird and Dr. 
English would review the summary promptly and give their comments 
to Phil Farley. | 

2. Concurrent with this release, which should be made promptly, | 
we should agree to technical discussions on high altitude with the caveat 
that we didn’t think high altitude was very important.
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3. The Panofsky Reports should be reviewed and summarized and. | 
stripped of sensitive or restricted data and then they should be released 
at least in summary form. OS a | a 

Attached to this memorandum, and for my files, should be the 

memorandum prepared by General Starbird and Dr. English? 

SO | | ~- - John A. McCone? 

 3.Not found. - , | Oo a - _ 
4 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. _ . | : 

221. Memorandum of Meeting — | | ne 

| | | Washington, June 8, 1959. 

Memorandum of a Meeting With the President, June 8, 1959, at 9:45 AM, 
_ attended by: | | : | 

_ ActingSecretary ofStateDillon ss 
Acting Secretary of Defense Gates | | 
Allen Dulles. a : | — 
Dr. Killian | - | : | a 
Gordon Gray _ _ 
Philip Farley | | 
General Persons | Oo 
General Good paster . , : | 
John McCone ae oe | 

Dillon reviewed the meeting of Friday, June 5,! stating conclusions | 
to discuss Panofsky High Altitude Report at Geneva after removal of 

classified information.” This in about a week. ; 
Also, the release of the summary of the Berkner Report together : 

with complete report on necessary further developmental work.’ Dillon | 
finally read teletype from Secretary Herter explaining agreed strategy 

- Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Testing File No. 1. Secret. Prepared by 
McCone. I a | | 

~1See Document 220. | : | | 
2 See footnote 2, Document 220. | oe | Oo | 

_ 3 See footnote 1, Document 220. | eS : | 

‘ ‘ : | , . | . : | | : |
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Geneva to proceed slowly but deliberately for three or four weeks and if 
major unresolved issues not satisfactorily disposed of, delegation will 
press one last time for phased plan, and if this not acceptable Soviets then 
delegation will be prepared to end negotiations in manner most advan- 
tageous to the United States. 

The President agreed with all of the above but spoke at some length 
that we should not release documents under pressure from the press, the 
public or the Congress. 

_ McCone stated that I felt information should be released in as com- 
plete a form as possible as the Reports contain the type of information the 
public must have in evaluating our decision to break off or continue dis- 
cussions. The President expressed doubt as to whether the public would 
pay much attention to as complicated and involved subject. [sic] 

_ Killian then expressed himself as convinced that we must have tech- 
nical discussions on underground testing, indicating that the Reports 
which contained information on both improvements to the detection 
system and ways of deceiving it were significant. Secretary Dillon 
agreed and finally the President approved the program as outlined by 

: Secretary Dillon. 

It was understood that all Departments would work together in 
developing the most careful and prudent way of handling the releases, it 
being pointed out that if these matters were handled carelessly, great 
harm would result. : 

McCone then asked if all were of the mind that we must insist upon 
adequate safeguards for any tests which are suspended by agreement 
even if the price of sucha policy would be no agreement at all. There was . 
no dissent to this expression of policy and all seemed agreed that we 
must have adequate safeguards. 

The President and McCone then discussed the prospect of a unilat- 
eral suspension of atmospheric tests if the discussions broke down. The 
President concurred that we would probably follow this policy but that it 
would be unwise to make any such indication at this time. 

| The President then spoke of the importance of underground testing 
and also of the possibility that further underground testing might open 
up areas of peaceful uses not heretofore considered feasible. He did not 
elaborate on just what was in his mind. 

The meeting adjourned to an adjoining room and was attended by 
all except the President. It was agreed that the release of the Panofsky and 
Berkner Reports required careful handling. A memorandum was dis- 
tributed by State* and Dillon agreed to convene a meeting early next 
week to discuss and agree upon this subject. 

* Not further identified.
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Killian urged a study and a determination of what might be consid- 
ered a “safe number” of on-site inspections. He stated that a preliminary 
study had been made by his staff, indicating that it probably involved 
some theory of mathematical probabilities. McCone agreed that AEC 
would give thought to this subject. | . | ee 

_ McCone urged that in considering these matters we evaluate the 
pluses and the minuses and that we not be carried away by the argu- 
ments which merely support our conscious or subconscious desires. On 
the contrary, we must carefully weigh the rationality ofallproblemssuch 
as the underground decoupling, the feasibility of high altitude testing, 
etc. | OO ee 

| — - John A. McCone! 

> Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. a 

222, Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

- | Washington, June 29,1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT OO oO So 
‘Dr Killian | - 
General Goodpaster | | | | 

Dr. Killian recalled that Secretary Herter had recommended to the 
President some weeks ago the establishment of a group to conduct a dis- 
armament policy review, and had submitted draft terms of reference 
which the President had referred to Dr. Killian.! Secretary Herter, Secre- 

tary McElroy and Mr. Gordon Gray, as well as Dr. Killian, have now 
reworked and clarified these terms of reference.* Pertinent changes are, | 

first, to eliminate any assignment to this group respecting the short-term 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on July 1. | | : | 

' See Document 215. _ 7 - : , 
* The revised terms of reference are attached to a letter from Herter to General Max- 

well D. Taylor, July 1. (Department of State, Central Files, 611.0012/7-159) See the Supple- 
ment. : | 7
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problem of current negotiations in Geneva, and second, to make clear the 

authority of the individual to head the group to select personnel accept- 
able to him. Dr. Killian showed the revised terms of reference to the Presi- 
dent, who indicated they were acceptable to him subject to certain 
comments that he proceeded to make. First,.he questioned bringing in 
organizations such as Rand and ORO with an organizational tie-in to the 
proposed group. He would have no objection of course to their serving as 
consultants. He regarded the essence of the current proposal as getting 
people within government to concentrate their efforts on this subject. He 
thought the technique should be to call upon Defense and the State 
Department for certain answers, which they would submit to this group. 
If outside studies are needed, he was inclined to think that State and 

_ Defense should have them made. Dr. Killian indicated that he could and 
would have this point taken care of through interpretative instructions. 

Dr. Killian said that Gordon Gray had asked that the point be raised 
with the President as to what the relation of this group would be to the 
NSC. He added that Mr. Gray agreed that the group should report to the 
Secretary of State. The President thought that, ultimately, something out 
of this body would probably need to be put before the NSC, that is, cer- 
tain of their conclusions. The project should not, however, be tied orga- 
nizationally to the NSC, in his opinion. 

Dr. Killian next raised the question as to who should head up the 
project. He said that Governor Herter had suggested William Foster, 
John McCloy, Colonel Lincoln, Arthur Dean or Mansfield Sprague. The 

President recalled that Secretary Dulles had felt that the disarmament 
effort should be headed up by someone actually in the State Department. 
Dr. Killian said that Mr. McElroy has submitted as additional names 
those of General Draper and General Taylor. He understood the former 
would not be available. The President picked up the suggestion of Gen- 
eral Taylor with some enthusiasm and thought that it might be an excel- 
lent idea to try to get him for this work. He could be called back to active 
duty for the purpose. He asked Dr. Killian to pursue this. 

[Here follows discussion of the space and missile programs. ] 

| G. 
Brigadier General, USA
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223. Letter From the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
_ (McCone) to Secretary of State Herter oe | 

| Washington, July 7, 1959. 

_. DEAR Curis: In our meeting on July 2,1 I summarized to you the 
impressions I had gained during my recent trip to Geneva to observe 
negotiations underway there. I shall repeat these in this personal note, 
together with certain suggestions I made to you, so that you may have 
them readily available for such use as you may care to make of them. _ 

I gained the distinct impression that the US-UK tactics of advancing | 
questions concerning the Soviet position gives to the Soviets the oppor- 
tunity to answer with very minor concessions (if any at all) and then to | 
advertise the answer to the press as representing a real concession. From 
my contacts and observance, the press in Geneva appeared willing to 
repeat such advertisements. For example, I can mention the case occur- 

ring while I was there where the Soviets, agreeing to raise the manning 
from 4-5 to 6-7, and to “a different procedure for the appointment of 
engineering and technical personnel,” were reported by the press as 
being of importance. | eg 

As you know, the British are supporting our position but show great 
anxiety that an agreement be concluded. Sir Michael Wright stated to me 

_ and the other members of our visiting group that the concluding of an 
agreement was of paramount importance and that, if one is not made 
now, there will never be another chance. This desire naturally leads to 
optimistic statements made by the Prime Minister before the British Par- 
liament as to the likelihood of successfully concluding an agreement. As 
a related matter, Tsarapkin gave us the distinct impression that Mr. Mac- 
millan’s discussions with Khrushchev on the quota plan were more than 
casual. | | | a 

The Soviets are, of course, insisting that agreement be reached on the 
principle of a quota approach before discussing numbers, and that the 
quota need not be related to the technical capability of the system. 
Though queried by our group they gave little or no indication of the | 

| numbers of inspections they were considering, although in one answer 
Tsarapkin implied their “few” was less than 15. They continue to refuse 
discussion of the Hardtack II and Berkner Panel data, referring back to 
the Geneva Conference of Experts’ Report as final, developed by eight 
nations, and approved by the US, UK and USSR. In a private conversa- 
tion with me, Tsarapkin ridiculed the unmanned seismic instruments as 
absolutely impractical, extremely costly, and impossible to maintain. He | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Testing File No. 2. Secret. | 

| ! No other record of this meeting has been found. | | 

Oo | |
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simultaneously ridiculed the removing of the veto control on budgets. I 
believe it obvious that the Soviet strategy is to force our agreement in 
principle to a “quota plan” and then to attempt agreement ona very low 
number using all possible propaganda for the purpose (together with 
such assistance from the UK as they can secure). It is obvious, too, that 
they will continue to press for complete suspension under a system 
which has severe limitations on control of underground firings. The UK, 

: too, appears to consider that we are talking only about complete suspen- 
sion with no regard to a threshhold. 

In private talks again, Tsarapkin gave me the impression that his 
objective is to reach an agreement on testing and then to expand the 
agreement to a ban on nuclear weapons. This matter disturbed me and 
the other visitors greatly. It appears we must decide now what the US 
wants as the next step in disarmament negotiations and to lay the 
groundwork for that step. 

While in Geneva I suggested to both the UK and US delegates that 
they use the statement from the Khrushchev letters to the effect that the 
control system should “establish such controls as would guarantee strict 
observance of the treaty.” I do feel, however, that the protracted negoti- 

ations have given, and will continue to augment, the impression that we 
are close to agreement while in truth we have not met the major issues. I 
suggested to you, therefore, that: 

_ a. The conference should be recessed, if possible, and at an early 
date. | 

b. The US situations immediately should be carefully reappraised 
by the senior people in our government to establish our objective (and 
the limits to which we can go) on each of the important issues unre- 
solved—number of inspections, the underground problem, staffing, 
freedom of access and veto. 

| c. On reconvening, the negotiations should be centered on the 

more major issues and these should be dealt with completely before 
going further with the fringe matters. 

d. To place the status of the negotiations and agreement in proper 
perspective before the world, we should develop and issue as rapidly as 
possible a “white paper” which describes the major issues, points out 
those still unresolved, and (while explaining also the matters upon 
which agreement has been reached) emphasizes how large have been 
our concessions as contrasted with those of the Soviets. 

e. Decision should be reached as soon as possible as to what the US 
believes should be the next step to be taken in disarmament negotiations, 
and that public preparations therefor be initiated. |
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I feel that our visit to Geneva was most beneficial to us. I hope that 
these thoughts may be helpful to you. Should there be any way Ican be of 
assistance, please call on me. 

Sincerely, a 

| John2 

2 Printed from a copy that bears this signature in an unidentified hand, indicating 
McCone signed the original. | | 

as 
224. Memorandum From Secretary of State Herter to President : 

Eisenhower | | 

| Washington, July 9, 1959. 

SUBJECT | | 
— Summit Meeting and Disarmament = - | 

In planning for a possible Summit meeting I believe serious thought 
_ should be given toa newstart toward general disarmament. Khrushchev 

has shown interest on several occasions. Last February he told Macmil- 
lan that the USSR would be willing to see armed forces abolished and 
only militia retained for internal security (Enclosure 1).1 Ambassador 
Thompson believes there is a genuine possibility that Khrushchev 
would in fact agree to total disarmament, with full control and inspection | 
(Enclosure 2). | . | 

Of course this is still only a possibility, not a probability. But in my | 
judgment the implications of the arms race are so grave as to give both 
sides powerful inducement to stop it. Indeed there should be more com- | 
‘mon ground between us and the Russians on this point than any other. 
The difficulties are enormous, and yet when it comes to disarmament big 

decisions may be easier than little ones. Evena startin the right direction _ 
would be a major turning-point. _ re 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series, July 1959. Secret | 

(Top Secret Attachment). The source text bears Eisenhower’s initials. 

! All enclosures are in the Supplement. Ce 

7
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You could move for such a start at the Summit by frankly outlining 
the problem as you see it. The arms race is increasingly developing a 
momentum of its own which could easily, like 1914, bring on the war 
nobody wanted. A general war would profit no nation. The cost of arma- 
ments meanwhile is a world tragedy in the face of the real needs of man- | 
kind. Serious difficulties between nations will keep arising as long as 
history lasts, but the time has come when the world must learn to work 

them out by means other than war. Thinkers have dreamed about disar- 
mament for centuries. It is time for governments to get on with its accom- 
plishment. | 

The elements of a general disarmament program are agreed levels of 
forces and equipment, verification procedures and machinery -for keep- 
ing the peace between disarmed states. The United Kingdom Defense 
Minister, Duncan Sandys, prepared an analysis last year which might 
usefully be drawn on (Enclosure 3). 

As a start toward defining limits on internal security forces, the 
United Nations could be asked to obtain estimates of national require- 
ments from all countries. 

A fresh approach to the verification problem might belaunchedata 
Summit by telling Khrushchev you agree that inspection and control of 
weapons systems should be considered simultaneously with proposals 
to reduce the danger of surprise attack. | 

You could point to your recent directive for a new disarmament 
study in the United States Government as an earnest of your seriousness 
in this field. 

You might propose that the enforcement problem be explored in a 
general way by high-level representatives of the Heads of Government. 
Meanwhile at the Summit Khrushchev might be pressed to agree on safe- 
guarded nuclear test suspension, as a means of encouraging movement 

all along the line.” 

In a meeting with Eisenhower on July 13, Herter briefed the President on the 
Geneva talks as follows: 

“Mr. Herter next referred to the nuclear test talks. These are at.a difficult point. The 

Soviets are insisting upon the acceptance of the principle of quota, leaving the exact num- 

ber to be haggled over as a political question. It is clear, and becoming clearer, that inspec- 

tion against underground tests is a very uncertain and expensive operation. Mr. McCone 

and many others would much rather start with a ban of atmospheric tests only. He added 

that the inspection systems being discussed would be very costly and of doubtful efficacy. 

Within the State Department there is division of opinion regarding the continuation of the 

talks. He thought there was a consensus, however, that they should not be broken off. We 

then come to the question, ‘how long should they be allowed to drag on?’ He said the Brit- 

ish are so anxious for an agreement that they would sign almost anything.” (Memorandum 
of conference by Goodpaster, April 13; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower 

Diaries) |
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_ Given the way the Soviets work, it would be a mistake to expect the 
exploratory talks to produce any agreement. They should rather be 
looked on as means of clearing away some underbrush and helping the 
Heads of Government develop their own thinking, looking toward a 
second Summit at which the main issues would be tackled. If, as seems 7 

| likely, only limited progress were then made, the process of staff talks 
and occasional Summits could continue. Even slow progress in this fash- 
ion through the years could spell the difference between doom and sur- 
vival. 

Oo a | Christian A. Herter 

225. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| Washington, July 23, 1959, 10:15 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | : 

Secretary Dillon, Secretary Gates, Mr. McCone, Mr. Allen Dulles, Mr. Gordon 
| _ Gray, Dr. Kistiakowsky, General Loper, General Starbird, Mr. Philip Farley, Mr. | 

Spurgeon Keeny, General Goodpaster, Major Eisenhower | 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the next move with 
regard to atomic testing in the light of the unfavorable prognosis of the 
test talks at Geneva. Decision on this matter was considered necessary at 
this time because of the logistical problems involved in any resumption 
of tests. The problem that the President put to the Science Advisory Com- | 
mittee is to outline a reasonable program of tests, should there bea - | 
resumption of testing. Two different test series are undergoing consider- | 
ation. One is the series of tests of stockpile atomic weapons in the Pacific 
next summer, sponsored by the Secretary of Defense; the other, spon- 
sored by the AEC, would bea series of “diagnostic tests” underground in 
the U.S. to test the design of new devices. 

, . | ; Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted 

by John Eisenhower. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White 
House, pp. 17-18. 

|
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Mr. Gates pointed out that the proposed weapon stockpile test series 
will cost $125 million. In preparing for next summer’s tests, the Depart- 
ment of Defense should spend some $30 million between now and Octo- 
ber if these tests are going to be held. If this were not done, then the 
earliest feasible time for summer tests would be eighteen months from 
then. Defense gave some indication that it had been hopeful that some 
indication would be forthcoming from Geneva as to how things. are 
going—and that decisions could be taken based thereon. | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that studies had been made eighteen months 
ago, before the Hardtack operations, outlining what would be gained 
through another series of tests. However, this study will not be compre- 
hensive until the military viewpoint is included. He therefore proposed . 
that a joint committee, including representatives from Defense, AEC, 

| and the Science Advisory Committee should attack this problem. 

The President said that he assumed that all would participate, but 

that he wished his Science Advisors to act for him in giving direction to 
the effort. Mr. McCone and General Starbird said that this coordinated 
study should be fairly easy since most of the work has been done. | 

_ Mr. Gates then pointed out that since Dr. York had ruled out high 
altitude shots, we are concerned with testing both underground and in 
the atmosphere. Our timing for next summer’s tests in the Pacific is 
already slipping. The President said that the first matter we should 
decide, this being the case, is the advisability of conducting tests in the 
Pacific. Oo | 

_ Mr. Dillon then introduced Dr. Kistiakowsky’s briefing, and sum- 
marized its purpose as being to evaluate the worth of a “quota” system of 
inspections. Regardless of the way it is arrived at, the actual number of 
inspections permitted vs. the number of seismic accidents of varying 
intensity per year is the core of the question. (Dr. Kistiakowsky then gave 
Dr. Bacher’s briefing, which is appended hereto.)! 

_ The President summarized his view of the briefing by saying it 
appeared impossible to control underground tests. He inquired as to the 
feasibility of using one underground test site more than once. Dr. Kistia- 
kowsky said that much is unknown in this area, and he thought that the 
AEC would like to conduct a series of underground tests to learn more 
about wave propagation through various kinds of soil and rock, the 

| effects of decoupling, etc. | 

The President said that the cost of concealment of large-size tests 
| would appear to be exorbitant, commenting on the estimate that 15 mil- 

lion tons of earth must be moved in order to accomplish maximum 
reduction of the seismic signal of a 100 KT test shot. Mr. Dulles agreed, 

" See the Supplement. |



Arms Controland Disarmament 761 | 

adding that the Soviets would fear the detection of construction neces- 
sary for this concealed testing. | | oe 7 

_ The group then addressed the Possible Course of Action, appended _ 
hereto. This course of action has been agreed among the various depart- 
ments and agencies, except that Defense and AEC do not agree with the 
limitation imposed in the last sentence of the paper, which prohibits 
atmospheric testing. State feels that for propaganda purposes, this 
limitation must be included. Mr. McCone said, however, that it is pos- 
sible to conduct all nuclear weapons diagnostic and safety tests under- 
ground. The testing in the atmosphere would be confined to that of 
weapons systemsonly. © |. ce 

Mr. Dillon warned of the British attitude in this matter, saying we 
must expect them to suggest going even further on self-imposed restric- 
tions and to desire to refrain from all testing up to five years. Mr. Gates 
pointed out that more progress can be made in weapons development 
without testing than had previously been believed. 82 

Mr. McCone expressed concern over the prospect of imposing a 
restriction on all tests since it would be impossible for us to detect if the 

_ Soviets do the same. The President said that it would be difficult for the | 
Soviets to disagree if this testing is being conducted for the purpose of : 
ascertaining the feasibility of detection system. Mr. Dillon said that the 
Soviets are capable of disagreeing to nearly anything. a 

Mr. McCone then referred to the President's letter of April thirteenth : 
to Khrushchev.2 The President said this position still makes sense, in 

view of worldwide opinion. Further, that position avoids hamstringing 
the French unnecessarily, since they are desirous of embarking on tests of : 
theirown, — | | | 

_ Mr. McCone then called attention to the next-to-last line of page 2 of 
the Proposed Course of Action and urged that this thought, the high- 
lighting of unreasonable Soviet positions on the veto, be emphasized. 

The President reiterated his thought that if we stop atmospheric tests, 
then the Soviets must take full blame for worldwide fear of fallout. 

_ Mr. McCone then proposed a recess of the Geneva talks until the first 
of next January, assuming that we go ahead with tests to enlarge our 
knowledge of underground test signals and establish the feasibility of 
underground decoupling this fall. Under these circumstances, we could 
conduct the tests and study the results prior to the reconvening of the 
Genevatalks, | 7 me oe 

_ Mr. Dulles pointed out, with regard to the percentage estimates | 
given for the probability of detection of various sizes of shots, with vary- 
ing numbers of inspections, that they are based on theoretical consider- | 

* See Document 212. | : - | ! 

| | | | 7 a | 
, , 

| |
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ations only, with no regard to the Soviet physical capability of building 
these underground test sites. The President agreed. 

John S. D. Eisenhower 

Attachment? , 

POSSIBLE COURSE OF ACTION 

a) The Secretary to inform Lloyd of our present views, and offer an 
immediate visit by a U.S. technical team headed by Dr. Bacher to the U.K. 
to satisfy U.K. questions. (We should be prepared for a U.K. conclusion 
that the political advantages to be gained from agreement outweigh the 
technical uncertainties involved. In addition the U.K. is likely to resist a 
change in position while the Foreign Ministers Conference is under way 

- and so long as a Summit Conference is a possibility.) | 

b) Secretary Herter and Lloyd to advise Gromyko in Geneva that we 
are seriously concerned about Soviet unwillingness to join in reconsider- 
ing the effectiveness of the Geneva system for dealing with underground 
tests in the low yield ranges and that, in spite of the progress which the 
negotiators have made, we will be unable to agree to a comprehensive 
ban until there is a solution of this problem. Gromyko should be made to 
understand that our public and Congressional opinion will not accept an 
agreement which is not technically sound, and that we cannot longer 
defer facing up to this problem. Secretary Herter to offer that Dr. Bacher 
visit Geneva or Moscow to review the technical considerations with Dr. 
Fedorov or other Soviet scientists. | | . 

_ c)If, asis to be expected, the Soviet Union refuses to agree to the pro- 

posed technical reassessment despite this démarche, Wadsworth should 
be instructed to state in the meeting that the United States, short of find- 

ing ways of overcoming the technical uncertainties, no longer believes it 
possible to agree to a full test ban. 

1) This would be preceded by a presentation in the meeting, by Dr. 
Bacher, of our full analysis of the technical situation. 

2) We should introduce a draft treaty for a phased approach similar 
to that developed subsequent to the April 13 proposal, preserving as 
many as possible of the now agreed elements of the control system but 
extending to high altitude tests on the basis of the recent technical agree- 

| ment in this area. a 
3) Concurrently, we should propose to develop with them a concrete 

program of research and experimentation, to be conducted coopera- 

> Secret. | |
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tively over a definite period (2-5 years), designed to answer the present 
uncertainties about underground detection capabilities. The treaty 
could include provision for extending the ban to underground tests, per- 
haps in stages, as soon as effective control is proven possible by further 
study and experimentation. The initial stage, for example, might be to 
prohibit underground tests creating a seismic signal larger than 10-25 
KT on the Rainier coupling, if this proves feasible. a 

- 4) This action might be coordinated with a message from Eisen- 

hower to Khrushchev designed to authenticate this position. = 

5) Ifthe USSR, under this pressure, agrees to the proposed reassess- | 
ment, the conclusions of the Bacher Panel and the Latter theory will 
stand up under Soviet technical criticism, and thus will provide even 
stronger justification for our action. If the USSR continues to refuse, it 

will bear the onus of ignoring the difficulties we have described in spe- 
cificterms, | oe a : a 

d) If the USSR does not accept this proposal, the President should 
issue a statement recalling the U.S. delegation temporarily, announcing 
the intention to undertake the experimental program unilaterally (or 
jointly with the U.K.) and proposing resumption of negotiations as soon | 
as the program produces results sufficient to warrant this action. Unrea- | 
sonable Soviet positions on the veto would also be highlighted. In this | 
event we should refrain from conducting any tests in the atmosphere and 
limit ourselves to a modest and restricted program of underground 
weapons tests conducted with a minimum of formal publicity. (We must 
anticipate Soviet and U.K. declarations of intent not to conduct any test- | 

ings) | co 

226. Telegram From Secretary of State Herter to the Department of | 
State OS - 

ee | | : a | Geneva, August 3, 1959, 7 p.m. 

_ Cahto 202. For the Acting Secretary. Selwyn Lloyd has informed me 
he thinks we are facing a serious situation in nuclear test talks. If we 
allow Soviets to break off talks and say that since they had been unable to 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 /8-359. Secret; Priority. 

oe
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get a complete agreement which would include stopping underground 
tests they would have to continue atmospheric tests, effect on public 
opinion in UK would be almost catastrophic. Lloyd believes, therefore, 
that we must develop such a position that the Russians cannot say that 
they want to continue testing. He believes that this can best be accom- 
plished by agreeing to stop on underground tests for a year or so. Lloyd 
said that the British were not as patient as we, and felt that ina year some 
sort of satisfactory control system could be worked out for ground tests. 
He stressed again that we would be ina very bad position if the Russians 
continue atmospheric testing and give as the reason fact that we would 
not agree to discontinuance of underground tests. 

I said that while the US position that we are not willing to have a 
moratorium on underground testing before a suitable control system is 
developed is not unalterable, we would find it difficult now to offer to 

stop testing for an indefinite time without an agreed controlsystem. If we 
do so we are afraid we shall never get a satisfactory control system. I 
pointed out that underground tests did not present the hazards that 
atmospheric tests did and that we do not feel that we can offer a morato- 
rium on underground testing until our preoccupations on the scientific 
aspects are met. 

Isaid that we havea largeand vocal public opinion that believes that 
the USSR will continue underground testing during any moratorium 
and that this would give them an unfair military advantage. I pointed 
out that they have not apparently conducted underground tests for some 
time but without a control system they might resume at any time. In the 
past they had imposed such a voluntary restriction all atmospheric tests 
but then suddenly shot off a large number without warning. I pointed 
out that Congress would have to approve any agreement we might reach 
on atmospheric tests coupled with underground tests. On this last point 
Lloyd remarked that the agreement need not be covered in a treaty. 

Herter
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: 227. Memorandum of Conversation 9° | Oo | 

Washington, August 13, 1959. 

SUBJECT : | | 

Meeting of the Principals—Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations 

‘PARTICIPANTS = a Ce | 
| State Department _ | — ne — | 

~ Mr. Dillon’ oo _ | : 7 
Mr. Sullivan—S/AE oo oO | - 

| Mr. Morris—S/AE me ree _ 

Mr. Borg—S/S — —— Lo | | . 

— DOD | Lo. : 
_ Mr.Gates | . oe | : 

_ Gen.Loper Co | | a 
Gen. Fox | | | OO | 1 

| White House | | _ 
Mr.GordonGray | | a | 
Dr. Kistiakowsky | | | 
Mr. Keeny | | 

AEC. a . 
- Mr. McCone | | 

Gen. Starbird ae | - a 

CIA Oo | : a | 
_ Mr. Dulles oe a | | 

| | Mr. Brent oe, . | : 

_ Mr. Dillon stated that he had called the group together to bring them } 
up to date on developments at the nuclear test conference and to present 
State Department ideas on tactics for the immediate future. He men- | 
tioned that we have received word that the Killian technical discussions | 
with the British in London went well and that agreement was reached | 
between our scientists on the technical assessment of the underground 

problem.' Dr. Killian is expected to brief the group in Washington in the 
very near future. Mr. Farley has gone on to Geneva to inform Amb. | 
Wadsworth and the U.S. Delegation of the result of the discussions. _ | 

Mr. Dillon said that we have had the impression from discussions 
during the last two or three weeks with the British Chargé here that the 

_ Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. : 
Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Morris and approved by Dillon on August 24. For 
Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, pp. 36-37. 

_ | Reference is to the report of the Joint U.S.-U.K. Technical Group To Review Techni- 
cal Aspects of Nuclear Weapons Test Detection, which met in London August 10-11. 
(Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the Special Assistant | 
for Science and Technology) See the Supplement. :
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U.K. was very wary of making any significant move in the Geneva 
negotiations until after their general elections, which may be held 
around October 20. More specifically, Secretary Herter last weekend 
received a letter from Foreign Secretary Lloyd? which contained the fol- 
lowing proposals: : 

1) That the U.S. and U.K. take no action at Geneva until the scientists 
have had an opportunity to report to their Governments on the result of 
the London discussions and until the Governments have had time to 
consider the situation in the light of their reports. | 

2) That the best course would seem to be to wait until the President 
and the Prime Minister meet in London, when they can thoroughly 
review the situation together and decide on the best strategy and tactics. 

3) That we should bear in mind the probability that the conference 
will be discussed by Mr. Khrushchev when he visits Washington. 

= 4) Finally, Lloyd proposed that the conference recess for a “summer 
holiday” from the last week in August for a period of about 3-4 weeks.° 
This would allow the conference to reconvene before the United Nations 

General Assembly really gets down to work. 

Mr. Dillon said that we, for different reasons, had likewise con- 

cluded that a recess would be advantageous at this time. Among these 
was the President’s decision to appoint Amb. Lodge to escort Mr. 
Khrushchev during his visit here. Since Lodge would be absent from the 
U.N. during the first two weeks of the General Assembly, it will be neces- 

sary for Amb. Wadsworth, his Deputy, to return to this country to head 
the U.S. Delegation to the General Assembly. For this reason it would 
seem wise to extend the recess until October 12, a date which would 

allow adequate turnover time for Amb. Lodge in New York and allow 
Amb. Wadsworth to be briefed in Washington prior to returning to | 
Geneva. This date, however, raised a new element in our thinking with 

regard to our public posture in the test negotiations. The Soviets have of 
late made much of various statements in the American press that we 
were preparing to resume testing after October 31. A six-weeks’ recess 
would bring us back to the negotiations close to October 31 and expose 
us to Soviet charges that the recess was nothing but a delaying tactic, 
since it would be obvious that no conclusion could be reached in the | 
negotiations prior to the October 31 date which we had previously set for 
our unilateral moratorium. In view of this situation and since the Presi- 
dent will probably not visit Moscow until November or early December, 
the State Department had come to the conclusion that it might be the best 
course for the U.S., when requesting the recess, to makea unilateral state- 

* Dated August 7. (Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, 
Lloyd—Herter) _ | 

3 The conference was in recess from August 28 to October 27.
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. ment that because of the length of the recess we intend to continue to 
refrain from nuclear testing until December 31 of this year. 

Mr. Dillon said that when discussing the Wadsworth-Lodge prob- 
lem, and before the State Department views had been expressed, the 
President had expressed the strong feeling that we should propose to 
extend our moratorium until the end of the year. Mr. Dillon had said that | 
he felt likewise but that he would like to discuss such a move with the — 
other principals. The President had replied that this would of course be 
in order, but reiterated that he felt strongly on the matter. | 

Mr. Dillon said that there therefore seemed to be two courses open at 
the moment: | - oe 
_ 1) Toagree toa recess and a suitable announcement concerning the 
extension of our voluntary moratorium. In any case the U.K. had 
expressed doubts during the Killian discussions in London as to how we 
might best present our argument for a more limited agreement to the 
Soviet Union. They want to consider the problem further. Thus we prob- | 
ably could not get U.K. agreement to raise the Bacher Panel data in 
Geneva prior to the President’s visit to London. | : | 

2) If any of the other agencies strongly disagree with this course, | 
then they should reopen the question with the President in Gettysburg. 

Mr. Gates said he felt this move constituted a major change in the | 
position agreed upon at the July 23 meeting with the President.‘ This 
would mean that the new scientific argument militating against a com- | 
plete underground test cessation would not be presented before mid-Oc- 
tober. He felt that we should at least either inform the Soviet Delegation 
that we intended to discuss the technical problems of underground | 

| detection when the conference reconvenes or alternatively give them a 
paper setting forth the problem which they could study during the 
recess. In any event it would be important to get something on our inten- 
tions in the record before the recess. He further felt that the decision to 
extend our voluntary moratorium would have unfortunate conse- 
quences on our weapons development program. He would prefer to 
delay any extension announcement until it became clear that such a 
move was necessary. | Oo | a 
_ Mr. Dillon said he expected that the President would be under such 
pressure during the exchange of visits that he will feel it necessary to | | 
make some announcement. With regard to the July 23 decision, it had | 
been his understanding that this course of action was subject to working | 
out the arrangements with the U.K. Clearly the U.S. would have extreme ) 
difficulties in proceeding without the U.K. | 

— *See Document 225. - SO
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Mr. McCone said he felt that we would continue to get a soft line 

from the U.K. as long as they were worried about their elections. More- 

over, if we delay our presentation on the limited agreement we run the 

risk that our colleague at the conference table will represent a different 

U.K. Government, should Mr. Macmillan’s party be defeated in the elec- 

tion. He believed that the basic U.K. desire was to reach agreement ona 

total cessation of testing regardless of whether it were completely safe- 

guarded. Mr. Gates said he could not see why the basically sound phased 

limited cessation agreement we had proposed would be so disastrous to 

the U.K. elections. Mr. Dillon replied that of course the U.K. was the best 

judge of that and emphasized that they have been quite emphatic in their 

desire for no shift in the negotiations before the President’s meeting with 

Macmillan in London. | 

Mr. Dillon said that some U.S. scientists, Dr. Kistiakowsky in partic- 

ular, have continued to study the limited agreement and have developed 

some serious reservations concerning our proposal for a joint develop- 

mental or exploration program to improve our knowledge of seismic 

detection. They feel the best way to approach the new problem is to con- 

tinue the negotiations in the present pattern but to ask for a high quota of 

inspections—somewhere around the 375 events which would be out- 

standing each year inthe Soviet Union. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky explained that he was very much afraid that from 

a purely technical point of view the U.S. would be open toa rather devas- 

tating attack if we proposed an agreement to ban atmospheric and high 

altitude tests while exempting underground testing. The experts in 

Geneva had expressed in their report the possibilities for evading detec- 

tion in outer space—albeit at very high cost. Thus, while on the one hand 

we are saying that we cannot agree to ban underground tests because of a 

theoretical possibility of evasion, on the other we would be agreeing to 

ban tests in outer space where there was a more certain possibility for 

evasion. Furthermore, he felt it would be very difficult to present the 

Bacher report in Geneva, particularly a description of the intelligence — 

factors involved. The sum of these considerations led him to believe that 

the U.S. would be open to the accusation that we are being inconsistent 

technically. Another area of concern is that a joint investigation of pos- 

sible means for evading an underground ban would be very difficult to 

arrange timewise. Such an investigation would be a continuing type of 

undertaking rather than simply one or two shots to prove or disprove a 

theory. The Soviets are unlikely to agree to anything without a definite 

termination date. | 

In response to a suggestion by Gen. Loper that perhaps the best 

course would be to return to our old position that we only ban what can 

be controlled and thus withdraw from including high altitude tests in the
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agreement, Mr. Dillon said that he had understood that the possibility of 
evasion exists only in far space. - | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that this was indeed the case. In view of the 
rather substantial weights which would be carried by the 1-1/2-million- 
Ib.-thrust or the 6-million-Ib.-thrust engines under development now in 
this country, and presumably in the Soviet Union, one will in a very few 
years be able to carry devices with heavy shields to these far distances. 

_ Mr. McCone said that it would seem to him that if such powerful 
vehicles would be available they would be able to carry practically any 
weight bomb we have already, and thus it would not be necessary to test 
to develop lighter weapons for use with our less powerful missiles. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he completely agreed with this thought. He | | 
believes that nuclear testing in outer space for developmental purposes 
would be the quickest way of pauperizing oneself he knows. Such tests 
may cost hundreds of millions of dollars each and, since the amount of 

_ information which would be obtained from outer space would be slim, 
| we would require many such tests. Of course, the principle remains that 

evasion in far space is possible. He is worried as a technical person about 
the inconsistency of the U.S. position in refusing to deal with the under- | 
ground situation while at the same time agreeing to an outer space ban | 
where there is a loophole. : | 

| Mr. Dillon commented that if indeed the question of evasion of an | 
underground agreement is a never-ending possibility, he believes there 
is a strong argument in support of returning to our original position of a | 
complete cessation and handling the underground situation by propos- 

_ ing 375 on-site inspections in the Soviet Union each year. Gen. Starbird 
pointed out that even if the Soviet Union were to agree to such a number 
of inspections we would still have no guarantee against small under- | 

_ ground tests by means of which the Soviet Union could push their weap- | 
ons development quite far. 7 | a | 

| Mr. McCone expressed his concern that the proposed extension of | 
our unilateral moratorium would be one more step in the erosion of our 

_ position. He felt we have already lost the threshold because we have not 
squarely proposed it in the negotiations. If we now extend our morato- 

_ rium to December 31 because of the very real pressures which exist vis-a- 
_ vis the U.K, other crises in the future can be expected to militate toward | 

further extensions. He did not believe that the U.S. could afford to take 
the position, as the U.K. seemed determined to do, that all testing must 
be stopped, unless we were absolutely sure that the Soviet Union is | 
doing the same. : a 

Mr. Dillon said that we were faced with the necessity of this recess. 
_The question remaining is the tacticstobe used. > ae 

_. .Mr. Gates again expressed his concern about the extension move. He | 
_ felt it has considerably more implications than merely an extension until 

i
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the end of this year. Mr. McCone said that in the future it would be easy to 

argue for similar extensions because of our own election year, and then 

because of our elections, and then because a new President will be 

assuming office. This continuing uncertainty had considerable impact 

on our testing program. Eighteen months’ lead time is required for a 

large-scale series of tests in the Pacific, and even for underground tests in 

Nevada for which we already have tunnels we would need three 

months’ lead time. Gen. Starbird added that no significant preparation in 

Nevada can be taken without the fact becoming public information. 

Mr. Dillon said that in any case he did not believe that the President 

would be able to reach a decision to resume testing before the end of 

December. Mr. Sullivan noted that our willingness to extend our volun- 

tary moratorium may very likely be the sine qua non to Soviet agreement 

toa recess. Mr. Dillon said he thought that if as he believed we would not 

beina position because of the Eisenhower-Khrushchev visits to test any- 

way, it would be best to make an announcement along the lines sug- 

gested by the President. | 

Mr. McCone proposed that perhaps a more satisfactory way to han- 

dle an extension, if it is indeed necessary, would be merely to have Amb. 

Wadsworth, when proposing a recess, say that we recognize that the 

recess would last so close to the Oct. 31 deadline we could not expect 

agreement before that time and that the U.S. is therefore willing after 

October 31 to allow a reasonable period of time for progress in the negoti- 

ations before deciding on a resumption of testing. | 

Gen. Starbird said he wished to bring to the attention of the group 

the fact that he expects a tremendous letdown on the part of the weapons 

laboratory scientists who are looking toward Oct. 31 for clarification of 

our intentions toward further testing. Gen. Loper said he felt it would be 

unwise for the President to take sucha decision without having an evalu- 

ation of the decrease in our defensive readiness posture this no-testing 

situation is causing. The situation should not be passed over lightly. Gen. 

Starbird explained that even though the laboratories could certify the 

worth of certain weapons, proof tests were necessary for the Department 

of Defense to have full confidence in the weapons. 

| Mr. Dillon said that if Mr. Gates and Mr. McCone feel they must 

present their opinions to the President, the best course would be to seek 

an early meeting with the President so that an answer to Mr. Lloyd might 

be sent by Monday evening, August 17. 

Mr. Gates said he wished to discuss the situation further with his 

| staff and with the Joint Chiefs. He was very concerned that what was 

really being discussed was a complete cessation of testing rather than
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merely an extension of the moratorium to December 31.5 There will 
always be a reason why a resumption of tests should be deferred. 

Mr. Dillon said he believed that any basic conclusions on the need 
| for resuming testing will be based on the report of the Kistiakowsky 

Panel, which is expected by August 21. This report will detail the conse- 
quences to the United States of delaying testing. He would think in any 
case that the possibility of a definite decision by the President on the basis 
of this report would be unrealistic prior to his departure to Europe on 
August 26. Thus there could be no decisions before sometime in Septem- 
ber. | . | a Oo ) 

Mr. Brent asked whether the Department of Defense was proposing 
to resume testing to improve our defense posture vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union. Were they assuming that the Soviet Union would not itself 

- resume testing and that we would thus improve our two-year lead time? 
Mr. McConesaid it was worthwhile to discuss this point. The United _ 

States bases its defense policy on nuclear weapons to offset the man- 
power advantage of the Sino-Soviet bloc. If this policy is good, then we 
must be in the best possible technological position. This requires contin- 
ued development and testing. We can reduce the fear of fallout by testing | 
underground and in the upper atmosphere. But to withdraw any further 
than that would be to allow the basis of our defense policy to erode away. 
He did not think that the Soviet Union is aiming only toward a cessation 
of testing. Rather they seek to get a lead on all nuclear weapons, thus 
leaving the free world to the mercy of their defense superiority. The 
United States must decide whether it will allow itself to be forced into 
this course. —_ 

Mr. Sullivan pointed out that we were not proposing to shift away 
from the limited agreement approach, but only revising our timing. Mr. 
Dillon affirmed this. | . oo 

General Starbird noted that when nuclear weapons leave develop- 
ment laboratories and are deployed by the armed forces the possibility of | 
espionage is increased. We have indications that the Soviet Union has 
been able to gain considerable useful information on specific weapons. 
There are, however, no parallel cases on the part of the United States. | 

After some discussion of the report expected from the Kistiakowsky 
Panel, it was agreed that it would be best for the panel to report in writing 

| to Dr. Kistiakowsky, who would then brief the NSC, orally rather than by 
circulating a written document. This would avoid undue dissemination 

_and the possibility of leaks. — : 7 

| >On July 26, the Department of State announced an extension of the moratorium 
_ until December 31 . For text of the statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 
1439-1440. © _ OO a | |
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_ Mr. Dillon said that if we are to approach the Soviet Union next week _ 

concerning a recess we will need to be able to reply to Mr. Lloyd’s mes- 

sage by August 17 at the latest. It would thus be necessary to see the Pres- 

ident on August 17 at Gettysburg if any of the principals wished to 

dispute the proposed tactics. The State Department would therefore 

draft.a reply to Lloyd accepting a recess and indicating that we will 

announce our intention to continue to refrain from testing for a reason- 

able time after October 31. He would expect this evening or tomorrow 

morning a clarification of the views of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Gray said he thought we should make an effort to present the 

Bacher data before the recess, or at least put the Soviets on notice that we 

consider a discussion of the technical problem essential when we return 

from the recess. 7 OC 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he felt that the Berkner report had made our 

concerns to the Soviets clear. Couldn’t we just make clear to them our 

intention to return to this matter? — 

Mr. Sullivan pointed out that any advance indication that we 

intended to press for discussion of the technical problems would prob- 

ably cause the Soviets to refuse to agree toa recess. Mr. Dillon said that in 

any case we should plan to raise the matter as soon as the Conference 

reconvenes. | 

228. Memorandum of Conversation | 

US/MC/11 Chequers, England, August 30, 1959, 9:30 a.m. 

PRESIDENT’S TRIP TO EUROPE 

a August-September 1959 

PARTICIPANTS | 
7 U.S. U.K. 

The President Prime Minister Macmillan 

The Secretary Foreign Secretary Lloyd 

SUBJECT | oe : 
Private Meeting between the President and Prime Minister Macmillan | 

The Prime Minister said he would like to talk about the political 

aspects of the nuclear tests negotiations. He stated that in spite of all the 

Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 59, Conference Files: FRC 83-0068, 

CF 1449. Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Herter and agreed to by Lloyd. Chequers 

was the official country residence of the British Prime Minister. Eisenhower visited the Fed- 

eral Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom, and France August 26-September 4.
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technical findings he felt that there were real political advantages in try- | 
ing to find an agreement with the Russians which would be comprehen- 
sive and not cover atmospherictestingalone. 8 | 

_ The President agreed with the desirability of being able to reacha _ 
comprehensive agreement, but expressed real doubts as to whether this 
could be done. He emphasized that, if it could not, it would still be of real 
importance to make a beginning with an atmospheric tests ban. There 
was considerable discussion of the political difficulties which the United 

| States Government would face in trying to geta treaty ratified by the Sen- 
ate unless the balance of testimony indicated that that agreement could , 

| prove an adequate deterrent against Russian cheating. = 
_ The Prime Minister pressed the advantages from the point of view 

of public opinion of accompanying the offer to make an agreement on 
atmospheric tests with the offer of a longer moratorium on underground 
testing. The President said the real danger of this was that it would give 
to the Russians what they wanted without any controls whatever and 
that there was ground for real suspicion that this time might well be used 
by the Russians in performing a number of undetectable underground | 
shots. | oe wo ve | 

The whole matter was left ina somewhat inconclusive state with the 
. President having made no commitments with regard to any unilateral 

declaration on the part of the United States with regard to any type of 
tests beyond the moratorium already announced until the end of 1959. 
The Prime Minister said that he might have to make some statement 
about no further British tests taking place. The necessity for, and form of, 
such a statement were still under consideration, = a | 

229. Editorial Note a | | | 

| At the conclusion of the Foreign Ministers Conference in Geneva on 
August 5, 1959, the Foreign Ministers of the United: States, the United 
‘Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union issued a.communiqué to the 
U.N. Secretary-General stating that they had “had a useful exchange of | 

_ views on disarmament” and after further consultations would inform : 
him of their results. (Department of State Bulletin, August 24, 1959, page | 

_.. On September 7, the four Foreign Ministers released another com- 
muniqué announcing that they had agreed to form a committee to con-
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sider disarmament matters, made up of the United States, France, the 

United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, 

Italy, Poland, and Romania. The Ministers stressed in the communique 

that their committee in no way diminished or encroached on the U.N. 

| responsibilities for disarmament and that their consultations would pro- 

vide a basis for consideration by the United Nations, to which the group 

planned to report periodically. The committee expected to begin its work 

early in 1960 at Geneva. The text of the September 7 communique is in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pages 1441-1443. _ 

i 

230. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, September 24, 1959. 

OTHERS PRESENT | 

' Secretaries Herter, Dillon, Murphy, Merchant, Mr. Davis, Mr. Hagerty, General 

Goodpaster | 

The group came in to discuss with the President matters expected to 

come up during his meeting with Mr. Khrushchev.! The President com- 

mented that it will be very difficult to adhere to an agenda. He added that 

some say that Khrushchev is a master debater. In fact, he seems to be a 

skillful evader of tough questions. 

[Here follows discussion of Berlin and Germany and whether Eisen- 

hower should make a return trip to the Soviet Union.] 

The President asked what State’s evaluation was of Khrushchev’s 

disarmament speech.? Mr. Herter said it has obviously had substantial 

impact around the world. The small nations fear that the big powers 

might start a war, drawing them in. They were also attracted by his 

suggestion to use the funds freed from armaments for economic devel- 

opment around the world. He recalled that the President had put for- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster on September 26. | 

1 Khrushchev arrived in the United States on September 15 and left on September 27, 

after discussions with President Eisenhower at Camp David, Maryland, September 25-27. 

See Document 231. | | 

2 For an extract of Khrushchev’s speech to the General Assembly, September 18, see 

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1452-1460. _
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_ ward this suggestion six weeks ago. Mr. Khrushchev called for a step by 
step approach, extending controls as disarmament is extended. | 

Mr. Dillon suggested that the President consider making a speech 
on disarmament in the United Nations within the next few weeks. The 
President thought this might be a pretty good idea, providing him an 

_ opportunity to set out our plan. — oo Oo 

_ The President thought that really the most promising line suggested 
‘so far is to try to get Khrushchev committed to negotiation as a principle 
in the conduct of our relations. If he does this, we should be ready to tell 
him what we are prepared to do. Secretary Herter brought out that 
Khrushchev had omitted any consideration of any central or UN mili- 
tary force once national forces were reduced. The President said he has 
been trying to think of concrete examples for a possible step by step 
approach. We might for example abolish naval units having more thana 
certain operating range. Mr. Herter said that the Soviets had offered to 
reduce their conventional forces initially, cutting down to 1.7 million, but 
offer no way to verify these reductions. One idea his people have been 
examining is for the United Nations Disarmament Commission to send 
out a questionnaire for information to every nation asking what forces : 
they require for their own internal security and what armament. Mr. | 
Murphy commented that the existing forces are testimony to our lack of 
confidence in Soviet behavior, that we increased our forces greatly as the 
cold war became more severe. The President asked me to find out what 

| was the strength of our armed forces at the end of December 1949. (I did | 
so. The total was approximately 1.5 million.) a 

Regarding the exchange of atomic reactor information, the Presi- 
dent said he viewed the project favorably so long as the whole thing was | 
done through the IAEA. oo | 

_ The President next asked how the Chinese problem could be taken 
_ into consideration. If we are talking about disarmament and such sub- — | 

jects, he wondered how we could negotiate on controls in light of our 
rigid policy against any recognition of Red China. Mr. Herter said we do 
not wish to change our stand on Red China. They will not renounce the 
use of force in Taiwan nor will they release our prisoners. The President 
said he realized this but wondered how we can talk about general disar- 
mament with them. Mr. Merchant said we have the same problem | 
regarding the Federal Republic of Germany. It is realized, however, that | 
such countries must come under the purview of a disarmament agree- 
ment even though they are not UN members. The President repeated 
that he wished we had a really fine first step in disarmament to | 

_ offer—one not involving our allies. Mr. Herter said that each type of 
weapon is so interwoven with others that it is hard to visualize what the _ | 
President is seeking. Nuclear weapons now are so intimately mixed in 
with others that they could no longer be banned as a class. |
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The President said that there were reasons not to single out the 

nuclear weapon back in 1948, when we had a monopoly, but times have 

changed and if we could now really eliminate all atomic weapons we 

would not be too badly off. However, we cannot do this without the most 

extreme and comprehensive inspection system. There is one possibility, 

however. Bombers and large missiles are discoverable because they are 

of substantial size. 

The President thought Mr. Herter should talk to our Defense people. 

Where we once said our great strength advantage is nuclear, this is no 

| longer true. If we could put down the sequence of steps we favor, some 

pattern might emerge. Mr. Murphy thought we could dust off the main 

lines of our 1957 proposals. - ; 

The President next noted that the Russians seemed to want a non- 

ageression pact. Mr. Herter referred to this as a political treaty. The Presi- 

dent thought it was undesirable since it would cover the same ground as 

our UN commitment and thus detract from it. Also, it would imply some 

kind of special relationship between the United States and the USSR, and 

thus alarm our allies. 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects. ] 

| G. 
Brigadier General, USA 

a 

231. Editorial Note 

During their meetings at Camp David, Chairman Khrushchev and 

President Eisenhower discussed arms limitations as follows: 

“3. Arms Limitation: | 

“The problem of arms limitation was touched on only in general 

terms. Both the President and the Chairman agreed on the extravagant 

cost of the armaments race and the dangers inherent in it. They also 

agreed that arms limitation was the ‘most important problem’ in contem- 

porary international relations. The President cited the establishment of 

the Coolidge Committee as indicative of the serious interest of the 

United States in the problem of disarmament. | 

“Secretary Herter and Foreign Minister Gromyko discussed disar- 

mament in more detail. However, there was nothing tangible in the con-
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versations to indicate any greater Soviet willingness to permit adequate 
_ Inspection and controls. | | . 
| “When queried regarding the possibility of a United Nations police 

force after general disarmament, Gromyko protested that it was illogical 
to disband armed forces and then reorganize them under the auspices of 
the UN. | , | | a a | 

“In discussing the suspension of nuclear testing, Gromyko stated 
that the issues of the number of inspections and the staffing of control 
posts were the only major considerations and termed other aspects of the 
test talks unimportant. He firmly reiterated Soviet positions. However, 
Khrushchev had indicated to Lodge on the trip that the question of staff- | 
ing could be compromised.” (Memorandum by John A. Calhoun, Direc- 
tor of the Executive Secretariat; Department of State,S/ AE Files: Lot 68 D 
358, 16.10) . Se ee Bs 

_ Concerning the report of the Coolidge Committee to the National 
_ Security Council, see Document 236. The text of the Coolidge Committee 
Report on Disarmament, January 19, 1960, is in the Supplement. | : 

232. Memorandum of Conversation , 

| | Washington, October 6, 1959. 

SUBJECT | | | a 

Meeting of Principals: Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations oe | 

PARTICIPANTS Oo So 
State | SO i ae es 7 

_ Under Secretary Dillon | | | 
Amb. Wadsworth _ | — 7 . 
Mr. Popper, USDel Oo | | 
Mr. Farley, S/AE | . Oo | 

- Mr. Sullivan,S/AE > So a : : 
Mr Spiers, S/AE | ea | | 

_.., Mr. Baker, S/AE | - ae | 
_.. Mr.Mark,USDel | | | | | 

© Mr Morris S/AB 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Special Assistant for Science and Technology; Disarmament, Nuclear Testing Policy, ’59. 

| Secret; Limit Distribution. Drafted by Morris and approved in U on October 13: For Kistia- 
kowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, pp. 108-109.
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Defense 
Mr. Gates 

Mr. Irwin | 

Gen. Loper 

Gen. Fox | 

AEC 

Mr. McCone 
Gen. Starbird 

Dr. English 

White House 
Mr. Gray 
Dr. Kistiakowsky 

Mr. Keeny 

CIA | 
os Dr. Scoville 

Col. Smith 

Mr. Dillon said he had convened the group in order to discuss the 

course we would like to pursue upon resumption of negotiations on 

October 27. Of course, decisions would only be final after consultations 

with U.K. officials when their new government is formed. The Depart- 

ment of State has given a good deal of thought to this matter. The course 

of action we have developed is only slightly different than that outlined 

in the July 23 statement.! We have recently received a letter from the 

Department of Defense noting their continued interest in a phased agree- 

ment and their eagerness to proceed with the July 23 course of action.’ 

We in the State Department feel that we would not want to allow the 

negotiations to proceed past December 31 without some decisive action 

lest we allow the Soviet Union to have a de facto uncontrolled cessation 

of nuclear tests. We feel that after resumption of negotiations on October 

a 27, the delegation must, for the next two months, make a major effort to 

make clear in the minds of impartial observers that the Soviet Union is 

| not prepared to accept what we consider to be adequate control over a 

cessation of underground tests. How to do this is a problem for the nego- 

tiators. Our thinking has been that it will be necessary to re-emphasize 

the need for a full discussion of the technical data pertinent to the under- 

ground problem. If the Soviets refuse to enter into such a discussion, the 

delegation itself should then proceed to present the technical informa- 

tion. We do not necessarily feel we must present our estimate of a specific 

number of on-site inspections, but rather, set the pattern as to how a level 

| of inspection must be derived from consideration of the technical facts. 

This procedure, coupled with a re-emphasis of our position on the 

other major issues such as staffing and veto, would, we believe, put us in 

a position so that after the end of the current United Nations General 

1 See the attachment to Document 225. | 

2 The letter, dated September 29, has not been found. 

Joo.
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Assembly and a probable December summit meeting, we would be able 
by Christmas to move to presentation of a limited treaty on the basis of 
Soviet refusal to give attention to pertinent technical data or to agree to 
adequate inspection and control. When presenting the limited treaty we | 
should point out that such an agreement would eliminate the fallout 
problem. | 

Mr. Dillon said that he was not clear from Mr. Gates’ letter of Sept. 29 
exactly what Defense recommended. If it wished to move immediately 
on October 27 to table a limited treaty, he thought that this would cause 
considerable difficulty both in world public opinion and in the negoti- 
ations. The Soviets would probably be able to shift to the United States 
the blame for withdrawing from the stated conference objective of acom- , 
plete cessation of nuclear tests. a | 

_. Mr. McCone said that when he was in Vienna for the General Con- 
ference of the IAEA, the Soviet delegate, Mr. Novikov, had sought him 

out on several occasions to discuss the negotiations. Mr. McCone gath- 
ered that Novikov was deputy director of the international organization 
section of the Soviet Foreign Office and perhaps had over-all responsibil- 
ity for the Geneva negotiations. During these discussions Novikov made 
the following statements: , 

1. The USSR desires to stop all nuclear testing and to ban the use of 
nuclear weapons. | - | | 

_ 2. The Soviet Union has concluded that the United States does not 
want to stop testing because the latter wishes to continue the develop- 
ment of tactical nuclear weapons. The Soviets felt that they have no prac- 
tical value, are very expensive and if used, would lead to full-scale | 

nuclear war. Chairman Khrushchev himself had decided not to proceed 
with developing and manufacturing such weapons. | 

_ 3. The United States had not presented all the information on the 
new seismic data in its presentation of January 5.3 Soviet scientists have 
not been able to check the validity of the new data, working only with the | 
summary report that has been given. | | 

_ 4, The United States over-exaggerates the problem of controlling 
underground nuclear tests. He pointed to the Soviet detection of 32 U.S. 
tests during Operation Hardtack. When Mr. McCone pointed out that 
such detection was very possible from a submarine, Novikov had 
replied that all detection had been from the Soviet Union. Novikov 
seemed to think these explosions had included underground tests. 
_ 5. He questioned U.S. refusal to discuss the Soviet quota proposal 
and our insistence that a quota must be firmly related to the technical 

° Reference is to Geneva Conference doc. GEN /DNT/25, January 5, 1959, a report " 
. given to the Soviet and British Delegations at Geneva. The report is briefly summarized in | 

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 1335-1336. | , |
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facts of the underground problem. This was hard to understand, since 
Gromyko, Lloyd and Herter had agreed in Geneva that the quota was 
indeed a matter for political decision. , | 

Mr. McCone said that Novikov evinced considerable interest in the 
Berkner reports and asked what they contained. Mr. McCone had replied 
that they showed that the Geneva system did not have the capability for 
dealing with the underground problem the experts had originally esti- 
mated. This capability could be restored partially but not fully. Novikov 
had asked whether closer spacing of seismic stations would not increase 
this capability. Mr. McCone had replied that he thought it would. The 
possibilities of evasion of detection were referred to, but Mr. McCone did 

not discuss these in any detail. Novikov asked how many inspections 
would be required if it turned out that there were 1,000 unidentified 
events each year. Mr. McCone said that, proceeding fromthe formulain _ 
our tabled draft Annex I to the treaty, this would be about 20 percent of 
the stated figure, or 200 inspections. Novikov commented that even ifthe 

Soviet Union did allow that number of inspections, he thought it would 
be impossible to organize them. | 

Mr. McCone said that he had taken the position that the United 
States was pursuing these negotiations in accordance with the Presi- 
dent’s May 5 letter to Mr. Khrushchev.‘ He pointed out that it did not 
appear that Ambassador Tsarapkin was negotiating in the same spirit 
that characterized Mr. Khrushchev’s letters to the President, especially 

Khrushchev’s pledge of absolutely adequate controls. Novikov seemed 
disturbed by this. He also seemed impressed with Mr. McCone’s assess- 
ment that technical discussions of the underground detection problem 
were the only way to make progress in the negotiations. =| 

When Novikov suggested that the United States really did not want 
an agreement on underground testing because it wished to be able to 
continue to develop nuclear weapons, Mr. McCone had replied that this 
was not the case and that the United States did not have to continue such 
development since we had enough nuclear weapons. It was rather a 
question of improving our existing weapons. Mr. McCone had further 
stated that it appeared that the Soviet Union was trying to establish a 
position where the United States, an open country, would be constrained 
from continuing such tests while the USSR could proceed with undetect- | 

able tests. Novikov had replied that the Soviet Union did not know as 

much about the United States as Mr. McCone might think, pointing out 

that the three Argus high altitude tests had been unknown to the Soviet 

Union until they were reported several months later in the New York 

| Times. | - 

* For text, see ibid., pp. 1403-1405. : |
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After concluding the account of his talk with Novikov, Mr. McCone 

said that the AEC had been giving some thought to the course of action 
on resumption of the negotiations. The AEC has not changed in its 
appraisal of the extreme difficulty of monitoring an underground _ 
nuclear test cessation. It thought it important to remember that the 
United States has already been foreclosed from nuclear testing for a year : 
by a device which is very much to the advantage of the Soviet Union. It 
believes that, as time goes on, there will be continued and increasing | 

pressure on us to accept a treaty that does not provide safeguards. In this 
connection, General Gruenther had reported that at the recent Interna- 
tional Red Cross Conference several delegates from other countries had - | 
strongly indicated their belief that nuclear testing would not be resumed. | 
They, of course, had not differentiated between tests in the atmosphere 
and underground tests. oe 

The AEC feels that the July 23 course of action is perfectly valid, | 
although it agrees that interim events may require some modification in 
the tactics. It believes that a comprehensive treaty must be adequately | 
safe-guarded. The decision that underground tests could not be ade- 
quately monitored had been arrived at on a sound basis and after the 
exposure of all pertinent technical data. We must continue to study ways : 
to improve the detection system. Of course, it might be that we will find 
that a solution of the underground problem is impossible and that the art 
of deception may advance as rapidly as improvements in seismic detec- 
tion. The AEC believes that we should avoid a break in the negotiations 
which, if necessary, should be carried to a point at which the President 

might address himself to Khrushchev either personally or by letter. Fail- 
ing agreement with the Soviets on a limited atmospheric treaty, the AEC | 
would propose that we announce a unilateral moratorium on atmos- | 
pheric tests to continue as long as others do likewise. We should state, 
however, that due to the lack of adequate control means for monitoring | 
underground tests, the United States reserves the right to take any action 
with regard to such tests it deems necessary. In view of a possible summit 
meeting and the President's trip, however, the AEC does not believe that 
we should state in advance that we are free to resume testing on January _ 
1. However, we should not impede the United States freedom of action to | 
do so. | Ps, wee | 

_ General Starbird commented that in earlier conversations Mr. 
McCone had felt that a letter from the President to Khrushchev should be 
sent before the end of December and that the U.S. Delegation should be | 
instructed on resumption of negotiations that their objective is to point — | 
out that the United States cannot accept an agreement banning under- 
ground tests. | 

Mr. Dillon said that the only difference between the July 23 course of 
action and the one proposed by the State Department is that under the |
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former, after the Soviets had refused to discuss the technical data, we 

would immediately introduce the limited treaty while, at the same time, 

proceeding to present the technical data. The course we now propose 
would have the U.S. Delegation present the technical data without tell- 
ing the Soviet Delegation that we cannot accept a comprehensive treaty. 

Mr. Gates said that the important thing to the Defense Department is 
that the group determine U.S. policy on what we wish to be the outcome 
of the negotiations. Tactics are a State Department matter. Defense is anx- 
ious to be able to resume nuclear testing after December 31. If a policy 
decision is not made, it feels that we will continue to be faced with new 
reasons for delay, such as the President’s trip to the Soviet Union, a sum- 
mit conference, etc. It will become more and more difficult to resume test- 

ing. Defense is anxious to determine a firm U.S. position so that policy 
will determine tactics, and not vice versa. 

Mr. McCone asked whether Mr: Gates meant that Defense wished to 
abandon the goal of a comprehensive agreed ban even under circum- 
stances where an adequate control system was possible. Mr. Gates said 
yes, because he has not yet seen a control system which would be ade- 
quate. He believed that we should settle the policy issue now rather than 
spend time on the discussion of tactics and technical data, so that we can 
avoid a situation where the tactics “tail” wags the policy “dog”. Mr. 
Gates said it seemed to him that a limited phased nuclear test agreement 
could be proposed as one immediately feasible move towards peace at a 
time when Chairman Khrushchev has so vocally stated his desire for 
such movement. | 

Mr Irwin said that if agreement can be reached on a policy that the 
_ United States intends to resume underground testing because no system 

exists for the detection and identification of underground tests, and if 

this is the policy for which we can all work, then the tactics proposed by 

the State Department could be used, since our position will be clear. In | 

, this case, we will be faced with two possible situations: either the Soviets 

will agree with the technical assessment of the problem, but state that we 

| should proceed with a comprehensive agreement regardless of the diffi- 

culties; or the Soviets will not agree with the validity of our technical 

assessment. In either case, the United States will have to be prepared for 

disagreement with the Soviet Union and to announce that we will con- 

tinue to test underground. _ | : 

Mr. Dillon said that we have not changed the conclusion that, with- 

out further seismic experimentation, we cannot be sure of a system 

which would give reasonable control, and thus we could not agree to a 

ban on underground tests. There was thus no real change in our view. 

However, we do not believe that we can separate tactics from our objec- 

tive, since in the play of world events, especially looking toward a sum- 

mit conference, tactics are a very real part of what we hope to attain. If we
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have a summit conference in December, the underground control issue 
should be sharpened at the negotiation to a point where a move to the 
limited approach could be made by the President at the summit meeting, 
should this seem desirable. __ 

Mr. Gates said that what really worries Defense is that its planning, 
organization and budgeting in the nuclear field is all held in abeyance by 
the uncertainty of what our testing policy will be. He believed that we 
should decide now what we want to do and should work toward this. 

The tactical approach of playing by ear can only fuzz the matter. Mr. Dil- 
lon replied that, as he had said earlier, we do not wish to prolong the 
uncertain situation beyond December 31, thus giving the Soviets a de 
facto uncontrolled test ban. Mr. Gates commented that he thought the | 
Soviets had done fairly well in getting by for the past year with an uncon- : 
trolled ban. — | | | 

Mr. McCone commented that he did not think we could blame the 
Soviet Union for a de facto ban this past year, since we ourselves had vol- | 
unteered a one-year moratorium. They had, of course, spun out the 
negotiations, although we had proposed several recesses. He said that he | | 
was not clear whether the Defense Department felt that it should be ina 

_ position to resume testing in the sensible [sic] atmosphere regardless of 
Soviet action. Mr. Irwin replied that Defense would be willing to accept 
an agreement banning atmospheric testing even if such an agreement | 
relied only on national detection networks for control. — | | 

In response toa query by Mr. Gates as to what technical discussion at | 
the negotiations would reveal, Mr. McCone said that he believed it | 
would prove to any reasonable man the futility of safeguarding an 
underground cessation. — - | | 

Mr. Dillon asked Ambassador Wadsworth how long he thought it | 
would take at the negotiations to proceed with the proposed tactics in | 
order to sharpen the issue of underground control to the point where we 
could propose a limited agreement. Ambassador Wadsworth replied 
that this would, of course, depend a bit on our objective. If the delegation 
returned to Geneva with all the material ready for presentation, we could 
present a rounded picture of why we need technical discussions ina rela- 
tively short time. However, it would be very difficult to know by what 
date we could demonstrate Soviet intransigence. His experience at the 
negotiations showed clearly that the Soviets might, on that day, make 
sufficient movement so that we would not be able to shift to a new 
approach. He would definitely not wish to face the issue until after the 
conclusion of the present UN General Assembly. He believed that a suffi- 
cient case could be built for a shift to a limited treaty by Christmas. , 
_. Mr. Gray noted that while it would be relatively easy to arrive at a | 
policy decision on this matter for the U.S. Government, he wondered | 

_ about UK willingness to support such a position. Mr. Dillon commented | : 

tl
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that this would, of course, be a problem and that we would not be able to 

develop a program with the UK until after their elections on Thursday. 

Mr. Gates said he was completely convinced that the UK hasno intention 

of changing its national position, which was for a complete test cessation. 

Mr. Irwin said he believed this is a question of judgment of the impor- 

tance to the United States of its nuclear capability over the next ten to fif- 

teen years. If this capability is essential to U.S. national security, as he 

believed, then we shall have to weigh this against the problem of facing 

up to a difference withthe UK. . . - 

Mr. McCone said he found it difficult not to be impatient with Mac- 

millan’s attitude toward the negotiations since, after all, one of the rea- 

sons the UK is in a position to agree to cease British nuclear weapons 

development activities is that the United Kingdom is now getting weap- 

ons information and submarines from the United States under our bilat- 

eral agreement with them. He recalled that Macmillan had assured U.5. 

officials, and him personally—when urging the United States to drop the 

link to disarmament—that under no circumstances would he go along 

with an inadequately controlled agreement. : 

Mr. Dillon said it appeared that Defense wished a basic decision at 

this time that a comprehensive test cessation agreement is impossible, 

that the United States proceed with an atmospheric agreement, and plan 

to continue weapons testing underground for the next ten to fifteen 

years. The State Department, rather, would say that a controlled and. 

complete cessation does not seem possible now but that we are not will- 

ing publicly to abandon this goal at this time. Mr. Gates said he thought 

we should eliminate underground cessation as a practical possibility at 

the present time and consider it as the next step in a phased approach. 

Mr. Irwin added that when we learn how to control underground tests in 

two or five years, we should then reconsider an extension of the agree- 

ment to include an underground ban, provided there is progress in other : 

disarmament issues. _ | | 
_ Dr. Kistiakowsky recalled that the original Geneva Experts’ control 

system had not guaranteed certain detection; rather the President had 

decided to accept a certain probability for such detection. Since that time 

we have learned of a quantitative change in the capability of the Geneva 

system. However, this was certainly not a black-and-white shift from. 

capability to no capability. He also recalled that the McRae Report? had 

indicated no strong technical requirement for a resumption of tests in 

January. To him the worst thing that could happen would be for the 

> Dr. James W. McRae was the chairman of the Ad Hoc Panel on Nuclear Test Require- 

ments. The report of the panel was presented at the August 26 meeting of the principals 

charged with policy for the Geneva nuclear test negotiations. (Eisenhower Library, White. 

House Office Files, Project Clean Up, Suspension of Nuclear Testing) See the Supplement.
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United States to be caught in a no-testing situation without any control 
system. Thus, he could not subscribe to a unilateral moratorium. He reit- 
erated that no detection system could be perfect. Mr. Irwin commented 
that he realized that perfect control was impossible but that he believed 
we must have a “reasonably adequate” control system. He understood 
that such a system does not exist. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that possibilities 
for such a system had not been fully explored as, for instance, the possi- 
bility of using unmanned seismic stations—as discussed in the Berkner : 
report and the London Killian-Penney meeting—capable of detecting 
and identifying underground events down to 50-ton size, notjust50 kilo- 
tons. This is a perfectly straightforward proposition which has not been | 
considered. = | 7 a 

Mr. McCone said that we had, of course, recognized that the original : 
Geneva system was not perfect and for that reason he had thought that a | 
threshold should be proposed for underground explosions. Thus we 
would ban nuclear tests of 5 kilotons and larger which could be con- | 
trolled but would exempt from the ban tests smaller than 5 kilotons, 
which would not be adequately controlled. He noted that in the negoti- 
ations we had never hada real opportunity to introduce this concept and, : 
indeed, we seemed to have forgotten it. A technical conference could re- 
establish the need for a threshold. Of course, this would not dispose of 
the decoupling problem. oo ae ; | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he had concluded that technical discussions | 
would be advantageous but that he believed we should be very careful in | 
any discussion of the Latter hole decoupling scheme unless we have | 
good and hard facts to support what is now only a theory. To his mind, | 
the Latter hole was a little like seriously proposing nuclear tests on the 
other sideofthesun. > es oO 

Mr. Dillon said that the group seemed agreed that we should not tie 
| our hands, and pointed out that it would be difficult to reach a final deci- 

sion at this point in view of differing scientific judgments on the under- 
ground problem. However, we could come close to agreement to use 
every effort to put the facts on the conference record, to clarify the under- 
ground detection problem with the Soviet Delegation and to make clear | 
that they are unwilling to accept adequate inspection. He said he felt that 
if we follow this procedure, we will then be ina position to put forward | 
the limited treaty. He believed the UK would go along with sucha course | 
of action as far as the moment when we would shift from a comprehen- 
sive approach to a limited phased approach. At that point we may well | 
be faced witha parting oftheways. es 

_ Mr. Gray said he thought that sooner or later the United States | 
would have to face up to a difference in approach to these negotiations. | 
He believed that we were moving from a position relying on adequate | 
control to a system described as deterrence. ee | :
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Mr. Gates said he could not understand what was so difficult in 

arriving today at a decision among the principals. Mr. Dillon said he 

could not see any difficulty in arriving at a decision but could not say 

when such a decision could be made, since it would be necessary to take 

into account subsequent events. | 

_ Ambassador Wadsworth said that the words they use in Geneva to 

describe the kind of control the United States desires are “effective 

international control”. Control is effective if it acts as a deterrent. Thus, in 

the delegation lexicon, they arrive at the term “adequate deterrent”. 
Effective control means enough deterrent. Mr. Irwin said that in order to 

have a deterrent one would need a ‘reasonable chance of catching a 

potential violator. He did not know, but perhaps 200 inspections might 

be able to do this even if we know that such a number of inspections 

could not positively identify an underground violation: 

Mr. Dillon said that after listening to the discussion, it appeared to 

him that the basic decisions on this matter had already been taken, and 

that he could not see what further decision was required. Mr. Irwin 

_ replied that Defense would like to see instructions to Ambassador Wads- 

worth stating that the U.S. Delegation should not agree to a cessation of 

underground testing at this time, and that the cessation of underground 

tests should be a goal for a phased agreement to be entered into at the 

time when underground detection becomes feasible and after progress 

in other areas of disarmament. The instructions should include a state- 

ment that the United States reserves the right to continue nuclear testing 

underground after January 1. The delegation’s tactics should be aimed 

toward the implementation of this policy. 

Mr. McCone said he did not believe such a course of action was dif- 

ferent from the May 5 decisions of the President.6 The AEC believes that 

whether or not the Soviets agree to technical talks on underground detec- 

tion, the President should write Soviet Premier Khrushchev prior to Jan- 

uary 1: | 

(1) making clear that the United States can accept at this time only 

the limited treaty embracing atmospheric tests and those to altitudes 

which can be adequately monitored by the system to be agreed 
(2) pointing out that if the Soviets want a first step, the limited treaty 

can be negotiated immediately; , | 
(3) emphasizing that the United States cannot accept now a treaty 

prohibiting underground tests in view of the lack of adequate capability 

or monitoring; | | 

(4) reiterating that the United States is pursuing urgently the prob- 

lem of improving techniques for detection and identification of under- 

ground tests so that agreement on this matter can be attempted 

subsequently when a technically sound solution is possible, 
(Sy If the Soviets refuse the limited treaty, the United States will 

announce that it will withhold unilaterally atmospheric tests while other 

® See Document 216.
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nations do likewise in view of the possibility of monitoring these rela- 
tively effectively with national systems in existence. However, in view of 
the lack of any system capable of monitoring effectively underground 
tests, the United States will consider itself free to take any action with 
regard to such tests it deems necessary. | 

_ Mr. Dillon said that the State Department sees our objectives in the 
negotiations somewhat differently from the Defense Department, which 
wishes to clear up the underground control problem so that we may be 
free to resume underground testing on January 1. The State Department 
does not disagree with the necessity for resolving the underground 
detection difficulty, but we feel that tactics are an integral part of our 
objective. We must consider not only our testing positions but also our 
position vis-a-vis world public opinion. Thus, for us, tactics meld with 
our objective. Mr. Irwin said he believes that the importance to our 
national interest of continued underground nuclear testing during the 
next ten years is such that it should override the imponderable public 
opinion problem. : | — 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said it was his impression that the State Depart- 
ment thought of a nuclear test agreement as a part of an over-all arms 
limitation program. A nuclear test ban makes no sense to him if itis nota 
step in the broader area of disarmament. He was afraid that a hard and 
fast decision to resume nuclear testing would be bad if it disregarded 
public opinion. | | _ 

Mr. Gray said he very strongly felt that the principals were not fun- 
damentally in agreement on the course of action to be pursued. The 
Defense Department clearly desired to instruct the U.S. Delegation to 
avoid a comprehensive agreement. He did not believe this to be the State 
Department position. He asked whether the Delegation had been 
informed of the July 23 decision. Ambassador Wadsworth explained that 
the July 23 decision had not yet been translated into concrete instructions 
to the Delegation because of the practical difficulties of implementing it. 
He was, of course, aware of the proposed plan for proceeding immedi- 
ately to table a limited treaty. He stated that he was personally definitely 
opposed to sucha course of action. He did not wish to discuss this matter 

— in detail, however, since his responsibility was that of negotiation rather 
than of policy formulation. Mr. Dillon said he believed the principals : 
were agreed that the underground detection facts do not indicate at this 
time that an underground nuclear test ban could be fully monitored. Mr. 
McCone said it was perhaps rather that we now know that we cannot 
enforce an underground cessation and that we must strive to develop 
additional technology in this field. Dr. Kistiakowsky said he did not 
believe he could judge the ability to control underground tests until he | 
had studied the recent work with long-period seismograms being done | 
by Columbia University seismologists in cooperation with the Bell Tele- 
phone Laboratory. Some of those working on this possibility believe they



788 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

can re-attain the detection and identification capability originally esti- 
mated for the Geneva system. 

Dr. Scoville said that there was a real difference between what was 
necessary to deter and what is necessary to control. He did not believe 
that many of those present were sympathetic with the deterrent 
approach. However, if a control system does deter a potential violator, it 
is therefore an effective control system. He recalled that the most recent 
NIE on Soviet testing motivations had concluded that the Soviet Union 
would not seek to cheat if there was an appreciable chance that they 
would be caught. 

Mr. Gates stated that he did not wish to take the position that the 
Defense Department is opposed to a comprehensive test agreement. 
However, it does not see how such an agreement can be controlled now. 

| In the face of this, it wishes to avoid continued delays and to move 

toward continued underground testing. He could not understand why 
we could not now proceed with a limited phased agreement. Mr. Dillon 
said that when we move away from a comprehensive approach, he did 

not believe we should immediately resume weapons tests underground 
after January 1. It would be more prudent to conduct seismic improve- 
ment and decoupling investigation of nuclear shots first. These would 
get people accustomed to underground nuclear explosions and help 
pave the way for resumption of underground development tests later 

on. 
Mr. Dillon said he believed that, on the basis of the discussion, we 

were in a position now to work out a definite course of action for the 
delegation which, after coordination with the other agencies, could be 

presented to the U.K. next week. 

Mr. Dillon reminded the group that technical discussion or exten- 

sive technical presentation will require a very strong technical contin- 

gent on the U.S. Delegation, and he hoped that the other agencies would 

make such people available as Ambassador Wadsworth may need them. 

Mr. Dillon asked for a summary of progress on the various technical 

investigations under way in Defense and AEC. Mr. McCone explained 

that the high explosive investigation of the Latter decoupling scheme 

being done in Operation Cowboy was about two months behind sched- 

ule. We could not expect results until sometime in January or March. Sev- 

eral contracts had been let for the engineering studies of the feasibility of 

constructing, and the costs of, the “Latter” holes required to decouple 

underground tests, which had been recommended by the Killian/ 

Penney group in London. Early reports seemed encouraging for holes of 

limited size. For instance, a hole of 110-ft. radius designed to accommo- 

date a 2 KT nuclear explosion could be constructed with reasonable 

assurance in twelve months at a cost of $5 million. 

Mr. Keeny asked whether anything could be done with the larger 

holes. General Starbird replied that AEC had been hampered in these
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studies because they have had to ask for judgments on this complicated 
question without being able to explain fully the use to which such holes. 
would be put. There have been some judgments that holes as large as 200 
ft., or even greater, could be reliably constructed. However, they have not 
been able to approach the investigation broadly on an unclassified basis. 
Mr. McCone said that in planning for nuclear shots for the testing of the 
decoupling theory, and for seismic improvement shots, surveys and | 
negotiations are required. These are not proceeding because the Defense 
Department had requested that a public announcement of this program 
be withheld for the present..Mr. Irwin said that the Defense Department 
had recommended withholding a public announcement because it was 
concerned lest publicity have an untoward effect on the negotiations. Mr. 
Dillon said the Department had approved the text of the announcement | 
some time ago and did not see any problem with going ahead withsucha 
publicannouncement atasuitabletime. = = =| | 

General Loper reported that the Berkner and Panofsky panel recom- 
mendations for long-range research and development on seismic and 

_ outer space detection had been reviewed by two panels under Dr. York’s | 
direction and that while proposals were under consideration, no con- 
tracts had been let. $20 million had been allocated by the Secretary of — | 
Defense for this work, but the two panels had indicated a total of $28 mil- 
lion would be needed for the first year. Defense was somewhat worried 
about the propriety of allocating funds initially appropriated for other | 
purposes. | re , | 

233. Memorandum of Discussion | | 

OO ee London, October 19, 1959. 

Memorandum of Discussion With Prime Minister Macmillan on October 19, | 
1959 7 | | a | | 

_ Attendance: Oo re 

Ambassador Whitney > ; - oe 
Lord Plowden — oe | ne - . : 
Chairman John A. McCone | . | 
One secretary | ' 

___ Icalled on the Prime Minister at his invitation at 10 Downing Street 
at 3:30 p.m., October 19, 1959. The meeting lasted one hour and 15 min- | 
utes. po Se | oo. | | 

_. Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Testing File No. 2. Secret. Drafted by 
McCone on October 20. | | | | _
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The Prime Minister was interested in my visit to the Soviet Union 
nuclear activities which I reviewed in detail. In summary I stated it 
seemed to us the Soviets were pursuing their peaceful uses program ata 
high level, that they were working in parallel areas to the U.S. and U.K. 

but they obviously had or possessed a high level of technical competence 

and that their plan of organization of their scientific community per- 
mitted accomplishment of specific undertakings in a minimum time. I 
pointed out that the building of the CTN ALPHA, copy of British ZETA, 

in four months and the CTN OGRA, equal in size to U.S. Princeton 

: machine, in ten months were examples of their ability to conscript and 
organize their resources to accomplish special purposes in a minimum 
time. Plowden said their ZETA required two years or more and our 
Princeton machine two and one-half years or more. I then discussed the 

_ Krivoi Rog mining operations, uranium milling operations and at this 
point brought to the Prime Minister’s attention the fact that the Soviet 
policy did not permit full disclosure of detailed production figures to the 
extent published by U.S. and U.K. and that I had taken every opportunity 
to emphasize this point as essential to any form of cooperation. 

We then discussed at length the Geneva test suspension negoti- 
ations. I stated that it was abundantly clear to me after visiting their 
underground mining operations to a depth of 3000 feet that the Soviets 
could make very significant progress in the development of small tacti- 

cal weapons without the risk of detection. I explained to the Prime Minis- 

ter the possibility of developing very exotic small weapons, the 

characteristics of which J explained indicating that if such developments 

were made by the Soviets in a clandestine developmental program the 

possession of such weapons would, in the opinion of our military, be of 

real significance. 

I stated that research, seismological instrument development and 

testing of detection systems would be necessary to provide means of rea- 

| sonable safeguarding an underground suspension agreement and until 

such testing was carried out with successful results (which was by no 

| means certain) we could not ensure compliance with the test suspension 

in the underground environment. 

I did not deal with our own developmental possibilities nor with the 

: decoupling possibilities except to mention decoupling briefly. Plowden 

readily agreed that testing up to one KT could be carried out without 

danger of discovery and that the devices I was talking about were far 

below the 1 KT threshold. 

| I concluded by outlining my discussions with Professor Emelyanov 

and with Novikov in Vienna at which time I urged technical discussions 

| at Geneva stating that such discussions would bring out the correctness 

| of our position. I emphasized that a detection system and a quota of on- 

site inspections must be based on technical and scientific fact and not on
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political considerations. The Prime Minister did not object to this posi- 
tion. | | 

The Prime Minister then stated that we might seek an atmospheric 
ban by agreement and with appropriate safeguarding arrangements 
which would be relatively simple and then have a gentlemen’s agree- 
ment for one year not to test in the underground and during this year we 
could seek appropriate means for safeguarding an underground agree- 
ment. I stated our scientists felt two to five years were necessary for 
research and development. The Prime Minister then suggested a two 
year gentlemen’s agreement pointing out that one year would be con- 
sumed in laboratory studies and preparing test devices prior to making 

_ tests and therefore a two year suspension would involve only a one year 
loss of time. I urged no gentlemen’s agreement pointing out that devel- 
opments of the type mentioned could be achieved by the Soviets if they 
chose within the same period of time as could be required forresearchin 
detection methods. | | 

The Prime Minister discussed at length the possibility of using tacti- 
cal weapons indicating he had challenged the British JCS on this concept 
stating in his opinion it would lead to “big war”. I did not comment on 
this issue stating it was a military matter. | 

The Prime Minister then took the position that we must evaluate the 
hazards of failure at Geneva and the consequences in our relationship 
with the Soviets and with world opinion as contrasted with the risks of 
entering into an agreement which might have some loopholes which | 
would give the Soviets advantages, though not crucial advantages. I 
stated this was the central issue at Geneva and that I was convinced from 

my ten day trip that the Soviet’s friendship, peace drive was a facade and 
that there was considerable evidence to me of their devious tactics and I 
therefore felt we have to be extremely guarded in any arrangement we | 
made with them. The Prime Minister readily agreed. | 

Ambassador Whitney reported that in private conversations fol- | 
lowing our meeting, the Prime Minister expressed satisfaction over the 
discussion and pleasure at receiving the information from me. Both 
Whitney and Plowden felt the information given the Prime Minister was 
important and useful in molding British policy. | 

| John A. McCone! 

" Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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234. Memorandum of Conversation 

Washington, November 14, 1959. 

SUBJECT 

Nuclear Testing 

PARTICIPANTS 

Department of State | 
Secretary Herter 
Mr. Farley—S/ AE 

Mr. Spiers—S/ AE | 

Department of Defense 

Deputy Secretary Gates 
Asst. Secretary Irwin 

C.LA. | | 
Mr. Allen Dulles : | 

A.E.C. 
Mr. McCone 

= White House | 
Dr. Kistiakowsky 

The Secretary said that there were several urgent items of business 
which had necessitated calling the group together at such short notice. 
He said that first he would like to bring the Department of Defense up to 

_ date ona conversation which heand Mr. McCone had had with the Presi- 
dent on November 11th. He said that this conversation had arisen in con- 
nection with the fact that it was difficult to get any outstanding scientist 
to head our technical delegation in Geneva because of the feeling that the 
meeting would be used to serve a previous political decision to disen- 
gage from the negotiations. At Mr. Herter’s request Mr. McCone read the 
record of the meeting (Tab A).! Dr. Kistiakowsky said that, having read 
Mr. McCone’s memorandum on the conversation with the President 
which refers to a statement he made to Mr. McCone, he was somewhat 
concerned that he did not express himself correctly. He said that Dr. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 
Assistant for Science and Technology. Secret; Limited Distribution. Drafted by Spiers and 
approved by S on November 23. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist 

at the White House, pp. 155-156. 
' According to McCone’s account of the meeting at Tab A, the President “stated he felt 

that the purpose of the technical conference was to examine the capabilities of detection 
systems in view of all presently known information, much of which has been developed 
since the original technical conference in March, 1958. As a result of this examination, to 

reach agreement both on the capabilities of any detection system and the areas in which the 
detection system could, and could not, provide safeguards.” The full text of Tab A is in the 

_ Supplement.
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Bacher, in explaining his reasons for refusing to become Chairman of the 
Delegation of Experts, did not object toa policy aiming at a limited treaty. , 
Rather his strong objection was to his understanding that there was no 
clear policy and that hence his activities at the experts conference would 
be a holding operation while the policy was being decided in Washing- 
ton. His intention in conveying this to Mr. McCone was to emphasize _ 
that other scientists would most likely take a similarly negative attitude 
if approached. He had therefore urged the need to obtain a clear state- 
ment of policy before assembling the Delegation unless it were to be 
formed of men who could be ordered to Geneva. 

The Secretary said that Dr. Fisk had conditioned his acceptance of 
leadership of the delegation on his obtaining a policy statement regard- | 
ing U.S. intentions in the technical meeting. The Secretary asked Mr. | 
Farley to report on this matter and on the status of the negotiation of 
terms of reference for the meeting with the Soviet Union. Mr. Farley 
reviewed recent developments in Geneva in connection with the negoti- 
ation of the terms of reference, which he stated were still up in the air. The 
Soviets are still emphasizing the formulation of technical criteria as the 
major purpose of the meeting, whereas to us this is only a part of the 
problem. Our delegation has been instructed to seek terms of reference | 
which will allow assessment of the capabilities and limitations of the 
control system in the light of the new data. This was the key point for us. 
So far the texts which the USDel has proposed for terms of reference have | 
been rejected by the Soviets. The major question for us is the extent to 
which we must insist on terms of reference which explicitly call on the 
scientists to make the assessment we wish. He distributed for discussion : 
a further version of the terms of reference which amalgamated the first | 

_ paragraph suggested by the Soviet Union with a second paragraph sug- 
gested by the U.S. Delegation. During discussion of this draft minor 
changes were suggested and agreed. The agreed version of the draft | 
terms of reference are reproduced at Tab B.* | 

The Secretary then referred to the reports we had received on the 
Wright-Tsarapkin discussions which indicated that the Soviet Union 
might be interested in a temporary underground test ban which would 
be reviewable after a period of three years in the light of further knowl- 
edge and experience of the problems and possibilities of detection. This 
would give the West an interim right of on-site inspection, although the 
numbers would still have to be negotiated. He felt that this was a very 
important conversation and that we could not ignore Soviet willingness 

| to install 20 control posts in their territory, the capability of which could 
be improved with further experience. The Secretary said that a control | 
system based on present technology would probably be better than none | | 

* Tabs B, C, and D are in the Supplement. : . | 

|
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at all, particularly as we had repeated extension of our voluntary suspen- 
| sion. Mr. McCone said that we should face up right now to the fact that 

the Senate would not approve a treaty with large gaps in its capability. 
Therefore the technical delegation should focus on developing a clear 
description of the limitations of any presently feasible system. 

The Secretary then referred to the policy statement which had been 
drafted in the Department for the guidance of the technical delegation on 
the basis of the conversation with the President. After substantial discus- 
sion and with changes suggested by Mr. McCone the statement as repro- 
duced at Tab C was agreed. | 

The Secretary then referred to the problem we faced at the United 
Nations, where we are confronted with an Indian resolution which “calls 
upon the states concerned at Geneva to refrain from further tests or prep- 
arations for same pending agreement on total cessation” .? The Secretary 
said that tempers were white hot at the United Nations on the testing 
issue and felt that the fact that the Afro-Asian resolution directed against 
the French Sahara tests‘ had received less than a 2/3 vote was due only to 
the fact that the sponsors of the resolution had piqued some of the Latin 
Americans, who then refused to support their draft. Our problem thus is 
how to avoid adoption of the provision in the Indian resolution. The Sec- 
retary observed that last year we had co-sponsored a resolution, which is 
still in effect, which called upon the states involved in the Geneva negoti- 
ations not to undertake further tests of nuclear weapons while these 
negotiations are in progress.5 We had hoped to avoid being confronted 
with similar language this year, but if we were so confronted it might be 

| difficult to oppose. The Secretary distributed a copy of the statement 
which he proposed to instruct Ambassador Lodge to make in the United 
Nations in voting for a provision which would call upon states to con- 

| tinue their present voluntary suspension of nuclear testing, and which 
we would hope would forestall a vote on the more unfavorable Indian 
resolution. Mr. McCone said that the Indian language was very bad since 
it would amount to an indefinite voluntary suspension “pending agree- 
ment on total cessation”, which might never come, and would also call 

for shutting down our laboratories. After further discussion the group 
agreed on the statement for Ambassador Lodge in the revised form 
enclosed at Tab. D. | 

> For text of the resolution sponsored by India and others, as approved, see Part B of 
Resolution 1402 (XIV), November 21, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 
396-397. 

4 Resolution 1379 (XIV), approved November 20, 1959. Before voting on the resolu- 
tion as a whole, the Assembly voted on two paragraphs of the draft resolution, which failed 
to receive a two-thirds majority. The approved resolution and the failed paragraphs are 

_ ibid., pp. 1546-1547. 
> Resolution 1252 (XIII), November 4, 1958, is printed ibid., pp. 1214-1217.



| 
| 

_- Arms Control and Disarmament 795 

Mr. Gates asked whether the conversation with the President 
reported earlier meant that we had changed our plans to table a limited 
treaty. The Secretary answered affirmatively, noting that we would not 
be ina position to make any political decisions as to the nature of our fur- 
ther steps until the results of the technical conference were available and 
had been assessed. Mr. Gates said that as far as the Department of 
Defense was concerned the vital objective was to avoid indefinite contin- 
uation of the moratorium. He noted that one-point safety testing was 
being held up because it was deemed inconsistent with the moratorium. 
Mr. McCone said that the AEC was proceeding with the one-point safety 

- program. Dr. Kistiakowsky noted that the President had approved the 
program. Mr. McCone said that the planning was being done with the © 
objective of avoiding any risk of nuclear yield before January 1st. Mr. | 
Gates said that it was his understanding that one-point safety testing | 
would have to be postponed as long as a moratorium were in effect. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky reported that the President had recently made a definite 
statement to him that as long as the blasts were produced by a chemical | 
explosion, whether or not a nuclear reaction takes place, it is not in his 

view a nuclear weapons test. Dr. Kistiakowsky himself strongly agreed _ 
with this view. So far as he knew the weapons laboratories felt very confi- 
dent that they could conduct these experiments within the framework 
set by the President. Mr. McCone said that if the moratorium on testing | 
were to be extended it would be necessary to clarify that this type of | 
experimentation is not prohibited. In his view, also, safety tests qualified | 
as nuclear experiments and were not weapons tests. The problem was | 
that the press might get wind of these experiments in view of the elabo- | 
rate precautions that had to be taken and that their nature might be mis- 
interpreted. Dr. Kistiakowsky suggested that the President himself make | 
a plain public statement before any further extension of the moratorium 
clarifying the fact that these experiments are not weapons tests. The Sec- 
retary observed that the difficulty with a Presidential statement would 
be its effect on public confidence in the safety of our weapons. Mr. Irwin 
agreed with the serious political consequences of any leaks about our 
need to conduct safety testing. Accordingly he opposed doing such test- | 
ing as long as the moratorium was in effect. Mr. Gates said that regardless 
of all of the considerations the fact is that the moratorium has prevented 
us from doing safety testing. Mr. Irwin asked what yields might be 
involved in safety testing. Mr. McCone replied that it would be on the 
order of tens of pounds. Mr. Gates asked why we could not tell the 

_ Soviets the truth and advise them that we do not consider such experi- 
ments to fall within the category of weapons tests. It would be better to | 
do this than to be caught in the act without prior explanation. The Secre- 
tary said that he would like to see in black and white just what one would 
say in this connection. | |
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Returning to the problem of extension of the moratorium, Mr. Gates 
observed that the Soviet Union is getting just what it wants for nothing. 
With every extension of the moratorium we will encounter greater politi- 
cal difficulties in ever resuming testing. There are always political rea- 
sons for extending the moratorium “just a little while”. He now 
considers that extension for a further year is a practical certainty. The Sec- 
retary said that he felt we should make no commitment to extend beyond 
a “few weeks” since this is the time which would probably be required 

for the technical talks. The fundamental question before us is do we | 

really want an agreement and will we use our best efforts to achieve it. 
Mr. Irwin said that the historic position of the Department of Defense 
was to oppose suspension of testing. The Department of Defense now 
supports the official policy but does not want to be committed to sus- 
pend tests which are beyond our ability to control. Mr. McCone said that 
this represented the AEC position also. 

The Secretary said that he was disturbed at the apparent postpone- 
ment of the urgent safety tests. He had the impression that these had 

been approved and that everything was going ahead on schedule. Mr. 

McCone repeated that this was the case although we had scheduled the 
tests so that there would be no possibility of a nuclear yield until after 
January 1st. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that this matter should be clarified so 
that all needed safety tests could be conducted regardless of whether the 
moratorium were continued. These tests are essentially research experi- 
ments for safety purposes. They do not involve useable weapons and 
should not be construed as weapons testing. 

Mr. Gates said that there was one way out of the present dilemma 

and that was for the AEC to agree with Dr. York that one-point safety 

tests were not important and to reverse its present policy of cutting back 

on production until the safety problem was resolved. Dr. York felt that 

the one-point safety problem was just one minor risk among other larger 

ones and should not preoccupy us to the extent that it had. Dr. Kistia- 

kowsky said that he agreed entirely with Dr. York. No amount of one- 

point safety testing will give us 100 per cent assurance of weapons safety, 

in any case. This is a relative matter and should not be given undue 

importance. 

The Secretary asked again fora draft of a statement of what we 

might say should any safety testing we do become public knowledge. He 

suggested that this matter be discussed at the next meeting of principals 

on Tuesday and that DOD and AEC be prepared to present their sugges- 

tions at that time.
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235. Memorandum of Conversation | 

Washington, November 17, 1959, 2:30 p.m. 

SUBJECT | So | 

Nuclear Test Negotiations: Meeting of the Principals, Room 5100 New State, | 
2:30 PM | 

PARTICIPANTS | | oe 
State | _ 
The Secretary | 
Mr. Farley—S/AE a 

Mr. Blanchet—S/ AE : 

AEC. : 
Mr. McCone : | : 

D.O.D. | : 
Mr. Gates . : | | | 
Mr. Irwin | | | | 
Gen. Fox | | | 

White House | 
Dr. Kistiakowsky | 
Mr. Keeny | | 

__ Dr. Fisk—President, Bell Telephone Laboratories | | | 

Mr. Herter said the first matter to be discussed was the disagree- 
ment with the USSR over terms of reference for the forthcoming technical | 
talks. He expressed his great appreciation to Dr. Fisk for his willingness 
to lead our group at these talks. Mr. Farley explained the main difference | 
between the Soviet and the U.S. terms of reference. The issue was | 
whether to state explicitly in the terms of reference that the working — | 
group should assess the capabilities and limitations of the control sys- | 
tem. It was a major U.S. objective to arrive at such an assessment if pos- 
sible. Ambassador Wadsworth’s explanation of the Soviet rigidity on | 
this question was that they believed that such an explicit statement _ 

_ would prejudge whether or not the Experts Report of 1958 had in fact 
been overtaken by subsequent scientific research. The Soviets appeared 
to consider our concern with capabilities and limitations as unaccept- 
able, just as we view the requirement, in the original Soviet terms of refer- 
ence, that the group define criteria for on-site inspection “within an 
agreed quota” as unacceptable. Tsarapkin did, however, claim in infor- | 
mal talks that the Soviets were willing to discuss any data which was | 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 
Secret. Drafted by Blanchet and approved by S on November 30. For Kistiakowsky’s 
account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, pp. 163-164.
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relevant and had stated that the Soviet scientists had masses of material 

which they wanted to bring to the discussions. They would be willing to 

record, Tsarapkin claimed, any new conclusions. They would not, how- 

ever, commit themselves in advance to a revision of the conclusions of 

1958. The Soviets looked upon our insistence upon an explicit statement 

| that capabilities and limitations should be treated as an effort to prepare 

the way for disengaging from the conference. Mr. Farley stated that if this 

was in fact the Soviet position the practical question was whether, in the 

absence of an explicit call in the terms of reference for review of capabili- 

ties and limitations, Dr. Fisk would havea sufficient mandate to draw the 

- Soviet scientists into a discussion of appropriate scope. In viewing this 

question we had to bear in mind the personality of Federov, who could 

eventually be brought to yield ground but would in the first instance be 

rigid and unyielding. 

The Secretary said that to him the central question was how funda- 

| mental a difference did in fact exist between the Soviet proposal on the 

one hand and the Department staff proposal, both of which were repro- 

duced in a paper before the meeting (Tab A). Mr. Gates said that it 

appeared to him that even under the Soviet terms of reference, if the 

Soviets were to try to dispute the relevance of information which we put 

forward, we would still be able to table the information and it would 

become a part of the conference record. Dr. Fisk agreed. The Secretary 

said he thought that, since it was stated in all current versions of the 

terms of reference that the group “shall consider all data and studies rele- 

vant to the detection and identification of seismic events” (as the Soviets 

had already agreed to do in the terms of reference), the other side would 

not be in a position to resist the submission of any relevant data. If they | 

were to attempt to do this we should be in a much stronger position to 

break off the conference than we were in our present disagreement as to 

whether the terms of reference should refer to an assessment of capabili- 

ties and limitations. | 

Mr. McCone said that he thought the Department staff proposal did 

not show our real purpose in going to these discussions, a purpose to 

which the President had agreed in the conversation of November 11th! 

and which was reflected in the policy statement discussed by the group 

last Saturday.2 He doubted whether, if he were the negotiator, he could 

meet the requirements of the policy statement within the limits of the 

terms of reference proposed by the Department. 

Dr. Fisk stated that, although the Soviet and State Department staff 

terms of reference differed from the policy statement, he believed that 

they established the important point that all data should be discussed 

1 See footnote 1, Document 234. 

2 November 14; see Document 234.
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| _and could become a part of the permanent record. He did not attach the 
same importance to the part of the terms of reference concerning capabil- 
ities and limitations. The Secretary observed that it was an important 

_ point if Dr. Fisk felt the terms of reference would in fact permit a discus- 
sion of capabilities and limitations. Mr. McCone said it is also necessary 
to report upon the capabilities and limitations. = So 

~ Mr.McCone said that he felt strongly that the proposed terms of ref- — 
erence might carry the negotiations down the road toward a comprehen- 
sive test suspension without securing a discussion of capabilities and 
limitations. He did not feel we should join in technical discussions at all 
on these terms. The Soviets had been pushing us around on a matter of 
great importance. The Soviets were conducting worldwide propaganda 
on the question of suspension of tests. The U.K. was wobbling. Our own 
position had been continuously eroded over the last year. It would be a 
mistake and a submerging of principle to go along with these terms of 
reference. | - 7 bos 

The Secretary stated that it was his understanding that the Soviet 
| Union objected to the insertion of the words “capabilities and limita- 

tions” since this would constitute an admission that the Experts Report 
of 1958 had in fact been overtaken. He said that he had read the alterna- | 
tive proposed terms of reference carefully and had not reached the con- | 
clusion that there would be an essential difference in the group’s — | 
mandate if all reference to capabilities and limitations were left out. Dr. 
Kistiakowsky stated that it might well prove necessary to have separate 
conclusions; it might be impossible to get agreement upon a joint report. 
This was not, however, the same as having an inadequate discussion on 

~ record. He did not, however, share Mr. McCone’s concern about the pro- 
posed terms of reference. Dr. Fisk pointed out that it would permit the | 
group to put all relevant information on the table and that this in itself | | 
might be sufficient. If the terms of reference were to preclude putting 
forth all relevant data, then he would: have reservations. Mr. Farley 
pointed out that the word study had been used so that the Latter hole 
theory (which was not, strictly speaking, data) could be discussed. — 

_» Mr. Irwin asked whether the new data had not invalidated the 
Experts Report of 1958. Dr. Fisk replied this question had to be answered | 

_ in two parts. Setting aside for the moment the question of concealment, 
| the Hardtack II data had shown that the conclusions of Experts had been 

optimistic relative to the capabilities of the instrumentation described. ) 
_ Atthe same time, however, it was possible to envisage improvements in ) 

instrumentation which would restore something like the original capa- | 
bilities. This judgment did not take into account the effect on the system : 

__ of the possibility of concealment. If it were in fact possible, taking into | 
_ account such factors as the expense of constructing large holes, to decou- : 

| ple so that the yield of an explosion would be reduced by a factor of 10 or |
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as much as 100, then the capabilities and the system would be much less. 

Its effectiveness would then have to be assessed differently. Mr. Irwin 
said it was his understanding that, irrespective of the possibility of 
decoupling, there was a threshold below which small tests could be con- 
ducted without risk of detection and with the promise of significant mili- 
tary results. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that it had been obvious before the 
Experts Report in 1958 that there was a threshold below which the detec- 
tion of small tests was uncertain but that nevertheless the President had 

authorized the negotiations. Mr. McCone said that our basic position 
provides specifically that the question of threshold would be brought up 
in the negotiations. , | | : | 

Mr. Dulles said that he did not know what likelihood there was that 
the Conference might break on the terms of reference. He believed, how- 
ever, that we would be ina better position if we were to break over a fail- 
ure to reach conclusions on data which had been put before the 
conference than if we were to break on the terms of reference. He did not 
see a clear-cut issue between the two drafts. The Secretary said that there 
had been a clear-cut issue so long as the Soviets had refused to accept the 
principle that all relevant data should be discussed. If they were to refuse 
to consider relevant data on the course of the conference there would 
again be a clear-cut issue. Dr. Kistiakowsky said he thought a significant 
issue had been the use of the phrase “suspicious events” in the original 
Soviet terms of reference. This had suggested a Soviet intention to insist 
upon positive evidence of a nuclear explosion as part of the criteria for 
on-site inspection. This phrase had however been abandoned and he did 
not believe the Soviets could press this approach in the discussion. Dr. 
Fisk said he wouldn’t be surprised if there were trouble with the Soviets 

; at the Conference. It had been possible in 1958 to get Soviet agreement to 
an identification of the holes in the capability of the system. He was 
doubtful if it would be possible to get agreement in this same respect this 
time. Nevertheless he believed it reasonable to expect that it would be 
possible to consider all relevant data. The Secretary said that there was a 
practical problem in keeping the scientific group which had been gath- 
ered for the discussion together. He was grateful for Dr. Fisk, who had 
made it possible to assemble these people. In his own opinion he felt the | 
language proposed by the Department was preferable. It was necessary 

| to keep things moving. It was essential to have a scientific appraisal of 
the feasibility of the detection and identification of underground events. 

Mr. McCone said that he felt it was important to continue to follow 
the policy we have consistently stated in the past. We must only agree toa 
discontinuance of testing if the agreement is effective and adequately. 
safeguarded. It was essential that we havea clear estimate of the capabili- 
ties and limitations of any control system which might be under negoti- 
ation. If these principles could be observed and if it was considered thatit
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would in fact be possible to bring into the technical discussion all rele- 
vant information, he was agreeable to accept the terms of reference pro- 

| posed. | - | | | 

_ Dr. Fisk stated that he thought that he would prefer the original U.S. 
terms of reference but that he thought that the versions calling specifi- 
cally for consideration of all relevant data and studies would permit an 
adequate frame of reference. He said that he hoped that he would have 

_ anopportunity to havea private conversation with Federov comparable 
to Mr. McCone’s conversation with Emelyanov, which had apparently 
contributed a great deal to the Soviet agreement finally to discuss the 
new data. He would make clear to Federov as had Mr. McCone that it 
was essential that these technical matters. be fully discussed. 

It was agreed that the delegation would be authorized to seek Soviet 
agreement to the terms of reference proposed by the Department staff 
with the words “as part of their work” substituted for the words “in the 
course of their work” at the beginning of the first sentence of the second 
paragraph. Dr. Fisk then left the meeting. _ | 

The Secretary then raised the question of safety tests. Mr. McCone 
said that he had received a report on recalculation of the chances of one- 
point detonation. It appears that the original calculations of Los Alamos 
had been in some respects in error and had exaggerated the probability | 
of a dangerous incident. There is a problem, however, and safety experi- 
ments would have to be conducted some time even though less urgent. 
The AEC was accordingly prepared to do without these tests before Jan- 
uary 1 and could face further deferral till about February. It could forego 
these without failure to meet any DOD weapons production require- 
ments, except in the case of the depth charge. Mr. Gates asked whether 
this was the only nuclear depth charge. Mr. McCone said he thought so. 

Mr. McCone passed out a preliminary draft of a public announce- 
ment concerning the tests.3 Dr. Kistiakowsky agreed to attempt revision | 

__ to place these experiments in the context of normal laboratory activities. 
It was generally agreed that this was a good approach. 

The Secretary said that when the original draft had been refined to | 
the satisfaction of all concerned it would be desirable to give the British | 
and Canadians advance notice. _ - | 

_ Mr. McCone said that if our voluntary moratorium were to extend 
beyond another three months it would probably be essential to do some- 

| thing about one-point safety. The Secretary observed that it was helpful 
to know that the matter was not as urgentas originally suggested. If there 
were an extended moratorium we would of course have to go ahead with 

—*Notfound. | | : |
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these tests in any case, as the State Department has been consistently 
willing to do. 

Tab A4 

PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR TECHNICAL TALKS 

1. Original U.S. Proposal (Nusup 557) 

The Technical Working Group shall consider all data and studies 
relevant to the detection and identification of seismic events; review and 

assess the capabilities and limitations of the control system for detection 
and identification; consider possible improvements of techniques and 
instrumentation and their impact on these capabilities; consider the need 
for further research and study; and also, on the basis of the above, con- 

sider appropriate technical criteria for on-site inspection. The Working 
Group shall report its conclusions to the Conference. | 

2. Latest U.S. Proposal (Nusup 582) : 

The Technical Working Group of Experts shall consider the question 
of the use of objective instrument readings in connection with the selec- 
tion of an event which cannot be identified by the international control 
organ and which could be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, in 
order to determine a basis for initiating on-site inspections. In the course 
of their work, the experts, proceeding from the discussions and the con- 

clusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, shall consider all data and 

studies relevant to the detection and identification of seismic events and 

shall consider possible improvements of the techniques and instrumen- 
tation. | | | 

The Technical Working Group shall, taking into account the discus- 
sions and conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts and the con- 
sideration of the above matters, work out criteria for the complex of 
instrument readings which shall be the basis for initiating on-site inspec- 
tions, and shall estimate the extent to which the control system using 
these criteria will result in the detection and identification of natural and 
nuclear underground events in various yield ranges under various 
conditions of instrumentation. 

| The group will meet in Geneva on 25 November and report to the 
| Conference by ____ December 1959. | 

* Confidential.
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3. Soviet Counter-proposal, acceptable to U.K. (Supnu 700) 

_ The Technical Working Group of Experts shall consider the question 
of the use of objective instrument readings in connection with the selec- 
tion of suspicious events in order to determine a basis for initiating 
inspections. In the course of their work, the experts, proceeding from the 
discussions and the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, : 

shall consider all data and studies relevant to the detection and identifi- 
cation of seismic events and shall consider possible improvements of the 
techniques and instrumentation. a Oe 7 

~The Technical Working Group shall on the basis of the discussion 
and conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts and the discussion 
of the above work out an instruction determining the complex of instru- 
ment readings which will be the basis for initiating on-site inspections. 

The group will meet in Geneva on 23 November and.-report to the 
Conference by____ December 1959. | | | 

4, Department Staff Proposal oe Ce 

. The Technical Working Group of Experts shall consider the question 
, of the use of objective instrument readings in connection with the selec- 

tion of an event which cannot be identified by the international control 
organ and which could be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, in 
order to determine a basis for initiating on-site inspections. In the course : 
of their work, the experts, proceeding from the discussions and the con- 
clusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, shall consider all data and 
studies relevant to the detection and identification of seismiceventsand _ 
shall consider possible improvements of the techniques and instrumen- 

‘tation. ee | | 
_ The group will meet in Geneva on 25 November and report to the 

. Conference its conclusions on the above matters by___ December 1959.
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236. Memorandum of Discussion at the 426th Meeting of the 
National Security Council 

Washington, December 1, 1959. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. ULS. Position With Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and Balanced 
Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments (NSC 112)! 

Mr. Gray said the first item on the agenda would be a presentation 
on disarmament by the Director of the Joint Disarmament Study, Mr. 
Coolidge, who had earlier discussed his preliminary thinking on the 
subject with the Planning Board.? Mr. Gray asked Secretary Herter if he 
cared to make any introductory remarks. | 

Secretary Herter recalled that some months ago the President had 
approved the assumption by Mr. Coolidge of responsibility for studying, 
on behalf of the Departments of State and Defense, the disarmament 
questions which our negotiators will soon have to face. Mr. Coolidge had 
completed his preliminary studies and was now prepared to make an 
Interim report. | a | | 

Mr. Coolidge expressed the hope that as a result of his interim report 
he would be able to obtain the criticism of the Council withrespecttohis 
preliminary thinking on disarmament. When he accepted his present 
assignment, he had not been able to see much light at the end of the tun- 
nel. He had lived in the hope that the light would grow, but he regretted 
to report that it remained dim. Mr. Coolidge then emphasized the joint 
nature of the Disarmament Study. He had taken two oaths of office, one 
as Special Assistant to the Secretary of State and one as Special Assistant 

| to the Secretary of Defense. He was grateful to State, Defense, CIA, AEC, 

and WSEG;? for providing him with a staff, which was selected primarily 
for the purpose of providing imagination and ideas, rather than on the 
basis of previous disarmament experience. 

Mr. Coolidge reported that the first step in his study of disarmament 
had been to look at what had been done in the past. He had been led to 
believe that disarmament had always been considered on a “crash” 
basis; but he had discovered on the contrary that the entire field of disar- 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Boggs on January 26, 1960. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the 
White House, pp. 180-181. | 

1 For text of NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. I, pp. 477-496. 
2 A memorandum for the record of Coolidge’s meeting with the NSC Planning Board, 

November 30, is in the Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project Clean Up, 

Disarmament—General. See the Supplement. 
3 Weapons Systems Evaluation Group. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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_ mament had already been so competently and thoroughly explored in 
every direction that very little new material remained to be uncovered by 

__ his study. However, in the past our disarmament efforts had suffered 
from an emphasis on “package deals”, which were extremely compli- 
cated and which involved making vast future commitments at an early 
stage of negotiation. On the other hand, modest proposals for a few 
immediate disarmament steps often appeared picayune. His efforts had 
been directed toward establishing a long-range U.S. disarmament goal 
comparable in breadth to the Russian goal but not complete as’to the 

detailed steps necessary to achieve the goal. | | 

Mr. Coolidge felt that a long-range U.S. goal which would appeal to 
world opinion and be in accord with U.S. interests as previously stated 

by the President would be to build toward world peace under law. He 
then read the following statement of proposed policy: Co 

“The present policy of the United States on arms control matters 
should be to favor verifiable arms control measures which tend toward 

establishing world peace under law; namely, a world in which: | | 
_ “J. Rules of international law prohibiting armed conflict between 

| nations shall be in effect, backed by adequate jurisdiction in a world 
court and by an adequate international peace force. = 

“2. National military establishments shall have been reduced to the | 
point where no single nation or group of nations can effectively oppose 
the international peace force, and no weapons of mass destruction shall 

| be in the control of any nation.” : Bo 

_ Mr. Coolidge said this proposed policy, which spelled out the Presi- | 
dent’s statements of world peace under law, called for two actions to be | 
taken in modest steps: reducing national capabilities and building up 
international capabilities. He thought this.proposed policy should be 
tried out on the Russians in order to determine whether they are serious 
about disarmament. _ ee | oo a 

_ Mr. Coolidge said that two-and-a-half measures held some promise 
for reducing national war-making capabilities. The “half-measure” was _ | 
a ban.on nuclear testing; he called it a “half-measure”, not because he | 
considered it inappropriate or inadequate, but because it was already 
half-way in force. Aside from cessation of nuclear testing, the first meas- 
ure to reduce national capabilities was an agreement on the use of outer 
space. Mr. Coolidge felt the world had failed in the past to seize two 
opportunities for dramatic progress in disarmament, once when the 
Baruch Plan‘ was proposed and once during Mr. Stassen’s term as Disar- 
mament Adviser when agreement was not achieved on limiting ICBM’s. 
It was now too late to limit ICBM’s, but great effort, which might lead to 

* Reference is to Bernard M. Baruch’s plan in 1946 for international control of atomic 
energy to be enforced by the United Nations. For Baruch’s description of the plan, see Docu- _ : 
ments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, pp. 7-16,44-47. a a
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profitable negotiation, should be devoted to controlling outer space 
before satellites containing warheads begin to be placed in orbit. The 
second measure to reduce national capabilities was the Norstad Plan fora 
“freeze” of forces under a bilateral inspection arrangement in an Euro- 
pean Zone composed of Belgium, Holland, Denmark, Germany, Poland, 
and Czechoslovakia. After such a “freeze”, negotiations might turn 
toward a “thin-out” of forces which would enable the United States to 
withdraw two divisions from Germany. Mr. Coolidge felt that the Nor- 
stad Plan was consistent with the surprise attack negotiations, with 
efforts to test Russian good faith, and with one of Khrushchev’s five dis- 
armament proposals; and that if placed in operation, it should result in 
considerable development of the inspection technique. In addition, the 
Norstad Plan had the advantage of enabling the United States to obtain 
compensation, in the form of Soviet withdrawals, for any redeployment 
of U.S. divisions from Europe which we might have to make on account 
of the gold problem. 

Turning to means of enhancing international capabilities, Mr. Coo- 
lidge expressed the view that there was little chance of achieving signifi- 
cant steps in the direction of creating an international police force. The 
small nations as well as the U.S.S.R. opposed such a step. However, it 
might be possible to develop further the concept of a UN “presence” ina 
troubled area. The establishment of sucha UN “presence” might be facil- 
itated by asking each UN member to file with the UN Secretariat a list of 
persons eligible to serve on a UN team which would be dispatched to 
trouble spots. This concept did not call for a standing force but for an ad 
hoc procedure of choosing UN teams from among the countries not 
involved in a dispute. Ultimately the UN teams might be given the 
power to mediate. Moreover, Mr. Coolidge continued, the concept of the 
codification and development of international law could be expanded. 
Previous efforts in this field had foundered on an attempt to define 
“ageression’”. Mr. Coolidge said he was proposing agreement in the UN 
on additional rules of international law, not the enactment of rules by a 

world legislature. He also felt the Connally amendment, relating to the 
extent to which the United States would accept the jurisdiction of the 
World Court, should be repealed. Mr. Coolidge believed that the Court, 
which today lacks business and prestige, should at least be charged with 
the interpretation of treaties. 

Mr. Coolidge realized that thus far he had omitted any mention ofa 

limitation of nuclear weapons. This problem had been considered, and 

the conclusion had been reached that a balance of mutual deterrence was 

perhaps to be preferred to an attempt to limit nuclear weapons. Mr. Coo- 

lidge felt that if the United States had sufficient retaliatory capacity so 

that from five to twenty enemy missiles were required to destroy each 

U.S. missile, deterrence of surprise attack and an uneasy peace would
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result. Of course hardening the bases for our retaliatory force and mak- 
_ ing part of that force mobile would require a great deal of money. More- 

over, for a time there would be a “missile gap,” the only remedy for 
which would be to keep SAC in the air. | | 

Mr. Coolidge reported that the Disarmament Study had also 
explored the questions of “nth country” nuclear capabilities. Although 
there was a clear split of opinion, military vs. diplomatic, on this issue, he 
was inclined to think that the present system, [1-1/2 lines of source text not 
declassified] was the best system. a | 

Mr. Coolidge felt that ICBM’s could not be controlled because 
inspection would be unable to discover hidden ICBM’s. It had been sug- 
gested that ICBM’s might be controlled in an indirect way by providing 
for cessation of nuclear production. In time ICBM’s would thereby 
become useless because of degeneration of the nuclear stockpile after __ 
four to five years, especially after seven to eight years. However, the 
problem of inspecting a cessation of nuclear production would be formi- 
dable because plutonium would be produced by reactors under the 
atoms for peace program. Moreover, the ICBM vehicle would be difficult 
to limit because of the program for the peaceful exploration of outer 
space. | | | - - 

_ Mr. Coolidge said there was little hope of accomplishing U.S. objec- 
tives in disarmament unless and until there was a change in Soviet think- 
ing so that the Soviets would pay more attention to world opinion. At the | 
moment he was left with the feeling that proposal of a few limited meas- 
ures in the field of disarmament would reveal whether Soviet thinking | 
has changed and would provide guidance as to whether it would be 
worthwhile to propose more comprehensive and complicated measures. 

_ Mr. Coolidge felt it was important that disarmament studies should 
be continued in order to backstop negotiations and maintain liaison with 
the scientific community. In this connection he noted with gratification 
that the JSC had recently established a Disarmament Group under | 
Admiral Dudley. _ | ow SO 

_ Inconclusion, Mr. Coolidge again solicited the views of the Council | 
members on the general subject of disarmament. oe _ 

_ Secretary Herter remarked that, except for the Norstad scheme, 
which was proposed two years ago and discussed informally with our 
allies, the interim report did not hold out much prospect of forward 
movement in the disarmament field. The Norstad Plan perhaps had | 
merit as a means of testing Soviet desire for mutual inspection of ground | 
and air forces. But in the eyes of the Germans, the Norstad Plan would be 
the beginning of the isolation of Germany from the rest of Europe, a pos- | 
sible development which causes the Germans considerable anxiety. The , 
French believe the disarmament zone proposed by Norstad should | 
extend. from the Urals to the Atlantic. Secretary Herter thought the first :
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step in any disarmament negotiation should be a test of Russian good 
faith as to inspection. In this connection, the negotiations in progress in 
Geneva were important, inasmuch as they might result in a precedent- 
setting opening up of Russian territory to inspection. Secretary Herter 
then referred briefly to three disarmament plans: a Soviet plan for disar- 
mament by stages with very vague inspection provisions; a British 
“staged” plan similar to Mr. Stassen’s plan of 1957; and a French scheme 
consisting of a very general declaratory statement with no inspection 
provisions, but with provisions which concentrated on delivery systems. 
Secretary Herter said he gathered the Coolidge group was continuing its 
study. In conclusion, the Secretary added that he had hoped Mr. Coo- 
lidge would propose a cessation of nuclear production. 

| Mr. Coolidge said he would be able to propose a number of disarma- 
ment measures which would be useful discussion topics but which in his 
view would not lead to much accomplishment. A cessation of nuclear 
production was an unsatisfactory scheme in that it would not produce 
very far-reaching results, and in addition required a very cumbersome 
inspection system which virtually required the inspectors to sit down 
with the manager of an atomic installation and help him runit. — 

| The President said he had been told something he had not known 
before, i.e., the short life expectancy of nuclear bombs. 

Mr. Coolidge explained that this short life expectancy did not apply 
to all bombs, but only to those containing trinium, which disintegrates 
and must be replaced after about five years. Trinium need not necessarily 
be used in bombs, but is generally used because it increases the explosive 
effect. | | 

The President said that for some time attempts to think though the 
disarmament problem had foundered on the certainty that some nuclear 
bombs could be concealed from disarmament inspectors. Now Mr. Coo- 
lidge’s group had concluded that delivery vehicles could also be con- 
cealed. The President believed that delivery vehicles and hardened bases 

could be discovered by a system of disarmament inspection. He won- 
dered why Mr. Coolidge had expressed such complete pessimism on this 

point. 

Mr. Coolidge said he would like to clarify his position on this matter. 
He agreed with the President that ICBM’s could be discovered by inspec- 
tion: what he was pessimistic about was the possibility that the Russians 

would give up ICBM’s and go back to reliance on planes short of our giv- 

ing up our overseas bases. 

Secretary Herter thought the military services estimated that the 

Russians could camouflage or conceal a sufficient number of | 

ICBM’s—say 100—to be decisive in the absence of U.S. ICBM’s. 

The President said that, on the assumption that nuclear disarma- 

ment could not be achieved, we should concentrate on conventional dis-
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armament. There would then be a situation in which we could destroy — 

the Soviet Union and the Soviet Union could destroy us, i.e.,a condition 

of mutual deterrence. This situation would engender some uneasiness, it 
is true; but if conventional armaments were eliminated at least we would | 

_ not be carrying such a heavy arms burden. If a start could be made.on 
conventional] disarmament, both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. might begin to 
make sense out of problems that now appear insolvable. Accordingly, he 
would not abandon the hope of taking definite steps in conventional dis- 
armament while ignoring nuclear capabilities. a : 

Mr. Coolidge observed that the United States had taken in the con- 
ventional field unilateral military actions from which it might have 

_ derived disarmament advantage. For example, we had reduced our 
armed forces manpower without securing any Russian concessions in 
return for such reduction. He would hesitate now to ask the Soviets to 
reduce from 3.7 million men to:2.5 million men without any U.S. reduc- 
tions. | | | | nn 

The President and Secretary Herter indicated that Russian propos- 
als provided for considerable reduction in military manpower by both 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. A manpower ceiling of 1.5 million for each 

country had even been mentioned. — | a Oo : 
Mr. Coolidge did not believe it would be safe for the U.S., in the light 

of unsolved international political problems, to reduce its forces below 
2.5 million men, not because these forces were needed for use against the 
U.5.5.R., but because of the possibility of limited wars or “brush fires”. 

The President asked whether Mr. Coolidge envisaged fighting two 
or three limited wars simultaneously. When Mr. Coolidge replied in the 

| affirmative, the President remarked that a situation in which several lim- 
ited wars were going on simultaneously seemed to him to be getting 
beyond the “brush fire” stage and tending toward fire in the tall timber. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he was not as pessimistic as Mr. Coolidge 
about control of long-range ballistic missiles. Some months ago (April 3, | 
1958) he had reported to the Council that a study by a technical panel on 
control of missile testing had concluded that it would be disadvanta- 
geous for the U.S. at that time to agree to a cessation of missile testing. 
However, the situation may now be different. By the time the disarma- 
ment negotiations end, Atlas and Polaris will be tested. A cessation of | 
missile testing at that point might prevent the development of small, | 
mobile missiles similar to Minuteman which, produced in quantity, 
would make disarmament much more difficult. He agreed with the view 
that 100 ballistic missiles could be concealed from disarmament inspec- | 
tors, but doubted that such a number could be concealed in an opera- 

° See Document 148. . oo : |
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tional status, particularly if they required liquid fuel, because very 
complex facilities were required for launching liquid-propellant mis- 
siles. Dr. Kistiakowsky did not want to prejudge any fresh study of the 
subject that might be made, but he felt there was a possibility that the 
conclusions of the 1958 study had been rendered obsolete by technologi- 
cal progress. However, Dr. Kistiakowsky added, it would not be practi- 
cable to limit missiles while allowing unlimited technological 
developments in outer space; missile control would necessitate interna- 
tional control of space. Nevertheless, the situation was not totally hope- 
less. | 

Mr. Dulles agreed with Dr. Kistiakowsky’s remarks, and added that 
the next eighteen months constituted a particularly important period 
because during this period the Soviets would be completing their 
deployments to mobile and hardened missile bases. 

Secretary Anderson inquired whether it would be possible to com- 
bine the President’s “open skies” proposal with the Norstad Plan in such 
a way to guarantee against surprise. Mr. Coolidge replied that the Nor- 
stad Plan provided. for open skies over the disarmament zone. 

Mr. Gray noted that Mr. Coolidge’s view as to the undesirability ofa 
“package plan” on disarmament would involve a change in policy. Dis- 
armament had so far been discussed from a political and moral point of 
view; Mr. Gray felt it was important to discuss the subject also from the 
point of view of military advantage, and pointed out that Mr. Coolidge 
would be interested in the Council’s reaction to the statement of the long- | 
range goal Mr. Coolidge had read. | 

General Twining said he understood the Council did not intend to 
make decisions on disarmament at this meeting. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
would like an opportunity to comment on the points made by Mr. Coo- 
lidge before any decisions were taken. 

The President referred to the policy statement read by Mr. Coolidge, 
particularly to the statement that “no weapons of mass destruction shall 
bein the control of any nation.” He believed we would have to accept this 
goal, but it was the last step in disarmament and should be so regarded. 

| Secretary Herter thought the objectives stated by Mr. Coolidge were 
long-range objectives and that the steps by which we advanced toward 
our goal would be slow. Mr. Coolidge said a technological break-through 
of some kind might conceivably speed up the process. 

The Vice President assumed that the reference to a world court in 

Mr. Coolidge’s statement meant that the jurisdiction of such a court 
would be limited to disarmament. This limitation should be made clear 
in order to avoid arguments over domestic jurisdiction and political 
questions such as arose in connection with the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. The President agreed.
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The National Security Council:6 os 
a. Noted and discussed an interim report on the subject by Mr. 

Charles A. Coolidge, Director, Joint Disarmament Study. oe 
b. Noted that the draft statement of a proposed long-range goal of 

the United States on arms control matters, presented at the meeting by 
Mr. Coolidge, would subsequently be circulated to Council members 
and Advisers so that they might provide the Secretary of State with any 
comments thereon after further study. | - 

| Note: The statement referred to in b above subsequently circulated 
for study and comment as provided therein. | | 

[Here follow unrelated agenda items. ] oo | 

| - Marion W. Boggs | 

° The following paragraphs and Note constitute NSC Action No. 2152, approved by | 
the President on December 3. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 : 
D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) . — 

237. Memorandum of Discussion at the 428th Meeting of the | 
- | National Security Council | | 

| | Washington, December 10, 1959. | 

_ [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and | 
Agenda Items 1 and 2. Vice President Nixon presided at the meeting. ] 

3. Major Problems Associated With Control of Long-Range Ballistic Mis- 
- siles (NSC Actions Nos. 1840 and 1888; Memo for NSC from Execu- | 

tive Secretary, subject: “Monitoring a Long-Range Rocket Test | 
Agreement”, dated March 28, 1958)! ee | 
Mr. Charles A. Coolidge joined the meeting at this point. : 

__ Mr Gray introduced the subject. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note | 
is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this 
Memorandum.) a ee 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. | 
Drafted by Boggs on December 10. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scien- _ | tist at the White House, pp. 193-194. : SO 

| 1 See footnote 15, Document 136; and footnotes 2:and 3, Document 148. | 
2 Not printed. (National Archives and Records Administration, RG 273, Records of : 

the National Security Council, Official Meeting Minutes File) oo 4 |
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Dr. Kistiakowsky said he wished to amplify the “off-the-cuff” 

remarks he had made at the December 1 Council meeting? during the dis- 

| cussion of disarmament. He then displayed the following chart: 

“Major Problems Associated With Control of Long-Range Ballistic Missiles” 

| 1. Cessation of Flight Tests | 

a. Is it detrimental to U.S. interests? 
b. Is it feasible? 

| c. What about the exploration of outer space? 

2. Control of ICBM Production 

a. Is it detrimental to U.S. interests? | 
b. Is it feasible? an 
c. What about outer space? | 

_ 3. Control (limitation) of force size 

a. Is it detrimental to U.S. interests? 
b. Is it feasible? . 

4. Control for Early Warning of Operational Sites 

a. Is it detrimental to U.S. interests? 
Db. Is it feasible? | 

_ Dr. Kistiakowsky recalled that some months ago he had chaired an 

ad hoc panel, which had looked at the technical question of monitoring 

agreements to stop missile tests and had reported to the Council (Refer- 

ence Memorandum of March 28, 1958). The ad hoc group had dealt only 

with Item 1 of the above chart. Item 4 of the chart had become one of the 

issues at the Geneva Conference on Surprise Attack. The ad hoc group 

had concluded that it was feasible to monitor and detect Soviet ballistic 

missile flight tests in the light of the limited Soviet missile testing orga- 

nization which had existed at that time. With respect to 1.c on the chart, 

the ad hoc group had pointed out that operational long-range missile 

capabilities could be materially assisted by space exploration missiles, 

and that the achievement of control over outer space might require an 

international organization. With respect to 1.a on the chart, the ad hoc 

group had concluded that an asymmetric situation existed; that is, that it 

would not be to U.S. advantage to agree to a cessation of missile tests 

because the Soviets at that time were more advanced in missile technol- 

ogy than the U.S. Accordingly, the cessation of flight tests would have 

left the Soviets with operational missile forces, but would have pre- 

vented the U.S. from obtaining an operational missile capability. Dr. Kis- 

> See Document 236.
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tiakowsky recalled that when this issue was raised during the 
disarmament discussion on December 1, he had pointed out that the situ- 
ation had changed. The U.S. now has an operational ICBM (the Atlas) 
and in a few months will have a mobile missile which will be nearly 
invulnerable (the Polaris). | 

___ Inreply toa question by the Vice President, Secretary Gates reported 
that the first Polaris submarine with a complete missile capability would 
be operational in seven months. Oo | 

Continuing his presentation, Dr. Kistiakowsky said the whole issue | 
was now ripe for reconsideration. However, technical arguments sug- 
gested that if the U.S. desired to conclude an international agreement for 
the control and reduction of missile forces, early steps would be neces- 
sary. The Soviet missile forces were now large and cumbersome; Soviet | 
missiles could not be concealed in a haystack and fired with only a little ) 
preparation. In four or five years both the U.S. and the USSR would have 
solid propellant missiles which would be small in size, mobile, auto- 
mated, difficult to monitor, and more accurate than existing missiles. The 
certainty that the Soviets could achieve their objectives by surprise attack | 
will be less during the period when missiles are limited in mobility and 
accuracy than at a later time. Indeed, in four or five years the results of | 
surprise attack can probably be mathematically calculated in advance. 
For all these reasons. Dr. Kistiakowsky suggested that the Council direct : 
a new study of the subject. On the other hand, he did not wish to mini- : 
mize the complications of the problem, even as regards Item 1 on the | 
above chart. As far as the other items on the chart were concerned, he 

| pointed out that the staff of the U.S. Delegation totheGenevaConference __ : 
on Surprise Attack privately had grave doubts that an international | 
organization to provide early warning against surprise attack could be | | 
successful. => _ 

Secretary Gates wished to interject a note of caution. He felt that any | 
factor involved in disarmament should be studied quietly, but it was | 
inconceivable to him that the U.S. could ever agree to stop flight tests of | 
missiles in the light of the philosophy that the more we move toward an 
invulnerable deterrent, the less likelihood there is of war. Studies had a | 
way of leaking out, of getting into politics and service problems, and of | 
being blown up out of all proportion to their importance. Even if a com- | 
mittee studied this problem and decided that missile testing could be | 
controlled, it was inconceivable from the military point of view that we : 
would agree to such control. He was afraid a study of this subject would 
only cause trouble unless the study were confined to scientific problems | 
and did not extend to controversial questions of policy. ! 

_ Secretary Herter wished to presenta slightly different view. The U.S. | 
would shortly be faced with disarmament negotiations in which nega- | 
tive answers would be as important as positive positions. General de : 

_ Gaulle thinks control of missile testing is a top priority problem in disar- 
mament. Unless the U.S. can present good reasons for not agreeing to |
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such control, its disarmament negotiators will be in a very difficult posi- 

tion. He felt it was imperative to give our negotiators the best answers 

possible in order to avoid imposing severe handicaps upon them. He did 

not want to prejudge the answer, but did want to obtain the answer. In 

every case, Secretary Herter felt we must weigh the advantages to the 

U.S. and to Russia. He asked whether his impression was correct that the 

previous study mentioned by Dr. Kistiakowsky had indicated that, on 

the basis of relative advantage, we would be the loser. Dr. Kistiakowsky 

replied in the affirmative. Secretary Herter agreed with Secretary Gates 

| that a study of this kind should receive no publicity, but he did feel that 

such a study should be made. 

Mr. Gray shared some of the views of the Secretary of Defense on the 

difficulties which might arise from such a study. He believed if the study 

were made, it should be presented directly to the Council, and should not 

go through the Planning Board. Secretary Gates said that sometimes 

studies result in a split answer rather than a clear answer. He agreed with 

Secretary Herter that answers needed to be provided, but had reserva- 

tions on the suggestion that a study was the best way to provide answers. 

He recalled that the Department of Defense had not participated in the 

previous study referred to by Dr. Kistiakowsky, and indicated that if a 

study should be requested, Defense wished to participate. Dr. Kistia- 

| kowsky explained that the late Deputy Secretary Quarles had decided 

that Defense need not participate in the study by the ad hoc group. 

The Vice President thought that studies sometimes led to second 

guessing. Leaks often occur when experts are brought in from outside 

the Government. He felt there were experts in the Government who 

could take responsibility for a study by tapping outside resources and 

making recommendations to the Council under security safeguards 

which would prevent a leak. 

Secretary Gates said that an unidentifiable study undertaken for the 

purpose of informing the Council would be a different matter. He 

repeated, however, that in his judgment, flight testing of missiles should 

not be stopped. The Vice President said he was inclined to share Secre- 

tary Gates’ view while recognizing that difficult problems of politics 

| would soon arise which might necessitate our changing our views. 

Secretary Anderson, noting that changes in policy would have to be 

made by the President, suggested that Dr. Kistiakowsky assume individ- 

ual responsibility for making a study. Dr. Kistiakowsky could get judg- _ 

ments from Defense and other interested agencies, and could assemble 

the pros and cons without a formal study. Any differences which arose 

could be reconciled by submitting them to the President for decision. Dr. 

Kistiakowsky said he was not very anxious to offer himself for the study. 

He thought this was a matter of interdepartmental concern; moreover,
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the technical people in the interested departments and agencies were 
essential to the success of the study. | 

Secretary Herter said he visualized a study of an advisory nature. 
He thought it was essential that the Department of Defense, as well as the 
Central Intelligence Agency, participate in the study. His guess would be 
that the study would conclude that the U.S. could not afford to stop mis- 
sile testing. However, if this a priori judgment could be substantiated by 
a study, then we would be in an excellent position to reject proposals for 
cessation of missile testing during disarmament negotiations. 

_ Admiral Burke said that although he had not consulted with Secre- : 
tary Gates in advance, he shared the Secretary’s views. We needed to 
study all factors connected with missile testing but the problem was a : 
continuing and a delicate one. A number of strong views were involved, 
including strong pressures for disarmament. He agreed that State would 
need support in the disarmament negotiations, but felt that any study 
must be done carefully, and wondered whether the Secretary of the 
Treasury’s suggestion was not the most feasible line of approach. The | 
Vice President felt that it might not be appropriate to discuss the merits of | 
a cessation of missile testing at this meeting. The question was: should 
responsibility for concluding a study be placed on Dr. Kistiakowsky? | 

Mr. Gray noted that a number of studies had been made under Dr. | 
Killian and under Dr. Kistiakowsky which had not become part of the 
public domain. The study might be less visible if it were organized as a | 
study for the President. Mr. Gray agreed that it would be unfortunate ifa 
study of this problem should be organized along the lines of the Gaither : 
Study. He thought the study might concentrate on the pros and cons : 
rather than on the formulation of policy recommendations. | 

Mr. Coolidge reported that the Disarmament Study, after consider- 
ing the problem of controlling missile tests, had reached the tentative : 
conclusion that the U.S. should not seek such control. However, he | 
believed a study should be made because more arguments in support of | 
this tentative conclusion were needed. | 

_ The Vice President agreed and asked Secretary Herter why De 
Gaulle considered this problem one of top priority. Secretary Herter said 
De Gaulle did not want his conventional forces touched. | | 

Mr. Gray suggested that the Council request Dr. Kistiakowsky, in 
consultation with the Departments of State and Defense and CIA, to 
draw up the terms of reference for a study of major problems associated : 
with control of long-range ballistic missiles. | | ) 

| Secretary Herter said he was not sure the Department of State would : 
have anything to contribute. Secretary Gates, referring to Dr. Kistia- | 
kowsky’s chart, said the question, “Is it detrimental to U.S. interests?” | 
immediately opened up policy problems. The Vice President felt that the ! 
Department of State should participate in drawing up the terms of refer- | 

_ ence. Mr. Gray wondered whether Dr. Kistiakowsky’s chart had not
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referred to U.S. interests in a technical military sense. Secretary Herter 

said guidance was needed on the technical balance of advantage and dis- 

advantage. Negative considerations were as important as positive con- 

siderations. | 

The National Security Council:4 

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation on the subject by the 

Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, with par- 

ticular reference to developments which might affect the conclusions of 

the report transmitted by the reference memorandum of March 28, 1958. 

b. Requested the Special Assistant to the President for Science and 

Technology, in consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense and 

the Director of Central Intelligence, to draw up terms of reference for a 

study on the monitoring of tests and production of long-range ballistic 

missiles, and to coordinate the conduct of such a study and the prepara- 

tion of a report thereon to the President. | 

Note: The above action subsequently transmitted to and approved 

by the President, and transmitted to the Special Assistant for Science and 

- Technology, the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director of Cen- 

tral Intelligence for appropriate action pursuant to b above. 

(Here follow unrelated agenda items. ] 

| Marion W. Boggs 

4 The following paragraphs and Note constitute NSC Action No. 2161, approved by 

the President on December 23. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 

66 D 95, Records of Action by the National Security Council) : 

a 

238. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

: Augusta, Georgia, December 29, 1959, 8:30 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT - | 

Secretary Herter, Secretary Dillon, Ambassador Wadsworth, Mr. Farley, General 

Twining, Secretary Gates, General Loper, Mr. McCone, General Cabell, Dr. Fisk, 

Mr. Black, Mr. Gordon Gray, Dr. Kistiakowsky, General Goodpaster 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

Goodpaster on December 31. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at 

the White House, pp. 213-214. ,
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Secretary Herter said the group had come down to take up with the 
President the questions as to the next steps in our suspension of testing 

_and our negotiations for an agreement with the Russians on suspension 
of testing.1 He said that the technical discussions at which Dr. Fisk 
headed the U.S. delegation had not been successful and that the Soviet 
scientific delegation had released publicly a statement impugning the 
integrity of our technical negotiators, and insulting their scientific com- 
petence.? Dr. Fisk reported on the Geneva meetings and said the Soviets 
had refused to give serious consideration to anything relating to criteria 
for inspection. On this matter they and the U.S. delegation were miles 
apart. On the question of improvements in the inspection system, the | 
Russians were most agreeable. If we were to be guided by their criteria, | 

_ we would omit most underground events, including all the under- 
ground tests the U.S. has conducted. He described the Soviet statement 
as a severe challenge to the integrity of the U.S. team. | 

_ Mr. Herter thought that we should take very seriously the Soviet 
action impugning the integrity of our scientists. Mr. McCone read exam- 

| ples of the Soviet statements. OR 
The President said he thought the State Department should protest 

this, indicating that if this is the way factual data is to be treated and | 
talked about, the effect is to throw doubt on the whole process of negoti- _ 
ations. He thought it should be brought out that our people were not ! 
instructed, but were asked to bring the best scientific judgment to bear on | 
this problem. a oo - | 

_ The President asked what was thought to be the reason for the : 
Soviet action, specifically whether it is simply that they are opposed toan : 
elaborate and effective system. Dr. Fisk said that they probably are. He | 
added that the Soviet scientists may be engaged ina face-saving opera- | 
tion, to try to prove that the scientific conclusions reached in mid-1958 | 
are valid. Our scientists recognize that those findings were erroneous. 

Ambassador Wadsworth said that the Soviets very much want to 
achieve an agreement. They are simply objecting to considering this data 
before the system goes into effect. They have said that they would be : 
willing to “talk about” the data after a treaty is signed. Mr. McCone said | 
he felt they did not want to open up their country to inspection. The Pres- | 
ident asked why it was thought they would not then accept a ban limited 
to prohibiting atmospheric tests. Mr. Herter thought that sucha ban may | 

' The principals met on December 28 to discuss the issues that would be raised with 
the President. Accounts of that meeting are ibid., p.212, andina memorandum of conversa- : 
tion by Spiers, December 28, in Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversa- i 
tion: Lot 64 D 199. See the Supplement. | | 

2 See Annex II to the Report of Working Group II to the Geneva Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: December 18, 1959, printed in Documents on Dis- 
armament, 1945-1959, pp. 1561-1571. | | | | |
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_ beall itis possible to obtain—or perhaps a ban based on the “threshold” 

concept. | 

The President said that when Ambassador Wadsworth returns to 

Geneva he should excoriate the Russians for their statement regarding 

our scientists. Mr. Herter suggested this might be incorporated in the 

statement he was proposing to the President regarding the continuation 

of the suspension of testing. 

The President thought it might be best not to make any statement at 

the present time. There are two essential points involved, the first being 

the evaluation of the scientific basis for an inspection system prepared in 

1958, and the second, the charges that have been made against our scien- 

tists’ integrity. After further discussion he said he thought that a compre- 

hensive but succinct statement should be made. Mr. Herter asked if that 

should be prepared as a letter from the President to Khrushchev. The 

President thought that would be of little value, since Khrushchev would 

simply answer with a long tirade. He preferred a public statement. In 

short, we should say that we will not test in the atmosphere, but that, 

because of the Soviet political decision regarding a system of under- 

ground inspection, it seems rather hopeless to try to go beyond an atmos- 

pheric ban. Mr. Herter again suggested that the ban might be extended to 

some threshold insofar as underground explosions are concerned. The 

President thought the threshold should be put relatively high. Mr. 

McCone pointed out that in that case there would be few inspections. 

The President said he is rather amazed that the Soviets have used 

this tactic—of impugning our scientific data. General Cabell said the 

Soviets have been playing this disagreement in a very low key at home, 

stating there are some differences but that a very large area of agreement 

has been. achieved. | | | 

At this point Mr. Herter showed the President a draft of a proposed 

release on this subject. The President made a few revisions to strengthen 

| ° The “threshold” concept was discussed more fully at the December 28 meeting. 

Herter presented it as a third and better alternative to either giving up any attempt to con- 

trol underground testing or accepting less than adequate detection and control. As Fisk 

explained, the threshold concept (above which underground tests would be banned) could 

be expressed in terms of seismic magnitude rather than kiloton yield. While there was a 

difference of view between the Soviet Union and the United States on the correlation 

between yield of explosion and seismic amplitude, there appeared to be general agreement 

among seismologists on the relationship between signal amplitude and seismic intensity. 

- Kistiakowsky describes an earlier meeting on December 28 among himself, Herter, 

Dillon, Farley, and Gerard Smith from 11:45 a.m. to 1 p.m. At this meeting, according to Kis- 

tiakowsky, he introduced the threshold plan as it evolved in his thinking and in discussions 

with McCone. Kistiakowsky observed that the concept could solve the problems of 

| decoupling and the Latter hole, that tests below the threshold could be announced in 

advance, and that with improvements in seismic detection methods the threshold could be 

gradually reduced. (A Scientist at the White House, p.211) __
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_ the statement, and approved it with these revisions. (Mr. Hagerty 
released it later in the morning.)4 | - | 

_ The President asked whether we should not now bring forward a 
specific proposal at Geneva, recognizing that the Soviets may reject it 
since they apparently are pressing for “all or nothing.” Mr. Herter said 
that, regarding the threshold approach, we are trying to see whether we 
can set a level of seismic signal which can be incorporated into our 
instructions to Wadsworth. The President said that if the Soviets want to 
consider the problem seriously, this would be quite agreeable to us. If 
they do not, then we should propose 1) the threshold concept, or 2) an 
atmospheric ban as a less desirable alternative. We should still put a few | 
inspection stations into Russia. Otrr real aim is to open that country up to 
some degree. Mr. Herter said it is also to create a model for disarmament | 
agreements. «= ee a 
__. The President commented with respect to disarmament agreements 
that he believes it will be necessary to leave atomic weapons to the last. 

_ We can identify and cut down conventional arms and means of delivery. 
If we cut back our armaments to where only a retaliatory force is left, war 
becomes completely futile. He thought we should therefore go into : 
inspection and reduction of conventional arms and visible means of 
delivery of atomic weapons. Mr. Herter said Admiral Strauss had | 
thought there would be advantage to the U.S. in cutting off production of 
atomic material. It now appears that the “requirements” stated by our | 
military authorities for atomic weapons will not permit this. The Presi- | 
dent said he is completely unconvinced as to the validity of these so- | 
called requirements. | a | 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects. ] | ! 

| | G. | 
a Brigadier General, USA | 

“For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945~1959, pp. 1590-1591.
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239. Memorandum of Conversation 

Washington, January 12, 1960. 

SUBJECT 

Threshold Proposal for Nuclear Test Negotiations 

PARTICIPANTS 

State 
Acting Secretary Merchant 
S/AE—Philip J. Farley 
S/AE—Vincent Baker ° 

| AEC | 
: Mr. McCone . 

Dr. English 
Gen. Starbird 

CIA 
Dr. Scoville 

White House 
Dr. Kistiakowsky 
Mr. Keeny 

Mr. Gray 

DOD 
Mr. Gates . 
Gen. Loper 

Gen. Fox 
Mr. Knight . 

Mr. Gates recalled that Defense and AEC had been requested at the 

last meeting of principals to comment on the threshold proposal that Dr. 

Kistiakowsky had presented at the meeting of January 8.1 He said that 

the Department of Defense had prepared a paper, which he circulated for 

consideration by the group (attached).? He said his staff questions the 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 

Secret. Drafted by Baker and approved by M on January 20. For Kistiakowsky’s account of 

this meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, p. 226. 

1 At the January 8 meeting, Kistiakowsky explained that it was technically possible to 

define a threshold in terms of magnitude of seismic events as detected by the control sys- 

tem. With this plan it would be feasible to achieve effective monitoring of underground 

tests with a strong deterrent against cheating, according to Kistiakowsky, either by insist- 

ing on a level of monitoring that ensured inspection of either 10 percent of seismic events 

over 4.75, or 20 percent of all located seismic events below 5 kilotons (the proposal already 

submitted by the United States at Geneva), or by setting a quota of 10 inspections per year. 

Dillon suggested that it might be necessary to accept a higher threshold if the AEC and 

Defense felt it necessary for the U.S. testing program. (Memorandum of conversation by 

Baker, January 8; Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 

199) See the Supplement. See also Kistiakowsky, A Scientist at the White House, pp. 222-223. 

2 See the Supplement. ,
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basic threshold idea and that the proposal had been reviewed by ARPA, 
Dr. Romney and Mr. Northrup. Defense felt, if advancing the threshold | 
proposal were deemed essential for political reasons a level of magni- 
tude of 5.00 should be proposed. We should not, however, discuss the 
details of any threshold proposal in our initial presentation. His Defense 
technical advisers were of the opinion that a large expenditure on 
research would be necessary before we would know how good seismic 
capability really is and would be able to devise suitable methods -for 
implementingathreshold proposak sts 

| Mr. McCone after reading the paper which Mr. Gates had circulated, 
asked for a clarification of the reference in para 6(d) to the effect that all 
located events should be eligible for inspection in comparision to the ref- 
erence in para 7(c) saying 50% of detected events shall be subject to 
inspection. General Loper explained that, while all events should be eli- 
gible for inspection, only 50% under the Defense proposal would actually 
beinspected. yd 

_ Mr. Gray recalled that the President.had endorsed a threshold pro- 
posal at the time when the Department of Defense was supporting it | 
through Mr. Quarles. Mr. Farley recalled the President at the Augusta : 
meeting? had not been unsympathetic to the threshold and, in a sum- | 
mary in the course of the meeting, had postulated a 3 stage approach in | 
which we would attempt first a comprehensive treaty, then a threshold 
proposal and then an atmospheric approach. Mr. Gray agreed but said 
this group however should not assume anything about the President’s ! 
attitude, and instead should simply make its own best recommenda- 
tions, ae | | ! 

_ Mr. Gates asked why we didn’t just go ahead and table a phased | 
atmospheric treaty. If our purpose was propaganda this would put the : 
Russians on the spot to demonstrate their willingness to reach agree- | 
ment. Why should we make it hard for ourselves by devising other com- 
plicated steps before tabling the atmospheric treaty. Mr. Farley said that : 
there were at least two arguments for the threshold approach as an inter- 
mediate stage. First, it would give us a right of on-site inspection, and 
second it would make a gesture toward demonstrating U.S. willingness | 
to includeas muchas possible in the initial test ban treaty. In addition, the 
Soviets, for different reasons, might conceivably agree to the proposal in : 
the hope of tying our hands onall underground tests. Mr. Gates saidifwe | ! 
were looking for alternative proposals perhaps we should propose to i 
announce and inspect each other’s tests. Mr. Farley recalled that we had 2 
invited observers to one of our Hardtack tests, and that most countries | 
had shown reluctance to attend. ee | 

3 See Document 238. | |
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General Fox said that Defense technical experts in AFTAC had care- 

fully considered the threshold proposal and their considerations lead 

them away from it at the present time. One difficulty was that the pro- 
posal, instead of dealing with the decoupling problem, served to put a 
premium on the use of decoupling. Mr. McCone said he could see that 
there were technical problems in the proposal. He believed that imple- 
menting it would add a strain on the operations of the system, and possi- 
bly on relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union because of the 
complexity of its operations. He was agreeable, though, if the other 7 
Departments desired, to proceed to a threshold proposal subject to one 
strong caveat. The AEC caveat was that, before the time we discussed. 

details of a threshold proposal, we should reaffirm we would agree toa _ 
ban only in environments where it can be adequately monitored. He 
believed that this had been lost sight of in the negotiations, and said that 
our negotiators had not made this point clear. The UK in particular did 
not seem to fully understand it. No treaty would be acceptable to AEC or 

| to Congress if it were not adequately safeguarded. a 

Mr. Merchant asked whether McCone was referring to the China - 
problem. McCone said not necessarily, since a higher number of inspec- | 

tions could compensate for the absence of control posts in China to help . 
identify events in the Soviet Union. If the principle he outlined were 
stated, AEC would accept the threshold and would pick 4.75 as the best 
threshold magnitude though it had no strong feelings about the exact: 
level. He stressed that, if the Soviets wanted fewer stations or a lower 
threshold, they would have to accept more inspections. Mr. McCone 
pointed out that the threshold approach ignores the decoupling prob- 
lem. However the zone above the proposed threshold was not an impor-. 
tant one from the standpoint of weapons testing, and AEC saw no. 

significant danger from decoupling provided the threshold were set as | 

high as 4.75 or 5.00. We should continue the current moratorium only on 

a day to day basis and make clear we cannot agree to endless negoti- 

ations. If we cannot get the threshold idea adopted, we should go to the © 

phased treaty proposal of April 13,4 beginning with atmospheric treaty. | 

If that in turn fails, we should decide what kind of unilateral announce- 

ment to make. Mr. McCone circulated to the group the attached memo- 

randum elaborating the AEC views which he had expressed.> __ | 

Mr. Gates said that if you don’t have criteria you have no basis for 

inspection. General Fox concurred, saying that without agreed criteria 

| the control organization has no basis for a choice of events to be 

inspected. Mr. Farley pointed out that as long as criteria for locating 

events are agreed, it is possible to bypass differences with the Soviets on 

* See footnote 4, Document 213. a : | 

5 See the Supplement.
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criteria for their identification. Mr. Keeny pointed out that the unilateral 
choice of 20% of unidentified events to be inspected would afford a more 

_ powerful inspection mechanism then the 20% random selection pro- 
_ posed in our treaty draft of Annex I tabled in December 1958. | | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky questioned the statement in the Defense Depart- 
ment paper, paragraph 2, as follows: “if we suggest the percentage of the 
total events in order to eliminate the criteria problem we will introduce a 
very undesirable factor, namely, the necessity for the East and West to act 
unilaterally in selecting events to be inspected in the host countries thus | 
degrading the authority of the International Control Organization”. He 
said the right to apply unilaterally our best scientific judgments and 
intelligence data appeared to him to be advantageous. 

| General Loper said that unilateral selection becomes a problem only 
if the inspection system is expanded beyond the original three parties, 
for example, to France. We cannot leave to each nation the right to deter- 
mine what events are to be inspected. Dr. Kistiakowsky agreed that we 
must not of course allow the country which is being inspected to make : 
the selection. Dr. Scoville noted that a smaller number of inspections | 
would yield the same margin of security as a larger number if we had | 

| wide freedom to make our own selection of the events to be inspected. | 
Mr. Gates asked what was the problem of the unilateral inspection as a | 
disarmament precedent, for example, in the Norstad zone. Also he could | 
not see how a control system and threshold proposal could be justified ! 
on the basis of existing technical information. | 

Mr. Gray asked if there was any sense in fiddling around with | 
threshold, was it worth getting the President to consider and make fur- | 
ther proposals merely to have something else turned down. If there were | 
political factors that make this desirable, the Department of State might 
comment upon them. We should not think for a minute the Soviets : 
would accept a threshold proposal. Moreover he did not think the Presi- 

_ dent should be asked to take the moral position that we should stop all | 
tests we can control and then be asked to propose a threshold that per- : mits all the testing we want to do. This might be good Defense policy but 
was not good policy for the President. - . : 

General Loper pointed out that a threshold in the range recom- : 
mended by the last meeting of principals was chosen on purely technical | grounds by Dr. Kistiakowsky’s panel. He said that the Department of | 
Defense could probably accept a threshold of 4.75 if the number of ! 
inspections borea reasonable basis in technical fact, and particularly if all 
unidentified events were eligible for inspection, |. | 

_ Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that a threshold in practice is 
unavoidable. It will in fact always exist even under a comprehensive 
treaty in the fractional kiloton yield range. Moreover to produce what the | Secretary of State had called “an adequate deterrent” it would not be nec- 

a 
fi
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essary to inspect everything. Under his proposal the rigid criteria of Dr. 

Fisk and the U.S. Delegation would be applied in determining eligibility. 

Mr. Merchant asked Mr. McCone specifically whether he favored the 

threshold proposal. Mr. McCone said yes if the other things he had men- 

tioned were done. He would also accept the 4.75 threshold because of his 

recognition that the higher you go the more awkward the position the 

President is placedin. | 

Mr. Merchant said that Mr. Herter had considered the threshold 

from the standpoint of getting inspectors into the Soviet Union, from the 

standpoint of tactics in negotiations and from the standpoint of securing 

an adequate safeguard. He had tended to favor the proposal, but in the 

light of the divergence of views between Departments we would need 

time to check further with Mr. Herter before reaching a final decision. Mr. 

Gray recalled that Mr. McCone would be away during the next few days. 

Mr. McCone said any necessary decision could be taken by Commis- 

sioner Floberg, Dr. English and General Starbird. 

Mr. Gates said that his main concern was that his technical people 

felt we needed more work on the problem—that much needed to be done 

on the basis of actual nuclear tests—and that otherwise the threshold 

proposal and the control system were questionable. It was difficult to 

_ proceed if the detectability is in question. Dr. Fisk had mentioned at the 

Augusta meeting that there were many unknowns and imponderables. 

He was sympathetic to the objective of getting people into Russia but he 

believed that this factor had been over-rated. We should not proceed if 

we have real technical doubts about how to operate the control system. 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that a threshold does introduce grave com- 

plications both in writing a treaty and in putting it into effect. Mr. Gates 

said if the system were 3/4 foolproof it would not be so bad, but the ques- 

tion is our basic technical capabilities to execute this proposal. As he 

understood the position of Defense experts, there are grave doubtsasto — 

whether we have the knowledge to establish effective control. General 

Loper said we are assuming things that are not experimentally con- 

firmed. For example, the 100 instrument array which is postulated has 

never been tested, and we are coming to very specific conclusions on the 

number of inspections without a correspondingly specific knowledge of 

technical facts. | ws . 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said he was certainly not arguing feverishly for 

the proposal, but would wish to point out it was based upon the use of 

the U.S. Delegation’s rigorous criteria which, in their judgment, is suffi- 

ciently firm to be codified without further experimentation. He said that 

we wouldn’t have to worry about exact numbers of inspections if we 

used a percentage basis. Mr. Gates could not see how this problem could 

be avoided if we don’t have agreed criteria. Mr. Scoville said on the per- 

centage basis the technical uncertanties were largely overcome and such
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a proposal could be applied without agreement on criteria. Mr. McCone 
| asked whether the group was agreed on the caveat contained in para- 

graphs | and 2 of the AEC paper.‘ It was generally agreed that, apart from 
the specific wording which the group had not time to consider fully, the | 
idea expressed in these two paragraphs was consistent with U.S. policy. | 

© Paragraph 1 of the AEC paper reads: “U.S. confirms its position that it will agree to | 
prohibitions in areas where safeguards have adequate capabilities for monitoring.” Para- | 
graph 2 states that the U.S. Delegation at Geneva “must determine at the outset of negoti- 
ations and prior to discussion of the threshold concept” the willingness of the Soviet Union 

_and British delegations to negotiate a treaty only in areas where adequate safeguards can | 
be provided. - / | | . | 

240. Memorandum of Conversation | 

| | Washington, January 19, 1960. ) 

SUBJECT | - | | 
Threshold Proposal for Nuclear Test N egotiations a | | 

PARTICIPANTS | 
State | | | | 
Under Secretary Merchant _ : 
S/AE—Mr. Farley | | | 
S/AE—Mr. Sullivan | : S/AE—Mr. Baker 7 | . , | 
S/AE—Mr. Gotzlinger | | 
CIA | | 
Mr. Allen Dulles : 
Dr. Scoville . 
Col. Smith : | | | 
AEC | : Mr.McCone ~ | | : 
Dr. English — ! 
Gen. Starbird | | 

_ DOD | So | 
Mr. Knight | a : a | | 

_ Gen. Loper | | 
Gen. Fox | | | 

_ Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. | Secret. Drafted by Gotzlinger and approved in M on January 29. For Kistiakowsky’s 
account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, pp. 232-233.
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White House 

Dr. Kistiakowsky 

Mr. Gray 

Mr. Keeny 

Mr. Merchant referred to the draft instruction (Tab B)! authorizing 

the US delegation to propose an approach based upon a signal strength 

threshold for underground tests. He said that Secretary Herter considers 

it politically and tactically advisable to make this proposal now. It will 

demonstrate that the US is prepared to agree to a cessation of under- 

ground tests, to the extent that adequate safeguards can be applied. The 

Secretary foresees some difficulty with the British in regard to a morato- 

rium on cessation of all underground tests. Therefore we do not discuss 

this matter with the UK until the Secretary sends a reply to Selwyn 

Lloyd’s letter of January 14.2 Mr. Merchant then read the agenda (Tab A) 

for the meeting and invited discussion of the first question, namely, 

whether we should advance a threshold proposal in the Geneva negoti- 

ations at this time. 

Mr. McCone commented that he is agreeable to the idea of a thresh- 

old proposal. This approach is consistent with our thinking since the 

beginning of negotiations. The late Secretary Dulles foresaw its presenta- 

tion but was reluctant to put it forward until differences on the on-site 

inspection question actually developed in the conference. Mr. Quarles 

had likewise supported this approach. There are of course some difficul- 

ties. As a preface to any detailed discussion about the threshold, the US 

must make clear that it insists on controls for any environment where 

tests are to cease. The first paragraph might be improved by referring to 

Khrushchev’s January 14 speech before the Supreme Soviet in which he 

admits that certain types of underground tests might go undetected. 

Khrushchev thus admits that in some areas there can be no guarantee of 

compliance, that the treaty must operate partly on faith. 

Mr. Merchant said the second paragraph of the draft instruction 

under consideration (Tab B) makes clear that there will be cessation in 

only those environments where adequate controls are now available. 

' Tabs A and B are in the Supplement. 

2 In his January 14 letter, Lloyd agreed with the threshold concept at least to the extent 

that it permitted the negotiations to go beyond an atmospheric treaty, but had serious 

doubts that the Soviet Union would accept a treaty that did not ban all tests, at least tempo- 

rarily. The Soviets would charge, according to Lloyd, that the West wanted a costly inspec- _ 

tion system for intelligence purposes while still allowing a continuation of weapons devel- 

opment. The result would be a serious propaganda setback for the West. Therefore, Lloyd 

suggested that in spite of scientific difficulties, it was in the West’s interest to come to an 

arrangement with the Soviet Union in which all tests would cease, even if the moratorium 

on underground testing would be temporary. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office 

Files, Project Clean Up, State Mepco Cables) See the Supplement.
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, General Starbird stated he could find nothing about an atmospheric 
ban in the instruction. Should we include some instructions conditioned 
on the Soviet reply to our general approach? Mr. Farley explained that 
the intent of this paper isa modification froma comprehensive approach 
toa limited approach. This proposal is an intermediate step on the way to 
re-introduction of the atmospheric proposal and is thought to be more 
advantageous than an immediate proposal to ban atmospheric tests. It is 
doubtful, however; whether we can, in this same instruction, postulate 
any specific course of action on the basis of various Soviet responses. : 

_ Mr. Knight reiterated that Department of Defense technical people | 
| still have reservations onthe practicability of the threshold idea, whether 

it can be adequately controlled. DOD technical people would require 
three more years to prove it workable; however, DOD will abide by the 
decision of the group. Mr. McCone commented that the late Under Secre- 
tary Quarles had called the threshold idea a logical approach. Perhaps it 
was not so much a question of logic as one of reluctance to enter into a 
very complex negotiation. General Loper advanced a nonmilitary con- 
sideration, the Soviet reply to this proposal. He thought they would say 
the threshold plan will enable the US to go on testing and yet spy on the 
USSR at the same time. Mr. Merchant agreed, and said he was under no | 
illusion that the Soviets would accept this proposal. However, we must | 1 
balance this against the gain in the US posture; we would show our will- | 
ingness to accept a controlled ban on underground tests. Secretary : 
Herter believes this is good political tactics, a desirable intermediate ; 

Dr. Kistiakowsky was unable to understand the concern of the : 
Department of Defense technicians. Seismologists have long understood : 
the measurement of magnitudes. This is elementary; the margin of error | 

_ is only Q-1 magnitude units. To distinguish between an earthquake and : 
a nuclear explosion is much more difficult. It will require years of | | 
research to perfect the techniques. He feels, however, that under the pres- 
ent proposal this particular distinction need not be made. It is the discov- | 
ery of events and their measurements that is important. Then the | 
percentage would be applied. | CO | 

General Loper thought an error factor of 2 has been used in arriving 
at an estimated total number of events. He then referred to Supnu 8253 in | 
which the UK delegate also emphasizes the importance of agreed crite- 
ria. According to the UK statement, if there is no agreement on criteria 
from the first, there is no guarantee that a single inspection will take } 
place. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that magnitude will be the key criterion. : 
The uncertainty in our estimate as to the number of events which would : 

° Dated January 15. (Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611 / 1-1560) | |



828 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

occur was an argument against use of a numerical quota, but not an argu- 

ment against use of a percentage quota. 

_ Mr. McCone noted that, in the course of his speech before the 

Supreme Soviet Khrushchev criticized Western moves to exclude under- 

ground tests; he implied they are simply designed to justify the resump- 

tion of testing.4 Therefore, to accept the proposal now under discussion, 

he would have to reverse himself. Is he likely to do so? Perhaps a differ- 

ent approach would be advisable. Mr. Khrushchev has merely said he 

would not test in the Soviet Union provided the western powers do not 

resume testing. Perhaps we should go further and say we would not ever 

test in the atmosphere and attach no conditions. He asked whether the 

threshold proposal had been re-examined in light of the Khrushchev 

speech. Mr. Merchant felt that Khrushchev’s pronouncements should 

not cause us to forego a proposal which we believe beneficial. The Rus- 

: sians have reversed themselves before. Mr. Allen Dulles noted that 

Khrushchev has left himself a way out of an agreement to ban atmos- 

pheric tests in case the French start testing. Mr. Farley suggested that we 

must assess the proposal in the light of whether it would be useful even if 

- itwere turned down. Even if there were only a 1% or 5% chance of accept- 

ance such a proposal might improve our public position. 

| Mr. Merchant thought we should save any proposals as to unilateral 

renunciation of atmospheric tests until after this proposal is turned 

down. Mr. Farley believed that the public reaction to the proposal would 

be favorable in any event. If the Soviets turn it down, world opinion will 

be likely to consider itin terms ofa U.5. proposal and a Russian “no”. The 

onus for the refusal will be on the Russians. Mr. Merchant felt that a pos- 

ture of willingness to cease all tests that it is technically feasible to con- 

trol, and of earnest desire to lower the threshold as detection capabilities 

improve, places us in a particularly good position in the eyes of the pub- 

| lic; it will accept the US presentation. Mr. Farley recalled that even a per- 

son as critical of our efforts as Senator Humphrey has urged presentation 

of a threshold proposal calling for a threshold of 5 KT. 

| Mr. Merchant said that we need to reach a decision in principle to 

move ahead. If we cannot reach agreement here we should go to the Pres- 

ident for a decision. He believed too, in the light of Mr. McCone’s empha- 

sis on the need for stressing the principle of ceasing tests only in 

environments subject to control, we should make that provision in the 

instruction a separate paragraph and spell it out a little. Mr. Knight reit- 

erated that DOD will leave to the consensus of the meeting the decision 

whether a threshold proposal should be advanced. Mr. Dulles suggested 

working the Khrushchev speech into the draft instruction, especially the 

4 See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 4-16, for extracts.
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part about the necessity for “good faith” in place of adequate safeguards. 
The people of the United States know all about Soviet “good faith’. 
That’s why they will approve the threshold proposal, which makes pro- | 
vision for the necessary controls. Mr. McCone and Mr. Farley suggested 

_ effective use could be made of Khrushchev’s letter to the President on 
_ April 23 in which:he said we could guarantee strict observance of the 

_treaty. Mr. Gray said he had no ideas to present at the moment. It seemed 
_ to him that the Department of State and. Dr. Kistiakowsky favor the 

threshold proposal strongly, AEC is willing to go along, and DOD is a 
~ little reluctant but also willing to go along. Mr. Merchant summarized 

what he believed to be the unanimous view of the group. First of all, as | 
provided in the first sentence of the proposal, we should consult with the 

, U.K. Second, we should prepare a Separate paragraph strengthening . 
the idea expressed in Mr. McCone’s memo submitted to the January 12 

_ Ineeting of principals.5 We should also- weave the Khrushchev speech 
into the proposals. After that, we should clear the proposal with the prin- 
cipals. We should plan another meeting only if a dividing issue arises. 
Mr. Gray asked whether the threshold proposal might be inconsistent | 
with anything the President may have said or written to Khrushchev or 
Macmillan. Mr. Farley said he know ofnosuch inconsistency. The thresh- | 
old proposal is an intermediate step between the President’s proposals : 
of April 13 and May 5. Mr. Merchant recalled another agreed point: Gen- ! 
eral Loper’s point that an inspection request cannot be subject to a veto. | 

_ Dr. Kistiakowsky said he had some misgivings, because the thresh- | 
_ Old proposal is, of course, more complicated by far to negotiate than a : 

comprehensive ban or a ban on atmospheric tests. To reduce any unfa- | 
vorable political effect, itis advisable to emphasize the phased aspect of | ! 
this proposal. The recommendations of the panel had been very conserv- | 
ative. Seismologists agree that a lot of progress can be made on the prob- 
lem of identifying a disturbance, whether it is an earthquake or a nuclear 
detonation. So, this is just a phased approach toward amore comprehen- 
sive ban which will become technically feasible after more study. Now, | 
that a substantial amount of money has been released for research in this 
field some progress could be expected. Mr. Dulles recalled that Khru- | 
shchev himself always talks of disarmament bystages. | 

| Mr. McCone suggested an improvement in paragraph 3 on page 3. : Instead of the words “US feels obligated to proceed .. .” in the last sen- | 
tence, we should reverse the emphasis and state, “the U.S. will proceed to | 
develop an improved detection system.” The idea of a joint program i 

_ should then be mentioned. Mr. Dulles suggested that in the first para- : 
graph the words “adequate safeguards can be applied” might be ! 
changed to “effective controls can be applied.” Dr. Kistiakowsky ques- | 

” See footnote 5, Document 239. - :
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tioned whether the words “all events located by the system,” last sen- 

tence, paragraph 4, does not provide excessive coverage. We should add 

the idea that only events “above the threshold” would be inspected. 

Mr. Knight referring to the second agenda item, initiated a discus- 

sion on the magnitude of the threshold by proposing a level of 5. He 

quoted former Secretary of the Air Force Douglas as having been in favor 

of this figure. He stated it would be of advantage to set our initial pro- 

posal at a figure somewhat higher than the lowest magnitude we could 

ultimately accept. A magnitude of 5 makes the area in which inspection 

is required more nearly commensurate with the number of inspections 

that seem feasible. However, the Department of Defense will in this case 

| too abide by the consensus of opinion at this meeting. 

Mr. Farley stated that magnitude 4.75 is just about the maximum 

size underground test that has ever been conducted. The idea of consoli- 

dating existing knowledge and experience is perhaps better served by 

this threshold, equivalent to 19 kilotons, than by one established at the 43 

kiloton level. Mr. Merchant said that State Department holds no particu- 

lar brief for a 4.75 level. State Department will be guided by DOD and 

AEC on this matter. The arguments against the 5 level seem to be this: The 

larger the permissible test, the less effort, it appears, the US has made to 

cut down on underground testing. Also, it should be recalled, the Soviets 

argue that a signal magnitude of 4.75 corresponds to only a 1.97 kiloton 

device. They are hooked with this low estimate. The arguments fora5 

level, on the other hand, include the fact thatit’sa nice round figure and it 

is easier to negotiate with a round figure. Mr. Gray expressed opposition 

to a negotiation about a threshold magnitude number. We should stand 

on our proposed number. Mr. McCone said the AEC approves a magni- 

tude of 4.75. If the threshold is set at a lower figure, the temptation to 

decouple increases. Dr. Kistiakowsky called 4.75 an average reasonable 

figure. He believed a figure of 5 to be hard to justify politically; also it will 

not provide as many inspections as we want. If the threshold is less than 

4.75, more inspections will be required to create an effective deterrent. 

Mr. Merchant said that 4.75 appeared to be acceptable to the group. Gen- 

eral Loper recalled that 4.75 had been discussed with the British, and 

they seem to like this figure best. DOD believes this figure is acceptable 

provided that agreement can be reached on a reasonable number of 

inspections. The level of inspection must bear an appropriate relation- 

ship to the number of located events or unidentified events. We must 

insist on a quota which is a satisfactory percentage of events. The per- 

centages listed in paragraph 6 are too low; we have to try to negotiate for 

a higher percentage. 

Mr. Knight advanced 50% as a realistic proposal, in place of 10%. 

General Loper pointed to the magnitude tables (Attachment to Memo-
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randum of Conversation, January 8, 1960)6 which show the average | 
annual number of all located events in the USSR to be 105. That would 
give us only 10 inspections, on the basis of the proposed percentages. 
Perhaps there will only be half the average number of events in one year 
and, therefore, only five inspections. That would be too low to serve asa 
deterrent. Mr. McCone suggested that 30% of all events above 4.75 mag- 
nitude unidentified by US criteria or, alternatively, 20% of all events 
above 4.75 magnitude located by the system should be subject to inspec- | 
tion. That will provide an annual average of 21 inspections, by either 
method. Dr. Kistiakowsky stated that the percentages proposed in the | 
instruction supply an effective deterrent. It’s always possible that a 
single explosion might go unobserved, but nota series. However, if these 
percentages may become subject for negotiation, Mr. McCone’s sug- : 
gested percentages should be used. This is a matter of conference tactics. 
Mr. Merchant suggested substituting 30% and 20%, as suggested by Mr. 
McCone. Mr. Farley stressed the importance of a proposal which is not | 
prejudical in the UK view. Mr. McCone replied that Prime Minister Mac- 
millan had once suggested one inspection every two weeks as an effec- | 
tive deterrent. Thus 21 inspections a year might be suitable for him. Mr. | 
Merchant said it appeared 30% and 20% is the proposal acceptable to the | group.  , a | General Starbird said that the decision to advance paragraph 6inthe : 
form of a proposal makes it necessary to give Ambassador Wadsworth : some type of instruction as to what to answer when he is asked what we | 
intend to do about a moratorium and about highaltitude testing. He sug- | 
gested that paragraph 7 should be re-worded so that Ambassador Wads- | 
worth would be authorized to explain what our position will be to the | 
Soviets as well as to the UK. General Loper concurred but considered the | 
final two sentences’ of paragraph 7b too specific for decision now. We 

| might, for example, in connection with high altitude treaty language 
want to apply the threshold idea. It was agreed these two sentences : 
should be deleted. | an | : 

Mr. McCone concluded with a recommendation that we remind the : UK of a few matters. First, Mr. Macmillan had himself told Mr. McCone | 
that he wouldn’t agree to a suspension of tests without absolute safe- : guards. [2-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] | | 

© The memorandum of conversation and its attachment are in Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. See the Supplement. |
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241. Editorial Note | | 

President Eisenhower and Secretary of State Herter met at the White 

House, January 23, 1960, at 8:30 a.m., to confer on disarmament matters. 

Their discussion was recorded by Herter in three separate memoranda 

of conversation. The first deals with strategy for the upcoming Ten-Na- 

tion Committee on Disarmament meeting in Geneva, March 15, and 

reads as follows: | 

“Tn a conversation with the President this morning, I discussed with 

him at some length procedures with respect to instructions for our nego- 

tiating group headed by Mr. Eaton, who meet on Monday [January 25] 

with representatives of the other four nations involved in an effort to 

reach a common position before the March 15 conference with the Soviet 

Bloc countries in Geneva. I told him that] felt it would bea long and diffi- 

cult process to achieve agreement with the Defense Department on a 

detailed program and that, from the point of view of proceeding, it 

would be best if Mr. Eaton could isolate in the discussions with our Allies 

points on which he or a representative of Defense who would be sitting 

with him, felt there might be real objections on the part of Defense. I 

added that, of course, when unresolved specific points came up we, 

together with Defense, would bring them to him for resolution. 

“He agreed with this procedure. He likewise agreed that we should 

try to work out some proposal which we could make to the Russians 

, which would have a good public relations impact but that for the initial 

| stages we should confine ourselves to trying to reach agreement on such 

matters as might be quickly implemented, and that no commitments 

should be made in so-called “package” form of specific steps leading 

from the first initial stages to the final disarmament.” (Eisenhower 

Library, Herter Papers, Meetings with the President) See the Supple- 

ment. 
| 

The second relates to a draft objectives paper for the Ten-Nation 

meeting and reads as follows: ys | | 

“The President this morning approved the draft of a disarmament 

objectives paper. Although we discussed at some length the question of 

an international police force, it was finally agreed that it would be best 

not to try to spell out any details and to leave the language as it stood, 

subject, of course, to revision in consultation with the Five-Power disar- 

mament group. I likewise told him I would send to General Goodpaster 

our own communication to the Department of Defense containing some 

of our ideas, as wellas the British specific disarmament proposals which 

had been made at the meeting held by myself with the ambassadors of 

the other four nations on Monday, January 18.” (Eisenhower Library, 

Herter Papers, Meetings with the President) See the Supplement.
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A subsequent draft of the “objectives paper,” February 8, styled 
“Working Paper” and initialed by Eisenhower, is in the Eisenhower 
Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. See the Supplement. The : 
meeting with the Ambassadors is described in a memorandum of con- 
versation by Spiers, January 18. (Department of State, Secretary's Memo- : 
randa of Conversation: Lot 64D 199) | , | | 

__ The final memorandum prepared by Herter deals with the reply to | 
Lloyd's January 14 letter (see footnote 2, Document 240). It reads: 

“Ina conversation with the President this morning, he approved the | 
draft of the letter to Selwyn Lloyd on the Nuclear Test negotiations with 
the inclusion of the sentence which stated that hehad been consulted and 
approved of the policy outlined.” (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, 
Meetings with the President) See the Supplement. = is 

In the letter to Lloyd as sent on January 23, Herter described the 
threshold concept and the U.S. proposals not as a limited treaty, but as a 
phased approach to a comprehensive treaty, and he rejected Lloyd’s | 
“suggestion for a temporary moratorium on all underground testing. | 
(Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, 
Dulles /Herter—U.K. Officials) See the Supplement. | 

242. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| , Oo Washington, February 2, 1960. | 

OTHERS PRESENT 7 | - | ae 
7 Secretary Herter, General Goodpaster 5 oe — | : | / 

_ [Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects.] _ Se 
__ Governor Herter mentioned that there had been a bad leak to the : 
New York Times regarding our threshold concept. This seemed to result 
from a luncheon Mr. McCone had had with Reston of the Times. He said | 
the British want to have a moratorium for two or three years on explo- | 
‘sions below the agreed threshold—i.e., on explosions against which it is | 
not possible to inspect. We wish to exclude such explosions from any 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster on February 8. : | |
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agreement. Mr. Herter showed the President a draft reply to Selwyn 

Lloyd which he had prepared. The President thought this was all right 

but said we should make clear in the message that the leak was ours, 

since the British resent very strongly any unwarranted imputation of a 

leak by them of secret material. | 

Mr. Herter said that the AEC suggests we and the UK should meet to 

discuss the question of resumption of tests below the threshold. He was 

opposed to this suggestion because it would dramatize a difference 

between ourselves and the British. | 

The President summarized this by saying that the UK has suggested 

a suspension of tests everywhere. So far as he is concerned, the President 

said he will not authorize tests, but will not make any statement that we 

will halt tests in environments wherein inspection cannot be carried out. 

Mr. Herter said that Emelyanov had told a representative of the AEC 

in Vienna that he would like to talk to Mr. McCone about the threshold 

question. Emelyanov made the point that he reports to Khrushchev 

where Tsarapkin reports to Gromyko. The President said he would agree 

to this so long as Mr. McCone is thoroughly indoctrinated and there is no 

danger of his going off on his own. Mr. Herter said he would ask that the 

AEC representative give Emelyanov a memorandum concerning the 

threshold and then that we follow the matter up if Emelyanov accepts. 

The President approved this. 

| [Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects.] 

: On the subject of disarmament, Mr. Herter said there is disagree- 

ment concerning the proposal to cut off production of fissionable mate- 

| rial, in spite of the fact this has been an element in our proposals for many 

years. The President said he has always understood that this has been 

something that we could inspect. Therefore he tends to favor it. He 

added that there is scarcely any proposal in the field of disarmament | 

equitable to the two sides that he would not accept if it can be inspected. 

Mr. Herter said he will be talking further with Defense on this matter. 

| [Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects. | 

: G. 
Brigadier General, USA
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243. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| _ Washington, February 3, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | 
Chairman McCone, General Goodpaster - 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects.] | | 
Mr. McCone said he is concerned regarding the question of the | 

threshold concept as it affects any suspension of atomic testing. The Pres- 
ident said he has had word that the British take the stand that, if we are 
not successful in getting an agreement based on the threshold concept, | 
they will settle for less. Mr. McCone said he is inclined to be very critical | 
of the UK in this matter. They were opposed to a suspension of testing 
until they had completed the tests they were ready to conduct. Since that 
time, having received design information from us under the new law, 
they have been “living off of us” and have no need to continue testing | 
themselves. Mr. McCone added that we had learned indirectly of a state- | 
ment by a senior British official involved in this matter that if the United | 
States were to resume testing, Great Britain would take the matter to the : 
UN and join in condemning U.S. action. Initially the President did not ! 
recall having received this information previously. I reminded him that : 
we had received it through very indirect means. The President expressed | 
considerable displeasure at this British stand. He said that if we were 
able to get an agreement on the basis of the threshold concept we would | 
simply say that below the threshold we will do whatever we decide to | 

do. | - ! 
Mr. McCone stated that with regard to underground tests he has a | 

problem with his laboratories, the members of which are keen to resume ! 
testing. The President said he was aware of this but there are policy ques- 
tions involved. Mr. McCone said he has given instructions for the dig- 
ging of tunnels in Nevada as a means of being prepared for tests should 
they be reinstated. This does not of course prejudice the decision as to 
resuming them. | 

Mr. McCone commented on a matter he had discussed with Mr. : 
Herter (and Mr. Herter had mentioned to the President yesterday).! This : 
is an apparent divergence between Emelyanov (who works directly | | 
under Khrushchev) and the Soviet negotiators in Geneva who are under | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster on February 3. 7 | 
| See Document 242. McCone and Herter discussed their respective talks with the ! President ina telephone conversation, February 3 at 10:40 a.m. (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Telephone Calls & Miscellaneous Memos) See the Supplement.
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Gromyko. Mr. McCone said he is willing to meet with Emelyanov to see 

if any way out of the impasse over the threshold concept can be found, 

provided Secretary Herter wants him to do so. 

Mr. McCone next said that he is concerned over any thought of sus- 

pending the production of fissionable material in our atomic plants. 

Such a suspension is very hard to police. The President said he thought 

production, or curtailment of production, is not too difficult to police. 

Mr. McCone said it is not so difficult at any particular plant, but that it is 

difficult to be sure the inspection is comprehensive. He then went on to 

say that we know a great deal more about their atomic plants than they 

think we do. He suggested that we might offer to close down specific 

plants in our establishment of the same general power input as some of 

their plants, and ask them to close down specific plants in reciprocity. 

The President said he liked the idea suggesting for example that we 

could designate a plant of theirs in the Urals and say that if they will close 

that we will close an equivalent plant. Mr. McCone said the same could 

be done for their production facilities at Tomsk, and that we could shut 

down some of our facilities at Hanford. If this were done, we could then 

, think of extending the measures to the “open skies” proposal to make the - 

control more comprehensive. The President said the matter would sim- 

ply be one of padlocking a plant and putting a party of as few as two men 

at each.to see that it remained closed. | | 

[Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects. ] 

a | G. 

| _ Brigadier General, USA 

a 

244. Memorandum of Discussion at a Special Meeting of the | 

| National Security Council _ 

| | Washington, February 18, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. | 

Nuclear Elements of the United States Disarmament Policy _ 

After Mr. Gray opened the meeting, Secretary Herter explained that 

the United States must now prepare its position on disarmament policy 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret; Eyes Only. 

Drafted by Lay on February 19. For Kistiakowsky’s account of the meeting, see A Scientist at 

the White House, pp. 257-258. a |
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for negotiation with our allies, before UN Subcommittee negotiations.! 
The question today was in what category should we place the cut-off of 
the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. The State 
Department recommends that the President approve the initiation of 
moves to negotiate on this subject at once, while other aspects of disar- | 
mament might be negotiated later. 

Secretary Herter recalled that the President had recommended in 
_ 1953 his “open skies” proposal,? and in 1956 had offered to put open 

stocks of fissionable material under control of an international agency.3 
Secretary Herter said that Allen Dulles was prepared to give an estimate 
of the reliability of our intelligence on Soviet stockpiles. Secretary Herter 
said that he understood that our stockpile was ten to one over the | 
Soviets—five to one in uranium and two to onein plutonium. The United 
States therefore has a marked superiority in this respect. He therefore felt 
this was a good time to get started in this field. He said he was not opti- 
mistic, however, that theSoviets would agree. One other important fac- 
tor to be considered is the danger of proliferation of nuclear materials in 
the custody of other nations, especially those in the Far East. As the ) 
Soviets continue production, that will put them in a better position to | 
help the Communist Chinese, who have not been helped yet sofaraswe _ 
know. Insummary, Secretary Herter said that he felt the cut-off of nuclear ; 
production would not hurt U.S. security, but that he believed on balance 
it would be favorable to us. | | , : 

_ Secretary Gates said that the Defense Department agrees that a cut- | | 
_ off of nuclear production should be our ultimate objective. He also was | 

concerned that, if we proceed to negotiate this subject now, the Soviets | 
would separate this out of the disarmament negotiations at a time when | 
they have not yet made any offer of effective inspection in the USSR. Sec- | 
retary Gates pointed out that we are now ina difficult period of transition | 
from bombers to missiles. This will require more nuclear weapons, | 
although they will have less megatons. If the anti-missile system pro- | 
grams progress, a goodly amount of fissionable material must be used. | ! 

" The forthcoming Ten-Nation Disarmament Meeting under U.N. auspices was 
scheduled to starton March 15. 

2 Reference is apparently to Eisenhower's July 21, 1955, proposal at the Geneva Sum- | 
ae ieee the text of which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1 999, pp. | | 

° On December 8, 1953, President Eisenhower addressed the U.N. General Assembly | 
and made his “Atoms for Peace” proposal, which called for the existing nuclear powers to | 
make joint contributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials 
to an International Atomic Energy Agency. For text, see ibid., pp. 393-400. In a letter to | 
Soviet Chairman Bulganin, March 1, 1956, Eisenhower stated that the United States was _ | 
prepared to work out suitable and safeguarded arrangements so that further production of 
fissionable materials would no longer be used to increase weapons stockpiles. The Presi- 
dent suggested that this approach might be combined with the “Atoms for Peace” pro- 
posal. For text, see ibid., pp. 593-594. OO a |
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Secretary Gates said that any change in the nuclear production program 

would drastically affect our future weapons plans. He therefore felt that 
the Defense Department and JCS should have time to review this prob- 
able effect. For example, we might have to reprogram some of our 
nuclear weapons into conventional weapons. He believed that it would 
be better to keep this subject in Category 3 of the disarmament negoti- 
ations‘ and allow time for further study of future requirements. He is not 
sure now that Defense could live with a cut-off of production. He was 
also fearful that we might arrive at a moratorium in this field as we did in 
nuclear testing by the pressure of world opinion, even though nobody in 

the United States wished this result. In summary, Secretary Gates said 

that Defense would like to be prepared to show the effect on the stockpile 
of a cut-off in production, before a decision is made. 

The President said he thought that the Defense presentation of pos- 
sibility was very good, but that it did not mention what would happen to 
the Soviets if they stopped production. It also overlooked the possibility 
that an agreement might put us in the posture of mutual observations 
with the Soviets, which would be to our advantage. The President said 
that he did not know how close we have to search for an atomic plant. 
The President thought, however, that we should look very seriously at 
what we would be gaining if we could make a start on disarmament. He 

pointed out that since his atoms-for-peace talk in 1953, the United States _ 

had been standing by its proposals for progress on disarmament. 

In answer to Secretary Gates’ observations that it would be different 
if we got inspection, the President said that he did not agree to a disarma- 
ment program if it did not involve effective inspection. 

Mr. McCone said the studies indicate that the inspection problem 

will be very difficult. It will require a large number of men closely identi- 

fied with each plant. If we got into technical negotiations on this subject, 

it would be more difficult, complicated and confusing in the eyes of the 

world than has been the nuclear testing negotiations. Mr. McCone _ 

agreed that Defense needs mean we must continue production, but he 

thought we could cut out some U-235 capacity. He thought that the fact 

that we have greater productive capacity than the USSR is a reflection of 

* A February 4 Department of State paper, submitted to the Department of Defense 

for its comment, proposed a three-stage plan of action for the consideration of the Ten-Na- 

tion Meeting on Disarmament at Geneva. The text of the paper is attached as Appendix “B” 

toa memorandum from the JCS to the Secretary of Defense, February 12, which took strong 

objection to the State proposal. (Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Project 

Clean Up, NSC Special Meetings) See the Supplement. The plan was subsequently dis- 

cussed with and revised by the Delegations of Canada, France, Italy, and the United King- 

dom and submitted on March 16 at Geneva as a Western paper. Phase III measures were 

described in the Western plan as “additional measures which are regarded as necessary for 

achieving the ultimate goal.” For full text of the March 16 proposal, see Documents on Disar- 

~ mament, 1960, pp. 68-71. |
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the fact that we have different needs for smaller weapons for air defense 
and anti-missile systems. He is concerned that we not get into the posi- 
tion of separating negotiations for nuclear and conventional disarma- 

| ment. He said that is just what Khrushchev wants with his “ban the 
bomb” proposal.> This would put the United States in the worst posture . 
and expose Free World manpower to the superior numbers within the 
Soviet Bloc. Mr. McCone agreed that it would bean advantage to openup 
the Soviet Bloc, but indicated that they are not willing to agree to this. | 

The President said that you can’t put the cart before the horse. You 
must put out some bait to get them to agree. | 

Mr. McCone suggested that we make it a condition that the Soviets 
go forward on the “open skies” plan before we agree to a nuclear produc- | 
tion cut-off. He said he was afraid that we would get into a long pro- | 
tracted argument as. we have done at Geneva and be forced into a 
moratorium in production. He thought that we should force the issue of | 
“open skies” inspection. Then we could find out whether they have addi- 

_tional plants that we don’t know about. | 
Mr. Dulles thought that we havea good idea where Soviet plants are. 

There may be some plants we don’t know about, but we do know about | 
the major plants. However, in judging the efficiency of these plants there 
is a great margin of error. Even with the highest figure estimated for their , 
production, their stockpile is much lower than ours. | | 

Secretary Gates said that we have a weapons superiority of about : 
two to one. However, taking into account that they may initiate the 
attack, we may need as much as two and a half to one. We are now ina 
position where we are developing new systems but do not yet have | 
them. If nuclear production is separated out from other disarmament | 
measures, per se this will mean that we must change our weapons pro- ! 
gram. | | | | 

The President said that we would be in danger anyway even if these | 
new weapons systems come along. As we get into the point that we don’t | 
think that we may be attacked by aircraft, we will not need all of our anti- : 
aircraft weapons. 

Secretary Gates said that we would still need such systems as Nike— 
Zeus which will use great amounts of fissionable materials. 

General Twining said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are fearful of stop- | 
ping nuclear production. He pointed out that we will have to rework our | 
weapons [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. This requires added : 
amounts of tritium. ; 

On May 24, 1958, Soviet Chairman Khrushchev addressed the Warsaw Pact and , : 
called for a ban of atomic and hydrogen weapons. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, : 1945-1959, pp. 1043-1044. | | |
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Secretary Herter, Secretary Douglas and Mr. McConeall pointed out 

that tritium is not covered by the definition of fissionable material. Gen- 

eral Twining and Secretary Gates both expressed the fear that we could 

not separate tritium out from the other materials as we wanted. 

In answer to a question by the President, Mr. McCone said that we 

used a lot of tritium, but that it was not defined as fissionable material. 

_ However, it does come from reactors instead of producing plutonium. 

The President did not think that the Joint Chiefs of Staff or others 

should fear that we were going to surrender our advantage. We should _ 

not say that we do not have the guts to keep making tritium. He believes 

that if we are way ahead in plutonium and uranium and if we can get a 

| dependable inspection system, he did not see how we would not be bet- 

ter off than we are now. We cannot stay on a dime and be in exactly the 

same position as they are on Berlin. We should not be ina rigid position, 

but should find something that we can do in our own advantage. That 

was the point of the “open skies” proposal. We thought that they would 

probably not accept it because they have good maps of the United States 

and we have nothing comparable. | 

| In response to a suggestion by Mr. McCone, the President said that 

he thought that the idea of stopping production in one plant for a one- 

plant cut-off on the other.side was a good gimmick, but that we should 

not put it into the international disarmament negotiations. Secretary 

Herter concurred that such a proposal should be arranged bilaterally. 

~ Inanswer to Admiral Burke's fear that the rules would get changed 

on us, the President said that the rules would have to be that any agree- 

ment would have no effect and would not be signed unless an inspection 

system had been agreed upon, set up, and tested. In testing it we might 

try Mr. McCone’s suggestion of a one-plant-for-one-plant idea. © 

The President said we should not forget, when we talk about the 

Soviet’s conventional power of overrunning us, that we still have navies. 

We would then restore the ocean’s capacity to safeguard us. The Presi- 

dent commented that in Congress smart demagogues are distorting 

Defense testimony because the United States is horrified that nuclear | 

| bombs will destroy millions of people. War used to result in the destruc- 

tion of nations, but it now involves our very survival. The President 

thought that if we could eliminate nuclear bombs he would not fear that 

the United States could take care of the weapons that would be left. He 

thought that if we could get effective inspection we should be willing to 

pay a lot. That’s what we are struggling for. He thought that we should 

make no offers across the board until we can be sure that we can get into 

the Soviet Union. He felt that we should look at this problem as getting 

the better in a horse-trade. . | | |
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Secretary Gates said that he did not disagree with what the Presi- 
dent had said, but felt that before we get into such complicated negoti- 
ations, a complete review of our force structure should be required. 

The President noted that Khrushchev had said that he thought they 
would be shutting down some nuclear plants. They did not believe in | 
little weapons, but they will be building atomic submarines and missiles. : 
Khrushchev indicated they might shut up at least two nuclear plants, 
and that they are getting out of the nuclear power business. The Presi- 
dent thought that Khrushchev here and there was telling the truth, but 
the danger was that there might be one lie out of twelve truths. The Presi- 
dent had said to Khrushchev that, if we stopped nuclear weapons pro- 
duction, let’s put so much bang under UN control. Khrushchev had just 
smiled. The President reiterated that we must insist upon an inspection | 
system that the military would trust. 8 DT 

Inresponse to Secretary Gate’s comment about theenormoustransi- _ 
tion that is going on in our weapons systems, the President pointed out | 
that our program is based on our evaluation of what the Soviets willdo. If 
they would stop nuclear weapons production, the situation would be : 
different. The President said that even if we got agreement to inspection, 
he wouldn’t talk about putting it into effect before 1963. Sy , 

_ Secretary Herter said that the immediate problem is that Mr. Eaton : 
_ must meet with our allies tomorrow. So far this one subject of nuclear | 

production has been held out and not discussed even with our allies. The | 
question is whether the State Department proposal on this subject can be | 
put on the table in the first category of negotiations. __ ae | 

The President thought that our allies assumed that we had already | 
offered to negotiate on this subject. Secretary Gates pointed out that our | 
previous offer had made this objective along with other things. It had not | 
been separated out before. oe ee 

_ Secretary Herter said that the British had put forth a package pro- : 
posal which they want to lay out. Our allies are objecting to our state- 
ment of an objective because they want to proceed to. complete | 
disarmament. Oo | - | : 

The President said that he did not quite agree that this subject had to : 
be part of the package. We have previously said that there was nosensein | 
agreeing to destroy bombs because they could not be discovered. How- : 
ever, it might be possible to stop nuclear weapons production under : 

_ proper safeguards. The President therefore thought that this subject ! 
could be taken up separately, ree | 

Secretary Gates said there was one other point. He thought an agree- | 
ment on production would tend to leave big bombs in the central storage; | 
[1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]. The President said he sometimes 
wondered whether one-megaton weapons were better than 20-megaton.
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Secretary Gates agreed, but General White observed that we have to 

have both. 

General Twining repeated his fear that public opinion would force 

us into a moratorium. He thought it would be different if we could be 

sure to get inspection. | | 

The President said that as long as he is here there will be no morato- 

rium until we have an inspection system which we know will work. The 

only reason we agreed toa moratorium on testing was that we had found 

out the Soviets had stopped testing in the atmosphere. 

The President said that he thought Mr. Eaton should say that our 

purpose is to do anything that will give a good inspection system. Weare 

prepared to go into cessation of production, but we have got to know that 

we have an inspection system first. Secretary Herter agreed, and noted 

that all negotiations so far have broken down on the problem of inspec- 

tion. 

The President agreed with the Joint Chiefs that we should not accept 

| any proposal if there is a way to circumvent it before we get inspection. 

The President said that no one should think that he doesn’t share the 

Joint Chiefs’ apprehension. However, the President felt that we have got 

to make a proposal:that would be so fair that any man of good sense 

would accept it. | : 

When Secretary Herter read A-(1) of the State proposal,° the Presi- 

dent said that we must be clear what fissionable material means. He sug- 

gested that we say we are talking about the production of uranium and 

plutonium. | - | 

Mr. McCone pointed out that there are two different problems—one 

is refabricating weapons and the other is replacing the tritium in existing 

weapons. | | 

Mr. Irwin pointed out that trittum is fusionable material. If we cease 

production of fissionable material, we could maintain the stockpile with 

the existing fissionable materials plus new supplies of tritium. He was 

afraid, however, that it would be hard to distinguish these materials in 

world opinion. The fusion bomb is considered worse than the fission 

bomb. What the world would understand is that we were stopping pro- 

duction of fusionable materials. It was this type of concern that caused 

| the Defense staff not to accept the proposed cessation of production but 

to request that a study be made before the proposition is put forward. 

The President felt that Defense still did not see that we were making 

a horse-trade. We should see what an agreement will do to the other fel- 

low as wellas to ourselves. We should look to means for starting to thaw 

out the rigidity between the two sides or there would be a disaster in the 

° See Annex A below. | .
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| world. The President thought that State should study its proposalagain — 
to see whether it was possible to write language which would better meet 

| the anxieties expressed. He thought that we should see that any inspec- 
tion system must be mutually agreed and tested. He didn’t think this 
subject would involve the same problems of world opinion as the testing 
negotiations. Pauling and others had raised the specter of deformed chil- 
dren and other horrors resulting from the tests. The President thought 
world opinion would understand our insistence that we not stop pro- 
duction until we know we have a safeguarded plan. — | | 

__ Secretary Herter pointed out that the United Nationsa greements on 
disarmament had never omitted provisions fora safeguarded inspection 
system. He thought we were in a good position in world Opinion on that | 
aspect. a - 

The President said that the State proposal should be written so that 
there is no possibility of misinterpreting what we mean. | 

Secretary Gates noted that fissionable materials for weapons use 
might be construed to cover aircraft or missile propulsion. Secretary 
Herter agreed that the definition should not include such matters. : 

The President said that State should rewrite their proposal to make | 
clear what we mean as indicated at this meeting. Secretary Herter should 
then look it over and take it back to Secretary Gates for his agreement. | 

The National Security Council:7 : | | 
1. Discussed Paragraph A(1) of the attached draft proposal on the | 

subject (Annex A) presented by the Secretary of State; in the light of com- | 
ments thereon by the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic | 
Energy Commission, the Director of Central Intelligence, and the Chair- | 
man and other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

2. Noted the President’s directive that the Secretary of State pre- : 
pare a revised draft of Paragraph A(1) of Annex A inthe light of the dis- | 
cussion at this meeting, which would: a 

a. Makevery clear that the installation and effective operation of an | agreed inspection and control system would have to bea prerequisite to | cessation by the United States of production of fissionable materials for 
weapons purposes. . _ a | 

. Ensure that the meaning of the term “fissionable materials” | excludes tritium and other fusionable materials. | | c. Make clear that the term “weapons” as used in this proposal | excludes nuclear power reactors and propulsion. | 

__ The President emphasized the importance of a thorough and effec- 
tive inspection and control system. The President further directed that | 

| ” The following paragraphs and Note were not given an NSC action number since | this was a special and not a numbered NSC meeting. | |
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the Secretary of State coordinate this revised draft proposal with the Sec- 

retary of Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, prior 

to making this proposal in current negotiations with Western disarma- 

ment representatives. 

Note: The following redraft of Paragraph A(1) was prepared by the 

Departments of State and Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission 

pursuant to 2 above: 

“ Agreement on the cessation of production of fissionable materials 

for use in weapons immediately after the installation and effective 

operation of an agreed control system to verify this measure. (The obliga- 

tions under this provision will not affect the use after the cut-off date of 

fissionable materials produced prior to and on hand at that date (a) to 
complete the fabrication of weapons in course of manufacture and (b) to 

fabricate and maintain weapons on hand or completed under (a). ‘Fis- 
sionable materials for use in weapons | is defined as not including mate- 

rials for nuclear power or propulsion.) a 

“* ‘Fissionable materials for use in weapons’ does not include 

tritium or other fusionable materials (Noforn).” 

JSL 

Annex A® 

NUCLEAR ELEMENTS OF THE UNITED STATES 

DISARMAMENT POLICY | 

A. The United States would be prepared to reach agreement on the 

following measures subject only to negotiation of appropriate inspection 

and control and not dependent on specific political settlements or other 

. disarmament measures: 

(1) Cessation of production of fissionable materials for use in weap- 

ons immediately after the installation of an agreed control system to 

verify this measure. (The obligations under this provision will not affect 

the use, after the cut-off date, of fissionable materials on hand at that 

date—(a) to complete the fabrication of weapons in course of manufac- 

ture, and (b) to refabricate and maintain weapons then on hand or com- 

pleted under (a).) | 

(2) Conditional on (1), agreement to refrain from transferring 

nuclear weapons into the national control of other nations except in 

defense against armed attack. | | 

8 Secret. The source text, which is dated February 17, is labeled “Draft.”
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(3) Agreed quantities of fissionable material from past production 
would be transferred: in successive increments under international 
supervision to non-weapons uses including stockpiling. (Amounts. 
transferred under this provision after institution of the cut-off and sepa- | 
rately from significant progress in other disarmament areas would not 
be so great as drastically to reduce U.S. nuclear weapons capability.) 

(4) Agreement to place non-military atomic energy installations 
under IAEA safeguards. a 

_____B. Without commitments as to a subsequent course of action the 
United States would agree to: a | | 

(1) A technical conference on the possibility of accounting for past 
production of nuclear weapons. TS | | 

__ (2) Ajoint study to design an inspection system to police a cut-off of | | 
fissionable materials production for weapons purposes. _ oe 

245. Memorandum forthe Record | | CF , | 

| ee ‘Washington, February 28, 1960. 

Mr. Herter met briefly with the President on February 28th. [Here | | 
follows a brief discussion of Panama.] | | 

Mr. Herter next said that he had received a long letter on disarma- _ | 
ment from Selwyn Lloyd.! The President read through this letter. He | 
stated that he agrees with Lloyd on one point—that if we are to condition 
everything on elimination of nuclear weapons, we will never make any : 

_ progress, because they could be hidden so easily as to make policing 
impossible. The President said he thought we should not take the posi-. 
tion that we will not negotiate on “stage three” items until “stage two” 
items have been completely implemented.? We can say, however, that we 
will not sign an agreement on stage three items until the earlier stages are 
completely in effect. Mr. Herter said this is exactly the problem with : 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Staff Secretary Records. | Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster on March 8. : | | | : 
| Apparent reference to an undated message from Lloyd to Herter, transmitted by _ i British Ambassador Caccia. (Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 

204, UK Officials Correspondence with Secretary Herter) See the Supplement. | * See footnote 4, Document 244. ce OS ,
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Defense. They do not want to discuss or negotiate on stage three items— 
for example, limitation on missiles, reduction in weapons and forces, 

etc.—until stage two is in effect. He thought it should be possible to find 
some kind of language that would accommodate our own and the British 
positions, on the basis of what the President said. The President said 

what he had in mind is that implementation should follow a certain 
order. Study of disarmament measures should desirably follow the same 
order, but it would be possible to start some of these studies earlier if 
there is a specific need—even while holding strictly to the sequence of 
implementation. 

The President said he found it difficult to understand the thinking of 
Defense in this matter. I explained to him as did Secretary Herter that 
Defense is fearful that we will start talking about stage three items and 
then, because of the pressure of world opinion, be unwilling to adhere to | 
our requirement that the implementation of these be delayed until after 
stage two is in effect. | 

| A.J. Goodpaster® 
Brigadier General, USA 

| 3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. 

246. Notes forthe Files — 

Washington, March 10, 1960. 

This morning Secretary Dillon and I discussed with the President 
the release of the public announcement on Gnome project construction.! 

Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 5. No Distribution. 

Drafted by McCone. 
1 Project Gnome was a scheduled test of a 10-kiloton nuclear device, which was part 

of Project Plowshare. Goodpaster, in his memorandum of the conversation, March 10, 
states that Eisenhower felt “the only difficulty was that this [announcing Gnome] almost 
serves notice to the world that we are giving up obtaining an overall nuclear test ban agree- 
ment within the year.” Dillon reminded the President that the principle of peaceful use of 

atomic weapons had been agreed to by the Soviet Union. McCone stated that “the Soviets 

have no intention of agreeing with any of our proposals at Geneva” and “no desire to make 
real progress.” (Ibid., Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries) See the Supplement.
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| The release was authorized by the President subject to the changes which | 
Tam to discuss with General Starbird. Also, the President requested that 
some of our Allies, most particularly the British, be informed and State is . 
undertaking this immediately and expects to finally clear the announce- 
ment later today. _ : 

The President then reviewed his philosophy concerning the trend of 
armaments with their enormous destructive capability. He said that we 
must find a way to arrest the development of weapons of mass destruc- 
tion and to ultimately do away with them. This objective seemed para- 
mount in his mind and he related it to a real fear of an ultimate | 
catastrophe to civilization. At no time did he mention the United States | 

or Western security as against the Soviet or Communistic aggression. 

The President seemed entirely pre-occupied by the horror of nuclear : 
war and the fact that men in this country and in other countries had : 
created this situation with their own hands and had been unable to cope : 
with the problem of adjusting differences between themselves in such a 
way that building up and maintaining an enormous power of destruc- | 
tion was thought a necessity. - - nee 

As he discussed his philosophy he mentioned time and again the 
necessity of bringing this situation under control and urged that every- | 
thing possible be done to reach agreement in areas of test suspension, | 
material on weapon production, determination of weapons, etc. as a | 
means of freeing the people of the world from the dreadful fear that now | | 
hangs over them. © i a ae re | 

_ I then said the practice of people creating armaments for the | 
destruction of one another in war was an old business; in fact, the prac- | 
tice had been carried on throughout civilization. The only difference now 
was that we had discovered new and more terrible means and, therefore, : 
the ability to destroy was more complete now than it had been in the past. 
The President recognized this, but then said that in his opinion there is a 7 
distinct difference now between the present and the past insofar as in | 
past wars there had always been a victor—now there would be none as , 
all parties engaged in the war and a large segment of humanity not | 
engaged would be destroyed. | a | 

, a John A. McCone? 

_ ? Printed froma copy that bears this typed signature. | ae |
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247. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

~. Washington, March 23, 1960, 8:45 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT | | | | 

Secretary Herter an OO 

Secretary Dillon | | 

General Goodpaster | 

_ [Here follows Herter’s account of a discussion with Senator Albert 
Gore about the scheduled Eisenhower visit to the Soviet Union.] | 

With regard to the latest Khrushchev note,! Mr. Herter confirmed 
the correct translation of the provision that, at the conclusion of the mora- 
torium, discussions would continue without resumption of tests. He _ 

said the British are pressing very hard to accept the Soviet proposal.? He 
gave the President a long letter from Selwyn Lloyd,3 which the President 
read, expressing disagreement with certain of Lloyd’s premises (chiefly 
the one that any resumption of testing, even by the Soviets, will be 
blamed on the U.S.). Oo | 

Mr. Herter said he had had a legal analysis made as to whether an 
executive agreement signed by the President could bind his successor, 
and the finding is that it cannot. He also said there is strong feeling on Mr. 
McCone’s part against the Russian proposal, and less strong on the part 
of Defense. They stress that we should not make a permanent ban of test- 
ing without having adequate inspection. The President said he agreed. 
He did not understand that a permanent renunciation was involved. Mr. 
Dillon commented that the basic question is really the length of period of 
study on improved inspection methods, which is to be covered by a mor- 
atorium. Mr. Herter said that if we do not accept the moratorium idea, 
our only recourse is to go back to the limited treaty we proposed a year 
ago. | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by | 
Goodpaster on March 25. | a 

! Dated March 3. (Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, 
Khrushchev—Eisenhower) See the Supplement. — 

2 On March 19, Soviet Representative Tsarapkin informed the Geneva Conference on 
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests that the Soviet Union was prepared to con- 
clude a treaty on cessation of all nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, the oceans, outer 
space, and of all underground tests that produce seismic oscillations of a magnitude 4.75 
conventional units or above. As for unidentified underground events at or below 4.75 con- 
ventional units, Tsarapkin stated that the Soviet Union was prepared to institute a program 
of joint research and experiments with the West on the understanding that all parties to the 
treaty agreed not to carry out testing at or below 4.75 conventional units during the period 
of joint research and experimentation. For full text of the statement, see Documents on Disar- 

mament, 1960, pp. 72-75. | | 
3 Dated March 22. (Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, | 

Dulles /Herter-UK Officials) See the Supplement. |
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The President said he understood the Russian proposal to relate to | 
weapons testing. He asked if there is any way by which agreement to the 
conduct of explosions for peaceful purposes can be obtained. Mr. Herter 
recalled that this had been agreed upon in principle. Mr. Herter said both 
Dr. Kistiakowsky and Mr. McCone stressed the importance of conduct- 
ing underground explosions, including nuclear explosions, as part of a 
research program to improve inspection methods. _ 

_The President thought that he could agree to a moratorium fora par- 
ticular period. We would start with a proposal for a one-year morato- 
rium, but could, he thought, safely agree on a two-year moratorium. He 
does not plan to ban testing simply by pronouncement—at least not per- 
manently or indefinitely. If through the operation of the treaty inspection 
system we obtain greater confidence that effective observation in Russia | 
can be accomplished, we could then think about extending the morato- © ) 
rium arrangements. He added that he does not want to do anything that | 
would purport to bind his successor, since he feels ‘his successor should | 
be in a position to make his own concessions. | | 

Mr. Herter asked if he might pass the Khrushchev letter to the other 
principals engaged in this study, as well as to the British. The President : 
declined to give this authority, in light of the leak of his last exchange : 
with Khrushchev. He suggested that Mr. Herter tell Ambassador Caccia | 
that we regard this Soviet proposal as a new idea. It has one principal | 
defect—that they are insisting on stopping testing simply by pronounce- | 
ment, whereas we wish to couple pronouncement with inspection. The 
Soviets have, however, agreed that it is difficult to inspect below the | 

_ threshold, and this agreement gives hope for negotiation. We are not, | 
however, going to accept a long-term ban without inspection. 

Mr. Dillon commented that, with regard to the study period, we | 
could have an agreement to a treaty covering explosions above the | 
threshold and rely upona unilateral statement below. The Presidentsaid __ | 
such a statement would still have to be limited to a year or two, and not | 
bind his successor. He said he is inclined to think the Soviets are really , 
ready to stop testing if they make an agreement. There are two hypothe- 
ses on which the contrary might be true: they think their propaganda 
machine is good enough so that they could “lie away” any violation that : 
was discovered, or they plan to continue testing in some place not cov- 
ered by the agreement, such as China. Mr. Dillon noted that the French 
have said that they will not be bound by any agreement reached. | 

_ [Here follows discussion of unrelated subjects. ] | | | 

Oo | _ Brigadier General, USA
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248. Memorandum of Conversation 

| : Washington, March 23, 1960. 

| SUBJECT 

Geneva Nuclear Test Negotiations: Meeting of Principals | 

PARTICIPANTS 

- Department of State 
Secretary Herter 

Under Secretary Dillon 
M—Mr. Merchant 

EUR—Mr. Kohler 

EUR—Mr. Dubs 
S/S—Mr. Borg 
S/AE—Mr. Farley 
S/AE—Mr. Spiers 
S/AE—Mr. Baker 

Department of Defense 
Under Secretary Douglas 

_Lt. General Fox 
Mr. Irwin 
Lt. General Dabney 

White House 
Dr. Kistiakowsky 
Mr. Gordon Gray 

Mr. Keeny 

Atomic Energy Commission | 
Mr. McCone 
General Starbird | 

Dr. English 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Mr. Dulles | 
Dr. Scoville | 

Mr. Dillon distributed for discussion the attached draft policy state- 

ment on nuclear testing (Tab A) prepared in the Department of State, and 

suggested a paragraph by paragraph review of the paper. 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 

Secret. Drafted by Spiers and cleared by U, M, and S. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this 

meeting, see A Scientist at the White House, p. 281. On March 24, Herter, Allen Dulles, and 

Goodpaster met with Eisenhower, and Herter briefed the President on this meeting as fol- 

lows: “Defense is prepared to go along with a line of action such as the President had dis- 

cussed with Mr. Herter yesterday. Mr. McCone is violently opposed. He thought perhaps 

the President should see the principals, or possibly Mr. McCone alone. The President said 

he is willing to accept the proposal for a moratorium on tests below the threshold, but it 

must be limited to an agreed period and made subject to the decision of his successor. As 

regards Mr. McCone’s opposition, this is a policy question, and Mr. McCone will have to 

accept the President’s policy determination.” (Memorandum of conference with the Presi- 

dent by Goodpaster, March 24; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries)
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Secretary Herter suggested that reference to peaceful uses detona- 
tions be included among the unsettled issues in paragraph (1). Mr. Dillon 
confirmed Mr. Irwin’s understanding that the use of the term “quota” 
did not imply acceptance of the Soviet principle of a politically-deter- 
mined quota. Mr. Dillon stated that the ultimate decision might be called , 
a political one, but that we would base our decision on our view of the 
technical needs for proper control. Secretary Herter said that the quota to 
be applied below the threshold did not need to be included in the treaty, 
but could be determined by side agreement along with the moratorium. 

_ Turning to the second paragraph, Mr. McConesaid it should be clear 
that we would proceed independently with research if there were delays | 
in a joint program. Mr. Dillon indicated that this program would be part 
of the “package”. If there were delay in reaching agreement on the 
research program, there would be no agreement on the moratorium. 
After further discussion, it was agreed to refer to a “coordinated” rather 
than a “joint” program, and to make clear that nuclear detonations in 7 
such a program would be subject to similar safeguards as those envis- , 
aged for peaceful usés detonations. _ | Bn 

Turning to paragraph (3), Mr. McCone stated that this was in effect | 
complete acceptance of what the Soviets proposed on March 19.! As such 
it would be a sharp departure from the policy we have stated and | 
restated. Secretary Herter pointed out that the moratorium would not be 
part of the treaty, as the Soviets propose. Mr. McCone continued that it | 
would be illusory to expect that anything can be done to improve seismic : 
capabilities in less than 3-5 years. Even then the results may be question- | 
able. Preparations for “Cowboy”? took ten months. Thus a two year | 
moratorium was not realistic. We would be stepping into a long-term 
moratorium. This complete reversal of policy was very alarming. — : 

_ Mr. Douglas stated that if the Soviets accepted our threshhold pro- | 
posal, we would not do any testing at least for a year or two. In practical | 
terms we would not be giving up anything more in proposing a morato- | 
rium. The key question in any case was how much we are willing to pay of 
for a treaty which provides for controls for the first time. The coordinated | 
research program would teach us a lot in two years even though it would 

_ not be conclusive in that time. | Oo oo | 
Mr. Dulles suggested that the specific date of January 21, 1961, be | 

put in as the time specification for the moratorium. The President could | | 
_ argue that this was the maximum commitment he had authority to make, | ! 
and that the extension would be a matter for decision by the next Presi- | 

_ dent. Mr. Gray suggested that no specific time period be mentioned, but | 
that the length of the moratorium be made to depend upon the good faith | 

1 See footnote 2, Document 247. | | | 
_ * Not further identified. a



852 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

demonstrated in pursuing the research program. If a fixed period were 
specified, there would be little incentive for Soviet good faith perform- 
ance. 

Mr. Dillon observed that our practical problem was that we were not 
likely to test in any event. Mr. Douglas agreed, stating that in his view the 
price of agreement to a moratorium was not too great. We havean oppor- 
tunity to take a long step forward toward international controls. Mr. 
McCone agreed that we would probably not test, but that we are con- 
fronted with a matter of principle. The reasons we would not test now 
were primarily political. The next President may feel differently on this 
question. 

Secretary Herter said that the most the President can dois say that he 
would recommend extension of the moratorium to his successor. This 
may have some dangers, but there were pressing political objectives 
which can be served by agreements, and these should not be overlooked. _ 
The Nth country problem and a breakthrough on the arms control front 
were among these. However, he did not think the Russians would accept 
the proposal we were considering. Mr. Gray noted that putting a date, 
January 1961, in the third paragraph would bring the issue immediately 
into the political campaign. Other candidates would be under great pres- 
sure to endorse the moratorium. Mr. Irwin agreed. Mr. Dillon said that a 
candidate could refuse to commit himself until he was elected. 

Mr. Douglas suggested, as an alternative, that a two-year morato- 
rium be written into the treaty. A less-than-10-months moratorium 
would not be convincing to the Russians or to public opinion. 

Mr. Irwin said the moratorium idea concerned him. He wondered 
what the Russians could accomplish if they cheated and we didn't. In his 
mind there was no doubt that over a period of time the Russians would 
cheat if they could. Mr. McCone agreed. Professor Emelyanov had told 
him of the deep split in the Soviet Government on this issue. The anti-test 
ban faction could get the upper hand in the future. There are develop- 
ments of great military significance which could be accomplished by fur- 

| ther testing. New types of small tactical weapons were important, 
although not overly so. More important are the missile warhead 
improvements which can be made. He reviewed present yield/weight 
figures and indicated the improvements which could be anticipated 
with further testing, stating that warhead weight reduction could mean 
an increased range for a given rocket. 

_ Mr. Douglas said that some of these things would be nice to do, but 
| that Defense has not overemphasized their importance. We do not have 

to go further than far enough. We could use a slightly higher yield on 
Polaris, but even slight improvements in guidance accuracy would more 
than compensate for yield increases of this order. Mr. McCone said that 
he was only indicating the improvements which could be made, and not
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arguing the military necessity of further testing. Mr. Douglas said that 
_ we hada military as well as political interest in opening up the USSR. We | 
must look at both sides of the question. Inspection in the USSR would be | 
areal step forward. Mr. McCone said that this may or may not be the case. | 
Many of the control posts would be in isolated areas, although on-site | 
inspection could be of some significance. Dr. Scoville disagreed, stating | 
that even stationary posts could be of greatimportance. | 

_ Mr. Gray said he also believed that at some point we will have 
enough. He seriously suspected we had reached that point. Dr. Scoville 
said that the knowledge we could gain from inspection would be more : 
important militarily than the yield increases Mr. McCone had described. 
Soviet agreements that any seismic event would be eligible for inspec- 
tion opened up a major opportunity. _ an : 

_ Secretary Herter said he was worried about the prospect of no agree- : 
mentat all, particularly if there were public & political restrictions on our 
ability to test anyway. It is more to our advantage to accept the imperfect 

| than to have nothing and perhaps leave the field open for the whole | 
world to developand test nuclear weapons. We cannot toss these consid- | 
erations aside too lightly. Furthermore, we had made a great deal of : 
progress in ten months of negotiation. Mr. Irwin observed that we were 
assuming the Soviets would reject the threshhold treaty without a mora- 

_ torium.Perhapsthis was wrong. ee : 

Dr. Kistiakowsky reviewed the progress which could be expected in 
2 years of research. Much could be done on instrumentation and the | 
threshhold of the Geneva system could probably be pushed down to 5 : 

__ KT from the present 20 KT. However, there would still be a detection | 
threshold. Unmanned seismic stations could result in a substantial — | 
improvement. General Starbird pointed out that even a 1 KT threshhold | 
could allow testing of some military significance through use of ‘pres- | 
ently known extrapolation techniques. Mr. Douglas said this would be | 
tremendously expensive. Dr. Kistiakowsky said that great sophistication | 
would be required for any useful testing at this level. It was not a tech- | 
nique readily available to 3rd countries. Dr. Scoville said that current | 
intelligence indicators could provide good clues of where to look : 
although they could not in and of themselves prove violations. . | 

Secretary Herter recapitulated the views expressed and said that he 
felt the President should have an opportunity to hear the dissenting 
views expressed by Mr. McCone. For his part he would be willing to limit 
the formal moratorium to the President’s period of competence. Mr. 
Douglas reminded the group thata possible alternative would beto puta ) 
2 year period into the treaty itself. Mr. Gray raised again the desirability : 
of avoiding a fixed time period and of tying the moratorium to the : 
research program and installation of the control system provided in the 
treaty. Mr. Dillon said that it would be asking a lot for the Soviets to agree |
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to such an open-ended proposal which would leave any state free to 
resume tests on an essentially subjective basis. 

Secretary Herter said he would find out when a meeting with the 
President could be scheduled. 

Tab A‘ 

Draft Policy Statement 

The United States should be prepared to accept the following three- 
point program in the Geneva nuclear test negotiations: 

(1) Conclusion ofa threshold treaty along lines proposed by the U.S. 
on February 11,° withsatisfactory settlement of the outstanding technical 
and political issues required for an effective control system, including 
the level or quota of inspections (to be applied both above and below the 
threshold), remaining aspects of the staffing and voting problems, com- 
position of the Control Commission, and the phased extension of the 
controls necessary to assure a world-wide cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests. 

(2) Agreement on a joint research program, to be planned as soon as 
possible, for the purpose of progressively improving control methods 
for events below the threshold. Such a research program should explic- 
itly make provision for the conduct of nuclear explosions necessary for 
improving and testing detection capabilities. | | 

(3) Simultaneous unilateral declarations, or executive agreement, 

by the three powers at the time of signature of the treaty that they would 
refrain from conducting nuclear weapons tests explosions not prohib- 
ited by the treaty for an agreed period® while (a) the joint research pro- 
gram is being pursued, (b) the initial phase of the agreed control system 
is being installed, and (c) there are no indications that the other countries 

are not abiding by the declaration. 

° Not further identified. 
4 Secret. On March 24, the President received a copy of this draft proposal, dated 

March 23, with revised language in paragraphs 2 and 3. Eisenhower initialed the draft pro- 
posal and made a revision in the footnote. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles— 
Herter Series, Disarmament) For text of the draft, see the Supplement. . 

> For text of the U.S. proposal of February 11, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 
31-33. 

© The United States will first propose a one-year period, but will be prepared to accept 
a two-year period if this should prove necessary to reach agreement on the over-all pack- 
age. It would have to be made clear that either a declaration or an executive agreement 
would be subject to reconfirmation by the newly elected President. [Footnote in the source 
text.]
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249. Memorandum of Discussion at the 438th Meeting of the - | 
National Security Council a a oo 

| _ Washington, March 24, 1960. 

a [Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting and | 
Agenda Item 1. “U.S. Strategic Striking Force.”"] | 

2. . The Feasibility and National Security Implications of a Monitored Agree- 
_ ment To Stop or Limit Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production (NSC 

Action No. 1840-c;! Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, sub- 
_ ject: “Monitoring a Long-Range Rocket Test Agreement”, dated 

| March 28, 1958;2 NSC Action No. 2161—b;3 Memo for NSC from 
Executive Secretary, same subject, dated March 21, 19604). | 

_ ‘Mr. Gray briefed the Council on the background of this subject. (A 
| copy of Mr. Gray’s Briefing Note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting 

and another is attached to this Memorandum.) He then called on Dr. 
Kistiakowsky. | : oO SO | 

Dr. Kistiakowsky said that three years ago an ad hoc group had | 
reported its findings on this subject to the effect that a moratorium on the : 
flight testing of long-range missiles, while technically possible, would be : 
to our disadvantage because our development of ballistic missiles was at | 
that time not sufficiently far advanced to permit a cessation of our test- 
ing. Now another ad hoc group under the chairmanship of Dr. Ling® had : 
made another study of the subject, the results of which would be pre- t 
sented by Dr. Ling. Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that this study, as : 
indeed any study of this nature, was limited in scope and based on a ) 
number of assumptions. ce - ee ae | 

_ Dr. Ling reported that the purpose of the study made by the ad hoc 
group was to determine the feasibility and the national security implica- | 
tions of a monitored multilateral agreement to ban or limit the flight test- | 
ing or production of long-range ballistic missiles. The dates January 1961 | 

| Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Restricted | 
Data. Drafted by Boggs on March 24. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Sci- 
entist at the White House, pp. 281-282. | | oo a | 

! See footnote 15, Document 136. re | 
2 See footnote 2, Document 148. oe | | 
3 See footnote 4, Document 237. SO a | 
* With this memorandum, the Executive Secretary of the NSC transmitted the conclu- 2 

sions of a study entitled “The Feasibility and National Security Implications of a Monitored 
Agreement To Stop.or Limit Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production,” ‘March 14. 
(Department of State, S/S-RD Files: Lot 71 D 171) See the Supplement. | | 

>See the Supplement.  —— _ - ee | 
© Donald P. Ling of Bell Laboratories was a member of the President’s Science Advi- 

sory Committee. oe oe
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and January 1963, which would figure prominently in the presentation, 
were arbitrarily singled out. The ad hoc group had examined the ques- 
tion of limiting ballistic missile testing in relation to outer space activities 
on the assumption that such activities would continue, although possi- 
bly under international control. It was not easy to define long-range bal- 
listic missiles. Radar was the only “high confidence” method of 
detecting missile flights. Dr. Ling then displayed a chart of radar detec- 
tion indicating that the trajectory of a missile has to rise toa certain height 
before there is a certainty of detection by radar. The ad hoc group consid- 
ered that an apogee of 75 nautical miles was a reasonable figure which 
would enable all full-range ICBM firings to be detected and would also 
enable many shorter-range firings to be detected. The choice of a 75 nau- 
tical mile apogee automatically determined the number of radars 
required and also made it possible to detect the firing of any missile with 
a range of more than 300 miles under normal conditions. He pointed out, 
however, that a nation determined to evade a limitation on missile test- 
ing could flatten the trajectory of its missiles, causing them to skim along 
under the 75 mile apogee and hence under radar coverage. Such an eva- 
sion was a marginally feasible operation. In any case, however, Dr. Ling 
believed that even with a flattened trajectory a missile could not be fired 
beyond a range of 3000 miles without being detected. Dr. Ling then said 
the deliberations of the ad hoc group had rested on a body of factual data 
which he would summarize in three charts:7 

(1) U.S. Ballistic Missile Operational Deployment Schedules 
(2) USSR ICBM Operational Deployment Schedules 
(3) U.S. and USSR ICBM Deployments Compared 7 

Dr. Ling characterized the last-named chart as the “jumping off” 
place for the study. He said the study had particularly emphasized two 
factors: (1) the preservation of a secure U.S. retaliatory capability; and (2) 

| an adequately stable deterrent, by which he meant a deterrent force capa- 
ble of inflicting such unavoidable and serious damage to a country mak- 
ing the first strike that no country would think of attacking. He said that 
hardening and mobility as related to U.S. missile launching sites had 
played an important role in the study, as had Polaris. 

Dr. Ling then listed as follows certain key considerations which had 
exercised a constant effect on the study. 

(1) The first of these was a basic dissymmetry arising from the fact 
that our missile sites are well-known to the enemy, while the enemy’s 
missile sites are wholly unknown or only partly known to us. Conse- 
quently, the USSR would target our retaliatory capability, while our tar- 
gets would be industrial and urban complexes. 

” Not found.
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(2) In the second place, since the USSR must destroy hardened U.S. 
launching sites, guidance accuracy, i.e., CEP, is a more precious com- 
modity to the Soviet Union than it is to us. In fact, the Soviet CEP turned 
out to be the most sensitive parameter of the study. CEP is translatable | 
into numbers of missiles by way of the exchange ratio, i.e., the number of | 
Soviet missiles required to destroy one U.S. missile. The exchange rate 
for hardened sites is sensitive to CEP so that a two to one improvementin 
the Soviet CEP is equivalent to a four to one augmentation of Soviet mis- 
siles targeted for U.S. hardened sites. Dr. Ling added the study group | 
had considered variations of the Soviet CEP from the figures given in 
NIE 11-8-59.8 The group believed that an alternative set of Soviet CEP’s 
would be attainable with radio guidance. st—sts—sS 

- (3) Inthe third place, Dr. Ling brought up what he called “a clouded 
crystal ball.” He said that developments now completely unforeseen 
could invalidate the conclusions of the report. For example, the USSR | 
might—although this was unlikely—develop anti-submarine warfareor __ 
anti-ballistic missile capabilities within a few years adequate to nullify 
our Polaris. If such capabilities were developed, they would alter the 
established balance of forces. As another example, a test ban on ballistic 
missiles might lead to a resurgence of interest in aero-dynamic missiles, 
especially low altitude vehicles. It was thus apparent that a test ban on 
ballistic missiles would have serious side effects. ne 

Dr. Ling then displayed a chart? showing the Soviet missiles | 
required for a surprise attack on the U.S. with a 90 per cent probability of 
producing a specified over-pressure at each aim point in the U.S. He said 
this chart had been prepared by the ad hoc group and was not based ona 
formal intelligence position. The chart indicated that if the Soviet ICBM 

had the CEP referred to in the NIE, the USSR would require 700 ICBMs 
for a surprise attack on the U.S. by mid-1962. It also showed that a Soviet | 
CEP equal to the U.S. potential would cause the Soviets to need 700 | 
ICBMs by mid-1963. Finally, the chart indicated that the number of | 
ICBMs required by the USSR would rise steeply froma figure of 200 after : 
mid-1961 as U.S. launching sites were hardened. Dr. Ling then presented | 
an overlay on this chart which indicated that the Soviets would not have © 
sufficient missiles for a surprise attack on the U.S. after U.S. hardening 
began. He remarked that hardening could affect a qualitative as well asa 
quantitative change in the situation, but cautioned that the curve on the | 
chart needed to be cautiously interpreted. | a So 

__ Dr. Ling reported that many studies related to the main study pre- | 
pared by the ad hoc group had remained undone or had been carried 

* Document 88. oo | _ oe So , 
? Not found. a |
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only as far as necessary to validate some of the conclusions. The follow- 
ing were among the omissions of the report: | 

(1) the implications of the abrogation of any missile testing agree- 
ments; 

| (2) the relationship of arms control measures discussed in the report 
to others, including general disarmament; 

(3) the implications of inhibiting the attainment of nuclear delivery 
capabilities by nations other than the U.S., the U.K. and the USSR; 

(4) the detailed inspection requirements and cost of monitoring a 
production ban; and 

(5) specific controls on space programs, including an international 
space authority. 

_Dr. Ling then said he would read and comment ontheconclusionsof_ . 
| the report. He read Paragraphs 4 and 5 of the enclosure to the reference 

Memorandum of March 21. (A copy of the Conclusions of the study is 
attached.) Referring to the alternative flight detection systems men- 
tioned in Paragraph 5, Dr. Ling said he meant acoustic and radio back- 
scatter systems which together constituted a simple and reliable 
detection system, especially against attempts to launch ICBMs from 
shipboard on the high seas by a power which might be seeking to evade 
the test ban. 7 —— OO 

_ Dr. Ling read Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the report. In connection with 
Paragraph 7 he remarked that it was conceivable that a Soviet all-inertial 
guidance system tested on space vehicles could find its way into the mis- 
sile stockpile, even though a system tested only in space could not be as 
confidently used for missile purposes as one tested for such purposes. 
He read Paragraphs 8 and 9 of the report, remarking that more study of 
the internationalization of space was required. After reading Paragraph 
10 Dr. Ling said it seemed impossible to tell whether a test ban in 1963 
would increase or decrease the risks of the U.S. position, since many of 

these risks were associated with unforeseen contingencies. After reading 
Paragraph 11 Dr. Ling warned that if a deployment of radars for detect- 
ing missile tests was wanted in 1963, the time to begin the engineering 
study was now. an 

Dr. Ling then read Paragraphs 12 through 16. He remarked that a 
: more detailed study of requirements for inspection of a ban on missile 

testing was needed. In connection with Paragraph 16 he believed that a 
potential violator of a ban on missile testing would have to weigh the risk 
of detection against the possible advantage he would gain from viola- 
tion. In the event of a total ban on testing, the advantage of evasion might 
be great; but a ban on production only might make the advantages of 
evasion considerably less persuasive. Dr. Ling then read Paragraphs 17 
and 18 of the report, and concluded his presentation by declaring that the 
whole study was complex and difficult. The ad hoc group had tried to be



| oe _. Arms Controland Disarmament 859 

factual and cautious without carrying caution to such an extreme that 
nothing at all could be done. oe co 

Secretary Douglas believed the study was an interesting and useful 
one, but cautioned against considering missiles alone without reference 
to other categories of force. Conclusions as to the wisdom of a ban on 
missile testing depend not only on the facts brought out by this study, but 
also, and to the same extent, on the situation with respect to long-range | 
aircraft or short-range missiles at a particular time, because if the effect of 
long-range missiles were eliminated the short-range missiles and 
manned bombers would become very important in the military situa- 
tion. Secretary Douglas felt rational conclusions could not be reached on _ 
this subject for any particular time period in the absence of a careful esti- 
mate of our delivery capabilities other than our long-range missile capa- 
bilities. He added that the chart displayed by Dr. Ling comparing U.S. 
and USSR ICBMs was precisely the kind of chart that had caused a great 
deal of trouble on the Hill because it seems to show that our situation is 
desperate. Dr. Ling said that to some extent the study group had been at | | 
the mercy of the terms of reference. The group had taken manned bomb- | 
ers into account, but not short-range missiles. Polaris had been very | 
much on the minds of the group when it arrived at its conclusions. | 

_ The President asked what Secretary Douglas meant by his remark | 
about the U.S. being in a desperate condition. | | | 7 

_ Secretary Douglas said he meant that if we consider nothing but 2 
ICBMs and ignore all other elements of strength, then the USSR seems to | 

have an edge on us. He added that the CEP of missiles was a matter of 
great interest to him. He felt the U.S. would be ina serious situation even | 
if the Soviets had considerably less than a 90 per cent probability of pro- 

_- ducing a specified over-pressure at each aim point in the U.S. He 
_ believed it was important to realize the limitations of the charts Dr. Ling 

had displayed. | 
‘Secretary Herter felt the presentation had demonstrated the | 

immense complexity of the problem. He believed the most important 
conclusion emerging from the report was that it was not to our advan- : 
tage to agree to a ban on missile testing at this time. However, some con- 
siderations different from those developed in the study made two years | 
ago had appeared, so that in his view study of this subject should be ona | 
continuing basis. The time might come when a limitation on missile test- 
ing might be in the interest of the U.S. In any case studies of this kind | 
constituted important guidance in disarmament problems. = 

_ Admiral Burke agreed that further study was desirable. He felt we | 
did not yet know whether a ban on missile testing would ever be desir- 
able in the future. Secretary Herter said at some time in the future we | 
might conclude that we had more to gain than to lose froma limitation on 
missile testing. In reply to a question from Mr. Gray, Secretary Herter 
said the French were exerting a great deal of pressure now for a ban on | : 
missile testing. Such a ban appeared to be a fixed idea of the French | 

| [
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because of their political situation. Secretary Herter believed that the 
negative information in the report was of great value. 

The President pointed out that our ideas might be changed a great 
deal if our reconnaissance satellites were successful. Secretary Herter 
wondered whether a ban on missile testing would slow up the develop- 
ment of our reconnaissance satellite program. The President said that in 
the light of the study just presented, we would not think of agreeing toa 
ban on missile testing before 1963. 

Admiral Burke pointed out that the conclusions of the study were 
based on many sensitive assumptions, so that a slight change in the 
assumptions might make a considerable change in the conclusions. He 
felt the study should be broadened to encompass many of the related 
matters referred to in the presentation. Dr. Ling said if the study were 
broadened it would tend to become an overall study of general disarma- 
ment. Admiral Burke felt that one related study could be pursued at a 
time. Mr. Dulles remarked that the U.S. did not have at the present time 
adequate intelligence on Soviet philosophy and techniques regarding 
ICBM launching. Intelligence on this matter was, however, a high prior- 
ity target. The President said he believed a study of this subject was an 

| extraordinarily difficult task. He was worried about the proposal that the 
subject should be kept under constant study because he shuddered at the 
amount of talent that would have to be expended in such an operation. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky pointed out that the study just presented had been pre- 
pared on a part-time basis; that is, by persons who had other duties. He 

felt we must continue to study this subject or we would find ourselves 
helpless to decide these questions in the future. The President believed it 
was possible to make periodic studies of the subject; that is, at some time 
in the future we might make another study in an effort to determine to 
what extent the conclusions presented today should be modified in the 
light of later developments. Dr. Kistiakowsky said one of the chief diffi- _ 
culties of the study was its ad hoc nature, which made it possible to study 
only part of the overall subject at one time. The President said we did not 
need to make a decision at this time on the nature of the next study. 

The National Security Council:'° | 

Discussed the subject in the light of a presentation of a report by the 
Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, in the light 
of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (transmitted, on a Special Limited 

distribution, by the reference memorandum of March 21,1960). 

_ [Here follow Agenda Items 3-6, unrelated to disarmament. ] 

| : Marion W. Boggs 

. The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 2198, approved by the Presi- 
dent on March 31. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council)
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250. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower | 

| Washington, March 24, 1960, 10:57 a.m. | 

OTHERS PRESENT | : 7 
_ Secretary Herter | | : 

- Secretary Dillon | | ) 
Secretary Douglas : . } 
Secretary Irwin | cs | | 
Mr. McCone | : - : 

_ Mr. Gordon Gray . | : 
Dr. Kistiakowsky a | | 

General Goodpaster . | | | 

| The President began by saying that, with regard to his views on the 
latest Soviet proposal on nuclear test suspension,! he is not, of course, | 
going to do anything that would damage vital interests of the U.S. Nei- 
ther will he do anything that works to the relative disadvantage of the | 
U.S. vis-a-vis the Soviets. He commented that he does not accept the 

_ Soviet formulation sent to him by Khrushchev,2 which would call for | 
continuation of discussions regarding inspection below the threshold at : 
the end of any moratorium, but without resuming tests. Also he noted ) 
that he will not take any action which has the effect of mortgaging his 
successor—other than a treaty. On the other hand, the President felt he | 
could not stand out against some kind of reasonable solution on this | 
issue if it can be obtained. His idea is to say that he prefers a moratorium | : 
of one year, but would accept a two-year moratorium, if necessary. Any 
such moratorium would have to be qualified to give an incoming Presi- 
dent the right to make his own decision in the matter. | 

Mr. McCone said the principal point in his mind is that we cannot 
leave ourselves in a position where the Soviets could conduct tests while | 
we could not. Because we cannot inspect successfully against explosions | 
below the threshold, he thought we would be in this situation with a : 
moratorium. He thought a four- or five-year moratorium, as suggested | 
by the Soviets, is much too long. The President said he is in agreement | | 
that there should bea relatively short fixed period, and reiterated that his | 
successor should retain an open hand. Mr. McCone suggested that, ! 
rather than a moratorium, there be an undertaking to reduce the thresh- © | | 
old as rapidly as we can. It will take three to five years to accomplish this; | 
perhaps it could be accomplished in as little as two years. | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster. The meeting was held after the NSC meeting (see Document 249). | | 

' See footnote 2, Document 247. | | SO | : 
2 See footnote 1, Document 247. :
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The President said he does not see how the moratorium provision 
can hurt us. The Soviets might try to evade, but they would be running a 
great risk of being detected. He noted that, within such quota of inspec- 

tion as may be agreed upon, there will be no limit as to conducting 
inspections above or below the threshold signal of 4.75. He added that he 
did not think this action would hurt our security position. His assess- 
ment is that the Soviets may be coming toward our position (although he 
recognized that perhaps this is just a clever gambit). He added that he felt 
we have got to try to make some progress somewhere in the disarma- 

ment area. | 

At this point Mr. McCone said he felt that Khrushchev is simply 
going back.to the initial Soviet proposal. The President expressed dis- 
agreement, and after a further exchange, stated that the position outlined 
is the way he is going to proceed. Mr. McCone said he would have to state 
that he believes this is a mistake. The President commented that the only 
real hazard is that the Soviets test and we do not. But the fact is that we 
have been doing some experimenting, not involving weapons tests. We 
cannot be completely sure that the Soviets will not make some small 

tests, but the risks are very great to them. | | 

_ Secretary Douglas said one point of concern to Defense is that the 
U.S. has stated the principle that we will not agree to any measure of dis- 
armament which cannot be inspected. The President acknowledged this, 
but stated that by pronouncement we have already stopped tests for a 
year and a half. He commented that the Soviets would not be able to test 
weapons above 20 KT. Mr. Irwin said that even though the tests are below 
20 KT, the Soviets can extrapolate the results upward, and build larger 
weapons with less danger of technical fault. The President said he real- 
ized this. He added that we are preparing tunnels, and could conduct 
tests ourselves if the Soviets violate the moratorium. He did not think the 
U.S. can be hurt if the moratorium is held toa short period rather than an 
indefinite one, or one of four to five years duration. He added that if we 

cannot agree after the two years of work and negotiations that have been 
conducted at Geneva, then he thought we would be going back to some- 
thing hopeless and dangerous, and that there will be severe cracks and 
ruptures in the Western position. He could not agree that we should 
break up our whole effort over this remaining question. The idea is to see 

| if we can improve the inspection scheme in two years, through addi- 

tional stations, etc. 

Mr. Irwin returned to the point that the Soviets could test weapons 
larger than 20 KT through the use of the “big hole,” but that this would be 
expensive. The alternative scheme is to proceed with smaller shots and 
then scale those up. This would not be expensive.
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The President commented that he recognized the risks in what we 
are doing, but pointed out that we have great risks now simply because 
we are in a cold war. , 

_ The President then told the group that Prime Minister Macmillan | 
would be coming to Washington at the end of this week for talks with the | 

| President on Monday and Tuesday.’ The President intended to tell him | 
just how far we are going. The President said he would, of course, prefer 
the agreement without the provision relating to the moratorium, but that | 
it is clearly impossible to get an agreement on those terms. He stated he 
would not go beyond two years, and would try for a one-year term. In | 
any case, the moratorium remains subject to the views of his successor. 

_ The President commented that it will take a couple of years to install the 
inspection system. Mr. Irwin suggested keeping the pressure on the 
negotiation in the effort to reacha satisfactory inspection system quickly. 

_ The President said he does not like the idea of trying to send a treaty 
up to the Senate at this time. Mr. Herter stated that we would not be able | 
to get a treaty to the Senate in time for action this year. 

The President commented that we can, of course, continue with our : 

experiments. He would not, of course, break an agreement, and there 

would be no debris that would reach the air. | 

Mr. Irwin added that it would be helpful to go ahead with joint 
experiments now incident to the research and development for an : 
improved inspection system. We should not wait for the treaty. Mr. 
McCone said the Soviets insist that the research must be carried out with- : 
out nuclear explosions, and that we think it should include nuclear : 
explosions. The President noted that our proposal does call for nuclear 
explosions. : 

Mr. Dillon suggested that the moratorium should run from the date : 
on which the offer is made, and Mr. Irwin suggested that the research : 
with nuclear explosions should start then. Mr. Gray proposed that we } 
should make clear that we are not under a test moratorium at the present : 
time. As the group left, the President stated that the period of the morato- : 
rium should be not over two years, beginning sixty days after the offer is | 
made. | 

[Here follows discussion of preparations for Macmillan’s visit.] | 

| | | Brigadier General, USA | 

> March 27 and 28. For the Eisenhower-—Macmillan discussion, see Document 251.
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251. Memorandum of Discussion | 

| Camp David, Maryland, March 28, 1960, 2:45-4:15 p.m. 

SUBJECT 7 | 

Nuclear Test Negotiations 

PARTICIPANTS — | 

British Side U.S. Side — 
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan. The President 

Sir Norman Brooks Under Secretary Dillon | 

Ambassador Sir Harold Caccia Assistant Secretary Kohler | 
Mr.C.D.W.O’Neill | | General Goodpaster | | 
Mr. Philip F. de Zulueta | . 

The Prime Minister opened this phase of the discussion by com- 
menting on the US paper on nuclear testing. He expressed his appreci- 
ation for the paper, which he felt was in general conformity with British 
ideas.! He referred to the morning discussions and to the fact that the 
experts were today discussing and clarifying some of the technical ques- 
tions. As he saw it, the problem for the President and himself would be to 

consider the political aspects—the question of the tactics and presenta- 
tion. | | 

The President said that the thing which he always kept in mind was 
that there should be no agreement with the Soviets so loosely drawn as to 
put us at their mercy. For example, Khrushchev had earlier proposed 
simply to keep on talking without testing, which would enable him to 
engage indefinitely in dilatory tactics. The President did not believe in 
our being hoodwinked. If a sensible agreement could be reached, he 
would go as far as anyone. It seemed to him that the gist of our position 

. should be that any agreement must have language in it which would 
enable us to get out of it if satisfactory progress were not being made. 
Another point was that the State Department lawyers told him that he 
could legally make a commitment only to January 20, 1961. However, he 
thought that this would probably present no real problem since any suc- 
cessor would almost certainly go along. Of course, if it happened to be | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Series, Macmillan, Vol. II. 

Secret. Drafted by Kohler. a. 

! Macmillan was apparently referring to a summary paper entitled “The Need for 
Nuclear Detonations in a Seismic Research Program,” March 28, and an undated talking 
paper ona “Coordinated Effort in the Seismic Improvement Program.” (Both ibid.) See the 
Supplement. | | 

2 At the morning meeting, Macmillan and his party met with Herter, Douglas, 
McCone, and others to discuss the issues raised in the U.S. papers cited in footnote 1 above. 
(Memorandum of conversation by Farley, March 28; Department of State, Secretary’s 
Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199) See the Supplement.
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Humphrey, he would probably give the whole works away.? However, 
the important point was that we must determine what would be a rea- | 
sonable period for a moratorium. In this connection, he said he had some 
opposition within the US Government to any moratorium at all, but he | 
had simply told them that this was the policy ss 

The Prime Minister said he thought it was important that our pre- 
sentation and our public posture should be positive. The most important 
substantive question remaining to be settled was that of a quota. He felt | 
we should call upon the Soviets to expedite the negotiations and to con- | 
clude a treaty within a couple of months. He thought this should be said 

- ina joint declaration.5 che ee ee | 

_ The President said he accepted this proposal subject to two condi- : 
tions: First, that the remaining technical questions should be settled and 
second, that a reasonable time period should be agreed upon. 

_ The Prime Minister indicated his agreement, and then reverted to 
the question of a joint declaration. He said he had worked ona couple of 
drafts, and went on to indicate the principal points which would be con- 
tained inthe declaration,asfollows: = = | : 

_ (1) Affirmation of desire to achieve ultimate objective of controlled 
prohibition of all tests. . re : a 

(2) Reference to technological difficulties emerging since confer- 
ence began 17 months ago and need for coordinated research program. 

(3) Need to expedite negotiations on remaining points in proposed ) 
treaty. OO 7 oe | 

| (4) Intention to suspend tests below threshold for agreed period. ! 
| (5) Reference to constitutional processes involved in treaty ratifica- | 

tion. ee Oo | | 

_ Later the British delegation provided the text of a declaration, copy | 
of which was forwarded to the Department in Mr. Kohler’s memoran- : 
dum tothe Secretary of March 28’ ees | 

° The characterization of Democratic candidate Hubert Humphrey was crossed out 
by Goodpaster when he reviewed the memorandum. — a | , : 

4 Goodpaster added the following handwritten addendum at this point: “He would | 
not go to a term of 4 or 5 years, however.” | ee 

> At this point Goodpaster added the following addition to Macmillan’s remarks: | 
“With regard to the moratorium, he thought that, if at the end of the period the technical | 
problem of inspecting for small underground shots had been solved, we should make a | 
treaty; if good progress is being made, we might extend the moratorium; but if it is proved 
no inspection is possible, we should be released from the moratorium obligation, and face 
the problem afresh.” : | | : a 

© At this point Goodpaster added the following addendum: “He will not go beyond a | | 
finite period of 2 years maximum.” 7 | a a 

_” There isa draft of a March 29 joint statement, with minor revisions in Herter’s hand, 
in the Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Miscellaneous 1960. For text of the joint state- : 
ment as released on March 29, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 77-78.
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The President, after indicating his general agreement with the pro- 
posed line of the declaration, said he wanted to mention another point. 
Specifically, he wanted to say that the coordinated research program 
must include actual nuclear testing if it is to be real and productive. He 
also wanted to say that the agreement period for the moratorium should 
be not “a period of years” but “a period of time”. | 

The Prime Minister then started briefly to speculate about what 
Khrushchev’s motives might be with respect to the nuclear test negoti- 
ations, remarking that if he were trying to divide the British and the 
Americans this was something he couldn’t do.® , 

_. Mr. Dillon then drew attention to the very important questions con- 
nected with the treaty with which the Conference had not yet come to 
grips, such as Control Commission membership, and which remained to 
be negotiated. 

The President, commenting on the Prime Minister’s speculation, 
said he was perhaps alone in this feeling but he thought the Soviets 
would agree to almost anything if in return they got assurances on the 
East German borders. He felt the Soviets were really scared of a reunited, 
armed Germany. In fact, they might have some reason for this. When he 
had made his recent visit to Germany, he was faced on all sides with plac- 
ards demanding the return of the lost German provinces in the East. 

The Prime Minister mentioned that President de Gaulle had already 
made a statement recognizing the permanence of the post-war German 
frontiers and suggested that this might be something which could be 
thought about in connection with the Summit conference. 

The Prime Minister said it was his own view that the Russians were 
not planning to hold any further tests, but did not debate the matter. 
Reverting to the question of a joint declaration, he repeated that he 
agreed to this, and proposed that the staff get a draft together. | 

| The Prime Minister said that the British would submit their draft as 
a starter, and assumed that we would also want to have our staff work 

out agreed instructions to our delegations in Geneva. | 

Concluding the immediate discussion on nuclear test questions, the 

President said he was relieved to find the British and our own views 
close together. From what he had read and been told, he feared that the 

Prime Minister was coming over here to try to sell him the full Russian 
line.? 

8 Goodpaster added an addendum to the paragraph: “The President commented that 
he might be striving to divide both of us from the French.” 

9 There was another meeting between Eisenhower and Macmillan and their advisers 
and experts on March 29 to discuss in more detail the technical issues raised at this meeting. . 
(Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Series, Macmillan, Vol. IT) See the Sup- 
plement.
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252. Memorandum of Conversation © - 

US/MC/25 | Washington, April 13, 1960, 3.p.m. 

a FOREIGN MINISTERS MEETING | 
| Washington D.C., April 12-14, 1960! | | 

SUBJECT | | | 

Foreign Ministers’ Meeting on Disarmament 

PARTICIPANTS | | ee | 
_ Additional Attendees Listed at Tab A? 

U.S. | a 
| Secretary Herter | - 

Mr. Merchant 
Mr. Farley 

Canada | 
Secretary Green : 
Mr. Robertson 
Ambassador Heeney - | 

France | | oe | 
Foreign Minister Couve de Murville | | 

Ambassador Alphand | : 
Mr. Lucet ! 

Italy 

Foreign Minister Segni _ | 
Ambassador Brosio . | 
Ambassador Straneo | 

Foreign Secretary Lloyd ! 
Ambassador Caccia | a | 
Mr. Hainworth | | , | | 

Secretary Herter extended a welcome to the group and expressed 
the hope that today’s discussion would be worthwhile. He said that the 
agenda for the meeting was a nebulous one. We hoped to discuss the 
progress made to date at Geneva, to concert our assessment of the exist- 
ing situation and discuss the moves we might make between now and ) 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. : 
Confidential. Drafted by Spiers and approved in M on April 16 and in S on April 21. The | 
meeting was held in the Conference Suite at the U.S. Information Agency. 

! The Foreign Ministers of the United States, Canada, France, Italy, and the United ! 
Kingdom met in Washington April 12-14 to discuss the Ten-Nation Committee on Disar- | 
mament meeting in Geneva and the summit conference scheduled to begin in Paris on | 
May 16. | | ee | 

2 Not printed. : | :
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the Summit. He assumed that all delegations had available the Five 
Power report prepared by our Geneva delegations? and that this would 
serve as the basis for the discussion. The first point to note was the sharp 
difference of opinion between the East and West on the manner of pro- 
ceeding in negotiations. The Soviets were sticking so far on the need to 
agree on general principles at the outset. The Allies on the other hand 
consistently stressed the need to agree on first measures which could 
constitute a real beginning toward the ultimate goal. The Western pow- 
ers have resisted seeking agreement on general principles which could 
be differently interpreted by the two sides since this would not represent 
any meaningful advance. We continue to hold that our plan represented 
the most practical approach, although we were willing to discuss any 

| proposals presented. The Soviets have recently made a switch in tactics 
in suggesting adoption of the UN resolution as a basis for discussion:4 
this is curious in view of the last paragraph of this resolution which 
speaks of agreement on specific measures toward the goal of complete 
and general disarmament. He felt that our own approach was precisely 
in accord with this paragraph. He suggested that we now discuss the 
position we had reached and any difference of opinion we might have on 
the assessment. | 

M. Couve de Murville agreed that our problem was to discuss 
whether we should seek among ourselves to redefine our general goals 
or to stick with the position we had taken until now. He had begun to 
wonder how we should orient the discussion in Geneva in the future. He 
himself agreed that all we could really hope to do is to define certain con- 
crete practical steps which we can take now. We had not yet succeeded in 
making clear our own program of action and he hoped that the session 
today would result in some clarification of our ideas. — 

Mr. Green said that he was much concerned about the policy that 
was being followed in Geneva and that he had reservations about the 
U.S. suggestion that we should maintain our present course of action. He 
observed that world opinion feels that the negotiations are deadlocked 
and that the situation was very serious. He thought that there was not 
much to be gained by spending another two weeks with the present situ- 
ation in which each side has rejected the other’s proposal. Canada felt 
that an attempt should be made to develop specific agreements on meas- 
ures on which there is now a degree of unanimity. Such measures 
appeared in the first stages of both plans. He suggested that consider- 

° Apparent reference to the paper submitted to the Ten-Nation Committee on Disar- 
mament at Geneva by the five Western nations on March 16, printed in Documents on Disar- 

mament, 1960, pp. 68-71. 

4 The Soviet bloc proposal, April 8, is printed ibid., pp. 79-80. The U.N. General 
Assembly resolution, No. 1378, November 20, 1959, is printed in Documents on Disarma- 

ment, 1945-1959, p. 1545.



| _ Arms Control and Disarmament 869 

ation be given to the specific areas which could be dealt with in this man- 
ner. Secretary Herter said that he thought we were in complete 
agreement on this approach which stressed the need to discuss concrete 
steps and to get away from propagandistic discussion of generalities. We 
would all like to move in the direction suggested by Canada, but the 
Soviet position made this difficult. It was quite possible that this situa- _ 
tion would change. Khrushchev may have in mind presenting a proposal 
to break the deadlock at the Summit. Mr. Green said that he favored | 
extending an invitation to the Secretary General of the U.N. to attend the 
sessions. If this were done world opinion would be focused ina different 
way. The Secretary General might well have some useful suggestions to | 
present. His attendance would be particularly appropriate since we have 
proposed an international disarmament organization. An impression 
has been created that this organization would rival the U.N. and this has | 
caused dissatisfication among members of the U.N. who are not repre- 
sented at Geneva. He felt it would be wise to arrange for the Secretary | 
General's appearance before the recess. This move would be a step for- 
ward and might help break the deadlock. ee | | 

_ Sig. Segni suggested that the Canadian proposal was premature and 
would cause complications in the negotiations. He thought it more use- _ 
ful to formulate general principles for consideration at the Summit, 

which would then be in a position to achieve some positive result. 

Mr. Lloyd said that four points had arisen in the discussion so far: (1) | 
_ The wisdom of trying to put forward a Western counter-statement of | 

principles, (2) Whether we should continue to concentrate attention on | 
specific agreements which could be reached, (3) The suggestion that 

- Hammarskjold be invited to Geneva, and (4) What could the Summit | 

accomplish on disarmament. He said that the British Delegation had pre- 
pared a paper relevant to the first two points. He felt strongly that we 
must not remain at a relative disadvantage vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. We | 
needed to introduce a reply to the Soviet paper on general principles. His | 
own inclination was to put forward a statement which would deal both ! 
with general objectives and the specific matters on which we proposed 
immediate discussion. Secretary Herter said that the U.S. had been | 
thinking along similar lines and had sent this morning to Geneva a pro- | 
posed counter-statement of our own for comment by our delegation. Mr. | 
Lloyd read the U.K. suggestion (Tab B). Secretary Herter said that this | 
statement runs extraordinarily close to the one we ourselves had pre- ! 
pared. Regarding the suggestion of inviting the Secretary General, he : 
agreed with the Italian view. He felt that it would only lead to confusion | 
if the Secretary General addressed the meetings before the recess. He had 
been in touch with the Secretary General and was aware of his preoc- 
cupations. The U.S. side had been doing some work on this question and 
hoped to havea working paper that could be distributed to the other par-
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ticipants before the Istanbul meeting.> He felt it was undesirable, how- 
ever, to raise this matter in the negotiations at this time since it would 

make it more difficult for us to focus on the key issues we wished to high- 
_ light. He doubted that the Secretary General would be willing to discuss 
anything other than the general question of relationship between the 
IDO and the U.N. and it would not be productive to raise this matter in 
the negotiations now. Mr. Green observed that it would be a good idea to 
get the discussion off on another course. The presence of the Secretary 
General could not harm the negotiations and might indeed do a great 

| deal of good. It was only a few months before the General Assembly 
where the Western powers will have to explain the lack of results so far. 
What he suggested was a Western initiative to which the Soviets could 
not very well object. As it is, they have maneuvered themselves into a 
position where they can take credit for championing the U.N. Accord- 
ingly, he did not think that discussion of this question in the conference 
should be delayed. | | 

-  M.Couve de Murville said that he felt the U.K. draft was a good one 
in principle. It placed emphasis on the practical steps on which agree- 
ment could now be reached. Although he did not feel that the Soviets 

were making a great impression on public opinion with their plan, he felt 
that we ourselves should pay more attention to this aspect. He approved 
of the first paragraph in the British paper as a simple, straightforward 
and readily understandable statement of the Western objectives. He did 
not wish to get into a detailed discussion of the remainder of the paper 
and suggested that it should be turned over to the delegations in Geneva 
for study and advice. He felt that it was desirable to aim for a Western ) 
proposal which could be put forward at the Summit on certain specific 
measures which could be carried out immediately. He suggested that we 
obtain the views of the Geneva delegations on this matter as well. He did 
not feel capable of engaging in a detailed discussion of this matter and 
wished only to stress French emphasis on nuclear disarmament. We 
could not very well omit proposals on control of nuclear weapons from 
the first steps. He noted that this took a secondary place in the British 
paper. | 7 

Sig. Segni said that he accepted the proposal of Mr. Lloyd that a 
Western draft be developed. However, its text should be carefully 
worked out and studied. He also agreed that we should attempt at the 
Summit to reach some kind of detailed agreement and not just agreement 

. on principles. 

Secretary Herter agreed that the U.K. draft should be sent to Geneva 
for study by the delegations at once. He felt we should make every effort 

> The Ministerial Session of the North Atlantic Council held at Istanbul May 2-4, 

1960.
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to get an agreed Western counter-statement before the recess.® At the 
same time, we should press the Soviets on their indications of flexibility 
so that we could doas Italy suggested at the Summit. He thought that the | 
British draft should be studied together with the U.S. draft which he said 
he would circulate at the present session. Mr. Green agreed that it would _ 
be useful to seek the views of the five delegations on matters which the | 
Heads of Government could press at the Summit. Secretary Herter | 
recalled Khrushchev’s statement at the UN about partial measures. He | 
was convinced that the Russians know as well as we do that our | 

_ approach is the more practical one. He felt that it was still possible that | 
they would change their tactics before the recess. Mr. Lloyd said that he | 
felt there was agreement that we should attempt to develop a Western 
counter-statement for tabling before the recess and that we should pro- 
ceed to get the advice of our experts in Geneva on the contents ofsucha _ 
statement as well as on the specifics we might propose at the Summit. 

| M. Couve de Murville said that he had received a proposed text from. 
Moch ofa similar statement which they would make available to the oth- 
ers as soon as possible. | | | 

| Secretary Herter said that we would want to consider at the Istanbul 
meeting exactly what we should do at the Summit, in the light of what- 
ever progress we are able to make in Geneva between now and then. Sig. 
Segni said that he would like to have another meeting of the five Foreign | 
Ministers just before the Summit to consider the specific proposals which | 
might be put forward there. If this were discussed at Istanbul, the danger : 
of press leaks would be great. Therefore, he favored postponing final | 
decisions until the last possible moment. Secretary Herter thought that | 
this suggestion had merit but that the matter should be decided at Istan- | 
bul rather than now. He agreed that there was a great danger of any deci- | 
sions worked out so far in advance becoming public property. 

Reverting to his earlier suggestion, Mr. Green said thathe had not , 
proposed that the Geneva negotiations get into details on the question of 
the U.N.’s role on disarmament. He proposed only that the Secretary 
General be invited to give his general views on the question so that the 
UN will feel that its interests are being kept in mind. Secretary Herter 
said he continued to doubt that this would serve a useful purpose. He ! 

: said he wished to digress fora moment ona rather discouraging aspect | 
of the arms control problem which had occurred to him in connection _ | 
with the French emphasis on control of delivery systems. He said that he | 
had consulted an experienced American Army engineering officer on - | 
the possibility of concealing as many asa hundred missiles in violation of : 
an arms agreement. The officer had advised him that he could guarantee 

° The Western proposal was submitted to the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee 
on April 26; see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 81-82.
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| concealing and that the only risk he would run of detection would be if 
there were an informer. He felt that problems like this emphasized the 
need for an international body with sufficient strength of its own to make 
cheating on the part of a would-be violator unprofitable. Thus he felt that 
our stress on the need for peacekeeping institutions in the context of total 
disarmament was sound and must be maintained. Recapitulating the 
discussion so far, he said that it appeared to be agreed that we would 
instruct our delegations to develop a paper for tabling before the Summit 
so that the Russians would not have the last word. In response to Mr. 
Green’s suggestion that we concentrate on working out limited areas of 
possible agreement, Secretary Herter said that he felt that this had been 
our approach all along and that it continued to be a sound one. 

Referring again to the question of the Secretary General, Mr. Lloyd 
_ said that he had discussed the problem in general terms with Ham- 

marskjold last Sunday. The Secretary General was going to Geneva to the 
Law of the Sea Conference and had said that he would like to sit inona 
session of the Ten-Nation Committee. He had made no mention, how- 

ever, of making a statement. Hammarskjold had said that it would be 
dangerous if the IDO developed without any connection with the U.N. 
His own preference was for a close connection. However, all he wanted 
was assurance that the two bodies would not be completely independ- 
ent. Lloyd had assured him that we foresaw that the IDO would be estab- 
lished “within the U.N. framework”. He had said frankly that he did not 
feel that we could agree on a specific subordinate relationship to the 
Security Council in view of the Soviet veto or to the General Assembly as 
presently constituted, where a two-thirds vote is required. This could be 

a matter of life and death and we could not submit to the arbitrament of 

these bodies. It was clear that Hammarskjold had not thought the prob- 
lem out himself and he had little to say about Lloyd’s observation. He 
felt, however, that Mr. Green had a sound fundamental point—that we 

must not let the Soviets get away with posing as champions of the U.N. 

Secretary Herter asked whether there were any other matters which 

ought to be discussed. The present group was to meet again Sunday, May 

1, in Istanbul, and would have another report from the delegations in 

Geneva at that time. Mr. Lloyd raised the question of a press line. Secre- 

tary Herter read a suggested draft prepared by the Canadians. After an | 

exchange of views, a statement was agreed on the basis of the Canadian 

draft (Tab C).” | | 

” Tab Cisin the Supplement; itis also printed in American Foreign Policy: Current Docu- 

ments, 1960, p. 400.
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: | 

Tab BB | | 

DISARMAMENT “PRINCIPLES” TO BE PUT FORWARD BY THE | 
7 WESTERN POWERS AT THE SUMMIT | 

1. The final goal is general and complete international disarma- | 
ment, covering all States and all types of forces and weapons, to the lev- 
els required by internal security and fulfilment of obligations under the 
United Nations Charter; and the maintenance, by international machin- | 
ery, of international law and order in a disarmed world. 

2. The disarmament process must: | 

(a) be balanced and comprehensive so that no country or group of 
countries obtains, at any stage, a significant military advantage; 

(b) give equal security to all, so that international confidence is pro- 
gressively increased; _ | | 

(c) be effectively controlled throughout, to ensure that disarma- 
ment obligations are carried out and that there is no evasion. 

For the carrying out of this process thorough preparatory work is 
required, and international control machinery must be established to | : 
function as disarmament measures are put into force. | | 

3. For obvious practical reasons disarmament must take place by | 
stages, each stage to be completed as rapidly as possible; but no fixed | 
timetable for the whole process can be laid down in advance. | 

4. Immediate detailed consideration should be given to: 7 

(a) reductions of the armed forces and armaments of the U.S. and | | 
the U.S.S.R. and certain other States, together with the associated meas- | 
ures of control, to which the States represented on the 10-Nation Com- | mittee might agree at once, pen ing the negotiation of general | disarmament measures affecting other States; | 7 | | (b) the establishment of a ban, with appropriate controls, on the sta- | tioning of weapons in orbit or in outer space. | | 

5. Preparations for the further measures of disarmament should _ | ! 
also begin immediately. Special attention should be paid to the particular | | 
problems of agreeing upon the cessation of production of fissionable | 
materials for weapons purposes, to the transfer, under control, of fission- | 
able material from military to peaceful uses, and to the control of the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons. Consideration should be given, in 
addition, to interim measures to give States better protection against sur- 
prise attack and increase international confidence during the early 
stages of general disarmament. 

* Confidential. | )



874 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume Ill 

6. The disarmament process must be started as soon as possible, in 

order to build up international confidence, and provide experience of the 

technical and practical problems of international disarmament and con- 

trol. 

253. Memorandum of Conversation 

US/MC/14 Paris, May 14, 1960, 5 p.m. 

MEETING OF CHIEFS OF STATE AND HEADS OF GOVERNMENT 

Paris, May, 1960 

PARTICIPANTS 

United States United Kingdom 

The Secretary of State Foreign Secretary Lloyd 

Mr. Merchant Sir Frederick Hoyer Millar 

Ambassador Wadsworth The Hon. C.D.W. O'Neill 

Mr. Farley Mr. J.A. Thomson | 

Mr. Spiers Mr. A.C. Samuel 

SUBJECT 

Nuclear Test Negotiations 

The Secretary said he understood that Mr. Lloyd felt that Wednes- 

day! would be too early for a meeting with the Soviets on suspension of 

nuclear tests. He said that the timing of such a meeting was of no great — 

moment to us but that we had to reckon with the fact that even as early as 

Wednesday or Thursday we may not be on speaking terms with the 

Soviets. Mr. Lloyd agreed that we should suggest a meeting before the 

atmosphere clouded further. Gromyko was coming to the British 

Embassy tomorrow? and he would suggest a meeting either Wednesday | 

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199. 

Secret. Drafted by Farley and Spiers on May 15 and approved by M and S on May 15. The 

meeting was held at the Embassy. Secretary Herter arrived in Paris on May 13 for discus- 

sions preliminary to the summit. For documentation on the summit, see volume IX. 

May 18. 
2 Gromyko came to the British Embassy with Khrushchev at 4:30 p.m. on May 15. 

Khrushchev attacked the United States, demanded a U.S. apology for the U-2 incident, 

insisted upon punishment of those U.S. officials responsible for the flight, and demanded 

an American promise that there would be no future flights. If those conditions were not 

‘met, he would not continue the summit. A record of the meeting is in Harold Macmillan, 

Pointing the Way, pp. 202-203. The meetings on nuclear testing were never held. |
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or Thursday and see how Gromyko reacted. For his part he would like to : 
get on to a subject on which there was a chance of making progress. 
Therefore, on second thought, he thought that Wednesday would be sat- 
isfactory. He would suggest that the meeting take place at the British 
Embassy. They would arrange for a table which would seat four on each | 
side. The Secretary suggested that two or three more might sit behind. 
Mr. Merchant suggested that the meeting be held at the Foreign Minister 
level. Mr. Lloyd felt it would be better to get together immediately with 
Mr. Khrushchev, and if necessary a further meeting of the F oreign Minis- 
ters could be arranged for Thursday. The Secretary agreed, observing 
that Gromyko would probably have no more leeway than Tsarapkin has 
had to deal with the issues involved. . | Oo 

The Secretary suggested that there were three major problems: (1) 
the length of the moratorium, (2) the quota, and (3) the composition of 
the Control Commission. With respect to the first point, the US. position | 
was that the maximum would be two years. Mr. Lloyd suggested that the | 
duration could be related to the length of the research program. The Sec- 

__ retary said that this would be dangerous since there had beena great deal 
of talk about the research program going on for five years. We felt that 
two years would suffice for preliminary results from the research pro- 
gram. The moratorium should start with the date of signature, aS was 
contemplated in the March 29 communiqué.3 © | 

Mr. Lloyd agreed and asked for the U.S. position on dealing with the | 
quota. Did we want one quota or two? The Secretary said that he saw no : 
sense in insisting on a quota to be applied below the threshold. Perhaps 
we could seek agreement that there would be a few inspections for | 
experimental purposes. These would not be provided for within the | 

_treaty. Mr. Lloyd agreed, saying that these inspections could be repre- | 
sented as part of the research program. He asked for the U.S. position on | 

_the number of inspections above the threshold. The Secretary referred to | 
the Rand report# as relevant in this connection stating that it was the first : 
hopeful scientific breakthrough we had had in these negotiations. This | 
was something which would be helpful to us in achieving Senate consent | 
to ratification. | me : | 

| Mr. Lloyd asked how we would propose to handle the negotiations | 
and whether we wished to suggest re-spacing of the control stations to | ! 
the Soviets. The Secretary reviewed the major conclusions of the Rand | 

3 See footnote 7, Document 251. | | . | . — . ~. 
* The Rand study concluded that improvements and revisions of the Geneva system 

for the 21 proposed sesimic installations in the Soviet Union made detection of under- | 
ground tests (as opposed to earthquakes) more possible. A briefing on the results of the 
study is ina memorandum of conversation by Gotzlinger, May 10. (Department of State, 
Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199) See the Supplement. See also Kistia- 
kowsky, A Scientist at the White House, pp. 322-323, 348. | | |



876 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

report, citing the reductions in the numbers of unidentified events which 

mightbe achieved through rearrangement of the stations and addition of 

either four or nine new stations to the present twenty-one. Mr. Lloyd said 

that a quota of four inspections would be justified if we were to add 9 sta- 

tions. Ambassador Wadsworth noted that we could expect Soviet resist- 

ance to the addition of stations, although they may be willing to accept 

such a departure from the Experts’ report if this were the price of a low 

quota figure. | - a | 

‘Mr. O'Neill suggested that it might be wise not to let the Soviets 

know about the Rand recalculations and that we should not propose a 

rearrangement or addition of stations until and unless we had reached a 

final impasse on the quota figure. The first problem was to get the Soviet 

reaction to our proposal for 20 inspections. Mr. Lloyd disagreed and said 

that our dealings with Khrushchev would be helped if we gave him all of 

the facts and figures. Otherwise we would succeed only in feeding his 

suspicions. Mr. Farley noted that the report was in the public domain and 

that the Soviets had had an official attending the Joint Committee hear- 

ings at which the Rand report was described. Mr. Lloyd said that 

Khrushchev would probably be prepared to take a practical approach to 

the matter. Ambassador Wadsworth said that we would have to be pre- 

pared to add stations in the U.S. if we were suggesting additions in the 

Soviet Union. : | | 

_ Mr. Lloyd asked what number of experimental inspections we 

would seek below the threshold. Ambassador Wadsworth suggested the 

figure of 10. Mr. Farley said that in view of the fact that there was no real 

basis for regarding inspections in this area as a deterrent, we should not 

seek inspections as a matter of right but rather by agreement in the con- 

text of a joint study of the possibilities of improving inspection tech- 

niques. _ | | 

The Secretary said that another possibility would be to lower the 

threshold. There was no reason that we had to stick with the present fig- 

ure of 4.75. For example, with the addition of some stations and a quota 

of 10 inspections we might agree to a threshold of 4.4, which would cor- 

respond to 5 kilotons. 

Mr. Lloyd said that assuming Khrushchev had agreed, say, to 6 

_ inspections and a respacing or addition of stations, would we be pre- | 

pared to discuss Commission composition. Ambassador Wadsworth 

said that we had to consider the effect of the composition on voting pro- 

cedures where a two-thirds majority was provided for in the treaty. Par- 

ity in this instance would amount toa veto. Mr. O’Neill said that this was 

relevant only in connection with voting on the budget, where we were 

ready to accept a veto. Mr. Lloyd said that he himself favored a veto on 

the budget total. If there were no budget the treaty would fall. He asked 

what the U.S. estimates of costs of the system would be. Mr. Farley said
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that, disregarding the high altitude system, we have previously envis- 
aged an installation cost of between three and five hundred million dol- 

_ lars with yearly operating costs running at perhaps 10 percent of this 
figure. Last week we had gotten a new estimate which anticipated a cost 
of up to five hundred million just for the installation of 22 posts in the | 
Soviet Union. This was probably a highly inflated estimate and we felt 
that the original figure would be more accurate. Mr. Lloyd said that costs | 
on this order did not alarm him. He asked whether the Russians would 
be likely to raise the composition question here. Ambassador Wads- | 
worth said that he thought a final decision on this question would have | 
to be reached at a high level, although the details could be worked out in | 
Geneva. Mr. Lloyd said that there were two possibilities: 4-4—3 or 4-4-4. 
Mr. O'Neill said that he preferred the former and original party unanim- | 
ity on voting the scale of contributions and total budget. Mr. Lloyd said 
that he felt if we were to indicate to the Soviets here that we could settle 
on this basis this would loosen Khrushchev up on the other points. He 
asked what other problems remained. ss | 

Ambassador Wadsworth described the position on staffing which 
was still a major issue. The Secretary said that we should not get into dis- — 
cussion of this but should limit ourselves here to the fairly simple issues. | 
Mr. Lloyd agreed. He said that we should try initially to get agreementon | 

- a quota of 20, on the length of the moratorium, and on a 4~4-3 Control | 
Commission composition. The negotiators at Geneva would be left to : 
work out details. He then asked if there was anything likely tocome up in : 
connection with the research program, noting that the President at his : 
last press conference had spoken in terms of jointly conducted nuclear | 
tests. The Secretary explained the proposals that we had sent to our 
delegation regarding the conduct of experiments in the research pro- | 
gram and how the terms of the Atomic Energy Act required us to resort ! 
to the “black box” idea. This was a dilemma since there was also a prob- ! 
lem in connection with yield measurements. Both sides will need to : 
know the yield of a particular device before results of experimentation | 
can be considered valid. If internal examination of the devices used can- | 
not be allowed, instrumentation will be required which would be useful | 
for purposes of weapons development. sits | | 

-° For text of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 and its revision of 1958, see 60 Stat. 755 and 72 Stat. 276. | | . } oe | 
6 The “black box” concept was devised to prevent the Soviet Union from using the 

seismic improvement program for additional weapons development and to prevent non- 
nuclear nations from obtaining nuclear weapons technology. Under its terms, the U.S. and 
U.K. Delegations at Geneva would propose that any devices used inthe program should be , deposited as “black boxes” with certain restrictions. (Tab B to memorandum of conversa- : : tion by Spiers, May 5; Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of 
the Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel-Disarmament/Nuclear Test Policy, ’60) : See the Supplement. | - | | | a |



878 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume Ill 

Ambassador Wadsworth said that his senior scientific adviser at 

Geneva felt that the simplest solution to the problem would be for the 

three parties to sit down and develop a new design, starting from 

scratch. Mr. Farley noted that this would probably not solve the prob- 

lems since technically a device became Restricted Data as soon as it was 

conceived. Furthermore, there was the problem of accurate yield predic- 

tion. Mr. O’Neill wondered what the position would be if British devices 

which did not incorporate information received from the United States 

were used. The Secretary said that he thought the law would not apply in 

this case. Mr. O’ Neill said that he did not think that the U.K. classification 

system would require automatic declassification of devices disclosed to 

the Soviets. The Secretary speculated that this might be the solution to 

the problem we faced. Mr. Farley said that there were other provisions of 

the law which might make it difficult to use even these devices within the 

United States. The Secretary suggested that we both look more closely 

into the possibilities and problems of this approach. | 

Ambassador Wadsworth noted that a further unsolved problem 

related to high altitude tests, recalling the February 11 position’ that we 

would agree to ban tests up to altitudes for which effective controls could 

be agreed. The Secretary described the practical difficulties and costs of 

the satellite system which had been outlined by the experts in 1959. His 

own feeling was that we should establish a control system applicable to 

| about 100,000 kilometers and forget about the rest. Mr. Lloyd asked 

whether in this case we would make a declaration of intention not to test 

beyond this altitude. The Secretary thought we might. Ambassador 

| Wadsworth said that he preferred the position we had contemplated last 

August of incorporating the satellite system into the treaty but leaving to 

the Control Commission the decisions as to whether or not it should 

actually be installed. Otherwise we would be accused of retreating again 

from an agreed technical report. Mr. Lloyd said that he did not think we 

should get into a discussion of this matter with Khrushchev. He agreed 

with the Secretary that the best approach would be to forget about high 

altitude tests beyond 100,000 kilometers, simply saying that we would 

not test in outer space if others did not. 

” See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 33-39. |
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254. Memorandum for the Files ) | Se 

ee | | Paris, May 18, 1960. 

_ This morning I spent about forty-five minutes with the President 
and General Goodpaster. Thereafter, the President and I joined Secretary 
Herter for one-half hour. : - re a | 

I stated to the President, and later to both the President and the Sec- 
retary of State, my views with respect to continuation of the disarma- | 
ment and test suspension negotiations. I stated that both negotiations — 
_were stalled pending directives from the Summit; obviously, no diréc- 

_ tives were forthcoming, but that Khrushchev had most emphatically _ 
reaffirmed his position that inspection and controls must await disarma- 
ment, and after disarmament was completed any type of control could | 
be instituted because countries would be “open.” _ 

___ Inview of this position it seems that the Soviet delegates in both con- 
ferences could not move to resolve unresolved questions to the satisfac- | 
tionofthe West. = a | 

I reiterated that with respect to disarmament, protracting negoti- 
ations could harm us because the Soviets would use our refusal to accept | 
their broad proposals (all of which would be based upon faith) as an 
attempt to paint us as war mongers. Furthermore, there is a psychologi- 
cal complication in attempting to maintain a reasonable security posture | 
and a state of readiness and at the same time pursue protracted disarma- 
ment negotiations. Be a 

_ With respect to test suspension, theabove considerations apply; but, 
also it must be recognized that we are suffering a severe restriction in our | 
weapons development program; no progress in new or improved weap- 
ons is being made and our vital interests are, therefore, being adversely | 
affected. = | | | 
_ Ina private conversation with Secretary Herter, en route from the 
residence to the Chancery, and also in his office, I re-emphasized the very | 
great importance that I attach to the dangers of a further extension of an 
uninspected test moratorium with no prospect of reaching an agreement ) 
on adequate or comprehensive inspection. oO . | : 

The President and Mr. Herter recognize that our policies with 
respect to the continuation of the Geneva conferences are most serious | 
and should only be re-established after most deliberate and careful con- : 
sideration and that decisions should not be made in the atmosphere of | 
Paris today. — | oe | : | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, McCone Papers, Sealed File No. 5. Secret; Eyes Only. | Drafted by McCone. | | 2
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Later, I discussed the subject with Secretary Gates and Secretary 

Irwin, stating that I felt the long continuation of the Geneva test suspen- 

sion negotiation would have very damaging effects on the Commission, 

the staff, and the Laboratories, and I did not feel that I could be responsi- 

ble for this deterioration. Secretary Gates, much to my surprise, seemed 

to question the value of weapon improvement and seemed to be doubt- 

ful of the effect on world opinion should the test suspension negotiation 

break down. | | , 

Following a meeting of the Foreign Ministers, I pointed out to Secre- 

tary Herter that the recent Rand Report, as presented by Dr. Albert Latter, 

is not to be considered as an authentic scientific conclusion as it is not 

based on solid technical information. I pointed out that Dr. Latter had 

briefed a group in Paris on Sunday, and stated that he could not endorse 

the Rand conclusions! because they were drawn from the most fragmen- 

tary technical data and, therefore, could not be considered as solid. Dr. 

Latter later stated that while he had confidence that the relocation of sta- 

tions, together with nine additional ones, would give an improved capa- 

bility, the final degree of the improvement of capability must await 

further experimentation. 7 ne | 

| John A. McCone? 

1 See footnote 4, Document 253. : | 

2 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature. | 

i 

255. Editorial Note 

At the 445th meeting of the National Security Council on May 24, 

1960, the Council reviewed developments since the collapse of the Paris 

summit. Under Agenda Item 4, Herter discussed “Policy Issues in the 

Post-Summit Environment,” two of which were the nuclear test agree- 

ment negotiations and disarmament. According to Marion Boggs’ | 

account of the meeting, the discussion of these issues was as follows: 

“Secretary Herter said another issue was the question of resumption 

or continuation of the nuclear test agreement negotiations. The scientists 

in Geneva were continuing their international discussions without inter-_ 

ruption. He believed that we should continue these negotiations.
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“Another issue concerned.disarmament. The representatives of the 
Five Western Powers involved in the disarmament negotiations are 
meeting on May 30 and an East-West disarmament meeting is scheduled 
for June 7. Secretary Herter believed we should maintain our position 
with respect to disarmament and continue to participate in the Geneva 
negotiations, although he believed these negotiations would prove to be 
sterile and futile, with the USSR stubbornly adhering to its position in | 
preparation for bringing the matter up as a propaganda exercise in the | 
UN General Assembly this fall. The President agreed with the views | 
expressed by Secretary Herter, saying that the Soviets not the U.S. should 
be the ones to make the nuclear test negotiations or the disarmament 
negotiations futile. Oe 

“Mr. McCone said the nuclear test suspension negotiations differed 
from the disarmament negotiations in that a mere extension of the 
nuclear test talks keeps the U.S. ina straitjacket. He felt we ought to press 
for decisions on nuclear testing. Ifnoa greement is reached, the USSR can. | 
keep us at the conference table indefinitely while the moratorium on 
nuclear testing continues. Secretary Herter agreed that the nuclear test | 
suspension negotiations did bring up the whole question of the morato- 
rium on nuclear testing. He also agreed that the U.S. could not continue : 
the Geneva negotiations indefinitely because sucha continuation would | 
mean that the USSR.is obtaining a moratorium on nuclear testing with- ) 
out giving up anything in return. The President said we must eventually 
set a time limit for completion of the nuclear test negotiations.” (Eisen- | 
hower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records; for another portion of the | 
memorandum of discussion, see Document 102) SF | 

On May 31, the President gave full approval to the following U.S. | 
positions relating to disarmament in the post-summit environment: | | 

“(4) The United States should maintain its current position on the | reduction and control of armaments, and should be prepared to continue | 
participation in the Geneva negotiations on that subject. If the negoti- __ | ations should prove futile, it should be clearly the responsibility of the 
Soviets forcausing thisresult, = en 

_ “(5) The United States should continue to seek completion of the : Geneva negotiations on nuclear testing, but should make clear that these © : 
negotiations and the U.S. moratorium on nuclear testing cannot go on : indefinitely without decision. The United States should determine at ! what time or at what stage of these negotiations it should seek to place a | time limit on their duration.” (NSC Action No. 2238; Department of : State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, Records of Action by — ! 
the National Security Council) ow _
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256. Memorandum of Conversation 

Washington, June 20, 1960, 10:05 a.m. 

SUBJECT 

Meeting of Principals on Disarmament 

PARTICIPANTS 
: 

Department of State: 

Secretary Herter | 

Under Secretary Dillon 
Assistant Secretary Smith 
Ambassador Eaton 

S/AE—Messrs. Sullivan, Spiers, Toon, Baker, Goodby 

SOV—Mr. Dubs 

S/S—Mr. Mau 

Department of Defense: , 

Secretary Gates, Deputy Secretary Douglas, Assistant Secretary Irwin, General 

Dabney, General Fox, Col. Fergusson 

AEC: Chairman McCone, General Starbird, Dr. English 

CIA: Deputy Directors Cabell and Amory, Mr. Comer 

President's Advisory Committee: Mr. Keeny : 

White House: Mr. Gray | 

Secretary Herter opened the meeting by asking Ambassador Eaton to 

explain the current situation in the disarmament conference in Geneva. 

Ambassador Eaton began by describing the French emphasis on control of 

nuclear delivery systems which, he said, ran like a leitmotif through the 

history of the present negotiations in Geneva. | : 

Secretary Gates asked whether there were not, in fact, two contra- 

dictory French positions—the first being their desire for a national 

nuclear weapons capability, the second their emphasis on control of 

nuclear delivery systems. One might ask whether the French would give 

up their concern with nuclear delivery systems control if they were to be 

given a national nuclear weapons capability. Secretary Herter thought it 

was possible the French might change their position on disarmament 

under these circumstances, since the French position on disarmament, 

he thought, was in part a pressure operation. Mr. Dillon thought the 

French position on disarmament was a combination of Moch’s desire for 

bold disarmament measures and de Gaulle’s desire for French posses- 

sion of modern weapons systems. Moch’s position fitted into de Gaulle’s 

ambitions. 

Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, Additional Records of the 

Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel-Disarmament /Nuclear 

Test Policy, 1960. Secret. Drafted by James E. Goodby of S/ AE and approved inS on June 24 

and U on June 23.
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, _ Ambassador Eaton noted that at Istanbul,! Selwyn-Lloyd had also 
proposed a study of the problem of controlling nuclear delivery systems. 
Ambassador Eaton went on to say that, from the point of view of our | 
Allies, the minimum move that could be made in our disarmament posi- 
tion was to include an immediate study on the control of nuclear delivery 
systems. This was because the Allies viewed the Soviet June 2nd plan2as, 
on its face, being very appealing; the plan would be hard to reject and it 
would be hard to point out its weaknesses. Furthermore, the Allies felt 
that the Soviets might break off the negotiations and take their case to the | 
UN. Ambassador Eaton remarked that the Soviets continually speak of 
their flexibility and refer to their “acceptance” of the French proposals on 
nuclear delivery systems. Because of this situation, the Allies had 
become panicky and felt that a move had to be made. There were even 
rumors that the four Allies might table a plan on their own if the U.S. did 
not modify its position. As far as the U.S. delegation was concerned, 
Ambassador Eaton said, the position it had taken with the Allies was that en 
the Allied March 16 plan3 was a good one, that the U.S. was fairly relaxed 
about the situation, but that the Allied comments would be passed back 
to Washington. - | 

Ambassador Eaton stated that he saw three possible courses of | 
action which he felt should be considered: (1) the U.S. could stand firm 
on its present plan; (2) the U.S. could revise the plan, possibly adding 
new proposals to it; or (3) continue to probe the Soviet plan, anticipating 
a break in the Conference, and taking our case to the UN witharevised 
plan. With respect to the first alternative, Ambassador Eaton said that in 
some manner we would lose the support of our allies if this course were 
followed. With respect to the second and third alternatives, Ambassador | 
Eaton noted that he had circulated a draft revision of the Allied plan,! | | 
adding to the plan the minimum things he felt were needed to gain Allied 
support. | a | | 

Chairman McCone remarked the paper that Ambassador Eaton had | 
circulated appeared to be a drastic change in both form and substance. | 
Ambassador Eaton replied that it was intended to change the form but ! 
not the substance, except for three additions: (1) a study of control of | 
nuclear delivery systems; (2) world-wide air and missiles bases inspec- | 
tion and (3) a spelling out of the transfer of fissionable material from past : 
production to peaceful uses. There was also added a provision for Secu- ! 
rity Council review before passing to the second and third stages of the 
plan. an | | 

” At the Ministerial Session of North Atlantic Council May 2-4. 
* For text of the Soviet proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 100-111. ) 
> For text, see ibid., pp. 68-71. a . | | 
* For text of this paper as submitted to the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee Con- 

ference at Geneva on June 27, see ibid., 126-131. oe |
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Secretary Gates inquired as to what would be studied in connection 
with nuclear delivery systems. Secretary Herter replied that clearly the 
study would be one of control over delivery systems and that it was cer- 
tain such a study would show that the inspection required would 
amount to a complete opening-up of the territory of the Soviet Union. 
Ambassador Eaton added that the Allies wanted some kind of a bow to 
nuclear delivery systems but just what they meant was not certain. 

Secretary Gates said he thought that a constructive adjustment in 
our position over the next two months might be preferable to coming 
right out with a complete revision which might result in not satisfying 
anyone. Secretary Herter recalled that the President had taken the posi- 
tion that the U.S. would be willing to go as far as anybody with disarma- 
ment if adequate controls could be worked out. The Soviets say the U.S. 
is for control but not disarmament and Secretary Herter wondered 
whether the Allies had, in any way, retreated from insistence on ade- 
quate controls because of the Soviet line. Ambassador Eaton replied that 

| the Allies had not retreated in any way nor had the Soviets changed their 
position. He mentioned, as an example of the Soviet attitude on control, 
that while the Soviets say reductions in force levels would be subject to 
verification, neither the levels before or after reductions could be veri- 
fied. Furthermore, the Soviets say that only after we have agreed in prin- 
ciple toa complete disarmament program can we talk about the specifics 
of control. Secretary Herter asked how well prepared the delegations in 
Geneva were to show up the Soviet plan for what it was? Ambassador 
Eaton responded that quite a lot along this line had already been done 
and that the Allies had been very helpful in this respect. Another week of 
pointing out holes in the Soviet position would be very useful. 

With respect to holding a revised plan until the UN convened, Secre- 
tary Herter thought we might be asked why sucha plan was not tabled in 
the negotiating forum in Geneva. Further, with respect to holding the 

| Allies together, perhaps an approach should be made directly to the 

French Foreign Office. Ambassador Eaton said he felt there was no dif- 

ference between the French Foreign Office and Mr. Moch, except that Mr. 

Moch appeared willing to take greater risks and make more moves on his 

own than was Couve de Murville. 

Mr. Irwin asked what dangers would the U.S. run if we were to 

stand fast with the present plan. Secretary Herter stated that the problem 

was the French emphasis on control of nuclear delivery systems had 

great appeal to everyone. Reduced to its essentials, there was a fear that 

the U.S. and the USSR would not get together on controlling the nuclear 

threat. Secretary Herter further asked Ambassador Eaton whether 

moves, such as those suggested in the draft revised plan, would help the 

Soviet Union and the U.S. reach agreement. Ambassador Eaton said he 

felt his paper would not lead to agreements since he feared there was no
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| likelihood of genuine negotiations in the near future. The paper would, 
. however, solidify the Alliance, give us a better position with respect to 
: world public opinion, and help keep the disarmament debate from being 

taken to the UN right away. If it were determined that our objectives were | 
the foregoing, then we should move immediately and take the leader- 
ship in revising the Allied plan. Mr. Irwin asked why the U.S. could not | 
take up the Spaak proposal regarding assistance to the French vis-a-vis 
nuclear delivery systems, since cooperation with the French in this field 
might enable us to get a better position in disarmament later on. Secre- 
tary Herter said he felt the French would not be satisfied with assistance 
only on nuclear delivery systems but, in any case, agreement on coopera- | 
tion of this kind with the French would take time. Meanwhile, we were | 
faced with an immediate problem in Geneva. | 

Secretary Gates said he did not think it would take very long to find 
out whether giving the French a nuclear weapons capability, while 
retaining legal custody of the weapons in U.S. hands, would remove the 
problem we have with the French in disarmament. Mr. Smith said that, | 
with respect to this point, he felt giving the French a nuclear weapons 
capability would mean that the Germans would seek such assistance 
next and that the whole sequence of events thereafter might even lead to 
a break-up of the Atlantic Alliance. | : | 

Turning to the details of the draft revised plan he had circulated, 
Ambassador Eaton again said that while the paper had been drawn to | 
make a more saleable document, only the three changes in policy, which | 
he had noted before, had been added to the paper. He noted that Stage I | 
of the plan was a package, which the ten delegations in Geneva would ) 
negotiate. In response to a question by Mr. Irwin, Ambassador Eaton | 
said that there had been no change intended with respect to our policy on : 
the relationship, to each other, of measures in Stage I. This position was | 
that for the purpose of the talks in Geneva, the U.S. agreed that the Stage! : 
measures might be presented asa package; the U.S. felt free, however, to : 
negotiate any one of the individual items separately if the Soviets indi- | 
cated a desire to do so. Ambassador Eaton recalled that it was the Allies | 
who had wished to keep the Stage I measures as a package and that the | 
U.S. had informed the Allies, particularly Moch, that while the U.S. felt | 
free to separate out any measures of Stage I, we would givethemwarn- | : 
ingbeforedoingso. = | Oo | 

Secretary Herter asked which alternative course of action Ambassa- 
dor Eaton preferred, to which Ambassador Eaton replied that he would 

) recommend revising the Allied plan along the lines he had suggested in | 
the paper he had circulated. Mr. Irwin said he thought there was public 
appeal in the revised plan but that if the paper were tabled right away, it 
would give the Soviets time to act before the General Assembly to coun- 
teract any support the West might win with the revised plan. Ambassa-
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dor Eaton said he felt we should move quickly so that the revision would 
not begin to look like a retreat under pressure. Secretary Herter noted, in 
this connection, that there had been a move in the UN to postpone the 
next General Assembly session in view of the forthcoming U.S. elections. 
The Department of State had made it known that the U.S. opposed post- 
ponementand he felt we should counteract any impression that might be 
abroad that the elections would disrupt our carrying out a foreign policy. 
This consideration indicated that we should take a position now rather 
than delay. | 

With respect to the proposal on the study of nuclear delivery sys- 
tems, Secretary Gates said he could not quite see what the value of sucha 
study would be since it was obvious that control of nuclear delivery sys- 
tems required an extremely difficult, extensive, and complicated inspec- 
tion system over everything from suitcases to missiles. Secretary Herter 
pointed out that the study, at least, would show the world what we are — 

confronted with in attempting to implement any proposal for controlof _ 
nuclear delivery systems. Mr. Dillon said that it was not obvious to the 
people of the world how difficult it was to control nuclear delivery sys- 
tems, and for this reason the study might be useful. | 

Chairman McCone stated that he felt that the proposal for cessation 
of production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons was as compli- 
cated to implementas the proposal on control of missiles. For this reason, 
he felt it might be preferable not to delay completion of the First Stage by 
including in it the nuclear cut-off in the First Stage, together with a pro- 
posal to transfer massive quantities of fissionable materials to interna- 
tional stockpiles for peaceful uses. The cut-off itself might then be placed 

in the Second Stage. Secondly, Chairman McCone commented that, in 

spelling out the provision for transfer of fissionable material from past 

production to peaceful uses, he felt the problem could not be handled by 

defining quantities of fissionable material in terms of Hiroshima bombs. 

| The way to do it was to agree on a figure in kilograms and, if necessary, 

explain in general terms the meaning of the quantity in terms of explo- 

sive yield. | a 

Ambassador Eaton said the U.S. would be subjected to great pres- 

sures if we were to move the cut-off to the Second Stage. We had pushed 

| the Soviets so hard on the cut-off proposals that the Soviets had now 

placed a provision for a study on cessation of production of nuclear 

weapons in the First Stage. General Cabell stated that one addition to the | 

paper gave him some concernand he would prefer that it be deleted. This 

was the provision that countries would give prior notification of the 

crossing of national boundaries of other states by its military aircraft and 

naval vessels. | a 

| Secretary Gates remarked that the consensus seemed to be that we 

should attempt to draft a new format for the Western plan. If this were
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3 the case, we should look at the plan in some detail and have a revised 
2 copy to study. Secretary Herter stated that he felt the plan Ambassador 

Eaton had circulated had a good deal of public appeal. - 
With respect to a study on nuclear delivery systems, Secretary 

Herter said that the U.S. should get a good deal more out of the study 
than the Soviet Union would since we know so little of their program. | 
Furthermore, we would be bearing down on control which had always 
been our position, and the more clever ways we could find to do this, the | 
better. | , 

Mr. Irwin asked Ambassador Eaton for his estimate of whether the | 
Allies would accept the modified plan, to which Ambassador Eaton 
replied that they would probably want further revisions. However, the 
pressure for a quick change, which the Allies had been pressing for, 
would now help us to get the plan through. | 

Chairman McCone asked for a clarification as to whether the plan | | 
was considered a package, whether we were now saying that we wanted 

__ to go all the way to general and complete disarmament or whether we 
would proceed step by step. | | 

Ambassador Eaton replied that the plan was really two packages: 
the First Stage measures would be negotiated by the Ten Nations in 
Geneva. Following that the balance of the program would be negotiated 
with the proviso that the program could be stopped by the Security | 
Council. Chairman McCone reiterated that the cut-off was not some- 
thing that could be accomplished quickly and for that reason it might be 
well to break it into the two stages as he had previously described. He - ) 
also noted that the plan contained a provision for a zone of inspection in | 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Did this mean that we had abandoned the : 
idea of the Norstad Zone? Secretary Herter replied that the N orstad Zone : 
appeared to be an impossibility in terms of the political problems that _ : 
arose. He recalled, in this connection, that Ambassador Eaton had had a | 
suggestion with respect to the Norstad Zone which would have added to | 
it a proposal for world-wide inspection of missiles and air bases. Secre- | 
tary Herter’s view on this had been that we might reserve this idea for the | 
General Assembly. — . 

Secretary Herter asked that Ambassador Eaton’s paper be redrafted | 
in line with comments made in the present meeting and that the Princi- | 
pals schedule another meeting towards the end of the week to look at the | 
revised paper. Mr. Dillon suggested that the revised paper bring out any ! 
area where there might be a difference of views between Departments so — ! 
that the Principals could concentrate on theseissues. = => | i 

Secretary Herter asked Chairman McCone whether it would not be 
possible to get a definition of a kilogram of fissionable material in terms | 
of its explosive force, since he felt that explosive force had more meaning 
to the public than a quantity expressed as kilograms. Chairman McCone 

| |
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replied that it was difficult to do this because of classification problems 

and because of variations in types of weapons. Secretary Herter then 

asked whether it would not be possible to set the equivalent explosive 

force as a range of figures and Chairman McCone said that the AEC 

would continue to look into the problem. General Starbird and Dr. Eng- 

lish emphasized that it was essential that the quantity of fissionable 

material be first specified before attempting any kind of translation into 

kilotons. Chairman McCone stated he understood the decision of the 

Principals had been to dress up the Allied plan with a new format in 

which each stage consisted of inseparable measures and to which there 

must be agreement on basic principles before anything else, even Stage 

One, could be agreed to. 

Ambassador Eaton reiterated that, while Stage One would be pre- 

sented as a package, he understood U.S. policy to be that any measure in 

this stage could be undertaken separately. Since the Allies had asked us 

not to break out individual measures, we had agreed not to doso. We had 

told the Allies, however, that we were willing to break out individual 

measures if the Soviets indicated a willingness to accept any one of them. 

Chairman McCone said he felt the U.S. would be in a better position if 

Stage One were in fact a package. | | 

Mr. Irwin asked whether it was understood that no study of Stage 

Two and Three measures would be made until studies of Stage One had 

been completed. Mr. Dillon replied that a decision on this could be made 

at the next meeting. Chairman McCone added that he was somewhat 

concerned by the late stage in which an international peace force would 

be established. He felt that establishment of such a force at an early date 

might help the U.S. with some of its world-wide responsibilities and per- 

mit us to reduce force levels. Secretary Gates responded that he could 

make a good case for reduction of conventional forces, provided China 

were included, and provided that nuclear weapons were maintained. 

Mr. Dillon suggested that the provision for the peace force be placed at 

the end of Stage Two and it was agreed that this would be done. 

_ The meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m.° : | 

> On June 27, the Soviet and Soviet bloc Delegations walked out of the Ten-Nation 

Disarmament Committee conference at Geneva. In telephone calls to Herter on June 27, 

Eaton explained the events of the walkout and reported that rather than waiting a few days 

as planned, he submitted the revised Western proposal (see footnote 4 above) to the 

remaining members of the conference. (Memoranda of telephone conversations between 

Eaton and Herter, June 27, 9:15 a.m, and 3 p.m.; Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Memo- 

randa of Telephone Conversations) See the Supplement. The Department of State’s June 27 

statement on the Soviet action, Khrushchev’s June 27 letter to President Eisenhower 

explaining the reasons for the walkout, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko’s June 27 letter to 

U.N. Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjéld requesting that the General Assembly con- 

sider disarmament in light of the breakup of the negotiations, and the July 2 U.S. reply to 

the June 27 Khrushchev letter to Eisenhower are all printed in Documents on Disarmament, 

1960, pp. 131-142. a | |
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: 257. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower __ 

) CO , Washington, July 7, 1960. 

OTHERSPRESENT | ee 
- __ Vice President | ae - 7 SO . 

Secretary Gates _ | : a | 
| Secretary Dillon | . | | BS | 

Mr.McCone _ _ - . So : : 
Mr. Allen Dulles | | | oo | | 
Mr. Gordon Gray os : a | a | 
General Persons - oe 
Dr. Kistiakowsky Bo | | Oe | 
Colonel Eisenhower oo — oe = ae } 

_Mr. Dillon opened by telling the President that we fear the Soviets 
might terminate the nuclear test talks on the basis that we are not serious | 
in our negotiations and declare a unilateral moratorium. In so doing, 
they would place us in an uncomfortable position in that they could test | 
at will while we would have to announce if we should resume any activ- | 
ity whatsoever. Actually we are greatly desirous of pushing a research 
program (Project Vela) to investigate the detectability of underground 
nuclear shots. This research program would not, in any of our proposals, 

_ involve the shooting of devices which have military value any longer. ) 
___ Our initial proposals for use at Geneva involve the use of outdated 
U.S. devices which would be available for detailed inspection by the | 
Soviets.! The only reservation which we would retain in this matter is 

_that we would not be prepared to provide the Soviets with blueprints of | 
the devices. The test would be conducted in full cooperation with the | 
Soviets. This proposal was presented to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy some time ago and, although they indicated support ona Friday, : 
they had changed their minds by Monday? and several people said they | : 
could not support it. The reason given was strictly political. Various ; 
members of both Parties feared that their constituents would interpret 
this procedure as giving the Russians something for nothing. == : 

Our next approach was a proposal that the devices used for the 
research program be outdated devices of all three powers, U.S., British 
and Soviet. All three powers then would be permitted to inspect the | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by | John Eisenhower on July 7. A note on the source text indicates the meeting was held after | 
the NSC meeting. For Kistiakowsky’s account of this meeting, see A Scientist at the White 
House, pp. 364-365. ar a f _ | The gun-type bomb design. __ oe Oo 

2 June 24...’ | a oe oe | | | : oo 
3 June 27. - : | a So



890 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume II | 

devices of the other countries to insure that nothing of military value is 

being tested. This idea met with the approval of the Joint Committee. At 

the time that this was approved, we were.not aware that Congress was 

going to adjourn. Therefore, we drafted instructions with the object of 

| pushing this proposal to a conclusion with the British and the Soviets. In 

so doing, we added a paragraph which put the Soviets on notice that if 

they rejected this procedure, we would have to resume the research pro- 

gram on our own. This last paragraph has sometimes been referred to as 

an ultimatum. | ss 

The State Department has always feared this ultimatum as written. 

Accordingly, the Secretary of State watered it down to use such terms as 

“feel strong compulsion,” to make it sound a little less threatening. At 

any rate, this reciprocal plan was found to be unsatisfactory to the Brit- 

ish. They were afraid that it would place us in.a bad position in that the 

requirement for the Russians to show us their devices would give them 

an excuse to break off negotiations. 

The British therefore suggested two alternative approaches; first, to 

propose the reciprocal scheme without the “ultimatum” paragraph, and 

second, if this were not accepted, to make the offer of a unilateral unveil- 

ing, coupled with the mild ultimatum paragraph. 

A meeting of the principals involved, held at the State Department 

yesterday at 5:00 PM; reached the conclusion that there is a small chance 

that the Russians would ever accept the reciprocal scheme at all. Accord- 

ingly, we would be in a bad position if we attempted to go even further 

and combine the reciprocal scheme with the ultimatum. Therefore, the 

principals propose to instruct Wadsworth to offer the reciprocal scheme 

without ultimatum in an effort to find a solution with the Soviets. If this is 

not acceptable, we should instruct Wadsworth to offer, subject to Con- 

gressional action, to go ahead with research on a unilateral basis, open- 

ing our devices to the Soviets—this offer to be coupled with the 

ultimatum. In the event the ultimatum must be carried out, we would 

conduct the research program unilaterally, inviting all the UN member 

nations except the Soviets to observe our activities. 

The consensus is that making an effort to induce the Soviets to 

accept the reciprocal scheme reduces to some extent our problems with 

the Joint Committee. It is considered that even the unilateral research 

program using open U.S. devices has only a 50/50 chance of acceptance 

by the Soviets. For some reason the Joint Committee hasa phobia against 

presenting the Soviets with the blueprints. On this basis, we feel there is 

4 A record of this meeting is in the Eisenhower Library, White House Office Files, 

Additional Records of the Special Assistant for Science and Technology, Panel—Disarma- 

ment/Nuclear Test Policy, 1960. See the Supplement.



| Arms Control and Disarmament 891 

little problem of difficulty with the Congress since even this conciliatory 
7 approach has only a 50/50 chance. | — 
| Mr. McCone has proposed checking out this fallback position with 

members of the Joint Committee. He could proceed on a tripin which 
half of the Committee members are involved and give them an outline of | 
what we are proposing to do. Theoretically, the presence of the ultima- : 
tum with the fallback position should make it palatable to the Joint Com- 
mittee. State Department, however, feels that it is best not to tell the Joint 
Committee about the fallback position. Oo | 

The President said we should reject the idea of the ultimatum if we 
hope to have any propaganda value in these deliberations. Mr. McCone - 
said it would be satisfactory to him to put out our proposals without a 

__ threat provided we were determined to go ahead with our research 
regardless. The President agreed. Mr. Gates said he had favored the ulti- | 
matum since it tended to focus on the cause of the termination of the | 
talks, but he did not feel strongly if he were assured that we have made 
an internal decision to go ahead if our positions are rejected. 

_ Inanswering a question by the President, Mr. Dillon said we cannot 
guarantee the attitude of the British. [2 lines of source text not declassified] | 
Mr. McCone expressed irritation with the position that we have gotten | 
into with the British. Our people figure that the British have enjoyed a 
five-year advancement on their nuclear program from the information 
we have given them. Regardless of these benefits, the British still sit by 
and exact a veto on our further testing. The President pointed out that we | 
expect certain things of the British which can be construed as against 

_ their security interests. We utilize the entire island of Britain as one 
dynamic base despite its vulnerability. Therefore, we cannot be too harsh 
about this one matter. The President said the difficulty in these decisions | 
is that there are no two-sided problems. He cited Cuba as an example. 
(Here Mr. Dillon volunteered that Cuba is sending some people to the | 
UN in New York. With Cuba’s predilection to attack the U.S. in the UN : 
rather than the OAS, this may have some significance. Unfortunately, : 
since the UN is in New York, we are required to give them a visa.) The _ | 
President then directed the group to go ahead with the instructions to | 
Wadsworth, based on what Mr. Dillon had outlined, but without the | 
presence of an ultimatum and with the understanding that we will begin | 
the research program unilaterally if the Russians reject both.5 | | 

>In a July 9 letter to British Prime Minister Macmillan, drafted by Farley and | approved by Herter (in draft) and Goodpaster, Eisenhower outlined the proposal in more 
detail. (Department of State, Central Files, 711.5611/7-960) See the Supplement.
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The Vice President then inquired as to the timing of the Geneva pro- 
posals. Mr. Dillon said he hoped to introduce the initial proposal in 
Geneva on Monday, and if this is rejected, the second proposal would be 
submitted within a week of the first. The President said that any political 
difficulties the Joint Committee could always “put on him.” Something 
must be done to get negotiations with Soviets off dead center. He 
expressed irritation over the crazy law that put so much power in the 
hands of the Joint Committee. Mr. McCone said initial talks with the Joint 
Committee had been encouraging, but the subsequent talks had not. He 
reemphasized the non-partisan nature of the objection to the unilateral 
opening of the devices. He said that all the members of the Committee 
would go along with us if they could be locked up in a room safe from 
public view. However, since a Joint Resolution is necessary and since this 
will be placed in the world forum, it would be impossible to keep their 
views secret. : 

The Vice President then asked as to the timing of the actual nuclear | 
shot and the prognosis of the Soviets’ accepting our fallback position. Mr. 
McCone answered the second question first and said that the chances 
were only 50/50 that the Soviets would accept even the fallback position. 
He feels that they will use it as a device by which to throw in more 
obstacles. He evaluates the Soviet objective in the negotiations as merely 
to keep us pinned while they proceed unilaterally as they desire in 

secrecy. 

| The Vice President said that Governor Rockefeller had said we 

should resume testing. Lyndon Johnson will do the same. Senator Ken- 
nedy, being in the hands of certain liberals, will say we should not 
resume testing. All this makes the timing important in view of the Demo- 
cratic Presidential possibilities. In answer to the Vice President’s ques- 

tion, Mr. Dillon said we can resume research shots in early August if we 

desire. The President said, however, that we can drag the announcement 

out also, if necessary. He admonished the group, however, that no matter 

| what the nature of our test, whether it be with outdated devices or not, 

the Soviets will tell the world that it is actually military testing. So we 

must be prepared for the world to take this attitude. 

The Vice President then asked whether we would announce the 

| resumption of Plowshare at the same time. Mr. McCone said that Plow- 

share is an entirely different problem, since some Plowshare activities 

require advance technology which it will be impossible for us to show to 

the Soviets. The President said he would like to include in his September 

° July 11.
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| 26th speech a promise to dig a canal across Yucatan if negotiations with 
| Mexico can be worked out.” | - sue 
| The Vice President said the weakest position which the Republicans 

could hold in the month of August would be to allow the Soviets to drag 
us on. This position would allow the Democrats to go either way and crit- 

| __ icize us for being either too rigid or too conciliatory. From a political | 
| viewpoint, he feels it completely favorable to conduct our research shots 

in the months of September and October. - 
At this point Mr. Dulles injected his estimate that there is a 30% 

chance that the Soviets will break off the conferences very shortly, either 
when we submit our first proposal or when we announce our intentions | 
to resume research shots. Mr. McCone said that if the Soviets walk out of | 
the conferences, we should feel no restrictions on ourselves whatsoever. 
The Vice President said that any continuation of the current haggling 
should not prevent us from moving on Plowshare. He feels this would 
have great propaganda value if the President, in his last speech to the 

_UN, could tell of accomplishments of Plowshare and Atoms for Peace. | 
Mr. Dillon then reverted to the matter of advance notification of 

Congress. He expressed his dislike for this procedure. Mr. Gates agreed, | 
saying the Joint Committee has already refused to support us on the fall- 
back position. The Vice President said we need not worry about the reac- 
tion of Congress. If our proposal is accepted by the Soviets, Congress will 
feel forced to go along even against their will. Mr. McCone said he would 
like to advise the members of the Joint Committee informally of the 
whole program since the Committee contained some vindictive people 
who would take out their frustration in other areas. Mr. Gates said we | 

_ have a hostage in the hands of the Congress in the form of the Mutual | 
Security Bill which has not been passed yet. a | 

_ There was then some discussion on the President’s schedule as to : 
whether world developments should keep him from going toNewport. 
He asked that the Secretary of State return to Washington on Friday’ ! 
rather than Sunday, Cs | 

He would like the Secretary of State to come to N ewport on Sunday . 
morning. The Vice President pointed out the value of putting out state- | 
ments on Cuba and the like from Newport. General Persons said we get | 
better press coverage from that location anyway. | | 

- nn _---:- John S.D. Eisenhower __ | 

” Reference is to Eisenhower’s planned speech before the U.N. General Assembly, | ! which he delivered on September 22. For text of the speech, part of which was devoted to | disarmament, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, | eS aeeG 707-720. The mentioned proposal was not included in the speech. __
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258. Letter From the Chairman of the U.S. Delegation to the 

Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee Conference (Eaton) to 

Secretary of State Herter 

Geneva, July 25, 1960. 

DEAR Curis: I have submitted separately for the record a classified 

report on the Geneva disarmament talks,! but since it runs to some 14 

pages, I want to sum up here more briefly comments and recommenda- 

tions on what strike meas the essential points emerging from the Confer- 

ence. 

1. It’s clear that we never got down to the stage of concrete and 

business-like negotiations on disarmament with the Soviet side. From 

our own point of view, the Conference was more a matter of continuing, 

backstage negotiation with our Allies, particularly France, on how far 

the United States was willing to alter its basic disarmament position to 

counter Soviet initiatives in this field. 

2. We made an honest effort to find some genuine negotiating 

ground with the Soviets. However, the Soviet break on June 27 con- 

firmed what had become obvious almost from the start, namely—that 

the Soviets came to Geneva with an all-or-nothing program they knew 

could not be negotiated with the West. At no time in Geneva was there 

, any indication that the Soviets were prepared to discuss any disarma- 

ment matters which had a possible chance of acceptability to us. They 

knew this, and therefore at no time did they contemplate a serious 

negotiation. | 

3. Iam not prepared to speculate at length about the conditions 

under which the Soviets might have been willing to talk seriously in 

Geneva, or whether they came here in March with the primary intention 

of using the Conference for Communist propaganda and political war- 

_ fare against the West. Regardless of their intentions, however, every 

statement and act in and out of the Conference appeared designed for 

propaganda and to win world opinion. | am not at all sure they 

succeeded in this, particularly in view of the poor timing of their break. 

| Nothing short of major substantive concessions from us of a character 

damaging to Free World security would have been likely to change the 

| Soviets’ basic propaganda approach to the Conference. 

4. Fruitful discussion of disarmament with the Soviets will only 

take place in bilateral talks. There must be fullest consultation with our 

Allies giving consideration to their views, their national interests and 

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 396.12-GE/7-2560. Secret. 

1 An official report, undated, is ibid., 396.12-GE/7-2660. See the Supplement.
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: aspirations, but the decision must rest with us. Use might be made of 
! _ NAC to facilitate this process. While bilateral negotiation will be politi- 
| cally difficult now, it will become far more difficult and perhaps impossi- 
| ' ble as time goes on. | | | 

po 5. Oneof the biggest problems facing us on the Allied side is how to 
ps resolve our basic differences with the French on disarmament, which ran | 
| through the whole Conference. The French position on early control and 

elimination of delivery vehicles is intended primarily as pressure on us. 
It counters our proposal to stop fissionable production before the French 
have really started, and serves notice that we should not expect to retain 
the bulk of our nuclear weapons and delivery means while the French 
have none. By appealing to world opinion as a plausible avenue to disar- 
mament, the French delivery vehicle proposal is intended to soften the — 
difficult position in which the French would find themselves if they 
should refuse to go along with any agreement we might make with the | 
Soviets in the nuclear field. It is probable that the only way out of our dif- 

_ ficulty with the French would be to assure them that we will find a way to 
support their efforts to become a nuclear power. Failing this, French 
acquiescence to acommon Western Plan will be obtained, if at all, only by 
the prospect of the tabling by the other four powers of a common paper 

_. before some public session, as in the UN. _ a 

6. A related major problem concerns the position and tactics we 
should adopt to handle the disarmament issue during the next phase in 
the UN. I feel strongly that, if any paper is to be tabled in the UN, we 
should seek flexibility by tabling a US Plan which the NATO govern- | 
ments would welcome and generally endorse without being com- | 
mitted—either our June 27 plan? or better yet its modified version, | 
US/WP/69 (Rev. 5).3 This would give us a better opportunity to move 
into possible bilateral discussions in the future than if we were com- 
mitted to either a Five-Power or Four-Power Plan from which we could : 

not vary without the consent of our partners. My guess is that the British, 
Canadians, and Italians would prefer our tabling a plan unilaterally to | 
isolating the French publicly. Furthermore, if we should do this, the : 
French might not feel impelled to air their differences with us publicly by : 
tabling their own markedly different proposals. 7 | 

7. As far as the Soviets-are concerned, we can expect them to make | 
_ renewed efforts to get UN approval of their approach to general and | 

| complete disarmament in order to set the framework for any new round : 
of negotiations. They will probably seek to enlarge the composition of | 

_ the Ten-Nation Committee perhaps by the inclusion of Communist ! 
_ Chinaand India. The outcome of maneuvering in the UN during the next | 

: 4 See footnote 4, Document 256. | ! 
co es Not found. ~ | | ; |
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few months will be important, and we certainly must do our best to fore- 
stall Soviet moves which could have crippling effects on the future West- 
ern negotiating position. 

8. If serious negotiation is to be undertaken in the future, it is 

important that the US not state a public position in detail until after the 
negotiations have commenced and it becomes apparent that the Com- 
munists are prepared for serious talk. The public position we will 
constantly be called upon to declare must be in general terms, suffi- 
ciently specific to be serious but sufficiently flexible and consonant with 
our basic security. needs to permit detailed negotiation when such 
becomes feasible. Although this is difficult, the latest US proposal, in 
good measure, meets the requirement. | a 

9. In view of Soviet disarmament initiatives designed for wide 
mass appeal, there may understandably arise pressures for US response 
in kind. The US should never design a disarmament proposal or plan 
with an eye to propaganda. Once the elements of the plan are deter- 
mined, however, it should be put in clear and forceful language to 
enhance its public appeal. In the long run we will be best served before 
world opinion by straightforward espousal of reasonable and practical 
measures which we ourselves are fully prepared to carry out. Any US 
proposal must be consonant with US security. This does not mean that 
US security may not well require important controls, reductions and per- 
haps eventual elimination of national armaments and forces, but the pro- 
posal must require that the first measures to be taken shall be reasonably 
verified before we are committed to further obligations which, if not 
honored by other states, would endanger our security. | | 

10. In formulating a disarmament position, there is a natural ten- 
dency to focus on our present security and political posture. This is 
understandable, since we can not predict with assurance whatthefuture 
will hold. However, we can be sure that during the several years time it 
would take to work out and put into effect any substantial disarmament 
measures, there will be important changes in the present situation. For 
example, our weapons systems may call for a quite different deployment 
from that of today. It may not be necessary to maintain substantial forces 
on the European continent or elsewhere abroad. Furthermore, as their 

own situation changes, our Allies may not welcome our presence to the 
extent they do today. Ido not mean to suggest that this will necessarily be 
the case, but such considerations should be taken:into account in design- 
ing the future disarmament proposals. 

Sincerely, | | 

| Fred Eaton
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, 259. Memorandum of Discussion at the 455th Meeting of the 
| National Security Council | - 

a _ Washington, August 12, 1960. 

[Here follows a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting. ] 

1. Geneva Negotiations on Nuclear Testing (NSC Action 2238—b—(5)!) 

Mr. Gray began by explaining that the first item on the Council 
agenda had to do with the nuclear testing negotiations at Geneva and 
called upon the Secretary of State to present the item. | 

Secretary Herter referred to the Eisenhower-Macmillan proposal of 
last March? which provided for a moratorium on underground tests, 
subject to two conditions: (1) that a coordinated research program to per- | 
fect seismic instrumentation be agreed upon and (2) that satisfactory 
agreement be arrived at on the banning of nuclear tests in the atmos- 
phere. The scientists at Geneva had reached agreement in principle in 
May, and then the Soviets had rejected the proposal for political consid- 
erations.? The Soviets had laid down two conditions: (1) that the Soviets | 

have complete access to the detonator and (2) that they have the right to | 
fix the number of tests and their strength. Subsequently, after Mr. | 

~ McCone had consulted with the Joint Congressional Committee, the U.S. 
made a proposal that the Soviets, the British, and the U.S. put up devices | 

which would be subject to manual and visual inspection by all.4 The | 
Soviets rejected this proposal.5 The President, continued Mr. Herter, had 2 
written Prime Minister Macmillan setting forth a fall-back position.® | 
With respect to declassification, Mr. Herter pointed out that the AEC has 
the right to declassify but that then the information would be available to 
the whole world. It might be possible to obtain limited declassification | 
authority from the Congress. | | | 

Mr. Herter explained that there were two alternatives in the three- | 
page paper which had been distributed at the Council table that morn- 
ing.’ The first was to offer the fall-back position. However, this was 
subject to certain disadvantages: (a) it would be unfavorably received by 

~ Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by 
Charles A. Haskins of the NSC Staffon August 16. | | | : 

! See Document 255. , | oe 
* March 29; printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 77-78. See ibid., pp. 81-86. | 
3 See Tsarapkin’s statement of June 15, ibid., pp. 121-126. : | 
+ See the statement by Wadsworth, July 12, ibid., pp. 142-152. | a | 
> See Tsarapkin’s statement of July 26, ibid., pp. 172-180. 
© Apparent reference toa letter from Eisenhower to Macmillan, drafted in the Depart- : 

ment of State and approved by Herter; see footnote 5, Document 257. 

7 A copy of the August 11 paper is in the Eisenhower Library, NSC Staff Records, 
Disaster File, Disarmament. See the Supplement. . | |



898 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume III 

the Joint Committee; (b) it is doubtful that authority could be obtained at 
this brief session of the Congress; and (c) there would be a hazard that, if 
the Soviets accepted the proposal, we might not be able to go through 
with it. A second alternative would be to stick to the reciprocal offer. If the 
Soviets refused it, then the U.S. could go ahead with the underground | 
test series on its own. As for the date for beginning the underground test 
series, Mr. Herter said that to set a definite date might have the appear- 
ance of an ultimatum and that perhaps we could say “shortly”. He said 
that a political decision had to be taken, and that meanwhile the Geneva 
negotiations were dragging along. Mr. Herter referred to the statement 
made by the President at a press conference that there would be no shots 
in the atmosphere while he was President.§ Mr. Herter concluded by say- 
ing that there was talk in Geneva about a recess, and that Wadsworth was 
on the way home to replace Ambassador Lodge in the UN. | 

The President observed that advance Congressional authority was 
not needed if the fall-back position was put forward “subject to Congres- 
sional authorization”, and inquired whether Secretary Herter had talked 
to the British. The Secretary said that he had not yet done so. The Presi- 
dent said it would alarm the British if we went ahead alone and Mr. 

| Herter said that of course we would consult with the British. 

The President suggested that the fall-back position would not hurt 
us badly and inquired whether we would really be giving anything up if 
the Soviets accepted. Mr. Herter said we would not. 

Mr. McCone said we would not as far as these particular devices are 
concerned, but expressed concern over setting a precedent which might 
have great effect in the future, particularly as regards “Plowshare”. He 
said that we could not throw additional tests open to inspection. 

The Vice President took up the question of timing. He said that the 
| moment the offer was made, a debate would be on which would become 

a political issue. He said that Senator Anderson would put the offer into 
the campaign, as would Senator Lyndon Johnson, probably taking the 
line that we were being naive with the Soviets. He said that Congres- 
sional opposition would indicate that the President did not have support 
in Congress and that the Joint Committee would never agree in a cam- 
paign year. If the issue were debated before November 8, it would be dis- 
torted and could not be argued on its merits. 

The President observed that if we do not have something to keep the 
negotiations going along, then we are saying in effect that we give up. 

The Vice President voiced support for the President’s announced 
stand on no tests in the atmosphere, adding that we know we can learn 
all we need from underground tests. He said that another disadvantage 

® For the President's statement at his news conference on August 10, see Public Papers 
of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960, p. 627. :
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| of setting a specific date was the ultimatum aspect. The President won- 
dered if a date could not be set subsequent to the election. The Vice Presi- 
dent said that it would be desirable to leave the date in a more indefinite 
status. The more definite the date, he said, the more susceptible the mat- 
ter would be to political discussion. —— | oo 

Secretary Herter said that ifa mid-November date were selected, the 

scientists would have to occupy the test site a month ahead and by their 
presence would reveal the timing. Mr. McCone agreed, and said that 
extensive preparations for the shot would be necessary, including the 
moving in of scientists, who would be identified by the press. The Presi- 
dent suggested that we would not have to fix an exact date but that we 
might say “on or after”. | | Oo 

Secretary Gates suggested that we might re-affirm our position after 
talking to Prime Minister Macmillan. We could tell the Soviets that we 
want them toansweragain. > _ | 

Secretary Herter raised the question of how far off the decision 
could be put from the point of view of planning. At some time we have 
got to establish a cut-off date. The President suggested that we might say 
to the Soviets, “If you do not agree, then we will go ahead by ourselves”, 
but we must have coordination with the British. Mr. Herter said he was | 

seeing Ambassador Caccia at noon and the President suggested that the 
Secretary ask Caccia to inform Macmillan. Our line could be that before 
the Geneva negotiations adjourned, we would say that we are going to 
begin to make our underground nuclear tests—small ones and for the 
purpose of improving seismic instrumentation. We feel that it has to be 
done. Every decent proposal we have made, the Soviets have flatly | 
turned down. We should get Macmillan’s reaction; he has come a long | 
way on Polaris. | | | 7 | a 

Mr. McCone stated that there had been a considerable deterioration 
in the negotiations since July 17. Tsarapkin had proposed three site , 
inspections and it was reported that that proposal was not negotiable. It 
is also reported that Tsarapkin is calling for 15 instead of 21 stations. Tsa- 
rapkin has not agreed to a single thing since November except the 4.75 | 
threshold. He is an old-time negotiator, continued Mr. McCone; he nego- 

tiated the 38th Parallel in Korea, after exhausting the opposition. The | 
President asked if that was in 1945 and Mr. McCone said that it was. | 

_ Secretary Herter gave the evaluation that the Soviets will not agree : 
to any tests until after conclusion of a treaty. © oe 

The President suggested that perhaps we ought to send someone to 
London to talk to the British—either Mr. McCone or someone from the 
State Department. Then we could get away from the fall-back proposal. 
The President said he agreed with the Vice President with respect to what | 
the political opposition would do and that they would interpret our |
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action as being soft on communism. Congress so loves to keep secrets 
which the enemy has had for so long, mused the President. 

Secretary Herter inquired whether he had the President’s approval 
for taking the matter up with Ambassador Caccia. The President said 
that Mr. Herter could start with the Ambassador. 

The Vice President counselled that it was of the utmost importance, 
in our conversations with the British, that no mention be made of any 
domestic political considerations which might be involved. The Presi- 
dent replied that he himself could “tell Harold”. 

General Persons commented that the Majority leaders in Congress 
had made it very clear to him that this was going to bea light session and | 
that Congress would only deal with a limited number of things. Secre- 
tary Herter said that the House would only be in session for two weeks. 
The Vice President stated that there was no chance that anything could be 
done at this session of Congress. 

Mr. Gray observed that whereas the tests as planned were not weap- 
ons tests, nevertheless they do have collateral defense aspects. Secretary 
Gates mentioned base hardening, and Mr. Gray pointed out that it could — 
not be said that there are no defense implications. Mr. Gates said that the 
implications were defensive. | 

Mr. McCone spoke of his recent trip to the underground test site. He 
said there was a 950 foot shaft and that the device would be placed at the 
bottom. One thousand feet away was a 750 foot shaft. There was a tunnel 
leading to within 200 feet of the first shaft, and additionally there were 
three sets of other tunnels, radiating from the second shaft. The struc- 

tures are of various kinds, including concrete and steel and number eight 
or ten. Information to be derived from the tests would be valuable for 
civil defense, base hardening, the mining industry, and for tunnel 
construction techniques. All the information would be made public. The 
site had been started by Defense and AEC three or four years ago and 
had cost $5 million. Mr. McCone emphasized that no information on 
weapons of any kind was involved and that it was, in his opinion, a very 
worthwhile experiment. 

Mr. Stans expressed concern about world opinion and wondered 
whether the underground tests might be regarded as a resumption of 

- nuclear testing. He said we should make it very clear that no new weap- 

ons are involved. Secretary Herter said that if the negotiations are broken 
off, then the AEC would test some devices having weapons implications. 
Mr. McCone said that the AEC had a list of defense requirements which 
could only be met by further testing. The President emphasized that no 
weapons are involved in this specific action and that it was important 
that we did not get weapons into this. Secretary Herter commented that 
our public posture would be much better if we could say that the tests 
were seismic only. | : .
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The Vice President expressed concern for the security of the matters 
| which had just been discussed and said he hoped that there would not be 

debriefings to hundreds of people throughout the departments. The 
President agreed, and said it was most important to protect the subject 
from falling into unauthorized hands. Mr. Gray said that, in the light of 
the sensitivity of the discussion, there would be no debriefing of the 
Planning Board on this item. | 

The National Security Council:? Oo | 

Discussed the subject on the basis of an oral presentation by the Sec- 
retary of State. — ae 

[Here follow Agenda Items 2-8, unrelated to disarmament.] 

oe | Charles A. Haskins 

° The following sentence constitutes NSC Action No. 2278, approved by the Presi- 
dent on August 17. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, 
Records of Action by the National Security Council) | 

260. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

| a Washington, August 19, 1960. 

OTHERS PRESENT os a | 
. Secretary Merchant, Chairman McCone | 

General Goodpaster a | ; | 

Mr. McCone said that Prime Minister Macmillan sent his warmest 

regards to the President. He added that he is following Mr. Nixon’s cam- 
paign with close interest. Finally, he said he is deeply appreciative of the 
care we have taken-not to bring the British into the Powers trial in any | 

way! ae bee eo | 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 
Goodpaster on August 23. | | | 

' Documentation on the shooting down of a U.S. U-2 reconnaissance plane, piloted | 
by Francis Gary Powers, over the Soviet Union on May 1, 1960, and the subsequent trial of ) 
Powers in the Soviet Union is in volume X, Part 1. . }
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Mr. McCone said the United States and British representatives from 
the Geneva negotiations gave a report to the meeting of himself and Mr. 
Merchant with the Prime Minister.2 Mr. McCone explained why it is not 
feasible for the United States to go to the fall-back position—that the 
Congress will not accept this. He said the British tried to tie the question 
to the election in some way, but he resisted this. The British pressed us 
very hard for a statement of our intentions as to when and whether we 
planned to initiate unilateral nuclear seismic experimentation. Ormsby- 
Gore wanted a commitment, which he was not given, that the United 

States would not do anything until the next Congress and Administra- 
tion had come in. 

Mr. McCone was willing to say that we would take no precipitous 
action, and that we will resume negotiations at the end of the five weeks’ 
recess. Mr. Merchant commented that the British seemed greatly relieved 
that this was the purpose of the visit. 

Mr. McCone said he cited to the British the President’s statement 
that we would not wait forever to resume testing if no progress is made 
toward an acceptable agreement.? He and Mr. Merchant agreed ona pro- 
posed date of September 27th for reconvening after the recess. He said he 
proposed that, in the meantime, the United States and the United King- 
dom should summarize very strictly the issues that divide the East and 
West before the recess began. 

Mr. McCone said that the Soviets are pressing hard for a commit- 
ment from the United States as to the duration of moratorium we would 
accept. Mr. McCone thought the moratorium should cover the period of 
seismic improvement experimentation. The British also want to know 
our thinking on this matter. Mr. McCone said he and Mr. Merchant 
finally agreed that the moratorium could be of two years’ duration plus 
three to six months, which is the time it would take to make preparations 
for testing after a decision to test. He said it was agreed that the Western 
delegations can announce their thinking on the moratorium. , 

The President said he is inclined to feel, if we could keep the secret 
from the press, he would authorize small clandestine shots because the 

* McCone and Merchant went to London on August 15 for discussions with Macmil- 
lan and other British officials on the future of the Geneva negotiations on nuclear testing. 
Before leaving for London, McCone discussed his visit with Eisenhower. The President 
told him that he “should simply tell the British that we have so many political problems in 

| regard to this matter during the next 2-1/2 months that he did not feel it is possible to pre- 
pare the way for the proposal now. He did not, however, want to be in the position of break- 
ing up the negotiations.” A report of this August 15 meeting is ina memorandum of confer- 
ence with the President by Goodpaster, August 19; ibid. See the Supplement. 

3 Reference is apparently to Eisenhower’s statement in his August 10 press confer- 
ence on the lack of progress in the Geneva discussions. The President stated that “when we 
come to the place that progress is not possible, then we will have to take care of ourselves.” 
See footnote 8, Document 259.
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: delay has been so long in negotiations, and we cannot be sure whether 
the Soviets are testing or not. I told the President I hoped he would give. 
no consideration to this, since there is one thing our experience has 
proven, and that is that this government cannot keep a secret. Mr. 
McCone said that if he had the authority to do this, he would guarantee 
to do it secretly insofar as his agency is concerned, but added that scien- 
tists would know about this and would talk to each other and to the 
press. At this point the President adverted to several recent security 
breaches. | ce 

_ Mr. McCone suggested, and said he had suggested to the British, | 
that in the early days of the recess the US and UK negotiators should 
report on what the issues are that remain in the negotiations with the 
Russians, and what the US and UK positions are with respect to these 
issues—and that thereafter the governments should try to decide what to 
do about them. | | 

Mr. McCone commented that the proposal for reciprocal inspection 
of seismic improvement devices involving nuclear explosions was not 
put forward very strongly or effectively by our negotiating team in 
Geneva, nor was it supported by the British. He acknowledged that, even 
had it been, it would not have been accepted by the Soviets. Mr. McCone 

said that during the meeting with Macmillan, Ormsby-Gore reviewed 
the issues, and his review disclosed that the British see them just.as 
clearly as we do. The Soviets say that we cannot start the research pro- | 

gram until a treaty has been initialled. They also say that the first inspec- 
tion cannot occur until the whole system has been installed. These may 
be negotiating positions, but they show the extent of the difficulty. _ 

_. The President said the fundamental question in his mind is this: is it 
of primary importance to the Soviets that they want no,more nuclear 
explosions, or is it of primary importance that they do not want to open 
up their country? While a total number of inspections as low as three 
would be inadequate to provide effective inspection, even these three 
would disclose a great deal of their country. Mr. McCone said the British 
are saying that three inspections are not enough. They seem to be think- | 

| ing in terms of ten, asserting that we could not do more. He said he told | 
them that there was no practical limit of this order and that the number | 
depends simply on how much effort we are willing to make. ce | 

_ Mr. McCone said that, with respect to the seismic improvement pro- 
gram, he felt that by the meeting he and Mr. Merchant had just completed 
with the British, we have extracted ourselves from the commitment to 
put forward the fall-back position. He commented that this leaves us ina 
vacuum, however, since the Soviets have disagreed with our earlier pro- 
posal. The President said that it may be necessary for himself or the new 
President to go up to the Congress in January to see if we could obtain the 
fall-back position. He added that in many ways he prefers the fall-back 

— |
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position. He acknowledged that the present Congress didn’t consider 
the question rationally and that there is no point in advancing it now. 

To a question by the President, Mr. McCone indicated that it would 
be possible to declassify these devices, but in that case we would have to 
make the information public, according to the terms of the law, and this 
would be contrary to the policy of not spreading nuclear weapons 
knowledge among additional countries. He suggested that the best 
course was probably to wait until after the election and reappraise the sit- 

: uation. The President said this depends upon the outcome of the elec- 
tion. If Kennedy were to win, the President thought he would not wish to 
engage with the present Administration in any activity on this problem. 
If Mr. Nixon wins, the President thought Macmillan might then have to 
be told that an early decision to resume or not to resume testing was man- 
datory. 

The President suggested that, in the meantime, we should carry out 
some large-scale HE explosions, adding that perhaps it would be pos- 
sible to introduce a nuclear component clandestinely. Again I urged him 
not to consider this. | 

Mr. McCone suggested that it might be possible to build a com- 
pletely new device, not at all in the form of a weapon, using some new 

principle to create the critical initiatory conditions, which could be com- 
pletely declassified. He said he would pursue this. 

Mr. McCone said it is his view that we and the British are not on the 
“same wicket”—that we are trying to suspend what we can control and 
the British want to suspend everything, including tests below the thresh- 
old of inspection. The President said he had seen nothing to warrant this 
conclusion, and disagreed with this judgment. 

Mr. McCone said finally that Prime Minister Macmillan had indi- 
cated he would like very much to get together with the President some 
time in December. The President said he too would like this. London 
seemed completely out of the question, although Culzean Castle orsome 
similar place might be a possibility. 

G. 
| Brigadier General, USA
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261. Editorial Note — - 

_ OnSeptember 9, 1960, the Department of State announced the estab- 

lishment of the U.S. Disarmament Administration to develop and coor- 
dinate U.S. policies and activities in the field of arms limitation and 
control. (Department of State press release 520, September 9, 1960; Docu- 
ments on Disarmament, 1960, page 225) The administration was estab- 
lished as a result of a study initiated in late 1959 at the President’s request 
by the Department of State. The Office of the Special Assistant to the 

_ President for Science and Technology recommended creation of an office 
responsible for arms control policies, located within the Executive Office 
of the President, which would work closely with the Department of 
State. Under Kistiakowsky’s plan, the Department of State would have 
sole responsibility for negotiating arms control agreements. On Febru- 
ary 18,1960, Kistiakowsky had senta memorandum to the President out- 

lining the rationale for the plan. (Eisenhower Library, White House 
Office Files, Additional Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for 

Science and Technology—Panel, Disarmament Organization) See the | 
Supplement. pe es | 

Secretary of State Herter proposed a disarmament organization on 
the staff level in the Department of State. Secretary Herter, supported by 
the Department of Defense, convinced the President that an upgraded 
disarmament effort should be located in the Department of State and 
should report directly to the Secretary. The new agency was to be staffed _ 
with personnel drawn from the Department of State, other agencies, and 

from outside the government. It was to be responsible for formulating 
policy recommendations for consideration within the U.S. Government 
with respect to the limitation and control by international agreement of 
armed forces and weapons of all kinds and for the direction and support 
of international negotiations on these matters. (Memorandum from 
Herter to the President, August 22; Department of State, Central Files, 
600.012/8-2260)SeetheSupplement. st 

: |
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262. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Twining) to President Eisenhower | 

Washington, September 15, 1960. 

SUBJECT | | 
Arms Control Proposals and Your Speech at the United Nations, 22 September _ 

1960! a 

1. [have reviewed an early draft by the State Department Staff? of a 
speech which you might make to the United Nations General Assembly 
and consider that certain basic aspects of the approach proposed in the 
arms control area would have serious implications relative to the secu- 
rity of the United States. The draft Isaw probably will be revised. How- 
ever, I feel that the following comments, which are addressed to the early 
draft, should be considered in formulating the arms control section of the 
speech you plan to make: _ | 

a. I question the view reflected in the speech that in a time of 
increasing tensions, as at present, the United States should feel com- 
pelled to increase the attractiveness to the Soviets of U.S. disarmament 
proposals by offering the Soviets one-sided military advantages. To do 
so, would be dangerously misleading to people throughout the world. 
The Soviets could only interpret this approach as a sign of weakness on 
the part of the United States and a sign of U.S. uncertainty about fulfilling 
its world-wide commitments. 

b. I don’t mean to imply that we should refuse to entertain new 
ideas, but it does seem clear that in the arms control field we can’t expect 

to out-match the Soviets in offering fancy gimmicks for their propa- 
ganda appeal. Our interests surely lie in sticking to a responsible arms — 
control program based on sound principles and realistic regard for the 
facts of international life. | 

c. Rather than the arms control approach taken in the draft speech, 
I believe that the United States should make clear that the unrenounced 

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Secret. . 

' For text of the speech as given, see Public Papers of the President of the United States: 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960-61, pp. 707-720. Eisenhower’s speech was part of the general 
debate on disarmament at the 15th Session of the U.N. General Assembly. On September 

. 23, Soviet Chairman Khrushchev addressed the General Assembly on Soviet proposals for 
general and complete disarmament. Extracts of that speech are printed in American Foreign 
Policy: Current Documents, 1960, pp. 715-718. A Soviet declaration submitted to the General 
Assembly and the Soviet proposals on the basic provisions of a treaty on general and com- 
plete disarmament, both September 23, are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 
229-248. . 

2 The draft was not found. |
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and frequently repeated Communist objective of world domination is 
the prime reason for the present level and deployment of U.'S.armed 
forces and armaments. , - 

d. With respect to arms control proposals, I believe that the United 
States should reiterate its interest in and willingness to negotiate interna- 
tional arms control agreements, and should demonstrate that the Soviets 
have consistently sabotaged all efforts in this direction through their 
repeated threats against and attacks on other peoples, their continued _ 
use of negotiations strictly as propaganda exercises and their refusal to 
negotiate in the 1960 Geneva disarmament conference, highlighted by 
their walk-out from that conference. In this connection, far greater stress 

than is now given in the draft should be placed on the Soviet penchant for 
secrecy as an obstacle to arms controls. _ | 

e. The United States should then restate—not renounce, as the | 

| draft speech implies—its 27 June 1960 disarmament proposals? and | 
invite participation in renewed negotiations on these proposals. As you | 
no doubt recall, these proposals received your approval shortly before 
they were tabled in Geneva. To discard the 27 June 1960 proposals, as 

, would be the case if we were to come forward now with what, in effect | 

are new proposals, would—in addition to being a sign of great weak- 
ness—play into Soviet propaganda charges used to justify the Commu- 
nist walk-out at Geneva in June 1960. | oe 

f. The arms control proposals in the draft speech are contrary to 
U.S. Basic National Security Policy in that they do not provide for bal- 
anced and phased disarmament. For example, the arms control propos- 
als contained in the draft advocate the reduction of nuclear military | : 
capabilities without requiring substantial conventional disarmament, | 
thus potentially impairing U.S. nuclear capabilities while leaving Sino- 
soviet conventional capabilities unimpaired. The following are addi- 
tional examples of proposals contained in the draft considered 
undesirable: - | | OO | | : 

~ (1) One proposal asks the United Nations to “call on nations to | 
engage in no military activities” on celestial bodies. This would be an 
uncontrolled ban, probably binding on the United States, but not on the | 
USSR. A major principle of U.S. policy is that disarmament measures | 
must be controllable and controls must be operative; this proposal is con- | 
trary to this principle and could establish a dangerous precedent. Also, 

_ this proposal could and probably would lead to additional U.N. resolu- | 
tions such as ban the bomb, liquidate overseas bases, and eliminate 
means for delivering nuclear weapons. 

_ (2) Another proposal asks that an “urgent study be initiated” in con- 
nection with control of nuclear delivery systems. This proposal, pre- 
sented out of the context of the 27 June US. program, unduly emphasizes | 

3 For text of the proposals, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 126-131. |
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this aspect of the program in keeping with the Soviet desire to place the 
control of nuclear delivery means in Stage One. 

(3) The proposals concerning nuclear weapons, aside from being 
undesirable becnuuse they are not tied to conventional disarmament, 
invite the ninety odd nuclear have-nots, who have no capability and no 

responsipiity or preserving the security of the Free World, to negotiate 
and pass resolutions on arms controls for U.S. nuclear weapons. In addi- 
tion, the proposal to close nuclear production plants one-by-one is unde- 
sirable because it is offered without requiring verification to assure that 
new plants are not being established on the territory of the Sino-Soviet 

oc. 
(4) The United States cannot agree to terminate “nuclear” produc- 

tion, as is proposed in the speech. This would encompass tritium without 
which many of our existing or remaining nuclear weapons would 
quickly become ineffective. For this reason, the U.S. proposals have only 
suggested termination of the production of “fissionable” materials. 

(5) The speech deals inadequately with Soviet aggression over 
international waters and with the problem of obtaining the release of the 
RB-47 crewmen; also, it hands the initiative in this matter to the Soviets. 
The major points to be stressed are that a continuation of Soviet aggres- 
sive acts over international waters is a bar to peaceful negotiations; that 
the continued illegal imprisonment of the RB-47 crewmen is a constant 
reminder of the fact of doviet ageression; and that the RB-47 crewmen 
must be released immediately to afford any hope that Soviet brigandage 
over international waters will be stopped and, therefore, any hope that 
negotiations might be fruitful. 

(6) The section on arms control fails to specify that nuclear and non- 
nuclear arms controls must be balanced and that “general disarmament” 
must be under effective international control. 

2. I believe that specific arms control measures listed in the draft 
speech should be redrafted to conform to the U.S. proposals of 27 June 
1960, which are the latest arms control proposals which have been fully 
coordinated within the Government and approved by the President. The 
arms control proposals contained in the draft speech have not been so 
coordinated. They represent a drastic departure from the concept of bal- 
anced and phased arms control measures at all times under effective 
international verification and inspection, as reflected in the 27 June pro- 
posals, and would have serious security implications. 

_ 3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur fully in the views expressed 
above. 

N.E Twining
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263. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower 

Washington, September 19, 1960, 9:45 a.m. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

| Secretary Herter i 
Colonel Eisenhower | 

Part time: | 
General Twining 7 | 
Mr. Bohlen : | 

Mr. Gerard Smith 

Dr. Moos | | 

_ [Here follows discussion unrelated to disarmament.] | i 

At this time the group was joined by Mr. Bohlen, Mr. Gerard Smith, 
and Dr. Moos. Dr. Moos pointed out that the speech had now been 
reduced to 23 pages.! In answer to the President’s question regarding the 
views of the JCS, Mr. Smith said that he had received the gist of the JCS | 

comments on Friday,” had talked it over, and had straightened out most 
of their objections. Co 

At this time the President instructed me to remind him to insist on 

procedures in which JCS recommendations on international affairs go 
through the Secretary of Defense to the Department of State and are 
channeled by them to the President. He recognizes the JCS are separate 
from the Office of the Secretary of Defense for military matters. On 

| international matters their views should come to him through State. Mr. _ 
Herter assured the President again that the comments of the JCS had 
been addressed to the first draft of the speech and had subsequently been 
ironed out. At this time the President sent for General Twining to join the 
group. | 

Discussion then ensued regarding the term, “verification of space 
craft” in the President's speech. The wording which the President visual- 
izes would be “all launchings of space craft should be verified inadvance 
by the UN.” Here the difficulty lay in the fear of the JCS that important 
projects such as Samos would be subject to Soviet inspections. After dis- 
cussion, it was concluded that Samos activities apply to exploration of 
our own earth and therefore are not subject to verification and disap- 
proval. This prohibition would apply only to weapons of mass destruc- 
tion placed in the satellite. 

—— - | 
Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by 

John Eisenhower. / 

_! Reference is to Eisenhower’s speech to the U.N. General Assembly; see footnote 1, 
Document 262. | 

2 See Document 262. :
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The President then expressed concern over the virtue of the ground 
inspection portion of the speech. He understood that the idea includes 
voluntary employment of other nations’ representatives to prove that 
any given nation is not preparing for war. This could be done by showing 
that cities are not being evacuated, that governmental leaders are 
remaining in their offices, and the like. The President feels that such 

measures would apply primarily to a 1942 war. He quoted the expression 
“the nakedness of the battlefield” and said it would be impossible for 
observers of this kind to detect the real status of alert posture. He pointed 
out that our bombers remain always on a 15-minute alert. Mr. Smith 
pointed out the voluntary nature of this procedure as an advantage toa 
country to prove its non-alert status. He felt there is nothing to lose by 
sucha proposal. He pointed out further that a strong effort is being made 
to find something new regarding mutual inspection in accordance with 
the President’s promise made in Paris. | | 

The President suggested an approach which emphasized that in 
1955 the Soviet Premier had proposed ground observers. The President 
had proposed open skies. This had been done on a bilateral basis. The 
President now proposes that both methods be adopted by the UN so that 
each nation can prove its peaceful intent and receive assurances of the 
peaceful intent of the other. | | 

_ Mr. Smith expressed the view that the aerial inspection idea is now 
obsolete. It will indicate little regarding war preparations. He quoted Mr. 
Bohlen agreeing with him; however, Mr. Bohlen said that the issue was a 

political one rather than a technical one. He felt the President should say 
itis now feasible technically to detect preparations for war. The question 
is whether nations will permit it. | | | 

Secretary Herter then suggested mentioning the fliers of the RB—47 
crew still held in the USSR. The President seemed to agree, and the meet- 
ingclosed. | a 

| John S.D. Eisenhower
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| 264. Memorandum From Secretary of State Hertertothe | 
os President's Assistant (Persons) | 

| Washington, November 16, 1960. 

DEAR JERRY: You may recall my telling you that we should reach a 
decision soon with regard to the continuation of the Nuclear Test Sus- 
pension discussions in Geneva. On the basis both of Soviet statements 
and the current slow pace of their responses in Geneva it seems unlikely 
that they will be prepared to make any substantial negotiating moves or 
to seek seriously any resolution of remaining differences until they know 
whether a new administration is prepared to offer them a better deal on 
the outstanding issues. If a satisfactory resolution of remaining issues is 
not now likely, it would not seem to be in the U.S. interest to make conces- 
sions or offer compromises at a time when instead of enabling us to 
determine whether agreement is possible they might serve only to 
reduce our bargaining position for the final effort to reach agreement. 
Just as the prospects of agreement seem slight at present, so also do the 
prospects of breaking off negotiations or proceeding with nuclear 
research explosions in December on terms favorable to the West. In this 
connection it would be particularly difficult at this time to secure the 
assent of Congressional leaders to the fallback position on opening 
nuclear devices (without which the U.K. would not support us in initiat- 
ing nuclear research shots). 

- In light of these factors it would seem advisable to seek a recess in 
the negotiations in the latter part of this month! and to propose that 
negotiations reconvene in February. Since a firm reconvening date 
would be set we foresee no likelihood that a recess would have any seri- 
ous repercussions in the UN. Prior to a recess we should maintain essen- 
tially our present positions with such elaborations and developments on | 
relatively minor aspects as can be handled through the normal day to 
day instructions. | 

Before consultation with the British and the Soviets on this matter, I 

think it would be well to advise Clark Clifford of what we propose to do.” 
My guess would be that he would approve. 

| C.A.H. 

; Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Presidential Transition Series. Confiden- 
tial. | | 

_. | The Geneva negotiations on nuclear testing recessed on December 5. 
2 Persons had this memorandum retyped in the White House and removed the last | 

sentences of the first and third paragraphs. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Presiden- | 
tial Transition Series) See the Supplement. He then reported in a telephone conversation | 

7 with Herter on November 18 at 3:30 p.m., that he had given the retyped paper to Clark Clif- 
ford in the absence of an officially designated Department of State liaison from President- | 
elect Kennedy. (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers, Phone Calls and Misc. Memos)
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265. Editorial Note 

The First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly discussed pro- 
posals for disarmament from October 13 to December 20, 1960, under 

four general categories: general and complete disarmament, specific dis- 
armament proposals, prevention of nuclear weapons proliferation, and 
suspension of nuclear testing. For the major statements and texts of reso- 
lutions considered by the First Committee, see Documents on Disarma- 
ment, 1960, pages 297-372. The General Assembly adopted three 
resolutions as recommended by the First Committee, Resolutions 
1576-1578. For texts, see ibid., pages 373-375.
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